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budget for a short time and clear that. 
I think we need to get the time run-
ning on the budget. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the assistant 
leader. He represents so many guards-
men who are now fighting valiantly. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. REID. Some of whom, from Ne-
vada, have been killed in combat in the 
war in Iraq. 

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

f 

FISCAL YEAR 2004 BUDGET—
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of the 
conference report to accompany H. 
Con. Res 95, the concurrent budget res-
olution for fiscal year 2004. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The clerk will report the budget reso-
lution conference report. 

The assistant 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 95), establishing the 
Congressional budget for the United States 
Government for fiscal year 2004, and setting 
forth appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2003 and 2005 through 2013, 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, signed by a majority of the conferees 
on the part of both Houses.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask the 
Budget Committee chairman if he will 
yield for a question. 

Mr. NICKLES. Certainly. 
Mr. REID. As I said a few minutes 

ago, on our side there is real angst as 
to when we might finish this budget 
conference report. We have 5 hours on 
our side. At this stage, we have the in-
tention of using most all of that time. 
I am wondering, from your perspective, 
how much of your time are you going 
to use? It is important for people who 
are bouncing around the country. 

Mr. NICKLES. Did the Senator say 
they have the intention of yielding 
most of their time? 

Mr. REID. Using the time. 
Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to work 

with my colleagues to find a mutually 
agreed upon time for debate and for 
final passage. We have up to 10 hours, 
as my colleague knows. That would 
have us voting at 8 o’clock tonight. I 
hope we can reduce that. I will work 
with colleagues on both sides to make 
it mutually agreeable. 

Mr. REID. I thank the Senator.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, for the 

information of our colleagues, I urge 
our colleagues to stay in town today on 
this particular Friday before an April 
Easter recess. We have a vote on the 
Senate budget conference report, which 
we are now debating. We have a vote on 

the urgent DOD request, the war sup-
plemental. That will be voted on today. 
I expect we will also have a vote on 
debt limit extension. Maybe that can 
be done by voice, maybe not. I urge col-
leagues to be here today. 

Those are the three very important 
issues to be resolved today. We will try 
to work with all of our colleagues to 
expedite consideration of all three 
measures, and I will be happy to ac-
commodate and yield time and work 
with people. We need to pass all three 
bills. I look forward to working with 
all involved Senators to come to the 
conclusion of all three bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I may di-
rect a question to the chairman, we are 
willing to work in any way possible to 
get the budget passed and the supple-
mental passed. 

I think the Senator should be fore-
warned that I doubt very seriously if 
there will be a debt extension passed 
today. We spoke at some length a week 
ago with the majority leader. We will 
be happy to work with the leader on a 
freestanding bill. We need a day on 
that, but that doesn’t mean 30 minutes 
or an hour. We have a number of people 
who have indicated to us that they 
want to offer amendments on the budg-
et extension. 

The majority leader is quoted in the 
press as saying he thinks we can do the 
supplemental and the budget resolu-
tion, but he doesn’t think we can do 
the debt limit. I want the chairman to 
know we agree with the majority lead-
er. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments of my colleague 
and friend from Nevada. I will bump 
that up to a higher level between the 
majority leader, minority leader, and 
my friends. It was my understanding it 
needs to be done this week before we 
left. I have not consulted with Treas-
ury—the Secretary of the Treasury in 
the last week or so. It was my under-
standing it really needed to pass before 
the April break. Maybe that is not the 
case. It may be my friend from Nevada 
and others have done their tax returns 
and paid such enormous taxes that we 
are in great shape. There is usually an 
April bump in revenues. That is my 
main concern. We don’t like being in 
the situation where we are borrowing 
funds from civil service retirements 
and so on, which has happened in the 
past, and may be happening now. I will 
be happy to bump that up to the major-
ity and minority leaders. It was my un-
derstanding it needed to be done prior 
to our leaving for this break. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, very brief-
ly, if I may, I think every time a debt 
limit extension has come before the 
Congress, I have voted for it. I believe 
we have debts and we should pay them. 
I will likely vote for this one. But 
there are some people who don’t think 
as I do and they want some time to 
talk on this. 

The majority leader has the commit-
ment of Senator DASCHLE and myself 

and Senator CONRAD that we will work 
with them to get the debt limit exten-
sion passed. We need a little bit of time 
to do that. 

Just on a personal note, I have been 
checking my banking on line every 
morning to see if my return is back. I 
am expecting that money to come back 
soon. It has been 4 weeks now and it is 
not here. I am a little disappointed. 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield the floor and 
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. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, as we 
begin the debate on the budget for fis-
cal year 2004, I will make a couple of 
comments. One, I compliment my col-
league, Chairman NUSSLE, in the 
House. It has been a pleasure to work 
with him. 

Passing a budget is never easy. I have 
been critical in the past, such as when 
last year we did not get a budget 
passed, but I have a better appreciation 
for how difficult it is. Particularly 
when we have a great big number of 51 
on our side, it is not an easy job. So I 
compliment Chairman NUSSLE and 
thank him for his work and coopera-
tion. 

We had many hours working together 
trying to formulate a budget that 
would pass both the House and the Sen-
ate. It is a great deal easier said than 
done. We have come forward with a 
budget this year that accomplishes a 
lot of major objectives. We balance the 
budget. We balance the budget in 9 
years, not 10. When we brought it be-
fore the Senate, it was balanced in 10 
years, in 2013. Now we balance it by the 
year 2012. 

It is a budget that allows and encour-
ages growing the economy. The econ-
omy has not been growing. Frankly, we 
will never balance the budget if the 
economy is not growing. This budget 
allows and provides for a growth pack-
age. 

This is a budget that will help us win 
the war on terrorism. We fully fund the 
President’s request for national defense 
and homeland defense. 

It includes the war supplemental 
that Congress is going to pass tonight. 
The Senate passed it a week ago, and 
we will end up passing it as well today. 
It fully funds homeland security and 
the President’s request. 

It also is a budget that allows us to 
modernize Medicare. We did not get 
that done last Congress. We should 
have, but we did not. Almost everybody 
says they are in favor of it, but because 
we did not have a budget, we did not 
have protection on the floor. We did 
not even have markup in the com-
mittee. We did spend some time on it 
on the floor, but we were not success-
ful. This is a bill that says we will 
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spend up to $400 billion not just to pro-
vide a drug benefit but also to 
strengthen and improve Medicare, not 
just for the current beneficiaries but 
for future generations as well. 

It is a budget that maintains spend-
ing discipline. It grows domestic non-
defense discretionary, but barely—
about 2.3 percent over 2003 levels before 
the supplemental. We limit spending 
with enforceable caps for the next 2 
years. 

Budgets are not easy. They are not 
pretty. The process is difficult. It is 
long. It is tedious. It is tough. It is not 
the easiest committee of which to be a 
member. I thank all members of the 
Budget Committee who helped us build 
this budget. 

When we convened early this year, 
we had seven Budget Committee hear-
ings. The President submitted his 
budget on February 3. We passed a 
large appropriations bill, the 2003 ap-
propriations bill, on February 13. These 
were appropriations from the previous 
year. We did not get a budget last year, 
and we did not get appropriations last 
year. 

Why did we not get the appropria-
tions bills done? Because the House and 
the Senate were arguing what the ap-
propriate level would be. There was 
never a budget, so this was not an 
agreement on how much we should 
spend. And because we did not have the 
agreement, we could not manage. It 
just did not work. And the Congress did 
not work. Last year was a very frus-
trating year, largely because we did 
not have a budget. In February of this 
year, we ended up passing last year’s 
appropriations bill. Eleven of the thir-
teen bills passed in February. On 
March 7, CBO submitted the reestimate 
of the President’s budget, and then on 
March 12 and 13, the Senate Budget 
Committee marked up the President’s 
budget. We had 2 days of markup. We 
had 32 amendments considered, 23 roll-
call votes, and we passed it out of the 
committee on March 13. 

Then we had the longest consider-
ation of the budget maybe in Senate 
history. I will have to look back, but 
we had 7 days of debate on the floor. 
The Budget Act provides for 50 hours, 
but we had 50 hours plus many more 
hours because we had a very extended 
number of rollcall votes. We had 81 
amendments considered on the floor. 
Fifty-one were decided by rollcall 
votes, and 31 by voice votes which adds 
up to 82, including final passage. 

We have had a challenging con-
ference. We had a very challenging con-
ference, after both the House and Sen-
ate passed a bill, because we had dif-
fering expectations of what could pass, 
particularly as it related to the growth 
package. The House wanted, and they 
passed, a growth package of $726 bil-
lion. The Senate passed a package of 
$350 billion. The Senate could not pass 
more than $350 billion, it looks like, 
and the House would not accept $350 
billion. It is kind of hard to have rec-
onciliation in a conference agreement 
if there are irreconcilable differences. 

What did we do? Well, we were a lit-
tle innovative and we came up with 
giving different instructions to the 
House and the Senate, certainly legiti-
mate in parliamentary procedure. It 
has not been done before, so we gave an 
instruction to the House. The House 
has an instruction of $550 billion on the 
growth package. The Senate has an in-
struction of $350 billion on the growth 
package. The difference is to be decided 
by the conference. I think I know 
where the votes are. I will tell my 
friends and colleagues, I know Chair-
man GRASSLEY very well. I expect that 
I will be a conferee, and we do not ex-
pect to bring a bill out of conference 
unless it will pass the House and the 
Senate. We want it to become law. We 
do not want to make political state-
ments. We want to help the economy 
grow. That is our objective. 

So hopefully we will have a budget 
and a growth package. I think it is 
more important to have a budget than 
even having a growth package. I think 
we have to have fiscal discipline. The 
budget amounts to $2.2 trillion. The 
growth package is somewhere between 
$350 billion and $550 billion over 10 
years. Over 10 years, we are going to 
spend about $30 trillion. I think we 
have to have some management of that 
$30 trillion in the next 10 years. 

If we did not pass a budget last year 
and we do not pass a budget this year, 
then we have really no budget. The 
former Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office said the budget process is 
dead. I called him and told him: I beg 
to differ with you, but if we were not 
successful in passing a budget this 
year, it would be dead. If we had 2 con-
secutive years and Congress did not 
pass a budget, then certainly it would 
be dead, for all practical purposes. 
There would be no budget enforcement. 
There would be no pay-go. There would 
be no rules against spending on extra-
neous measures. This budget has en-
forcement. 

I will mention a couple of other 
things. We have inherited a very dif-
ficult thing. A lot of people are going 
to come to the floor today and they are 
going to decry how large these deficits 
are and say: Woe is me, how come we 
have all of these deficits? It is because 
of the tax cuts. 

That is not actually factual. The fact 
is we have large deficits because reve-
nues have declined dramatically—not 
because of tax cuts but because of the 
economy. Revenues fell 2 years ago, 1.7 
percent. Last year, they fell 7 percent. 
Combined, that is about a 9-percent re-
duction in revenues in the last 2 years. 
Simultaneously, spending went up 12 
percent; revenues went down 9 percent. 
Spending went up 12.2 percent, and we 
went from a surplus of $129 billion to a 
deficit of $159 billion in 1 year. 

What caused that? A soft economy, a 
stock market collapsing. People will 
later say that is because of President 
Bush’s policies. That is not correct. 
The NASDAQ fell 50 percent between 
March of 2000 and December of 2000, so 

the market started collapsing under 
President Clinton. I want to make sure 
people know where this collapse came 
from. Revenues started falling like a 
rock because the stock market started 
collapsing. Maybe the stock market 
had irrational exuberance going up, but 
it fell dramatically and that cut off 
revenues. A lot less capital gains, less 
personal income tax, and revenues de-
clined to the Federal Government. 

Also, we had something called a ter-
rorist attack on the United States on 
September 11 in the year 2001. That has 
cost this economy and it has brought a 
lot of outlays to the Federal Govern-
ment—outlays to respond to terrorism, 
outlays to protect us against ter-
rorism, outlays to rebuild both New 
York and Washington, DC. As a result, 
outlays have gone up and expenses to 
the economy have been dramatic. It is 
hard to calculate how significant it has 
been. 

So we have the confluence of several 
things. We already had a stock market 
declining dramatically, we had a soft 
economy, then we had September 11 on 
top of that, which has made revenues 
go down and expenditures go up. 

What can we do? We have to show fis-
cal discipline. We have done that in 
this budget. Despite attempts by many 
to increase spending by over $1 trillion, 
we held the line on nondefense spend-
ing. It will only grow by a couple of 
percentage points. That is compared to 
spending that has been growing at dra-
matic increases in past years. The year 
before last, it was 12 percent alone in 
discretionary spending. When I talk 
about spending, sometimes we talk 
about discretionary and sometimes we 
talk about entitlements, but discre-
tionary spending, the amount of money 
we control, had been increasing at 
enormous levels. We contained that 
growth. In nondefense, as I mentioned, 
spending growth has been limited to a 
couple of percentage points. 

We do a couple other things. We re-
instill discipline. We have caps on dis-
cretionary spending. We have enact-
ment of changes. If you want to call 
something emergency, you have to 
have 60 votes. We prohibit advance 
funding which was done more often 
than it should have been, advance fund-
ing where you not only appropriate for 
the next fiscal year but maybe for the 
next couple of years. We prohibit that. 

Let me mention a few more. Spend-
ing growth in 2004 will be 4 percent. De-
fense spending in 2004 is 2.4 percent in 
budget authority. The last 5 years it 
has been 7.6 percent; nondefense spend-
ing growth in 2004, 2.9 percent. The av-
erage was 7.9 percent. In defense, I 
mentioned we fully fund the Presi-
dent’s request to fight the war on Iraq. 
We have included the war supple-
mental. We fully fund homeland secu-
rity. That is an increase of 18.4 percent 
in 2004. We have a $3 billion increase 
over the President’s request in 2000 for 
the Department of Education. Those 
are programs such as IDA, title I, No 
Child Left Behind. Veterans health 
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care is the largest increase ever, 14.7 
percent. I have mentioned Medicare 
and our efforts there. We also have a 
pay-go point of order, to limit manda-
tory increases or revenue decreases in 
excess of those provided in the budget. 

We did something else, and I want to 
make sure my colleague from North 
Dakota listens to this because we can 
work together on this. The House—to 
their credit, I would say—proposed 
hundreds of billions of dollars in sav-
ings in entitlements. The President did 
not propose those; we did not propose 
those. I had to think maybe we need to 
be looking at entitlements. We did not 
get that done in this budget when we 
had the opportunity. We did not do it. 
And I did not call for it to be done be-
cause I didn’t think Congress was 
ready. I want Congress to get ready. I 
want the authorizing committees to 
start doing oversight. 

We require in this resolution the 
House and the Senate authorizing com-
mittees to submit findings to the Budg-
et Committee identifying instances of 
waste and fraud and abuse in programs 
within their jurisdictions. There are a 
lot. We have not had extensive over-
sight on a lot of programs in years, for 
whatever reason. Blame me, blame all 
of us; we need to do more. We are re-
questing and actually directing each of 
the committees to give us identified 
areas where they think we can make 
savings. Those need to be submitted by 
the authorizing committees by Sep-
tember 2 of 2003, and we will use those 
in the Budget Committee to develop fu-
ture budget resolutions. We do not 
want to dictate to the authorizing 
committees, but we want to work with 
the authorizing committees to get real 
results, real savings, real oversight. 

It bothers me a lot when we find out 
we have actually hundreds of billions 
of dollars estimated to be lost in errors 
or waste—in some programs it is 20 or 
30 percent. 

Regarding the earned-income tax 
credit program, I believe CBO did a 
study, and it was something like an 
error rate of close to 30 percent. That 
is not acceptable. We need to make 
sure Government is more efficient and 
more effective. 

I look forward to the debate on this 
resolution. I hope our colleagues con-
sider it vitally important to pass a 
budget. We will be grossly irresponsible 
if we do not. It is easy to throw stones 
and sticks and say I don’t like this so 
we will just vote no. But, conversely, 
we have to govern. We considered alter-
natives, and they did not pass. I urge 
our colleagues to consider this budget. 
I urge Members to vote for final pas-
sage some time later this afternoon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that quorum calls be charged 
equally from now on during the course 
of the debate. 

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

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is, 

I believe, the worst budget this Cham-

ber has considered perhaps in its his-
tory. It is radical, reckless, dangerous, 
and extreme. At a time of record budg-
et deficits, it proposes to cut revenues 
by over $1.3 trillion and increase spend-
ing by over $1.1 trillion, driving us 
deeper into deficits and debt. 

It explodes deficits when we are at 
war, the cost of which is unknown, and 
right on the eve of the retirement of 
the baby boom generation which will 
dramatically increase the cost of So-
cial Security and Medicare. 

Make no mistake, the cost of the 
massive tax cuts in this budget explode 
at the very time the cost to the Gov-
ernment of the baby boom generation’s 
retirement explodes. There can only be 
one result, and that is to drive this 
country off the cliff into deficits and 
debt on a scale and magnitude never 
seen in this country’s history. That is 
not just irresponsible, it is wildly irre-
sponsible. 

This budget is not a document that 
represents a conservative approach to 
governance. It is radical and it is ex-
treme. It says deficits do not matter, 
that taking virtually every penny of 
the Social Security trust fund sur-
pluses to fund tax cuts for the wealthi-
est among us, is the priority for this 
Nation.

This budget flunks every test of fis-
cal responsibility and basic fairness. 
This budget proposes taking trillions of 
dollars raised from the payroll taxes of 
middle-class Americans, generated to 
support Social Security, and uses them 
to fund an income tax cut overwhelm-
ingly for the benefit of the most 
wealthy among us. 

The President’s proposal, which this 
budget resolution seeks to support, 
would give a $90,000 tax reduction to 
those earning over $1 million a year 
and funds it by taking the payroll tax 
money of middle-class Americans to 
pay for it. To the extent it is not paid 
for by that mechanism, it borrows the 
money and charges the cost to future 
generations. That is class warfare of an 
extreme nature. It takes from the 
many to give to the few. 

The proponents of this budget claim 
it contains a growth package. It does 
not. It contains a radical expansion of 
deficits and debt that can only under-
mine our long-term economic strength 
and security. Oh, yes, it will give a mo-
mentary and modest lift to the econ-
omy. But like the drug addict who gets 
a momentary high, it will be inex-
orably followed by the lows brought on 
by the deadweight of deficits and debt. 

The best economists in America tell 
us that this budget proposal hurts 
long-term economic growth and threat-
ens our economic security because it is 
all financed by borrowed money. It is a 
borrow-and-spend philosophy that dou-
bles our gross national debt over the 
next decade, right before the baby 
boom generation retires. This is the 
time we should be paying down debt or 
prepaying the liability we all know is 
to come. Instead, this budget says: For-
get about what we know is happening 

and what is about to happen; let’s live 
for the moment and not worry about 
the future. 

As bad as this budget is—and it is 
bad—the process that brought it here is 
even worse. I believe it represents an 
attack on the Constitution itself. Our 
Founding Fathers intended the Senate 
to be the place where a determined mi-
nority could slow down and perhaps 
even stop measures that the minority 
believed could damage our country. So 
the Senate adopted the right to unlim-
ited debate and the ability to offer un-
fettered amendments. The budget proc-
ess used in this conference report has 
never been done before and fundamen-
tally denies Senators those basic 
rights. The process, called reconcili-
ation, which restricts Senators’ rights 
to debate and amend, has been twisted 
like a pretzel into something unrecog-
nizable from what was intended. 

Reconciliation was meant to provide 
a fast-track process to reduce deficits, 
and now it is being used to explode 
them. Understand that this budget says 
both bodies, under the reconciliation 
provisions, are instructed to cut taxes 
by $550 billion. If anybody believes this 
is a measure to cut taxes by $350 billion 
under reconciliation, that person is 
profoundly misled. The instruction 
says clearly: Cut taxes by $550 billion 
under these fast-track procedures that 
mean Senators are denied the basic 
protection of unlimited debate and 
amendment. 

In the next breath, the Senate is told 
to forget that instruction because 
there will be a supermajority point of 
order in the Senate if it is followed. 
But in the conference committee, the 
higher tax cut can be adopted and come 
back to the Senate and be passed on a 
simple majority vote under special 
time limits and with restrictions on 
amendments that deny every Senator 
their most basic rights. 

All this was made possible by a pro-
cedure never considered or debated in 
either body. This scheme was con-
cocted in the conference committee 
without a single member of the minor-
ity present—not one. We were locked 
out. So four members of the Senate 
majority, with two members of the 
House majority, have constructed a 
procedure, never contemplated in ei-
ther Chamber, which allows the special 
restrictions and limitations of rec-
onciliation to apply to a tax cut that 
never passed this Chamber. 

This stands the plain meaning of rec-
onciliation on its head. No true rec-
onciliation between the House and the 
Senate has ever occurred. There was no 
true meeting of the minds. So they 
conjured up a new point of order in the 
conference committee as a figleaf to 
hide their failure. 

Colleagues should understand the ex-
treme nature of what is being done. If 
a conference committee can add new 
provisions never debated or con-
templated in either Chamber, and do so 
without the minority, where does it 
end? Could an abusive minority of the 
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majority, in a conference committee, 
decide that a supermajority point of 
order would apply to an individual Sen-
ator’s right to offer an amendment? 
Could just a handful of Senators and 
House Members in a conference com-
mittee create a supermajority point of 
order against amendments on a par-
ticular subject? What is to prevent a 
minority of the majority in a con-
ference committee from fundamentally 
altering the rights of individual Sen-
ators? 

This way lies chaos and a descent 
into unconstitutional government. 
Mark my words, the Senate will live to 
regret this day. Unintended con-
sequences, we have seen in the past, 
flow from very little things. 

In 1975, a tax cut of $6 million was 
used as precedent for using the rec-
onciliation process that was designed 
for deficit reduction. It was used as a 
pretext to allow tax cuts of over $1 tril-
lion, tax cuts that have pushed us now 
into deep deficit and growing debt. 

This is what has been agreed to in 
the conference committee. The report-
ing has been almost uniformly wrong. 

They say the tax cut permitted is 
$550 billion. That is not true. The tax 
cut in this budget resolution is $1.3 
trillion, and that does not count the 
associated interest costs. It is only one 
part of the tax cut which is $550 billion. 
That is the so-called reconciled 
amount. Those are the amounts that 
will move under special protection, 
that will restrict Senators’ right to 
amend, restrict Senators’ right to un-
limited debate, fundamentally restrict 
the determined minority’s ability to 
stop what they believe will damage 
this country in a fundamental way. 

I hope anybody voting on this under-
stands. If you vote for this budget reso-
lution, you are voting for $1.3 trillion 
of tax cuts, of which $550 billion is rec-
onciled, moving under special protec-
tion that fundamentally restricts the 
Senators’ basic rights to amend and de-
bate. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. If you count in the 

additional interest costs which would 
have to be incurred to do this tax cut 
because of the borrowing that would be 
necessary to fill the deficit gap created 
by the loss of revenues from the tax 
cut, what would the cost of this tax cut 
be? 

It seems to me eminently reasonable 
that one also ought to factor in the in-
terest costs associated because you 
have to borrow money in order to do 
the tax cut. Am I correct that we 
would have to borrow money in order 
to do the tax cut? 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is on to 
something very important. Really, this 
understates the cost of the tax cut. The 
tax cut that is in this resolution, $1.3 
trillion, has an additional cost, the as-
sociated interest cost, because this is 
all borrowed money. That would be an-
other about $300 billion. 

So the total cost goes to $1.6 tril-
lion—truly stunning when we are al-
ready at record budget deficits, when 
we are at war, the cost of which no one 
knows, and when we are on the eve of 
the retirement of the baby boom gen-
eration. So there can only be one re-
sult; that is, to dramatically explode 
deficits and debt. 

Mr. SARBANES. May I ask the Sen-
ator one more question about his chart 
before he puts it down? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. I would be pleased 
to yield. 

Mr. SARBANES. There is all this 
focus about this $550 billion figure 
being the amount of the tax cut. But as 
I understand it, the $550 billion figure 
is only part of the tax cut that is in the 
budget resolution. This is the part that 
would proceed under the special proce-
dures, the so-called reconciliation, 
which prevents extended debate in 
order to address the issue. The budget 
resolution provides $550 billion there, 
but it also provides an additional $725 
billion in additional tax cuts. Now, 
they would have to go through the reg-
ular procedure, but, nevertheless, that 
is $1.3 trillion. And then you add the 
interest, and you are talking about $1.6 
trillion tax cuts, at a time when we are 
in budget deficit. 

Mr. CONRAD. RECORD budget deficit. 
Mr. SARBANES. I understand. In 

fact, I understand that the budget def-
icit for this year is now projected to be 
twice as much as it has ever been be-
fore—an absolute record budget deficit. 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. We now estimate 
the budget deficit, under this budget 
resolution, will be between $500 and 
$600 billion for this year alone on a $2.2 
trillion budget. Some have said these 
deficits are small. There is nothing 
small about them. They are massive. 
They are record. They are the biggest 
we have ever had in dollar amount. 

If we look back to 2 years ago when 
we were told that we could expect—in-
stead of deficits—nearly $6 trillion of 
surpluses, we now know, if we adopt 
what is before us, instead of $5.6 tril-
lion of surpluses—if we adopt the budg-
et resolution before us—we will have 
over $2 trillion of deficits over that 
same period. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question on that chart? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. In January of 2001, 

when this administration first came in, 
we were projecting out, over the 10-
year time period, a surplus of $5.6 tril-
lion. At the time, President Bush, and 
his Republican supporters, said: Well, 
we are going to run this huge surplus. 
We should do a tax cut because we 
don’t want to be taking taxes just to 
build up a surplus. 

Well, a lot of people said: Don’t be so 
sure about that. Let’s not rush into it. 
Why don’t we pay down the debt some 
more? We are finally doing that. 

No, no, they wanted to do this big tax 
cut because we had a projected surplus. 
Well, they did their tax cut. They 
rammed that through here. 

Now we are projecting big deficits, 
and they want to do another big tax 
cut, even though they are projecting 
big deficits. 

Whatever the fiscal situation is—big 
surpluses or big deficits—it makes no 
difference; they are bound and deter-
mined to do tax cuts for very wealthy 
people. 

As I understand it, analysis of the 
President’s tax proposal shows that al-
most 50 percent of the benefits of that 
tax cut go to the top 1 percent of the 
population. Almost 75 percent of it 
goes to the top 5 percent of the popu-
lation. 

So there is this absolutely zealous 
drive for big tax cuts for very wealthy 
people regardless of the Nation’s fiscal 
situation and regardless of the fact 
that this proposal is going to drive us 
deeper into deficit and deeper into 
debt. Isn’t that the situation? 

Mr. CONRAD. It is the situation. And 
what is most stunning about it is that 
it is all done at the worst possible 
time: at a time we are at war, the cost 
of which none of us can know; and also 
on the eve of the retirement of the 
baby boom generation, a cost we do 
know because the number of people eli-
gible for Social Security and Medicare 
are going to double. 

And I believe this proposal is very 
clear. If this is adopted, this will head 
us in the direction of massive cuts in 
Medicare, in Social Security, and most 
of the rest of Government as we know 
it. 

I think it is absolutely foreordained, 
if this is adopted, you will see pro-
posals that will be cloaked in the soft 
language of reform which will hide 
deep cuts in Social Security, in Medi-
care, and all other parts of Govern-
ment. You can really have no other 
outcome because you have record budg-
et deficits now; and what this proposal 
is, is to cut taxes by $1.3 trillion, not 
counting the interest cost, to increase 
spending by $1.1 trillion over the so-
called baseline, including the interest 
cost. What you are left with, then, is 
even deeper deficits, right on the brink 
of the retirement of the baby boom 
generation which starts in 2008, which 
we all know what it will lead to. And I 
will show, as we go through this pres-
entation, where that leads. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a further point? 

The Senator made reference to the 
context in which we find ourselves. I 
am frank to tell you, I think this is a 
reckless budget resolution. I think the 
President’s budget proposal was reck-
less. I think this resolution is reckless. 
As the very able Senator from North 
Dakota has pointed out, we are in a 
war, and we have not only the war 
costs but the reconstruction costs. We 
are about to do a supplemental of 
about $80 billion, most of it devoted to 
that purpose. And there is no one who 
contends that is anything other than 
the initial downpayment on the cost. 

But, furthermore, we still have the 
worldwide battle against al-Qaida and 
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international terrorism. We have to 
confront the challenge of providing for 
homeland security. We have other 
threats around the world, to mention 
but one, North Korea. 

No prudent person would give away 
their fiscal ability to deal with those 
situations the way this budget resolu-
tion does. It is extraordinary what this 
budget resolution is doing. 

I ask my friend from North Dakota, 
isn’t this an abject failure to reserve 
fiscal strength to deal with these press-
ing problems which we know are right 
there in front of us? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, just a 
parliamentary inquiry: I would like to 
remind my colleagues the rules of the 
Senate are to address the Chair, ask 
questions through the Chair, not to 
have colloquies between two Senators. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would be happy to 
answer my colleague by saying this: 
This process and this budget, to me, is 
totally disconnected from reality. In 
fact, I have never seen a greater dis-
connect with reality than is rep-
resented by this budget. Here we are, 
with record budget deficits, approach-
ing $500 to $600 billion this year, and 
what we do is increase spending under 
this resolution, cut the revenue, plung-
ing the country deeper into deficits, 
when we are at war, the cost of which 
we do not know, and when we are on 
the eve of the retirement of the baby 
boom generation. 

Let me just say, this fiscal turn-
around that we have seen—when people 
ask us, well, where did the money go? 
Here is where it went. Over the period 
in question, 36 percent went to the tax 
cuts—both those already passed and 
those proposed. 

The second biggest reason for the dis-
appearance of the surplus is the addi-
tional spending caused by the attack 
on the country and the war; that is, the 
increased defense spending and the in-
creased homeland security spending. 

The third biggest reason is that rev-
enue is coming in below expectation, 
apart from the tax cut; that is, the tax 
cut is the biggest single reason. The 
third biggest reason—close to the sec-
ond—is that revenue is coming in 
below what was anticipated. 

And the smallest reason, over the 10-
year period, is the economic downturn 
at 9 percent. 

The result of all this is that the 
budget before us—after many of the 
Members of this body pledged not to 
take Social Security for other pur-
poses—this is the total amount of So-
cial Security surplus over this period: 
$2.7 trillion.

This budget takes $2,698,000,000,000 
from the Social Security trust fund 
surpluses and uses it for other pur-
poses, uses it to fund the tax cut, uses 
it to pay for other things. This budget 
has deficits. Some have said they are 
small and short term. Here is what 
they are. They are not small, and they 
are not short term. This year we now 
anticipate a deficit on an operating 
basis of $558 billion, by far the biggest 

we have ever had. You see throughout 
the rest of the decade, we never get 
below $300 billion in deficits. Again, 
that is not counting Social Security, 
not taking Social Security and using it 
to pay for other things. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
from North Dakota yield for a question 
about one of his charts? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. I would like to go 

back to the previous chart. As I under-
stand it, because of the tax cut and 
also because we are constrained to do 
these programs for the war and for 
homeland security, over this 10-year 
period we are going to be using $2.7 
trillion from the Social Security trust 
fund to cover those costs; is that cor-
rect? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is correct. 
Mr. SARBANES. As I understand it, 

if we didn’t do that, that $2.7 trillion 
would be in the Social Security trust 
fund to help us take care of the extra 
stress on the system that will come 
from the retirement of the baby 
boomers, this upsurge in people taking 
retirement, so that one needs to under-
stand if you didn’t do the tax cut or if 
you constrained some of these other 
programs, you wouldn’t then be draw-
ing down the Social Security trust 
fund and, therefore, it would be in a 
better position to address the extra 
stress that will come when the baby 
boom generation retires. Is that the 
connection one should be making here? 

Mr. CONRAD. Let me just say, the 
Senator has put his finger on what to 
me is so stunningly irresponsible about 
this budget. If this money was not 
being taken and used for other pur-
poses, the surplus money, it could then 
be used in one of two ways. It could be 
used to pay down debt that would bet-
ter prepare us for what is to come, or it 
could be used, some portion of it, to 
prepay the liability of what we know is 
to come. That is what other countries 
are doing. Other countries, recognizing 
the same demographic time bomb, are 
taking the surpluses being generated 
now in their trust funds and are invest-
ing them or they are prepaying the li-
ability. 

Instead of paying down debt or pre-
paying liability, we are using the 
money for tax cuts and for other ex-
penditures of government that leave us 
less capable to deal with what is to 
come. 

That is a profound mistake, and we 
will live to regret it. And we will then 
face a circumstance in which we will be 
asked to make even more draconian re-
ductions in the benefits of those pro-
grams, or drastic tax increases. 

Let me say, the President told us 2 
years ago his budget would pay down a 
record amount of national debt. He 
said:

We will pay off $2 trillion of debt over the 
next decade. That will be the largest debt re-
duction of any country, ever.

He said then:
Future generations shouldn’t be forced to 

pay back money that we have borrowed. We 

owe this kind of responsibility to our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

I believe the President was abso-
lutely right in saying that. But look at 
what is happening. There is no record
paydown of debt. There is no paydown 
of debt. Instead the gross debt of the 
United States is exploding. From $6.7 
trillion in 2003, instead of being vir-
tually paid off, which he said would 
occur by 2008, we are nearly doubling 
the national debt just in this 10-year 
period. So the national debt would be 
$12 trillion at the end of 2013 if this 
budget is adopted, the plan that it con-
tains. 

The President this year told us:
This country has many challenges. We will 

not deny, we will not ignore, we will not pass 
along our problems to other Congresses, to 
other presidents and other generations.

In this very budget, what we see con-
tained is a call for the biggest increase 
in the debt limit in the history of the 
country. They are asking for a $984 bil-
lion increase in the debt limit as part 
of this proposal. That is the biggest in-
crease in the national debt in the his-
tory of America. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. This budget con-

ference report is seeking an increase in 
the debt limit of just under $1 trillion; 
is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes, $984 billion. The 
previous record increase was under the 
previous President Bush, November of 
1990, when they got a $915 billion in-
crease in the debt limit. As you know, 
the House has different rules than the 
Senate. We will not conclude action on 
the debt limit here probably until 
sometime later. But that is what this 
budget resolution contemplates, an in-
crease in the debt limit now of $984 bil-
lion, nearly a $1 trillion increase in the 
debt. 

Mr. SARBANES. If the Senator will 
yield further, until when is this addi-
tional $1 trillion increase in the debt 
limit supposed to last? Will they not 
come back at any point, or are they 
going to come back again and again 
seeking increases? 

Mr. CONRAD. Under this budget pro-
posal, they will probably have to come 
back as early as next year——

Mr. SARBANES. Oh, my. 
Mr. CONRAD. Late next year and ask 

for even more expansion of debt be-
cause this budget resolution is one con-
structed on deficits and debt. It is a 
testimony to deficits and debt. It can 
only get worse. 

It is interesting, the effect on the 
rest of the budget. For example, the in-
terest costs, we were told 2 years ago 
the interest costs to the Federal Gov-
ernment over this next decade would be 
$622 billion. Instead, because of the 
failed fiscal plan, the interest costs 
alone will be $2.3 trillion. That is an in-
crease in interest costs of $1.7 trillion. 
Obviously, we have to pay it because 
we have borrowed it, and we owe it. 
But those are dollars that can’t buy a 
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single tank. They can’t buy a single 
weapons system. They can’t buy a sin-
gle airplane. They can’t educate a 
child. They can’t house the homeless. 
They can’t do any of the other things 
the Federal Government has responsi-
bility for. They can’t pay down debt. 
Those are dollars that are just used to 
service the debt we are running up. 

Mr. SARBANES. Would the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to. 
Mr. NICKLES. I remind my col-

leagues, they need to ask questions 
through the Chair, and they need to 
ask questions and answer questions. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
would like to put a question to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

EXANDER). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, when 
this administration came into office, it 
was my recollection that the Federal 
budget was running a surplus. There-
fore, there was not only no increase in 
Federal interest costs, but we were, in 
fact, year to year, reducing Federal in-
terest costs and had done so for 2 or 3 
years prior to President Bush coming 
into office; is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is correct. 
We had actually been in the happy cir-
cumstance of not only running a bal-
anced budget, but running a surplus. In 
fact, we had stopped the practice of 
taking Social Security trust fund sur-
pluses to fund other functions of Gov-
ernment. It was critically important 
that we do that because we are getting 
close to the retirement of the baby 
boom generation. 

Some of our colleagues say to us 
that, you know, deficits don’t really 
matter anymore. What a profoundly 
wrong notion that is. Obviously, defi-
cits matter. When the Federal Govern-
ment is compelled to borrow money, 
that puts us into competition with oth-
ers who want to borrow money, that 
drives up the cost of interest rates, and 
that slows the economy. That is why 
when I reviewed this budget, it is not 
an economic growth budget, it is a 
budget that will hurt long-term eco-
nomic growth because of the dead-
weight of these deficits and debt. That 
is not just my opinion. 

I will get to the point in the presen-
tation where we talk about others who 
are economists who have been hired by 
the White House, by the CBO, to tell us 
the implications of what is being done; 
and what they have concluded is that 
this will hurt economic growth because 
it is all being financed by borrowed 
money. 

What does that mean? When the Fed-
eral Government borrows money, we 
are in competition with the private 
sector, and that reduces the pool of so-
cietal savings. That is a dissavings. 
When you reduce the pool of societal 
savings, that reduces the amount of 
money available for investment and 
that hurts long-term economic growth. 

It is not just this Senator who says 
that. Interestingly enough, the CBO is 
headed by a man chosen by our col-
leagues on the other side, who came di-
rectly from the White House. He has 
done seven long-term models looking 
at the effect of this budget. In four of 
the seven, he said deficits would be 
even worse as a result of this budget 
proposal. In three he found it would be 
better, but only on the assumption 
that Americans, over the next decade, 
would work harder in preparation for 
the massive tax increases that will in-
evitably flow from the adoption of this 
kind of a budget. 

I hope people understand where this 
is all headed because it is as clear as it 
can be. Nobody can vote today and say 
they didn’t know. Nobody can vote 
today and not have their record re-
viewed and have people look back and 
say these people led us down a path of 
deficits and debt that fundamentally 
weakened the country. 

This is a chart from the President’s 
own budget document. This comes from 
his analytical perspectives, page 43. 
This is his long-term outlook. We never 
escape from deficit under the Presi-
dent’s plan—never—according to his 
own estimates. In fact, we are in the 
sweet spot now. You can see that the 
deficits here are the smallest they are 
going to be. Yet these are record defi-
cits. It may look like a small amount 
of red, but it is the most red we have 
ever experienced, and it is going to get 
worse. Under the President’s own anal-
ysis of his plan, it gets worse because 
the cost of the tax cuts explode at the 
very time the cost of the Government 
explodes because of the retirement of 
the baby boom generation. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question on that chart? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. SARBANES. As I understand it, 

this chart shows the deficit as a per-
centage of the gross domestic product 
and it is almost 14 percent at this point 
out here; is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is correct. If this 
were in dollar terms, I could not put it 
on a chart. The sea of red ink that 
would follow would not fit on any chart 
that I am allowed to use on the Senate 
floor. 

Mr. SARBANES. The European 
Union, when they made the economic 
agreement with respect to all the Euro-
pean Union countries, set as a require-
ment that the deficit that a country 
was running could not be greater than 
3 percent of GDP; and countries had to 
go through a rigorous effort to get 
below the 3 percent of GDP figure as a 
deficit. 

Yet what the President has given us, 
and what is reflected in this budget 
resolution as a first significant step in 
that direction, is a policy that is going 
to put the deficit as a percentage of 
GDP in the double figures. It will well 
exceed 10 percent. 

Mr. CONRAD. What is interesting is 
that, right now, we would not be eligi-
ble to join the European Union because 

our deficit is in excess of what is re-
quired for a member state to join the 
European Union. We would be disquali-
fied. We are headed for a circumstance 
in which we would not be qualified for 
decades to come. 

The fundamental reason is contained 
on this chart, I say to my colleague. 
This, to me, is the single most impor-
tant thing to understand. This chart 
shows the Social Security surplus, So-
cial Security trust fund, the green bar. 
The blue bar is the Medicare trust 
fund. The red bar is the cost of the pro-
posed and already-enacted tax cuts. 
What one can see is that right now we 
are running big surpluses in the Medi-
care and Social Security trust funds. In 
fact, the tax cuts right now, in this 
part of the time period, are less than 
the trust fund surpluses. 

Look what happens when the baby 
boomers start to retire and those trust 
funds go cash negative. It is at the very 
time that the cost of the President’s 
tax cuts explode. What does that do? 
That leads us into deep deficits and 
debt. 

I don’t want anybody to conclude 
from this that this Senator doesn’t 
favor some tax cuts because I do. I 
think they are necessary right now to 
stimulate the economy, give lift to the 
economy. But we have to balance the 
need for short-term additional stim-
ulus both by way of spending and tax 
cuts, with the long-term need to return 
to fiscal balance and to prepare for re-
tirement of the baby boom generation. 

What is being done here does neither 
because only 5 percent of the cost of 
the President’s proposed tax cuts in 
the stimulus package are effective this 
year, when we need the stimulus, when 
the economy is weak. Ninety-five per-
cent of the cost is in future years, 
when it is only going to explode defi-
cits and debt. It will lead to a weak-
ened economic position and will fun-
damentally alter this country’s ability 
to meet its obligations. 

Mr. SARBANES. I am struck in look-
ing at that chart by the extent to 
which the cost of these tax cuts ex-
plodes, as the Senator says, in future 
years. 

For instance, take the year 2023, this 
is all deficit. But all of this part of that 
deficit is from the explosion of the tax 
cut. The balance is from what happens 
in the trust funds for Medicare and So-
cial Security. But this chart so clearly 
demonstrates that these tax cuts that 
are being talked about have built into 
them a tremendous expanded cost in 
future years.

It is extraordinarily dramatic be-
cause all of that is exploding tax cuts. 
We are being set on a path that is 
dooming us to large deficits and large 
debt. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
my colleague, what this means is not 
just numbers on a page, not just defi-
cits, whether people care about deficits 
or not, they matter a lot to the func-
tioning of the economy. They matter a 
lot to the ability of the United States 
to keep its obligations. 
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The implication of all this is much 

more direct. This is going to compel at 
a future time, according to the former 
Congressional Budget Office Director, 
massive cuts in benefits of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, massive tax in-
creases, and massive debt. That can be 
the only outcome because none of this 
adds up in any serious way. 

For those who say deficits do not 
matter, Chairman Greenspan of the 
Federal Reserve believes deficits mat-
ter. This is what he said in testimony 
before the Banking Committee, where 
my colleague is the ranking member:

There is no question that as deficits go up, 
contrary to what some have said, it does af-
fect long-term interest rates. It does have a 
negative impact on the economy, unless at-
tended.

It is not just the view of the Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve, but the 
Committee for Economic Development, 
which is made up of some of the most 
prominent business leaders in the 
country, has looked at these budget 
proposals, and this is what their con-
clusion is: 

No. 1, current budget projections se-
riously understate the problem; 

No. 2, while slower economic growth 
has caused much of the immediate de-
terioration in the deficit, the deficits 
in later years reflect our tax-and-
spending choices; 

No. 3, deficits do matter; 
And No. 4, the aging of our popu-

lation compounds the problem. 
The other day in the New York 

Times, some of our most able former 
colleagues and former members of ad-
ministrations, both Republican and 
Democrat, put out this op-ed. This is 
former Senator Kerrey, former Senator 
Nunn, both Democrats, former Senator 
Rudman, a prominent Republican, Pete 
Peterson who was in the Cabinet of a 
Republican administration, Robert 
Rubin, former Secretary of the Treas-
ury, and Paul Volcker, the distin-
guished former head of the Federal Re-
serve. 

They asked the question:
Will Congress stand up for fiscal responsi-

bility?

They said in this article:
Tax cuts are the primary focus of this 

year’s budget debate. To speed enactment, 
Congress is planning to use a special fast-
track procedure called reconciliation. While 
determining the size of the tax cut to be 
given fast-track protection in the budget is 
sometimes dismissed as a procedural matter, 
it is not. Whatever its size, a tax cut that re-
ceives this protection is almost certain to be 
enacted in later tax legislation. Given the 
rapidly deteriorating long-term fiscal out-
look, neither proposal—

Neither the House nor the Senate 
proposal—
is fiscally responsible. It is illogical to begin 
turning back toward balanced budgets by en-
acting a tax cut that will only make the 
long-term outlook worse. 

Furthermore, the proposed tax cuts are not 
useful for short-term fiscal stimulus, since 
only a small portion would take effect this 
year. Nor would they spur long-term eco-
nomic growth. In fact, tax cuts financed by 
perpetual deficits will eventually slow the 
economy. 

When our friends say this is a growth 
package, it is not a growth package. 
This is a package that undermines 
long-term growth. We have six of our 
most distinguished colleagues, former 
Senators and former members of the 
Cabinet, on a bipartisan basis telling 
us that is the case. 

We do not have to just look to the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve or 
former Cabinet members or former 
Senators; we can look at the people 
who have been hired by the White 
House to tell them the effect of their 
policies. This is what they said. 

They showed that the policy being 
proposed will give a short-term bump, 
but after 2004, we will get less eco-
nomic growth than if we did nothing. 
We would be better off to do nothing 
than to adopt this policy because it ex-
plodes deficits and debt. The dead-
weight of those deficits and debt will 
hurt long-term economic growth. 

We have another distinguished econo-
mist, the head of Economy.com, who 
did this analysis of two competing pro-
posals, what the Democrats proposed 
and what the President proposed. This 
is their conclusion. 

The Democratic plan will give almost 
twice as much economic growth in 2003 
and 2004 and not do the long-term harm 
of the President’s proposal because we 
do not explode the deficits and debt in 
the way the President’s plan and the 
budget plan before us does. 

If we just want to look at reality, 
since we pursued this course, since we 
have gone to this notion of borrow and 
spend, here is what has happened. We 
have lost 2.6 million jobs. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SARBANES. My understanding is 
that the unemployment rate in the 
course of this administration has gone 
from 4 percent to almost 6 percent, and 
that the number of long-term unem-
ployed, people out of work for more 
than 26 weeks, is now at almost 2 mil-
lion people. Consumer confidence in 
the latest survey is at a 10-year low. So 
we are facing serious economic chal-
lenges. 

Of course, the Senator suggested, as 
did the quote from our former col-
leagues, that you could do some effort 
to boost the economy this year and 
next year to try to bring us out of this 
situation, but the President’s proposal 
does very little of that. 

What the President’s proposal does is 
put into place these exploding tax cuts 
out into future years that will signifi-
cantly boost the deficit and the debt 
problem, rather than addressing the 
immediate challenge we have of trying 
to give a boost to the economy now. So 
not only does this budget proposal 
commit the Nation to a serious long-
term fiscal problem, but it fails to do 
what needs to be done in the short 
term, in terms of trying to restore jobs 
and economic growth. I ask my col-
league, is that not correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. I believe that is cor-
rect. I say to the Presiding Officer in 
response to my colleague, I really do 
not know what could be more clear. We 
do not need to just look at economists’ 
projections. We can look at our own 
history. 

We had this attempt in the 1980s to 
pursue the economic policy that is now 
being attempted. It did not end hap-
pily. It exploded the deficits and debt 
of the country. It quadrupled the na-
tional debt. 

Then in the nineties, we took a dif-
ferent approach, the approach of bal-
ancing budgets, of investment in tech-
nology, of bringing down Federal 
spending, of raising revenue to balance 
budgets. What it kicked off was the 
longest economic expansion in our Na-
tion’s history. We turned deficits into 
surpluses, and we had the lowest unem-
ployment rate in 30 years, the lowest 
inflation rate in 30 years, and the 
strongest period of business investment 
in our Nation’s history. 

That is a real-world example of two 
competing views of how to strengthen 
the economy. Now we are going back to 
the failed policy of the eighties and 
doing it at the worst possible time.

Then there was time, before the baby 
boomers started to retire. Now there is 
no time. The mistakes that are made 
now will be paid for by increased debt, 
by reduced benefits, by increased taxes. 
That is where we are headed. 

And I would quote again our most 
distinguished colleagues warning us:

Congress cannot simply conclude that defi-
cits do not matter. Over the long-term, defi-
cits matter a great deal. They lower future 
economic growth by reducing the level of na-
tional savings that can be devoted to produc-
tive investments.

That is the argument I have been 
making this morning.

They raise interest rates higher than they 
would be otherwise. They raise interest pay-
ments on the national debt. They reduce the 
fiscal flexibility to deal with unexpected de-
velopments. If we forget these economic con-
sequences, we risk creating an unsupportable 
tax burden for the next generation.

I guess we are in this mode now 
where we live for the moment. I guess 
we do not worry or care about what we 
do now, how it affects the future. But 
we ought to. The lessons are clear. The 
warning signs are there. 

Every Senator is going to be respon-
sible for their vote. Every Senator can 
be held accountable in the future for 
what they did to either strengthen this 
country or to weaken it. Every Senator 
is going to have a very clear choice in 
a few hours: Do they support a budget 
that plunges us deeper into deficits and 
debt, or do they say it is time to pull 
back? 

This is the economic record on job 
creation of administrations going back 
to President Eisenhower. Every one of 
them created jobs. This is the first one 
to lose private sector jobs in 50 years. 
If we look to public opinion, the Amer-
ican people are saying:

On the home front, Americans strongly 
agreed with the past week’s Senate action to 
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slash the President’s proposed tax cut. Two 
in three respondents—Republicans, Demo-
crats and independents alike—favored the 
Senate plan to reduce Bush’s $726 billion tax 
cut by more than half to help pay for the 
war, shore up Social Security and reduce the 
deficit.

That is two-thirds of the American 
people sending us a message. I do not 
think we should do budgets based on 
polling, but I do think we ought to do 
it based on common sense, and com-
mon sense ought to tell us that explod-
ing deficits and debt when we are at 
war, exploding deficits and debt when 
the baby boom generation is about to 
retire, exploding deficits and debt when 
we know it will harm long-term eco-
nomic growth, is truly a fool’s errand, 
and we will live to rue the day we made 
shortsighted decisions. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield whatever time 

he may consume to the Senator from 
Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
thank the very able Senator from 
North Dakota, the former chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee and now 
ranking member, for an extraor-
dinarily perceptive opening statement 
with respect to this budget resolution. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
taken a long-term view of where the 
American economy is going and the 
challenges we face. He has assumed 
that role repeatedly, and I think it is 
extremely important that we not sim-
ply live for the moment and that some-
one point out the direction in which we 
are going and what the consequences 
will be. 

The vote we are about to cast has 
consequences. It has consequences for 
today, tomorrow, and many years into 
the future. Members of the Senate need 
to fully appreciate the import of this 
decision. 

I will speak a few minutes about eq-
uities in this budget resolution. What 
needs to be understood is that the 
whole driving thrust of this budget res-
olution is to put in place a large tax 
cut which, under the President’s pro-
posal, will go overwhelmingly to people 
at the very top of our income and 
wealth scale in this country. 

The drive to do that is carried so far 
that my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are prepared to twist the pro-
cedures of this institution like a pret-
zel in order to push through their large 
tax cuts because they are encountering 
considerable resistance to them by peo-
ple who are stopping and looking at 
them and saying this is not the respon-
sible thing to do. Indeed, it is a reck-
less thing to do. 

One of my colleagues looking at what 
they are trying to do said: It never oc-
curred to me, I never thought I would 
see the day when they would be using 
these kinds of gimmicks in order to 
push their agenda. 

This is no proper process. This is sim-
ply a twisting of process in order to try 
to get to this tax cut result. 

Let’s look at what the tax cut does 
and its implications. The budget, of 
course, sets all our national priorities. 
We make fundamental decisions within 
the budget: How much support we will 
provide for particular programs, what 
we will do on the tax side. Of course, 
the aggregate amount of the budget 
can have a profound effect upon our 
overall economy, not only this year 
but extending well into the future. The 
Senator from North Dakota very care-
fully and lucidly spelled out those 
large budget consequences, as is, of 
course, the responsibility of the leader 
on the Budget Committee to do. 

We know the fiscal situation has de-
teriorated drastically since this admin-
istration took office. In January of 
2001, when President Bush took office, 
the Congressional Budget Office was 
projecting a budget surplus over 10 
years of $5.6 trillion. The President 
pointed to that surplus as a rationale 
for doing the 2001 tax cuts. Now, over 
that same period, the Congressional 
Budget Office is projecting a $2.1 tril-
lion deficit, assuming that the Presi-
dent’s tax proposals are adopted. This 
is a swing of $7.7 trillion in our fiscal 
position, a swing from a projected sur-
plus of $5.6 trillion to a projected def-
icit of $2.1 trillion. 

Yet facing this, the whole focus of 
this budget resolution has been wheth-
er to create room within it for another 
very large tax cut which the President 
is seeking. This is not going to be a 
growth package. In fact, there is hard-
ly any stimulus in the President’s pro-
posal for this year or next year. In-
stead, this budget is going to drive us 
deeper into the deficit and debt hole. It 
is going to leave us with deficits pro-
jected out into the indefinite future. 
We are really mortgaging away our 
economic future. This is very bad mac-
roeconomic policy. 

In addition, within this budget our 
urgent national priorities are not being 
adequately addressed. There is not 
enough for homeland defense. We have 
a pressing health care problem in this 
country with regard to both the unin-
sured and prescription drug benefits for 
our senior citizens. We have an afford-
able housing crisis in which millions of 
working families cannot afford even a 
modest apartment in many high-cost 
cities. The mayors across the country 
are saying they are getting inadequate 
support to meet their responsibilities. 
Our first responders also have very 
large demands placed upon them. And 
instead of providing fully for education 
to give meaning to the Leave No Child 
Behind educational policy, we are fo-
cused on a tax cut proposal seeking to 
make sure no millionaire is left behind. 

It must be understood that if you do 
these large tax cuts that benefit pri-
marily wealthy people, you will not be 
able to support a number of programs 
which people all across the country are 
crying out for, and you will be boosting 

the deficit in a completely unreason-
able fashion. There is no magic for-
mula; it is all a question of balance. 
My own view is that a more sensible 
balance would be not to do these large 
tax cuts, and instead to strengthen 
some of these programs, and then to 
use the balance—most of the money—
to hold down the deficit and not boost 
the debt and not commit the Nation 
down that path. 

Let me talk about one other issue of 
fairness and equity. I want to note that 
in almost every previous instance when 
the Nation went to war, not only did 
we not cut taxes, we raised taxes in 
order to help pay for the war and meet 
its costs. There is a conference com-
mittee meeting at this very moment on 
the supplemental appropriations bill. 
We expect it to be somewhere in the vi-
cinity of $80 billion, most of that di-
rected to the Department of Defense 
for the costs of the war and some for 
reconstruction. It is obvious to every-
one this is but a downpayment. No one 
is asserting this is anywhere near 
meeting what the full costs will be. So 
we know there is more to come. 

That raises the question of whether 
this is the appropriate time to commit 
away significant resources for a tax cut 
to benefit wealthy Americans. As I 
said, analysis indicates that almost 
half of the benefits of the President’s 
proposal would go to the top 1 percent, 
almost three-quarters to the top 5 per-
cent. Is this the fair and equitable 
thing to do at the very time when the 
Nation is being rallied, as it should be, 
to support our men and women in the 
Armed Forces? 

This is the time when we are talking 
about sacrifice, and it is appropriate 
we should be talking about sacrifice at 
a time like this because one cannot fol-
low the events taking place now in Iraq 
without a deep appreciation of the sac-
rifice our fighting men and women are 
making and the risks they are taking 
every minute. 

Let me ask this question: What sac-
rifice are those who are most favored 
in our society in terms of their eco-
nomic position making at this critical 
juncture in our Nation’s history? Not 
only are they not making a sacrifice, 
but indeed they are getting a very 
large tax cut which will place our econ-
omy in a more difficult position as we 
move into the future. What a sad com-
mentary that these excessive tax cuts, 
which will contribute to deficits, which 
will build up the debt and the burden of 
paying the interest on that debt and, 
indeed, paying down that debt, will fall 
upon the fighting men and women 
when they return home and undertake 
their economic activities moving out 
into the future. 

They are now being called upon to 
make a double sacrifice, the sacrifice 
of serving in the Middle East and the 
sacrifice when they return home of 
helping to pay off this debt that has 
arisen in large part because of these 
enormous tax cuts that are being given 
to those at the very top of our income 
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scale. Where is the fairness and the eq-
uity in this approach? 

The Nation faces serious challenges. 
We have our men and women at this 
very moment in danger abroad. It is a 
time for all to sacrifice. What sacrifice 
here at home will the beneficiaries of 
the tax cut be making? This is such a 
sharp contrast with previous occasions 
when the Nation has gone into war. In 
most instances, not only did we not 
give a tax cut, recognizing we had to 
pay for the war, we, in fact, increased 
taxes in order to meet that burden. 

At the beginning of World War II 
when Winston Churchill became Prime 
Minister, he told his nation, ‘‘I have 
nothing to offer but blood, toil, tears 
and sweat.’’ Our young men and women 
positioned in the Middle East are 
called upon to sacrifice even as we de-
bate this budget resolution. There will 
be sweat, there will be tears, there will 
be toil, and there will be blood on their 
part. What sacrifice will be made by 
those who are the most well off in our 
society under this budget resolution? 
None whatsoever. In fact, not only are 
they making no sacrifice, but they are 
programmed to reap benefits, extensive 
benefits, at a time when the Nation is 
facing critical challenges. Should not 
those most advantaged be making their 
own sacrifice instead of seeking to reap 
a large economic benefit? 

I urge the defeat of this budget reso-
lution. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 
like to go back to the editorial, the 
opinion piece that was in the New York 
Times written by three of our former 
colleagues: Senator Kerrey, Senator 
Nunn, Senator Rudman—Senator Rud-
man, a Republican who was on the 
Budget Committee. Senator Nunn and 
Senator Kerrey took great interest in 
budget affairs here in the Senate. Also, 
Pete Peterson, the former Secretary of 
Commerce, Republican; former Sec-
retary of the Treasury Robert Rubin; 
and the former head of the Federal Re-
serve, Mr. Volcker; warning us that 
what we are about to do here is not fis-
cally responsible. 

They said in this article—and I want 
to read an extended version of this for 
my colleagues because I think it is 
critically important it be in the 
RECORD before we vote. They said:

The fiscal outlook is much worse than offi-
cial projections indicate. These projections 
assume that the tax cuts enacted in 2001 will 
expire at the end of 2010. They also assume 
that discretionary spending, the part of the 
budget that pays for national defense, do-
mestic security, education and transpor-
tation, will shrink continuously as a share of 
the economy. Neither of these assumptions 
is realistic. 

Moreover, the official projections do not 
include the costs of war and reconstruction 
in Iraq. And they ignore the inevitable need 
to reform the alternative minimum tax, 
which is not indexed for inflation and will 
apply to some 40 million households within 
10 years—up from two million today.

Let me just say with respect to the 
alternative minimum tax, boy, have a 

lot of people got a surprise coming. 
They think they are going to get a tax 
cut under this plan. But there is this 
little thing nobody talks about called 
the alternative minimum tax that only 
applies to 2 million taxpayers today. 
By the end of this period of the budget, 
it is going to apply to 40 million tax-
payers. It costs $600 billion to fix. Not 
a dime of it is in this budget.

Under more realistic assumptions—

They go on to say in their opinion 
piece—
the deficit projections are cause for alarm. A 
recent study by Goldman Sachs includes this 
forecast: if the president’s proposed new tax 
cuts are enacted, a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit is approved, [which he has also 
proposed], the A.M.T. is adjusted and appro-
priations grow modestly, the deficits over 
the next 10 years will total $4.2 trillion—

That is double the amount I have 
been talking about in my assessment of 
this budget this morning—twice as 
much as what I have been warning my 
colleagues about—
even if the Social Security surplus is in-
cluded.

It will be $4.2 trillion of deficits. In 
other words, if the Social Security 
trust funds are used to pay for other 
things, the deficit will be $4.2 trillion.

If [the Social Security trust fund] is not 
included, the deficit would be $6.7 trillion.

That is just over the next decade.
Under these circumstances the ratio of 

publicly held debt to gross domestic product 
climbs within 10 years to near 50 percent, 
from 33 percent just two years ago. 

And all of this happens before the fiscal 
going gets tough. Looming at the end of the 
decade is a demographic transformation that 
threatens to swamp the budget and the econ-
omy with unfunded benefit promises, like 
Social Security and Medicare, of roughly $25 
trillion in present value. Our children and 
grandchildren already face unthinkable pay-
roll tax burdens that could go as high as 33 
percent to pay for these promised benefits.

They conclude:
It is neither fiscally nor morally respon-

sible to give ourselves tax cuts and leave fu-
ture generations with an even higher tax 
burden. 

And yet tax cuts are the primary focus of 
this year’s budget debate.

Mr. President, in just a few hours we 
will vote on this budget. This will be a 
time of choice. This won’t be a decision 
just for this year. This will put in place 
revenue hemorrhages and increased 
spending that will put us on a never 
ending escalator, going in just one di-
rection—straight down into deeper 
deficits, in deeper debt, right on the 
brink of the retirement of the baby 
boom generation. It will only escalate 
those trends, leaving us in a totally 
unsustainable position. 

The tax cut that we are voting on is 
not what has been advertised, $350 bil-
lion in the Senate—oh, no. The tax cut 
in this plan, in this budget resolution 
that is before us, is $1.3 trillion; $550 
billion reconciled to the Finance Com-
mittee, $725 billion provided elsewhere 
in the resolution—a tax cut of $1.3 tril-
lion, with an additional interest cost of 
some $300 billion, for a total reduction 

in revenue of $1.6 trillion just over the 
next decade, when we are already in 
record budget deficits. 

This is a proposal that borders on the 
preposterous. It borders on the absurd. 
I sometimes come to work thinking the 
Senate of the United States has be-
come like Disneyland: It is all illusion 
here. It is totally detached from re-
ality. It has all become the politics of 
sound bite. Substance has absolutely 
fallen by the wayside, and there is no 
serious concern where all this leads. 
But it is inevitable. This leads to mas-
sive deficits and debt that can only un-
dermine the strength and security of 
this economy, that can only endanger 
the economic lives of the American 
people. 

This is profoundly wrong, and I urge 
my colleagues to think—to think, to 
pause. I know there is a rush to judg-
ment here. We are on a Friday after-
noon right before a 2-week break. Mem-
bers want to leave. 

But what is going to be decided here 
has profound consequences for the fu-
ture of our Nation; a $1.3 trillion tax 
cut—not paid for, not offset by spend-
ing reductions, but paid for by bor-
rowed money and by looting the trust 
funds of Social Security and Medicare. 
That is what is about to happen here. 

Virtually every economist has told 
us, when you take tax cuts like this 
and, instead of paying for them with 
spending reductions, you borrow the 
money, you weaken the economic vi-
tality of this Nation. You take money 
out of the societal savings, the pool of 
societal savings, thereby reducing the 
money that is available for investment, 
thereby weakening the economic 
strength of our Nation. 

That is exactly what our former dis-
tinguished colleagues are telling us. I 
repeat their concluding paragraph:

Congress cannot simply conclude that defi-
cits don’t matter. Over the long term, defi-
cits matter a great deal. They lower future 
economic growth by reducing the level of na-
tional savings that can be devoted to produc-
tive investments. They raise interest rates 
higher than they would be otherwise. They 
raise interest payments on the national debt. 
They reduce the fiscal flexibility to deal 
with unexpected developments [such as the 
terrorist threat on this country].

‘‘Terrorist threat on this country’’—
that is not part of their op-ed. I add 
that because we all now know the dev-
astation that something unanticipated 
can cause to this country.

If we forget these economic consequences, 
we risk creating an insupportable tax burden 
for the next generation.

Now, I know, in politics, we often 
live for the next election and there is 
not too great a concern for the future. 
But, colleagues, I urge you to think 
carefully about the decision that is 
about to be made because it will have 
profound consequences for this Nation. 
I believe it will weaken our country, 
not strengthen it. I believe it will dam-
age long-term economic growth, not 
improve it. 

Does that mean that on this side we 
are against any tax reduction? No. I 
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would actually support more tax reduc-
tion in this year than the President 
proposes in order to give lift to the 
economy at a time of serious weakness. 
But, over the 10-year period, we simply 
cannot afford $1.3 trillion out of the 
revenue stream, when we are already in 
record deficit, and when we face the re-
tirement of the baby boom generation, 
and we are at war, the cost of which is 
unknown. 

I know the other side must believe it 
has the votes to pass this budget. We 
have had no role in it. We were locked 
out of the conference committee. Oh, 
we were invited to the first meeting, 
and never invited back. So this is a 
budget that was constructed in a con-
ference committee that excluded the 
minority. 

That is not the way the business of 
Congress is supposed to be done. There 
was not one member of the minority 
present when this scheme was hatched 
to come out here with a budget rec-
onciliation number that suggests there 
is a different number in the Senate 
than in the House. In fact, both com-
mittees have been given an instruction 
of $550 billion for the reconciliation 
provision. But then, in a sleight of 
hand, the Finance Committee is told, 
there will be a supermajority point of 
order if you carry out the instruction 
you have been given. 

Never been done before. Never been 
done before. 

And when the package comes back 
from the conference committee, even 
though there never was a reconcili-
ation, never was a working out or a 
meeting of the minds between the 
House and the Senate, the higher 
House number will still enjoy privi-
leged protection on this floor. 

That is a total perversion of the rec-
onciliation process. And, my col-
leagues, it may benefit you today, it 
may hurt you tomorrow, because what 
goes around comes around. And the 
real victim is fiscal responsibility. The 
real victims are going to be those who 
are asked to pick up the tab for what 
we are going to be spending; the real 
victims are going to be those who have 
to shoulder the burdens that we all 
know are coming. And we are telling 
them: We are taking our money while 
the getting is good, and we are sticking 
you with the tab. 

I guess that is the message that is 
going to come from this Senate today. 
I find it profoundly disappointing that 
is the way, apparently, the votes will 
fall, that it is OK to run up the tab, 
forget about the future, stick it to the 
kids. That is what this vote will be 
about. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. I just note, the kids 

they are sticking it to are the ones who 
are fighting now in the Middle East. 
They are out there making a sacrifice 
now, and they are going to come home 
and be called upon to make a further 
sacrifice in order to carry this deficit 
and this increased debt. 

And why are we having the deficit 
and the increased debt? In order to give 
a large, excessive tax break to very 
wealthy people. Where is the equity in 
that or the fairness in that? None 
whatever. None whatever. 

But when you connect it all together, 
that is exactly what is happening. In 
order to give these large, excessive tax 
cuts, we are going to run these deficits 
and debt. And the burden on these 
young men and women who are there 
fighting, will be greatly increased, and 
they will have to pay it off over the 
rest of their lifetimes when they come 
home, having made that sacrifice. 

Where is the sacrifice, in this budget 
resolution, on the part of those most 
advantaged in our society? Where is 
their sacrifice at this critical juncture 
in our Nation’s history? 

Not only is there no sacrifice, but 
they are reaping excessive benefits. 
This budget resolution ought to be de-
feated. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. CONRAD. I say, Mr. President, in 

response to my colleague, I believe this 
budget really is a triumph of ideology. 
And it is a sad—a sad—commentary on 
this body that we pass something that 
is this disconnected from reality. 

At some point we are going to have 
to join together to try to dig out of 
this mess because this is going to dam-
age the country in a profound way. I 
just hope that at some point reason re-
turns. 

This is not a conservative document. 
There is nothing conservative about 
this. This is radical and reckless and 
dangerous, and it should be defeated. 
We should go back, and we should re-
strain spending, and we ought to re-
strain our appetite for tax cuts. We 
ought to have the courage to stand up 
and tell the American people what we 
all know is true: That when this Nation 
is already facing record budget deficits, 
and we are at war—the cost of which 
we cannot know—and on the brink of 
the retirement of the baby boom gen-
eration, we simply cannot do every-
thing they would like us to do. 

We cannot have every spending pro-
gram that they would like. We cannot 
have every tax cut that they would 
like and be responsible to the future. 
The result will be a weakened America, 
not a growth package. There may be a 
little bit more growth in the short 
term—not as much as if we had a more 
robust stimulus package—but, over 
time, the deadweight of those deficits 
and debt, because all of this is being 
borrowed—is all borrowed money—the 
deadweight of those deficits and debt 
suppresses economic growth, weakens 
our economy, reduces investment. 

If you do not have investment, you 
cannot grow. You cannot have invest-
ment unless there are savings that are 
available to invest. When the Federal 
Government runs deficits, that reduces 
the pool of societal savings that are 
available to invest.

This is an economic package that 
simply cannot stand scrutiny. 

I am happy to yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, as 

this presentation draws to a close, I 
ask unanimous consent to print in the 
RECORD a column by David Broder from 
March 23 entitled ‘‘Cutbacks To Our 
Children.’’

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 23, 2003] 
CUTBACKS TO OUR CHILDREN 

(By David S. Broder) 
Under the shadow of war with Iraq, the 

House and the Senate last week fought a se-
ries of skirmishes over the federal budget for 
next year. One big, overriding question was 
at stake: Would President Bush and the Re-
publican majorities in Congress step up to 
the costs of battle, of homeland defense and 
of national obligations at home, or would 
they pass the costs on to future generations? 

The answer, sadly, is that youngsters yet 
to be born will see their choices limited and 
their prospects blighted by the decision of 
today’s politicians to press ahead with an 
unaffordable tax cut even while the costs of 
war and reconstruction make earlier spend-
ing estimates wildly unrealistic. 

The possible doubling of the national debt 
in the next decade will drive up interest 
costs that must be paid every year—billions 
of dollars that will not be available for So-
cial Security, Medicare or any of the myriad 
responsibilities of the government here and 
abroad. 

But the squeeze is not all prospective. 
Some dangerous economies are being forced 
this year—cutbacks that will have long-term 
damaging consequences for American soci-
ety. 

This was brought home to me from an un-
expected source in a group interview last 
week with six state attorneys general—four 
Democrats and two Republicans—who were 
in Washington for a professional conference. 
Their theme was one I had heard before, not 
just from social workers, academics and sup-
posed bleeding-heart liberals but from police 
chiefs, prosecutors and other hard-nosed den-
izens of the criminal justice system. 

It is the irrefutable evidence that the most 
effective anti-crime strategies—and the least 
expensive—are early childhood education, 
after-school programs and serious mentoring 
of youngsters who otherwise are almost cer-
tainly fated to be dropouts, delinquents and, 
yes, prison inmates. 

Larry Long, the South Dakota attorney 
general and a 30-year career prosecutor, put 
it this way: ‘‘I can tell you that by the time 
kids of 12 or 14 are brought into the juvenile 
justice system, they are lost. All I can do is 
warehouse them—at huge expense. The soon-
er and faster we reach kids, the better the 
chance of their being saved.’’

Long and his counterparts from Colorado, 
Delaware, Maine, Montana and New Mexico 
described what they are doing to reach vul-
nerable youngsters—especially those being 
raised by single mothers still in their teens—
and to help those parents stabilize lives 
often blighted by drugs or other addictions. 
But they also confirmed that many of their 
initiatives are on the chopping block, as 
states struggle with declining revenue and 
runaway health care costs for the elderly. 

‘‘These are proven programs that work,’’ 
said Montana Attorney General Mike 
McGrath, ‘‘but our budget crisis is so severe 
we may not be able to meet the federal 
matching requirement’’—the dollars a state 
must put up to qualify for a grant from 
Washington. 
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That is why they express such dismay at 

what they are hearing out of thee Wash-
ington budget proceedings. The briefing 
paper that all the state law enforcement offi-
cials were given by the advocacy group Fight 
Crime: Invest in Kids spelled out some of the 
cuts included in the Bush budget. 

Funds for the 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers after-school program 
would be cut form $1 billion to $600 million. 
The memo to the attorneys general says that 
cutback would take a half-million children 
each year out of those-centers, even though 
unsupervised youngsters make the hours 
form 3 p.m. to 6 p.m. the peak time for seri-
ous and violent juvenile crime. 

The Bush budget increases Head Start 
funding by $148 million, just about enough to 
keep pace with inflation, but the program 
now serves only six out of 10 preschoolers 
who are eligible. Several other early child-
hood block grants and programs are ticketed 
for reduction or elimination. 

The picture is similar for other Justice De-
partment an Education Department pro-
grams aimed at preventing juvenile delin-
quency. 

‘‘This is so shortsighted,’’ said Maine At-
torney General Steven Rowe. ‘‘For $300 bil-
lion, one-fifth the [10-year] cost of the new 
tax cut, we could fully fund all of these pro-
grams’’ for the next decade. 

That kind of investment would not only 
save lives, the attorneys general said. It 
would save money. ‘‘We are spending $75,000 
a year every time we incarcerate someone 
under 18,’’ said Delaware Attorney General 
Jane Brady. ‘‘We have to jail them, educate 
them, counsel them and try to rehabilitate 
them. It would be so much better to help 
them while they are young.’’

It’s another example of the long-term costs 
will incur today’s budget decisions.

Mr. SARBANES. I want to quote a 
couple of paragraphs from the column:

Under the shadow of war with Iraq, the 
House and the Senate last week fought a se-
ries of skirmishes over the federal budget for 
next year. One big, overriding question was 
at stake: Would President Bush and the Re-
publican majorities in Congress step up to 
the costs of battle, of homeland defense and 
of national obligations at home, or would 
they pass the costs on to future generations? 

The answer, sadly, is that youngsters yet 
to be born will see their choices limited and 
their prospects blighted by the decision of 
today’s politicians to press ahead with an 
unaffordable tax cut even while the costs of 
war and reconstruction make earlier spend-
ing estimates wildly unrealistic. 

The possible doubling of the national debt 
in the next decade will drive up interest 
costs that must be paid every year—billions 
of dollars that will not be available for So-
cial Security, Medicare or any of the myriad 
responsibilities of the government here and 
abroad. 

But the squeeze is not all prospective. 
Some dangerous economies are being forced 
this year—cutbacks that will have long-term 
damaging consequences for American soci-
ety.

He then cites conversations he had 
with a number of attorneys general of 
the States, pointing out that cutting 
back on programs for young people will 
have disastrous consequences. 

Once again, that is the connection 
that has to be made to giving these 
large tax cuts. I listened to my col-
league from North Dakota as he talked 
about the procedure. I put a question 
to him. It strikes me as all a charade, 
is it not? As I understand it, we are 

going to pass a budget resolution that 
is going to have a tax cut figure in it. 
The Finance Committee in the Senate 
will be told they cannot reach that tax 
figure. They have to have the lower tax 
figure, as I understand it. But then 
when they go to conference to rec-
oncile their tax figure with the higher 
House tax figure, let’s say they settle 
at the higher tax figure, the House tax 
figure, the full amount, then they can 
bring it back to the Senate and that is 
protected under the special reconcili-
ation procedures. Is that how it will 
work? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would say to the Pre-
siding Officer, in response to my col-
league, it is truly a perverted result we 
have here. Aside from the substance of 
this budget, which I find appalling, the 
procedure is even worse. The procedure 
that was designed to provide a fast-
track procedure to reduce deficits has 
now been seized upon to expand defi-
cits. If that isn’t standing history on 
its head, I don’t know what is. 

What they have done here is, they 
couldn’t get a vote out of this Chamber 
to have a tax cut bigger than $350 bil-
lion. So what they did is, they went 
into a secret meeting in a room with 
the minority locked out, and they con-
jured up a scheme that says both com-
mittees are given an instruction, the 
tax committees, to cut taxes under 
these special fast-track procedures by 
$550 billion and another $725 billion on 
top of that outside of the fast-track 
procedures. 

And with respect to those that are 
given the special protection, the $550 
billion, the Senate Finance Committee 
is told, oh, wait a minute, there will be 
a supermajority point of order if you 
report anything more than $350 billion. 
But don’t worry about that because 
when it goes to a conference com-
mittee between the House and the Sen-
ate, you can come back with the bigger 
number and still enjoy the protections, 
the special provisions of reconciliation 
that take away a Senator’s funda-
mental right to debate and amend. 
That is what is happening here. 

I say to my colleagues, we will rue 
the day this procedure is adopted. It 
has never been done before—never. 
What is going to happen here is going 
to fundamentally alter the Senate. The 
Senate was designed by the Founding 
Fathers to be different than the House 
of Representatives. It was designed to 
let a determined minority slow things 
down, to reconsider. But when it comes 
to reconciliation, forget it, because we 
have become just an extension of the 
House of Representatives. It will 
render the Finance Committee of the 
Senate irrelevant. All the Members of 
the Finance Committee should be 
aware of that. They are going to be ir-
relevant to this discussion because 
what is going to matter is what comes 
out of a conference with three or four 
people from both Chambers. They will 
come back here with whatever they de-

cide. It will be an up-or-down vote, and 
a simple majority will pass it. And the 
fundamental role of the Senate is al-
tered and diminished, and the strength 
of our Founding Fathers, the constitu-
tional structure they created to pro-
tect this Nation, weakened. This is big 
stuff that is about to happen here. This 
is history-making stuff that is about to 
happen here. It is a dark day for this 
Chamber and for this country, in this 
Senator’s view. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. CONRAD. While the Senator is 
waiting, I would like to show my col-
leagues what we have faced, what we 
were told would be the surpluses over 
the next decade. The Congressional 
Budget Office made their estimates 2 
years ago, when they gave us a range of 
outcomes they said we could expect 
over the next decade. This is what they 
told us 2 years ago. They said this gray 
area were the possible outcomes, from 
least favorable to most favorable. They 
adopted as a prediction the midline. 
That is what told us we were going to 
have $5.6 trillion of surpluses over the 
next decade.

I showed this chart repeatedly back 
in 2001, when we were considering the 
tax cuts, and warned my colleagues 
that we should not count on any 10-
year projection. Some of my colleagues 
said: You are being way too conserv-
ative. We won’t have the midpoint of 
this range of possible outcomes; we will 
have much more than that because the 
tax cuts will produce more revenue. 

That is the same song we are hearing 
now. They said: No, we won’t have $5.6 
trillion in surpluses; it will be much 
more than that because the tax cuts 
will kick off additional economic activ-
ity and that will bring us even more 
revenue. 

Well, let’s go back to a reality check 
and see what happened. This red line is 
what has happened. It is below the bot-
tom of the projections that were made 
just 2 years ago. That is where we real-
ly are. We are not at the midpoint. We 
are not at the low point of the range of 
projections. We are below the bottom. 
All those who said if you just cut 
taxes, you get more money, that is 
dream world stuff. It didn’t work. It 
didn’t come close to working. They 
were wrong. They weren’t just a little 
bit wrong, they were totally wrong. 
The result is deep deficits and debt 
that will burden this society for dec-
ades to come. That is the fact. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want 

to give a little different vantage point 
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on some of these issues, and then 
maybe other colleagues will wish to 
speak. 

I have heard kind of a continual part 
of the debate offered by our colleagues 
in opposition to this resolution that 
this is a terrible budget resolution. 
They say it is bad, worse, evil, prepos-
terous, and absurd. 

Wait a minute. At least we have a 
budget. Frankly, budgets are not easy. 
How much money are we going to 
spend, and how much are we going to 
tax? You always have a lot of people 
who want to spend more, maybe tax 
less, maybe tax more. I have heard a 
lot of comments that maybe we should 
be taxing a lot more. In the budget res-
olution, we assume the tax cuts we 
passed in 2001 would be continued in 
years 2011, 2012, and 2013. They would 
sunset at the end of 2010. I guess my 
colleague on the other side would like 
to have those tax cuts made tax in-
creases in the years 2011, 2012, and 2013. 
That is about half of the tax cut that is 
in this bill. We need to do that. We 
need to address those tax cuts some-
time between now and 2010. I doubt it is 
going to happen this year. If it does—I 
guess a bill could be offered and, if it 
is, it is debatable. I doubt that will be 
part of the tax bill that will be pro-
posed under the reconciliation proce-
dure. 

In the President’s proposed reconcili-
ation growth package, he would like to 
have that happen quickly so we can get 
the economy moving. The economy is 
not moving very quickly. Some people 
presupposed that they knew exactly 
what was going to be in the tax bill. We 
tell the Finance Committee to cut up 
to $350 billion in the Senate. The House 
is $550 billion. We go to conference. 

Most people count votes. I count 
votes around here. I think I know 
where the votes are going to be. I know 
Chairman GRASSLEY pretty well. I 
doubt we will come back from con-
ference with something we cannot pass 
in the Senate. We will make that deci-
sion probably 5 weeks from now, not 
today. I hope we do things to grow the 
economy. The economy is going down. 
It needs help. I will mention to our col-
leagues that our colleagues had a stim-
ulus or growth package. Theirs was al-
most all spending; 75 percent was 
spending, with very little tax relief. I 
guess their idea of a growth package is 
to grow government. 

Our idea is, wait a minute, let’s con-
tain the growth of Government and 
have some incentive to grow the econ-
omy. Historically, in the tax arena—I 
happened to be elected in 1980, so I go 
back to that point. In 1980, the Federal 
Government took in $517 billion, and 
the maximum personal tax rate per in-
dividual was 70 percent. Ronald Reagan 
was elected President, and 8 years later 
the maximum tax rate was 28 percent. 
If you listen to the dialog we just had, 
you would think revenues would have 
fallen. We reduced tax rates from 70 
percent to 28 percent. That happened 
over the first several years of the 
Reagan administration. 

In 1990, total revenues to the Federal 
Government almost doubled, from $517 
billion to over a trillion dollars. So we 
cut tax rates dramatically. But guess 
what. Revenues went up. Then I looked 
back a little closer. Well, President 
Bush increased the rate from 28 percent 
to 31 percent in 1990. When President 
Clinton was elected in 1992, he raised 
the rate from 31 percent to 39.6 percent. 
I have heard discussion about all these 
‘‘massive’’ tax cuts for the wealthy and 
benefits to the wealthy. So far, the 
wealthy, the higher income tax brack-
ets, are reduced a great big 1 percent-
age point, from 39.6 to 38.6. That is all 
that happened. Evidently, they say 
that is the reason we have this enor-
mous deficit, which is absurd. 

What do we do on the lower income? 
We took lower income rates that were 
15 percent and made those 10 percent 
and made that retroactive. Then we 
passed a $500 per child tax credit. That 
is law. Now it is $600. So we have done 
a lot of things for lower income, to 
make them basically not pay Federal 
income tax, some of which was retro-
active, or pay a lot lower rate. 

I keep hearing all this class warfare 
and that these deficits are caused by 
the tax cut, and some people don’t like 
tax cuts and they want to have tax in-
creases, I guess, in the outyears. But I 
don’t think that will help the economy. 
Some of us want to help the economy. 

I looked back and, historically, we 
have done some things in this body, 
with bipartisan support, that helped 
the economy. We reduced capital gains 
rates in 1997 over the objection of the 
Clinton administration. They eventu-
ally signed the bill. We reduced the 
rate from 28 to 27 percent and it helped 
create and foment a lot of growth. 

If you look at total growth in reve-
nues in the last several years, in 1998, 
1999, and 2000, revenues exploded to the 
Federal Government—I think in part 
because we cut capital gains rates. So 
we can cut rates on occasion and it will 
help the economy. I am absolutely con-
vinced that it had a great deal of eco-
nomic stimulus when we cut the rates 
in 1997 and revenues exploded to the 
Federal Government. Unfortunately, in 
the last couple of years, revenues have 
declined a lot, mostly because the 
stock market has declined a lot. 

So people talk about, wait a minute, 
we expected $5.6 trillion surpluses over 
the next 10 years. That was estimated 
by CBO. They were way wrong because 
the stock market had already started 
crashing. NASDAQ, which was explod-
ing in the late nineties, declined by 50 
percent between March of 2000 and De-
cember of 2000. CBO missed it. They 
didn’t know what that would mean as 
far as projections. CBO did not forecast 
the terrorist attack on 9/11 and the dis-
astrous impact that had on the econ-
omy and what that has caused in out-
lays. 

I wanted to make a couple of those 
points. We need to grow the economy 
and we have a stimulus package that I 
believe will pass the Senate—and prob-

ably a comparable figure will pass the 
conference. It is a little bit more than 
our colleagues on the Democrat side 
wanted, except it is mostly on the tax 
side, not the spending side. 

The other criticism is, wait a minute, 
this budget is so terrible. Well, at least 
it is a budget. It is critically important 
that we pass it. Last year, we didn’t 
even have a budget on the floor of the 
Senate. One passed through the Budget 
Committee; my compliments to the 
chairman for that, but we didn’t have a 
chance to even vote on the floor of the 
Senate. I think people can be pretty 
critical, but I think we need to be a lit-
tle more reserved. It is important that 
we pass a budget.

I urge our colleagues to be mindful, if 
we do not pass a budget, one example 
would be: One could come up on a bill 
next week, and the bill might be a 
small authorization bill. Someone can 
offer an amendment to it and say: Let’s 
spend $1 trillion on a new program, 
maybe it is prescription drugs or some 
other type of program that sounds real-
ly good. Let’s spend hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars on education. Sounds 
good. Let’s spend hundreds of millions 
of dollars—we could do all those 
things, and if we do not pass this budg-
et today, there would be no 60-vote 
point of order. Spending would be run-
ning rampant. We would be totally out 
of control. We would have no caps on 
appropriated caps and no limit on the 
$2.2 trillion we are spending today, and 
there is no limit on the demand for 
Federal spending. It could get out of 
hand very easily. The only limitation 
we would have would be the potential 
threat of a Presidential veto. 

We need to govern better than that, 
and we need to show some discipline. If 
we remember those 51 votes when we 
passed the budget resolution, there 
were countless amendments, almost all 
of which on the Democrat side were: 
Let’s grow spending; let’s increase 
spending. Deficits are not caused just 
on the revenue side, they are caused by 
spending more than we take in. 

I wanted to make those points in re-
sponse to our friends and colleagues on 
the other side. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we can 

debate economic theory for a long 
time. What is not open to debate is 
what has factually occurred. Let’s go 
back. Two years ago, we were told this 
was the range of outcomes looking for-
ward in terms of the budget surplus. 
The Congressional Budget Office and 
the President’s Office of Management 
and Budget said they adopted the mid-
point of this range. We are going to 
have $5.6 trillion of surpluses. Our 
friends on the other side said: Oh, no, it 
is going to be better than that because 
we are going to cut taxes; it is going to 
lead to bigger surpluses; it is not going 
to be the midpoint of the range of pos-
sible outcomes, it is going to be even 
better than that. 
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That was fantasy world stuff. We 

tried their approach. It failed. It did 
not even come close, not even hailing 
distance of what happened. Here is 
what happened. We wound up below the 
bottom of the range of projected out-
comes with deficits and debt as far as 
the eye can see. 

What is the answer of the other side? 
Let’s do it again. Let’s try it again. 
Let’s dig the hole deeper. Let’s run up 
more deficits, add more debt, and that 
will strengthen the country. Does any-
body honestly believe that more defi-
cits and more debt are going to 
strengthen the country when we are on 
the eve of the retirement of the baby 
boom generation that is going to ex-
plode the cost to the Federal Govern-
ment, and these folks come forward 
with tax cuts that explode at the very 
same time when we are already in 
record deficit? I tell you, is there no 
common sense left? 

Here is what our Congressional Budg-
et Office, headed by their appointee, 
straight from the Council of Economic 
Advisers of the President of the United 
States, tells us if we adopt this pro-
posal. He has done seven different mod-
els. He used their dynamic scoring, the 
idea that we are going to get more 
money if we cut the taxes. What did he 
find? In four of the cases, the deficits 
are even bigger. In three of the seven, 
the deficits are somewhat smaller, al-
though all of them massive. 

What does he say:
CBO estimates show lower deficits relative 

to so-called static scoring only by assuming 
large tax increases beginning in 2014.

Hello, is anybody listening? He is 
saying, all those who said the problem 
is they are not using dynamic scoring, 
they are not showing the positive ef-
fects of the tax cuts, if we just do that, 
we will see the deficits are not going to 
be so bad. So we turned it over to their 
guy, straight from the President’s 
Council of Economic Advisers, and he 
comes back and says to us: Oh, no, the 
deficits are not going to be smaller, 
they are going to be bigger because of 
the deadweight of deficits and debt. 
You cannot take on all this borrowing 
and strengthen the country. You weak-
en the country. 

Then he looked at three other possi-
bilities. He ran three other models. Do 
you know what he said: Yes, the defi-
cits could be somewhat smaller than 
would otherwise be the case, but that 
is on the theory that people are going 
to work harder over the next decade in 
preparation for the massive tax in-
creases to come. 

Let me repeat that: The only way the 
deficits are smaller than so-called stat-
ic scoring is if you assume the Amer-
ican people are going to work harder in 
anticipation of the massive tax in-
creases to come to deal with these defi-
cits that are exploding out of control. 

If anybody can seriously come out 
here and justify this proposal and these 
budgets, come on out, let’s debate it. I 
do not see them. Where are they? Come 
on out here; let’s debate. Let’s debate 

what the effect of this budget is, $1.3 
trillion of tax cuts on top of an initial 
$1.1 trillion of spending when we are al-
ready in record deficit on the eve of the 
retirement of the baby boomers, we are 
at war, a cost of which we do not know. 

There is only one possible outcome: 
More deficits, more debt in a way that 
is totally unsustainable, and that will 
lead to massive cuts in Social Security 
and Medicare and all the rest of Gov-
ernment. That is what is coming next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to comment about 
the pending budget resolution. I was 
very much impressed with the com-
ment by the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota who really ques-
tioned if anybody is listening. I think 
the answer to that question is gen-
erally no. The positions in this Cham-
ber are really frozen. We are looking at 
a 50–50 vote to be broken by the Vice 
President, and, realistically, we are 
going through the motions of a debate. 

Then the Senator from North Dakota 
says: Let’s have a debate. We have been 
having a debate today. We have debates 
lots of days, but most of the time we 
talk right by each other. The prolifera-
tion of charts adds more confusion 
than clarity. I do not know that there 
are very many viewers on C-SPAN2 
who even flick on their sets with the 
monotony of the kind of debates which 
we have in the Senate, which I would 
say is a blame attached universally on 
all sides and to all Members. 

The one factor I think is most impor-
tant is that we get a budget just to get 
a budget. We have a lot of argument 
about tax increase, no tax increase, 
what is the amount of the tax increase. 
An arrangement has been worked out 
really to sort of save face with all par-
ties involved here so we could come to 
some terms and move on. 

Last year, we did not have a budget. 
When the Democrats were in control of 
this Chamber, there was no budget res-
olution offered on the floor of the Sen-
ate, and I do not say that in a partisan 
way. I think too often there is debate 
and there are arguments which are par-
tisan Democrats versus Republicans 
bickering, much to the dissatisfaction 
of the American people. But not having 
a budget resolution was very detri-
mental to the whole appropriations 
process where we could not curtail 
spending and have a discipline. For 
those who may be listening on C-
SPAN2 or for a few people in the gal-
leries, there are no Senators on the 
floor to listen, 60 votes are required to 
increase spending beyond the budget 
allocation if there is a budget.

Sixty votes are hard to come by, but 
if only 51 votes, or a majority of those 
present, are required, then spending 
goes up. 

I visited Israel earlier this year, and 
the Palestinian Authority has a new fi-
nance minister. I was delighted to 
learn that the Palestinian Authority 
has a budget. I exchanged views with 

him that the Palestinian Authority 
had something the Senate did not have. 
The Senate did not have a budget. It 
was not reported out last year by the 
Budget Committee. It is vital we have 
a budget. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. I would like to correct 

the record with respect to one thing 
the Senator from Pennsylvania said, I 
think inadvertently. The Budget Com-
mittee did report a budget last year. It 
did not come to the floor, but the 
Budget Committee did report a budget. 
The determination was made not to 
bring it to the floor. That determina-
tion was made because the Senate had 
a 10-year budget, the House had a 5-
year budget. The Senate had used the 
more conservative OMB estimates. The 
House had used the more liberal OMB 
estimates.

It was very clear there would not be 
a reconciliation between the two. 

I will be happy to yield in a moment. 
The Senator, the ranking member of 

the Budget Committee, and I deter-
mined that we would bring a 2-year 
budget to the Senate. We did that. 
That required 60 votes to pass because 
it was not a product of the committee. 
We got 59 votes for that 2-year budget 
in the Senate; it required 60 votes. 

The further facts are that we had all 
Democrats voting for it, we had 8 Re-
publicans voting for it, including the 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, the ranking member of the Ap-
propriations Committee, and others, 
but because we did not have 60 votes, it 
did not prevail. 

It should also be known that the Ap-
propriations Committee, on a unani-
mous vote, adopted the spending rec-
ommendation contained in the budget 
resolution passed in the committee. 
They adopted it on a unanimous vote. 

Because of differences in the House, 
there was no final conclusion on most 
of the appropriations bills. They were 
held over to this year. And interest-
ingly enough, the conclusion was a 
total that was within $2 billion of what 
we had proposed from the Budget Com-
mittee. So there was almost no dif-
ference—on over $700 billion of spend-
ing—almost no difference between 
what we proposed and what was ulti-
mately passed in the early part of this 
year. 

I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when 

the Senator from North Dakota says 
there was ‘‘almost no difference,’’ $2 
billion, I respectfully disagree with 
him that that means ‘‘almost no dif-
ference.’’ Regrettably, around the Sen-
ate Chamber, and the House Chamber, 
we think $2 billion does not amount to 
very much. 

The question I have for the Senator 
from North Dakota is in a context 
where the 2-year budget was turned 
down and there had been a 1-year budg-
et prepared by the committee, as ar-
ticulated by the Senator from North 
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Dakota who was the chairman last 
year and who specifies differences be-
tween the House and the Senate where 
there were different assumptions made 
and many differences; that is what a 
conference is about. If the Senate had 
passed a budget, having failed on a 2-
year budget, and had gone back and 
brought to the floor a 1-year budget 
with differences, that is what a con-
ference is about. 

Why didn’t the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota, then-chairman of 
the Budget Committee, proceed to get 
a budget, take it to the House, and 
have a conference so we could have a 
budget? 

Mr. CONRAD. I didn’t make that de-
termination. That was made in a high-
er pay grade than mine. 

The budget we had done in the com-
mittee was a 10-year budget, and the 
budget in the House was a 5-year budg-
et. We had used the more conservative 
CBO assumptions, and they used the 
Office of Management and Budget as-
sumptions. We went to a 2-year budget 
because we thought that had the best 
prospects of securing the votes nec-
essary to actually have a budget blue-
print in the Chamber. We did get 59 
votes. We did get a unanimous consent 
agreement from the appropriators to 
stick to that number. 

For other reasons there was disagree-
ment with House appropriators outside 
of the budget with respect to priorities. 

I say to my colleague, no question, 
we would be better off to have a budg-
et. That is a fundamental responsi-
bility. It did not happen last year for 
lots of reasons. I have tried to enu-
merate some of those.

I personally am committed to the 
budget process. I think it is critically 
important. I agree with the Senator 
with respect to that observation. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, my fol-
lowup question is, Would the Senator 
from North Dakota identify who made 
the decision? The distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota is on the floor 
now. Was the decision made by Senator 
DASCHLE, the majority leader? 

Mr. CONRAD. The decision, it is fair 
to say, was a collective decision and 
probably was the wisest course given 
the circumstances we faced at the 
time. 

We could ask the 41 who voted 
against the 2-year budget: Why did 
they fail to vote for what was a bipar-
tisan budget proposal right here on the 
floor of the Senate that would have 
provided the budget blueprint? They 
had the chance; 59 Members voted for 
it, for a budget outline; 41 did not. The 
question ought to be directed to the 41 
who voted no. 

Mr. SPECTER. If I may proceed to 
question one step further. I think the 
Senator from North Dakota talked 
about apples and oranges. This body 
does not have to go to a 2-year budget, 
if it does not choose to, to produce the 
60 votes when the customary practice 
is a 1-year budget. 

I don’t recollect with precision, but 
my instinct is that I supported the 2-

year budget. I have supported votes to 
try to get this to conference to be re-
solved. 

When the Senator from North Da-
kota says probably it was a wise deci-
sion, there is a lot of disagreement 
about that. I believe it is the duty of 
the majority party to bring a budget to 
the floor. I admire an effort to bring 
the 2-year budget. I think we ought to 
have a 2-year budget so we can spend 
more time on oversight, a subject sore-
ly neglected. If that does not succeed, 
it does not take 59 votes to bring a 1-
year budget to the floor. That is the 
duty of the party that controls the 
Senate. 

When you talk about a majority of 
the appropriators agreeing to stick to 
the budget, or unanimous among the 
appropriators, that does not mean a 
whole lot because that does not bind 
the Senate to the figure. 

I note the presence of the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota on 
the floor. Might I inquire if the Sen-
ator from South Dakota would care to 
respond as to why we did not have a 
budget? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The Senator from North Dakota 
has the floor. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator from 
North Dakota reclaims my time, and I 
say to the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
the Senator from Pennsylvania voted 
no. We had a 2-year budget. The Sen-
ator said he supported a 2-year budget; 
he voted no. The Senator had a chance 
last year to vote for a 2-year budget. 
He voted no; 59 Senators voted for it. 
We had an opportunity. 

Mr. CRAPO. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CONRAD. I will not yield until I 

finish. The Senator had an oppor-
tunity. Every Senator had an oppor-
tunity. And it is not the typical order 
to have a 1-year budget in the Senate. 
We deal with 5-year or 10-year budgets, 
not 1-year budgets. 

Last year, in an attempt to achieve a 
budget on a bipartisan basis, we 
brought a 2-year budget to the floor. It 
was rejected; 59 Senators voted aye. It 
was a bipartisan vote; 41 voted no. 
They had their chance to have a budg-
et, and they decided not to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader has sought recogni-
tion and is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate this colloquy. 

The distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota did everything within 
his power to reach the bipartisan con-
sensus required to achieve a budget 
last year. I give him great credit for 
the efforts he made, in so many ways, 
to reach across the aisle, to find that 
bipartisan consensus throughout the 
year. 

Unfortunately, we had very little re-
sponse or help. 

When we came to the conclusion, fi-
nally, that perhaps the best thing to do 
would be to move a 2-year budget reso-
lution, as he correctly noted, we did 
get a bipartisan consensus on that but 

not enough to reach the 60 votes. Un-
fortunately, had the Senator from 
Pennsylvania chosen to support that 
resolution, we would have had the nec-
essary 60 votes and hopefully worked 
out the remaining differences with our 
House colleagues in spite of the chasm 
that existed between their proposal and 
ours. 

I appreciate very much the clarifica-
tion made by the Senator from North 
Dakota. I again thank him for his ef-
forts and the contribution he has made 
to this debate. 

I also thank him for his earlier pres-
entation to the Senate. My only regret 
is that more people could not have had 
the opportunity to see it. I think it is 
very instructive. I am inclined, almost, 
to go through the charts once again 
just because they are so good and they 
have such a compelling message, but I 
will leave that to our distinguished 
manager on budget matters. I appre-
ciate very much the presentation he 
has made. 

Mr. President, I come to the floor 
with sadness and with great regret at 
the position the Senate finds itself in 
today. I don’t know that we have a 
clear indication whether the votes are 
there for this resolution. I hope we do 
not. But I assume our Republican 
friends would not come to the floor if 
they didn’t have the votes. 

I am troubled by this resolution for a 
number of reasons. First, I am troubled 
by the obsession with tax cuts that ap-
pears to be so much a part of the moti-
vation behind the construction of this 
resolution, an obsession with tax cuts 
that led the majority leader of the 
House a couple of days ago—I guess it 
was last week—to say:

In the face of war, nothing is more impor-
tant than cutting taxes.

I have thought about that quote on 
so many occasions:

In the face of war, nothing is more impor-
tant than cutting taxes.

I assume by that he meant nothing in 
terms of the commitment we make to 
our military, nothing in terms of the 
commitment we make to homeland se-
curity, nothing in terms of the com-
mitment we make to education, to the 
needs of people at every level. 

So it is troubling to me, first, that 
this obsession with tax cuts articulated 
so succinctly by the House majority 
leader could be so much a part of this 
resolution. This obsession with tax 
cuts, as noted by the distinguished 
Senator from North Dakota, will cause 
us to experience deficits and accumu-
lated debt unprecedented in this coun-
try. We are told, as a result of this res-
olution, we will see unified deficits ex-
ceeding $300 billion. We anticipate 
under this resolution there will be a 
$1.95 trillion increase in the accumu-
lated debt for the period 2002 through 
2011. 

We began, 2 years ago in the 107th 
Congress, with a projected surplus of 
$5.6 trillion. We will now experience ac-
cumulated deficits of $1.95 trillion, 
leading us to a $7.6 trillion swing in our 
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fiscal circumstances in just 24 months. 
That, too, is unprecedented. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota noted, the ranking mem-
ber of the Budget Committee, close to 
40 percent of that swing is attributed 
to the tax cuts previously enacted or 
incorporated within this resolution. I 
don’t know the degree to which we can 
calculate a direct connection between 
higher interest rates and the demise in 
our economy as a result of the fiscal 
problems we are likely to face if we 
adopt this resolution. But the deficits 
and the debt anticipated and actually 
outlined in this resolution present un-
precedented and extraordinarily com-
plex—in some ways, unimaginable—fis-
cal challenges as we look to the future 
over the next decade or so. 

I suppose some would argue that the 
tax cuts of this magnitude could gen-
erate an economic recovery that could 
bring about an improvement in both 
the deficit and debt projections and the 
economy. We will hear that argument, 
I am sure, throughout the day. 

But in a letter that addressed the 
President’s economic stimulus pack-
age, 450 economists have said this 
package will not generate economic ac-
tivity and will probably cause a loss of 
jobs. The CBO has actually reported 
that it is possible we could see a net 
decline in economic growth of just 
under 1 percent if the President’s eco-
nomic proposal, as it has been pre-
sented, goes into law. 

There is no economic stimulus in-
volved here. The CBO says it. Most of 
the major mainstream economists say 
it. Therefore, we can’t be motivated by 
any expectation that economic stim-
ulus somehow drives the need for these 
tax cuts. 

On Wednesday, in the New York 
Times, there was an article coauthored 
by five public servants who, between 
them, helped pull our country out of 
four severe recessions in the last 30 
years: former Secretary Robert Rubin, 
former Commerce Secretary Peter Pe-
terson, former Senators Warren Rud-
man and Bob Kerrey, and former Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve Paul 
Volcker. This is what they had to say 
about the economic stimulus and the 
tax cuts incorporated in this particular 
resolution:

Given the rapidly deteriorating long-term 
fiscal outlook, neither proposal is fiscally re-
sponsible. It is illogical to begin the journey 
back towards balanced budgets by enacting a 
tax cut that will only make the long-term 
outlook worse. Furthermore, the proposed 
tax cuts are not useful for short term fiscal 
stimulus, since only a small portion would 
take effect this year. Nor would they spur 
long-term economic growth. In fact, tax cuts 
financed by perpetual deficits will eventu-
ally slow the economy. . . . 

They lower future economic growth by re-
ducing the level of national savings that can 
be devoted to productive investments. They 
raise interest rates higher than they would 
be otherwise. They raise interest payments 
on the national debt. They reduce the fiscal 
flexibility to deal with unexpected develop-
ments. If we forget these economic con-
sequences, we risk creating an insupportable 
tax burden for the next generation.

You can’t be any more unequivocal, 
any more clear than that. Our best, 
most experienced minds in the country 
urge us, advise us, plead with us: Do 
not make this choice. Five percent of 
the tax cuts incorporated in the rec-
onciliation package that we anticipate 
will be before us in a few weeks—5 per-
cent of the total tax cuts assumed in 
this resolution will be realized this 
year: $61 billion, less than 1 half of 1 
percent of our GDP. 

Yet what do the economists tell us? 
The economists tell us: First, if you 
are going to have an economic stim-
ulus package, do it now. Make it imme-
diate. Make it broad based. Make sure 
it is fiscally responsible. 

On those three counts, the tax cut 
legislation anticipated within this res-
olution all fail. So that leaves me with 
a third concern. The third concern is 
what it does to our national invest-
ment. 

This resolution assumes a $168 billion 
cut in domestic investments over the 
course of the next 10 years. That means 
there will be cuts in homeland secu-
rity, cuts in education, cuts in law en-
forcement, cuts in health care for vet-
erans, cuts in infrastructure—cuts in 
all of those specific needs that make 
this country stronger. 

I am troubled by that. I am troubled 
by the realization that, in part, I be-
lieve supporters of this resolution wish 
to reduce the flow of Federal funds to 
these investments for ideological rath-
er than economic or fiscal purposes. 

So, Mr. President, this is a very dif-
ficult day for our country, a day when 
we will commit to deficits unlike we 
have ever seen before, a day when, as a 
result of those deficits, we are likely to 
see economic circumstances get worse, 
not better, a day when, by the admis-
sion of those who support this resolu-
tion, we can anticipate dramatic cuts 
in the investments in those areas for 
which there is great need. 

We have talked at length on the floor 
over the course of the last several 
months about homeland security and 
how badly our first responders need 
help and the importance of addressing 
the needs of the States as they con-
front their own immense fiscal chal-
lenges. 

We have talked about the need for 
providing additional funding for the No 
Child Left Behind Act, how critical it 
is that we find a way to bridge the 
shortfall between the expectations and 
the unfunded mandates incorporated 
within that bill, and the reality that 
funding for these programs does not 
just materialize unless we appropriate 
it. 

Serious problems with regard to law 
enforcement: As crime goes up, our in-
vestments in law enforcement, under 
this resolution, go down. 

Problems in Medicaid for the States: 
The shortfall has never been greater. 
And the health concerns that nursing 
homes and hospitals are experiencing, 
all through rural America in par-
ticular, are commensurate with the 

shortfall that we find in this resolu-
tion. 

So we can do better. While there are 
those who continue to talk about the 
budgets of last year, I think our focus 
now must be on the budget before us. 
And I think the first test legislation 
must pass before we support it ought to 
be: Do no harm. There is a lot of harm 
done in this resolution, and that is re-
grettable. 

I hope our colleagues will think very 
carefully prior to the time they cast 
their vote. I will be casting a vote in 
opposition to the resolution. I urge my 
colleagues to join me. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, there 

has now been an opportunity to obtain 
the vote referenced by the Senator 
from North Dakota, and it was not a 
resolution for a 2-year budget at all. It 
was an amendment made by Senator 
FEINGOLD which would set caps for 2 
years. But that is not a 2-year budget 
resolution. 

The idea of a 2-year budget resolu-
tion has been discussed widely in this 
body for many years and has been ad-
vocated by the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico, Mr. DOMENICI, who 
chaired the Budget Committee for 
many years. It is a proposal that I have 
long supported. 

I, frankly, did not remember any res-
olution for a 2-year budget coming to 
the floor when it was mentioned by the 
Senator from North Dakota. But if it 
had come to the floor, if there had been 
a resolution for 2 years, I would have 
supported it because of my long-
standing sense that the Congress does 
an inadequate job of oversight, finding 
out what is happening in the executive 
branch, because we spend so much time 
on the budget and then on the appro-
priations process. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, it occupies months of 
time. So if it can be done in 2 years, 
then it would be a big savings. 

But I recall very well when the Fein-
gold amendment was offered. And there 
was a major effort by appropriators, 
significantly, to adopt it, which would 
set a cap. I refused to back that be-
cause I thought it was inappropriate to 
have a way out for the Budget Com-
mittee, which had not established a 
budget. 

The budget law was passed in 1974, 
and for 27 years, this body has had a 
budget—until last year. And if the 
Budget Committee could avoid or 
evade its responsibility in coming up 
with a budget, and then have a simple 
cure by having an amendment offered 
which would set a cap, what motiva-
tion would there be for a budget? 

To set a cap is not to have a budget 
resolution. A cap simply means what 
the total expenditure will be. It does 
not mean what the budget will allocate 
for various categories of expenditures. 

We spend a protracted period of time 
in establishing a budget, and we have 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:27 Apr 12, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11AP6.045 S11PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5281April 11, 2003
many votes. In the last, during what 
we called a vote-a-rama, we voted doz-
ens of times on specific amendments. 
So you do not have a budget resolution 
when you establish a cap. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
RECORD Vote Analysis be printed in the 
Record—this is compiled by the staff of 
the Republican Policy Committee—and 
that a similar document be printed in 
the RECORD, provided to me by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota, which repeats 
that the Feingold amendment estab-
lishes discretionary spending caps for 
fiscal year 2003 and fiscal year 2004, 
which is the same 2-year period.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the 107th Congress, 2d Session, June 

20, 2002] 
SENATE RECORD VOTE ANALYSIS—VOTE NO. 

159
DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION/BUDGET 
ENFORCEMENT, HIGHER SPENDING 

Subject: National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2003 . . . S. 2514. Feingold 
motion to waive the Budget Act for the con-
sideration of the Feingold amendment No. 
3915, as amendment. 

Action: Motion Rejected, 59–40. 
Synopsis: As reported, S. 2514, the National 

Defense Authorization Act for fiscal year 
(FY) 2003, will authorize a total of $393.278 
billion in new budget authority for national 
defense programs (last year’s bill provided 
$343.284 billion). The Administration re-
quested $396,396 billion, including $3.5 billion 
pay for a shift to accrual accounting for ci-
vilian employee health and retirement bene-
fits; this bill will not make that shift. The 
bill was reported on largely party lines due 
to a cut in the Administration’s request for 
funding for missile defense programs. Demo-
crats favored the cuts and Republicans op-
posed them. 

The Feingold amendment, as amended, 
would modify and extend various budget en-
forcement mechanisms. It would extend the 
statutory discretionary spending cap points 
of order through 2007, but would set caps for 
only the next 2 years. It would cap discre-
tionary spending budget authority for FY 
2003 at $768.1 billion and for FY 2005 at $784.4 
billion (the cap for FY 2002 was $710 billion); 
for FY 2003, separate spending caps (a fire-
wall) would apply to defense and non-defense 
spending. The ‘‘pay-go’’ point of order on 
revenues and mandatory spending would be 
extended through 2007 (the pay-go point of 
order requires any decrease in revenue or in-
crease in mandatory spending to be offset 
with either a corresponding increase in rev-
enue or decrease in mandatory spending; it 
takes a three-fifths majority (60) vote to 
waive this point of order). The pay-go point 
of order would expire at the end of the year 
following a year in which an on-budget sur-
plus was reported. $25.4 billion in advance ap-
propriations would be permitted in FY 2003. 
The current bar on delayed obligations 
would not be extended. 

Senator GRAMM raised a point of order that 
the Feingold amendment violated section 306 
of the Budget Act. Senator FEINGOLD then 
moved to waive the Budget Act for the con-
sideration of the amendment. Generally, 
those favoring the motion to waive favored 
the amendment; those opposing the motion 
to waive opposed the amendment. 

Note. A three-fifths majority (60) vote is 
required to waive the Budget Act. After the 
failure of the motion to waive, the point of 
order was upheld and the amendment thus 
fell.

Those favoring the motion to waive con-
tended: 

Argument 1
This amendment would extend expiring 

budgetary restraints. Those restraints, 
which apply to both mandatory and discre-
tionary spending, are urgently needed. Most 
of the provisions of this amendment are non-
controversial. However, some Senators have 
objected to a few of its provisions. The main 
objection they have raised is that the 
amendment would supposedly allow too 
much discretionary spending. They have sug-
gested that if we had adopted a budget reso-
lution as a free-standing measure we could 
have avoided this supposed problem. In re-
sponse, we concede that a budget resolution 
has not been adopted by the full Senate this 
year, but the Budget Committee did pass 
such a resolution. It set spending at a level 
that was just $9 billion higher than the 
President requested. Both the Budget Com-
mittee’s resolution and the President’s pro-
posed budget increased discretionary spend-
ing significantly over last year’s level of $710 
billion in order to increase defense spending 
by $45 billion and homeland defense by $4.5 
billion. When one takes those numbers out, 
one finds that the spending cap proposed in 
the Budget Committee will increase non-de-
fense spending by less than 1 percent this 
year. Further, we think that in many re-
spects it is just a more honest version of the 
President’s budget, because the largest dif-
ferences are that it will not assume spending 
cuts in particular areas requested by the 
President because everyone knows Congress 
is going to fund those areas. Overall, non-de-
fense discretionary spending will rise less 
than 1 percent under the Committee’s budg-
et. This amendment would take the discre-
tionary limits in the Committee’s budget for 
2 years. We believe that those limits are very 
frugal. Our colleagues’ only other sub-
stantive objections to this amendment are 
that it would allow an increase in advance 
funding and would not retain current restric-
tions on delayed obligations. Neither of 
those objections give sufficient reason to 
vote against this amendment. The proposed 
increase for advance appropriations is mar-
ginal, and the delayed obligation restrictions 
would not be renewed by this amendment 
solely because they are so complex they are 
never applied. The final argument against 
this amendment is that it should not be of-
fered to the defense authorization bill. We 
disagree. This bill sets a limit on the amount 
that can be appropriated for defense; the de-
fense appropriations bill is the largest spend-
ing bill considered each year. Considering an 
amendment regarding total Federal spending 
on this authorization bill therefore makes 
sense. The point of order that has been 
raised is that this amendment is not ger-
mane. This point of order should be waived. 

Argument 2
Congress has been spending discretionary 

funds like drunken sailors the last few years, 
but the fact remains that the biggest threat 
to our Nation’s long-term solvency is enti-
tlement, not discretionary, spending. Yes, 
this amendment would allow $9 billion more 
in discretionary funds to be spent than the 
President requested, but we are more than 
willing to accept that increase in our $2 tril-
lion budget if it means we are able to retain 
the pay-go point of order. If we do not retain 
that point of order, we will soon be faced 
with massive increases in entitlement spend-
ing, primarily on health care, that will need 
only simple majority votes to pass. Further, 
we note that once we put back in place that 
binding point of order, the President would 
still have his veto power to strike down any 
bill that he thought spent too much. We urge 
colleagues to be realistic. If we do not rein-

state the pay-go rule, we will net end up $9 
billion deeper in debt, but hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars deeper in debt. The trade-off 
is very acceptable. 

Those opposing the motion to waive con-
tended: 

The Democrats, who are in the majority, 
have utterly failed in their responsibility to 
bring up and pass a budget resolution this 
year. Because of that failure, budget enforce-
ment mechanisms that are expiring will not 
be renewed. When we consider spending bills 
in the coming weeks, we will be doing so 
without any budget blueprint to restrain 
spending and without rules to keep spending 
in check. Given this dismal situation, many 
Members may be tempted to vote for the 
Feingold amendment under the principle 
that some restraints will be better than 
nothing. However, it would be a mistake if 
they were to do so. This amendment would 
reinstate spending restraints only after sub-
stantially increasing the amount of money 
that could be spent. First, for next year, it 
would increase spending by $9 billion more 
than the President requested. Second, it 
would increase to $25 billion—a new record 
level—the amount of ‘‘advance appropria-
tions’’ that could be passed. A third problem 
is that it would not renew a ban on a par-
ticular type of budget gimmick—deferred ob-
ligations—that was passed in the 106th Con-
gress. 

All of these matters could have been re-
solved if they had been dealt with appro-
priately on a budget resolution. We could 
have offered amendments and had debate on 
a wide variety of ideas instead of debating 
little bits and pieces on unrelated bills. Our 
Democratic colleagues have created a ter-
rible mess, but they are still trying to push 
through budget enforcement procedures that 
would allow them to spend more money. We 
are not going to go along with these efforts. 
We encourage them to bring a budget to the 
floor; it is not too late. All Senators would 
have their rights to debate and offer amend-
ments protected, and the resolution would be 
considered under the normal procedures that 
would ensure it would pass (or be rejected) 
by a time certain. If they were to follow that 
course, a bipartisan result would be likely. If 
they continue with this path, though, they 
are not going to get anywhere. The President 
has made clear that, unlike last year, he is 
not going to accept any increases in spend-
ing over his request. Spending has been 
going through the roof; it is time to draw a 
line against further increases. Therefore, we 
oppose the motion to waive the Budget Act 
for the consideration of this amendment.

YEAS (59) 

Democrats
(51 or 100%) Republicans

(8 or 17%) 

Akaka Inouye Chafee, L. 
Baucus Jeffords 1 Collins 
Bayh Johnson Domenici 
Biden Kennedy Gregg 
Bingaman Kerry McCain 
Boxer Kohl Shelby 
Breaux Landrieu Snowe 
Byrd Leahy Stevens 
Cantwell Levin 
Carnahan Lieberman 
Carper Lincoln 
Cleland Mikulski 
Clinton Miller 
Conrad Murray 
Corzine Nelson (FL) 
Daschle Nelson (NE) 
Dayton Reed 
Dodd Reid 
Dorgan Rockefeller 
Durbin Sarbanes 
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YEAS (59)—Continued

Democrats
(51 or 100%) Republicans

(8 or 17%) 

Edwards Schumer 
Feingold Stabenow 
Feinstein Torricelli 
Graham Wellstone 
Harkin Wyden 
Hollings 

NAYS (40) 

Democrats
(0 or 0%) 

Republicans
(40 or 83%) 

Allard Hutch-
inson 

Allen Hutchison 
Bennett Inhofe 
Bond Kyl 
Brownback Lott 
Bunning Lugar 
Burns McConnell 
Campbell Mur-

kowski 
Cochran Nickles 
Craig Roberts 
Crapo Santorum 
DeWine Sessions 
Ensign Smith 

(NH) 
Enzi Smith 

(OR) 
Fitzgerald Specter 
Frist Thomas 
Gramm Thompson 
Grassley Thurmond 
Hagel Voinovich 
Hatch Warner 

NOT VOTING (1) 

Democrats
(0) 

Republicans
(1) 

Helms 2 
1 Official Business. 
2 Necessarily Absent. 

Mr. SPECTER. And I conclude, Mr. 
President, by asking the Senator from 
North Dakota if establishing caps for 2 
years amounts to a budget resolution 
for 2 years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sup-

pose reasonable people could differ on 
what constitutes a budget for 2 years. 
The amendment that was offered last 
year was an attempt to adopt the budg-
et that had been formed in the Budget 
Committee. 

And what that amendment pro-
vided—and I have it before me now and 
the Senator is correct—was caps on 
spending. 

It provided, for fiscal 2003, an overall 
amount for discretionary spending of 
$764,722,000,000. For the highway cat-
egory, it provided $28.9 billion in out-
lays. For the mass transit category, it 
provided $1.445 billion. For the con-
servation spending category, it pro-
vided $1.922 billion. 

It provided the framework—perhaps 
that is the best way to say it—of the 
budget that we had constructed in the 
committee. It was an attempt to give 
the appropriators the budget frame-

work to go forward so they could do 
their work. 

That is what the attempt was. I 
think it is fair to say it was not a full 
budget resolution. I would say that to 
my colleague. A full budget resolution 
is not a 2-year document. What the 
Budget Committee does with the full 
budget resolution is either a 5-year or 
a 10-year allocation of resources, both 
for taxing and spending. But it became 
evident we did not have the votes for 
that. 

So what we tried to do was put in 
place this framework of a budget for 2 
years, with caps set for 2 years, with 
the categories specified for the 2 years; 
but, more than that, to also provide an 
extension of pay-as-you-go provisions 
to include the budget enforcement 
mechanisms that were otherwise going 
to lapse and to provide the other ele-
ments that were important for the con-
sideration of the individual decisions 
that the appropriators have to make.

I note my colleague from Massachu-
setts is here. He has asked for time. I 
yield 15 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Very briefly, Mr. 
President, I frankly expected more 
from the Senator from North Dakota. 
When he says, and I read his words, 
adopt a budget formulated in the Budg-
et Committee, there was nothing in the 
Feingold amendment about a budget 
formulated in the Budget Committee. 
When the Senator from North Dakota 
recites a long list of categories and 
then says they provide a framework, 
there were no categories in the Fein-
gold amendment. There was no frame-
work there. When the Senator from 
North Dakota says it was not a full 
budget resolution, he really ought to 
say there was no budget resolution at 
all because that is the fact. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I tried 
to be as frank and forthcoming as I 
could be. When the Senator says there 
were no categorizations, there were. I 
would be happy to enter it into the 
RECORD. It is not true to say there were 
not. There were. 

You had the discretionary spending 
amount and the other elements that I 
described for the highway category, for 
the discretionary category. I don’t 
know what the Senator is looking at. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Let me finish the 
thought and then I will be happy to 
yield. 

Maybe we are looking at different 
things, but I offered an amendment to 
the Feingold amendment providing for 
these categories, providing for the dis-
cretionary amount, providing for these 
other categories. That appears in the 
RECORD as an amendment numbered 
3916 to amendment No. 3915. 

That is what I am discussing here. 
I do yield 15 minutes to the Senator 

from Massachusetts. I am sorry. Would 

the Senator from Massachusetts with-
hold. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
wanted to ask a question. I am happy 
to yield to him. 

Mr. SPECTER. I discussed this infor-
mally with the Senator from North Da-
kota, and he handed me a vote, which 
I read from, which was the Feingold 
amendment which established caps for 
2 years. The Conrad amendment had 
nothing to do with what the Senator 
from North Dakota handed me. But 
these will be in the RECORD, and people 
who read the RECORD can come to a 
conclusion themselves. I think there is 
absolutely no doubt not only that this 
is not a full budget resolution but that 
it is no budget resolution at all. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, perhaps 

it does no good to prolong this. But 
this was the chance we had to put in 
place the spending limits for last year 
and this. It was our chance to establish 
what a budget resolution does. A budg-
et resolution outlines what are the re-
sources available, and it was our best 
chance to put in place that structure, 
to have the Appropriations Committee 
know what was available to them. That 
vote was held. 

I am happy to yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The act-
ing minority leader has the floor. 

Mr. CONRAD. I have yielded to the 
Senator from Massachusetts for 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has the 
Senator from Pennsylvania sought rec-
ognition?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when 
the Senator from North Dakota said 
the amendment put in limits, he is cor-
rect. The Feingold amendment did 
seem to put in limits. When he says 
that is what a budget resolution does, 
he is correct also. A budget resolution 
does put in limits. But a budget resolu-
tion does much, much more. A budget 
resolution specifies categories. It is an 
elaborate document that specifies cat-
egories of expenditures, and that was 
not in the Feingold amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
Senator is correct on that. I have no 
interest in saying it is something it 
was not. The Senator is correct on 
that. But I would say to the Senator, 
this was our best chance to put in place 
a budget framework to give the Appro-
priations Committee an indication of 
what was available to them to spend 
and not to spend more than that and to 
put in place the pay-as-you-go restric-
tions and to put in place the other 
budget enforcement mechanisms so 
that the functioning of the Congress 
could go forward. 

I understand the Senator, for what-
ever reason, decided to oppose that. I 
just say to him, that was our best 
chance of putting in place the frame-
work for a budget. It didn’t happen. All 
of us can take responsibility. I will 
take my share of responsibility. I re-
gret very much that the budget that I 
took out of the committee didn’t come 
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to the floor and we didn’t have a 
chance to conclude action on it. I was 
pleased that we were able to get bipar-
tisan agreement, at least with respect 
to that budget framework. I wish it 
would have passed. I think that would 
have been a good thing. But it did not. 

I yield 15 minutes to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
budget that passed the Senate 2 weeks 
ago was not a good one. The budget 
which returned from conference today 
is much, much worse. It provides for 
far larger tax cuts—totaling more than 
a trillion dollars. It provides less re-
sources to meet our urgent domestic 
needs in education, in health care, and 
in homeland security. It relies on an 
unprecedented parliamentary gimmick 
in a desperate attempt to force a bigger 
tax cut through a reluctant Senate. 
The Republican leaders who controlled 
this conference had a single goal—more 
and deeper tax cuts primarily benefit-
ting the wealthiest taxpayers. This 
budget clearly shows that they are 
willing to sacrifice the well being of 
the American people and make a mock-
ery of the budget process to achieve 
their goal. We should have the courage 
to reject it, and enact a responsible 
budget in its stead. 

The conference report nullifies near-
ly all of the improvements which were 
made to the budget on the Senate 
floor. A majority of Senators reduced 
the size of the overall tax cut. The Re-
publicans in conference raised it back 
up by $400 billion, from $857 billion to 
$1.23 trillion. A majority of Senators 
reduced the amount of tax cuts which 
could be fast-tracked under the rec-
onciliation process to $350 billion. The 
Republicans in Congress are attempt-
ing to substantially increase that num-
ber through a parliamentary gimmick. 
On the floor, a majority of Senators 
voted repeatedly to provide additional 
resources for our top domestic prior-
ities. The Republicans in conference 
eliminated most of those gains, reduc-
ing domestic spending this year by $7 
billion. Less for education. Less for 
health care. Less for homeland secu-
rity. A majority of Senators should 
now defeat this irresponsible con-
ference report. 

The manner in which the conference 
report deals with the size of the tax cut 
is particularly disturbing. It has been 
designed to maximize the amount of 
new tax breaks which can be fast-
tracked through the Senate. The $350 
billion limit on the amount the Fi-
nance Committee can report out under 
reconciliation is a sham. Under this 
budget resolution, when the tax bill re-
turns from conference, it can provide 
for up to $550 billion in new tax breaks 
and still be protected by reconcili-
ation. That is outrageous. Only 2 weeks 
ago, a bipartisan majority of Senators 
said $350 billion would be the limit. It 
was all the Nation could afford. In just 
2 weeks, the number has grown by $200 

billion. Why? Because the Republican 
leadership is desperately trying to save 
the President’s ill-advised elimination 
of the tax on dividend income. That is 
not a tax cut to help working families 
and stimulate the economy. That is a 
tax boondoggle for the wealthy few. 
Half of all the tax benefits from the 
elimination or reduction of the divi-
dend tax would go to the richest 1 per-
cent of taxpayers, and 80 percent of the 
benefits would go to the wealthiest 10 
percent of taxpayers. It is unaffordable. 
It is grossly unfair. No one can claim 
with a straight face that this is a mod-
erate budget. 

The impact on education is dev-
astating. The Republican conferees cut 
$20 billion in education and training re-
sources over the decade from the Sen-
ate passed budget. They stripped the 
Murray amendment which would have 
increased funding to make real the 
promise of No Child Left Behind. They 
stripped the Kennedy-Dodd-Collins 
amendment which would have in-
creased the Pell grants of 4.8 million 
students struggling to pay higher tui-
tion costs. To my constituents in Mas-
sachusetts this will mean a loss of $24 
million in Pell aid. The Republican 
leaders who dictated this conference 
report ignored the education concerns 
of a bipartisan majority of Senators. 
And that same bipartisan majority 
should now reject this shameful budg-
et. 

The budget resolution before us actu-
ally reduces funding for the No Child 
Left Behind Act school reform and cuts 
over half a million children from after 
school programs. How can President 
Bush abandon his unequivocal promise 
of full funding for the school reforms 
required by the No Child Left Behind 
Act? That legislation was signed into 
law with great fanfare by the President 
just a year ago. But when the klieg 
lights go out and the bunting comes 
down and the cameras leave, the 
money isn’t there. The Republican 
budget provides $8.9 billion less than 
we promised America’s children. Six 
million children are being left behind. 

On the floor of the Senate, we added 
an additional $40 billion to help the un-
insured obtain health coverage. This 
was an expenditure which even the 
White House supported. But not the 
Republican conferees. They deleted it 
so there would be $40 billion more to fi-
nance their reckless tax cut scheme. 
Helping families get health care is ob-
viously not a priority for them. 

This budget has far less funding than 
is necessary to provide a meaningful 
prescription drug benefit for all sen-
iors. It follows the administration’s 
grossly unfair plan requiring the elder-
ly to give up their family doctors and 
go into HMOs in order to obtain any 
real assistance with the cost of their 
drugs. Yet Republicans defeated 
amendments to increase the amount of 
money available for the prescription 
benefit and to make the benefit avail-
able to all seniors, not just those in 
HMOs. As a result, many seniors will 

continue to go without the medication 
they need every day to stay well. 

The budget also contains the admin-
istration’s plan to convert much of 
Medicaid into a block grant, reducing 
the long-term funding which is avail-
able to provide health care for the 
needy. The Republican block grant pro-
gram would leave many innocent vic-
tims in its wake—sick and needy chil-
dren and their parents, the disabled, 
and low-income workers and elderly. 
States are, in fact, being given a finan-
cial incentive to cut back coverage for 
those in need. 

The administration plan would even 
abolish the highly successful CHIP pro-
gram, which is providing five million 
children with a healthy start in life. 
CHIP would be rolled into the block 
grant, with no guarantee that all of 
these children would continue to re-
ceive health care coverage. 

Budgets are the way a nation sets its 
priorities, and the priorities in this Re-
publican budget are profoundly wrong 
for America. It fails to address the real 
problems of real families. It appears to 
have been drafted in a sound-proofed 
room so that the voices of working 
men and women, students and senior 
citizens could not be heard. 

In the 2 years since President Bush 
took office, the well-being of American 
families has declined at an alarming 
rate. Ask most Americans how their 
lives have changed since President 
Bush took office, and they will tell 
you: declining job security; dis-
appearing retirement savings; plum-
meting school budgets; rising college 
tuition; skyrocketing health care and 
prescription drug costs; Federal budget 
deficits threatening the future of So-
cial Security and Medicare. 

With the economy stagnating and 
continuing threats from terrorists, 
these are not normal times. Our re-
sponsibility in Congress is to pass a 
budget that meets the challenges of 
our time. Instead of more tax breaks 
for the wealthy, we should be concen-
trating on our national security and 
our economic security. 

Surely, when our troops come home 
from Iraq, we want them to come home 
to a strong economy, with jobs that let 
them care for their families and save 
for a secure retirement. We want them 
to come home to better schools for 
their children, not schools facing dras-
tic budget cuts, fewer teachers, and 
crowded classrooms. We want them to 
be able to afford health insurance, and 
know that their families will receive 
the quality health care they need. 

This budget fails all these tests. It 
rejects the steps needed to restore the 
economy, and instead embraces ideo-
logically rigid policies that have not 
worked and will not work. In 2001, 
President Bush pushed a $1.3 trillion 
tax cut through Congress that dis-
proportionately benefits the wealthiest 
taxpayers. Now, at his urging, this Re-
publican budget calls for an additional 
$1.3 trillion in tax cuts, even more 
heavily slanted toward the rich. That 
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is not the solution to the problems fac-
ing America’s families. That is a strat-
egy that will only add to their prob-
lems. 

Huge numbers of working men and 
women have lost their job security. As 
layoffs mount, they live in fear of 
being the next to be let go. There are 
21⁄2 million fewer private sector jobs in 
America today than there were just 2 
years ago. Those looking for a job are 
finding it increasingly difficult to ob-
tain one. The number of long-term un-
employed workers has increased by 
nearly 200 percent since President Bush 
took office. 

Health insurance is becoming less 
and less affordable for millions of 
workers and their families. Over two 
million more Americans are without 
health insurance today than there were 
2 years ago. One in ten small busi-
nesses which offered their employees 
health insurance in 2000 no longer do. 
The average cost of health insurance is 
rising at double digit rates—up by 11 
percent in 2001 and another 12.7 percent 
in 2002—nearly four times the rate of 
inflation. The health care squeeze on 
working families is getting tighter and 
tighter. 

The cost of higher education is rising 
beyond the reach of more and more 
families. The gap between the cost of 
college tuition and the tuition assist-
ance provided by the Federal Govern-
ment has grown by $1,900 in the first 2 
years of the Bush administration. As a 
result, the number of worthy students 
being denied the chance to go to col-
lege is growing each year. 

For millions of families, their retire-
ment savings have seriously eroded in 
the last 2 years. The value of savings in 
401(k) plans and other defined contribu-
tion plans has declined by $473 billion 
in the last 2 years. Many middle-aged 
workers who thought their retirements 
were secure are suddenly being forced 
to consider staying in the workforce 
longer and reducing their standard of 
living in retirement.

These are the realities American 
families face today. It is no surprise 
that consumer confidence has dropped 
more than fifty percent since President 
Bush took office. 

To all these problems, the Bush ad-
ministration has one answer—more and 
more tax cuts predominately benefit-
ting the wealthiest taxpayers. 

In this current situation, the most ir-
responsible action Congress could take 
would be to accept the proposal of the 
Bush administration to enact major 
new permanent tax cuts. Yet, that is 
what this budget resolution does. The 
combined cost of the President’s plan 
to exempt dividend income from tax-
ation, accelerate the tax cuts for the 
upper income brackets, and make the 
2001 tax cuts permanent would be over 
$1.3 trillion in the next 10 years. The 
conference report provides full funding 
for this plan. It will lead to an im-
mense increase in the deficit which 
would trigger an additional $300 billion 
in interest costs on the larger national 

debt. We cannot afford the loss of an 
additional $1.6 trillion from the Treas-
ury. Temporary tax cuts to stimulate 
the economy are affordable, but the 
President’s large, permanent tax 
breaks are not. If the Republican plan 
is adopted, the Federal Government 
will not have the resources to meet ur-
gent domestic needs in education, in 
health care, and in homeland security. 
The Republican plan will raid the So-
cial Security Trust Fund for $2.6 tril-
lion over the decade, threatening the 
benefits of future retirees. 

If Congress accepts the Republican 
budget resolution, the on-budget def-
icit will be nearly $4 trillion by 2013. 
More than three-quarters of that 
amount is directly attributable to the 
Bush tax cuts enacted in 2001 and the 
additional cuts proposed in 2003. 

The impact these new tax cut pro-
posals will have is clear from this 
budget. When the President says ‘‘no’’ 
to obviously-needed spending on urgent 
domestic priorities such as education 
and health care, he says the war on ter-
rorism requires us all to tighten our 
belts. The burden of these sacrifices 
falls mainly on low and middle income 
individuals and families. Yet the Presi-
dent refuses to ask the wealthiest tax-
payers to share the burden. In the 
midst of his repeated calls on others to 
sacrifice, he is advocating over $1.3 
trillion in new tax breaks primarily for 
those with the highest incomes. Such a 
policy is wrong and unfair. 

Under the President’s ‘‘economic 
growth’’ package, households with an-
nual income over $1 million would re-
ceive an average tax cut of nearly 
$90,000 each year. In contrast, house-
holds in the middle of the income spec-
trum would receive an average of less 
than $300 a year in tax benefits. Ex-
empting dividend income from tax-
ation will take $400 billion out of the 
Treasury over the next 10 years. Half of 
that enormous amount—$200 billion—
will go directly into the pockets of the 
richest 1 percent of taxpayers. The 
White House apparently sees no need 
for the wealthiest taxpayers to share in 
the national sacrifice. It cannot be 
wartime for middle America but still 
peacetime for the rich. 

Despite the enormous amount spent 
on tax cuts, this budget resolution still 
does not provide the kind of stimulus 
that is needed to get the economy mov-
ing, nor does it provide help to those 
who are hurting the most. Under the 
Republican plan, less than $40 billion of 
the $1.3 trillion in new tax cuts will go 
into the economy this year when a 
stimulus is needed—less than $40 bil-
lion. There is no extension of unem-
ployment compensation benefits to 
help the long-term unemployed. 

There is no aid to States and local 
communities which are struggling with 
an increased demand for the health 
care and human services they provide, 
at the same time their revenues have 
sharply declined. This budget will not 
help to bring an early end to economic 
stagnation. 

A recent analysis of the President’s 
proposal to eliminate the income tax 
on corporate dividends determined that 
it is one of the least effective forms of 
stimulus, generating less than a dime 
of stimulus for every dollar of Federal 
revenue lost. This is further proof that 
the Republican tax cut plan is not 
about stimulating a stagnant economy, 
it is about further enriching the al-
ready wealthy. 

The Nation cannot afford the tax 
breaks in this Republican budget. The 
President’s tax cut proposals must be 
scaled back substantially to a far more 
affordable level. 

Which of these choices will make the 
American community stronger and bet-
ter able to face the challenges of the 
future? The decision to pass more and 
more tax cuts for the richest among us 
is a decision to ignore America’s great-
est needs. Now is the time for Congress 
to bring our policies back into line 
with our national values. Rejecting 
this conference report would be a good 
start. 

Unfortunately, most Congressional 
Republicans have made their choice. 
For them, bigger tax cuts have a high-
er priority than educating kids, pro-
viding a secure retirement for seniors, 
and making health care available and 
affordable to more Americans. 

The priorities clearly revealed in this 
Republican budget are not the prior-
ities of the American people. Their 
voices have been shut out of the room 
where the real decisions are being 
made. If Congress does not change this 
budget, the American people will 
change Congress next year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
the adoption of the pending budget 
conference report occur at 4 p.m. 
today, with the time until then divided 
equally for debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
constrained to object. We hope to have 
agreement in the very near future, but 
apparently somebody needs to be con-
tacted who has not yet been contacted. 
I say to my colleagues, I apologize. I 
thought we had agreement, but I am 
just informed we need to wait another 
few minutes before we can reach agree-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I wish to 

speak on the conference report. I think 
it is important we put into perspective 
the debate we are having today. You 
heard a lot of talk, if you listened to 
this debate, about the potential danger 
of tax relief at a time like this in our 
economy. You heard a lot of talk about 
skyrocketing deficits and what is the 
responsibility or the cause of those 
deficits, and the circumstances around 
which this budget has been brought to 
the floor. 
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I wish to step back a bit and look at 

my personal experience in Congress as 
an example of what it is we are really 
looking at, what the perspective is 
with regard to this debate. 

I ran for Congress in 1993. At that 
time, we had massive deficits, in the 
neighborhood of $200 billion, $300 bil-
lion, $400 billion, $500 billion, and had 
been having those deficits for years. I 
ran on a balanced budget platform. I 
argued for a lot of other issues, but one 
of the main issues I talked about was 
the need to balance our Federal budget. 
I got elected, got here to Washington, 
and have been involved in a debate over 
a budget each year since I served in 
Congress. Now I am in my 11th year. 

In each year, what happens is, who-
ever is the leadership in Congress pro-
poses a budget. The budget can be a 5-
year budget, which is what we used to 
have, or a 10-year budget, such as the 
one before us. The important point to 
note about all these budgets is the year 
that counts, particularly with regard 
to spending, is the first year of the 
budget. 

Yes, we are here talking about a 10-
year budget, but next year we will be 
back in front of the Congress with a 
new budget, and the first year of that 
new budget will not necessarily be the 
same year, the same as the second year 
of this year’s budget. In other words, 
we do not just adopt this 10-year budg-
et and then go on from there and live 
with the budget constraints contained 
in each of those 10 years. We do a new 
budget every year. So what really 
counts is the first year of the budget. 
It is important for people listening to 
this debate to understand that dy-
namic in order to understand what is 
really being said by those who are ar-
guing about what should be the policy 
of this budget. 

It is true that with regard to tax re-
lief, once tax relief is adopted, it is per-
manent until a Congress changes it, 
and it plays out for a period of years. 
But it is the spending side of the budg-
et that gets changed, especially the 
discretionary spending side of the 
budget that gets changed and redone 
by Congress every year. You have to 
look very carefully at the spending 
proposal. What happens, frankly, is 
that those who want to see more Fed-
eral spending, those who want to see 
our economy basically nationalized, 
with the Federal Government control-
ling ever-increasing aspects of the 
economy and spending ever-increasing 
dollars, frontload the spending into 
that first year of the budget. Then they 
have very prudent spending patterns in 
the second through the tenth year of 
the budget or the second through the 
fifth year of the budget, knowing they 
can come back next year with a new 
first year and change the whole spend-
ing dynamic. 

The debate we are in right now is 
just another aspect of the traditional 
debate we have been having in Wash-
ington for the last couple of decades 
between those who do not want to see 

tax relief and those who want to see 
tax relief, and between those who want 
to see the Federal spending increase 
versus those who want to hold spending 
down. 

We have heard a lot of talk, as I have 
said, about budgets and deficits. There 
has been a lot of accusation made 
about who caused the deficit that we 
face. President Bush, as you know, 
when he first became President pro-
posed major tax relief which this Con-
gress adopted. It was adopted for a 10-
year timespan and will expire at the 
end of 10 years from the day it was 
adopted in 2001, if it is not continued. 

That tax relief has provided needed 
relief to the American people. That tax 
relief is today being attacked on this 
floor as a cause of the budget deficits 
when, in reality, I think most Ameri-
cans are very well aware we have had 
dramatic increases in spending re-
quired by the attack on 9/11 by terror-
ists against our Nation and the signifi-
cant increases in spending on homeland 
security, by the war in Iraq, and the in-
creased spending for our national secu-
rity that has been driven by the need 
to make sure we have the strongest 
military we can to protect and preserve 
our Nation against terrorists and rogue 
nations overseas. 

We have seen spending increases in 
other categories that have been far be-
yond the growth of the economy. In the 
categories discussed by Senators on 
this floor today—education, health 
care, the environment—spending has 
gone through the roof for very good 
reasons: the defense of the war on ter-
rorism, the defense of our homelands, 
the defense of our Nation. Neverthe-
less, spending has skyrocketed at the 
same time the economy has collapsed. 
So we see revenue going down at a time 
when spending is going up. That is 
what is causing these deficits. It was 
not President Bush’s tax relief. 

We can argue about whether giving 
tax relief is going to actually in a dy-
namic economy strengthen revenues or 
reduce revenues, and I would like to 
talk about that a little bit in a minute. 
The fact is, wherever one comes down 
on that debate, the true core of the 
causes of the deficits we are dealing 
with right now was not the tax relief; 
it was the increases in spending and 
the collapse of the economy we have 
seen not only in the United States but 
across this globe. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
the fact we really have an obsession 
with tax cuts. There is definitely a 
strong commitment on the part of 
many of us to obtain tax relief because 
we believe strongly that it is through 
proper management of the tax collec-
tion side of our budget that we will 
provide the economic stimulus to our 
Nation that is needed. But if there is 
an obsession on the one side for tax re-
lief, then it must also be said there is 
an obsession on the other side with 
spending. 

Those very Senators who stand on 
the floor and talk about the fact we 

cannot support increased tax relief, we 
cannot have more tax relief, are the 
very same ones who when we debated 
this budget in the Senate they pro-
posed over 80 amendments. There were 
over 80 amendments that we dealt 
with. If we tally up the increased 
spending that was proposed in the bevy 
of amendments when we considered 
this budget, it was almost an addi-
tional trillion dollars of spending that 
was proposed. 

This budget is a lean budget, but it is 
one that meets the needs of this Nation 
in the critical areas that we must ad-
dress. Again, we are having that age-
old battle between whether we should 
keep taxes low and, in fact, even reduce 
them further or whether we should 
keep taxes high and stop tax cuts from 
being made and allow previous tax re-
lief to expire and thereby let taxes go 
up so we can sustain higher levels of 
Federal spending in the budget. That is 
what this debate is about. 

If we do nothing, if we let the current 
law stay as it is and have no tax relief 
and have no additional spending, we 
will still see deficits in the neighbor-
hood of $200 billion in the budget year 
2004 we are working on. So, again, I 
think it is important to set the param-
eters. 

If we look at the proposals of the one 
side who are now objecting to the 
President’s tax relief, they also have a 
stimulus package. Their stimulus 
package, however, does not contain so 
much tax relief. It contains mostly 
spending, on the theory, apparently, 
that we can spend ourselves into pros-
perity by having the Federal Govern-
ment put a massive focus on spending 
to strengthen our economy. 

We simply disagree with that. Nota-
bly, the spending in this stimulus 
package is frontloaded. Recall what I 
talked about with regard to how these 
budgets work. It is the first year of the 
budget that we really have to focus on 
on the spending side, and the 
frontloaded spending in the alternative 
stimulus package that is proposed re-
sults in a deficit, if it were to be adopt-
ed, that is even higher than the deficit 
that is contained with the President’s 
tax relief proposal in this budget. Ac-
cording to the analysis, the deficit 
would be $382 billion, but it would not 
be because of tax relief. It would be be-
cause of spending. That is the key dif-
ference, again, in the debate we are 
having today. 

There has been some discussion 
about the fact that we did not get a 
budget last year, and why we did not 
get a budget. The Senator from North 
Dakota asked some of us who voted 
against what he calls a 2-year budget 
that was proposed last year, why we 
voted against it. Well, I will tell my 
colleagues, it was the same old debate. 
That proposal, though it was not actu-
ally a full-blown budget, was one which 
extended the caps and it extended the 
point of order for the budget points of 
order that we need as protection in this 
budget and had some increased spend-
ing in some categories. The spending 
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proposals were, once again, too high. 
They were far beyond what the Presi-
dent had proposed in his budget that 
was focused on building a path back to-
ward balance. 

The reason we voted against it was 
because we did not believe in the 
spending levels they had proposed. 
With regard to those important budget 
protections, the extended caps on the 
budget and the budget points of order 
and the like, we did later on adopt 
those and extend them into April of 
this year. It is those spending caps and 
budget points of order that this budget 
now proposes to put back into place. 

There has also been some talk about 
whether the manner in which this 
budget is being brought forth with the 
reconciliation instructions, being dif-
ferent between the House and the Sen-
ate, is proper. Frankly, I have looked 
at it. As I see it, it is very straight-
forward. The reconciliation instruc-
tions provide for $550 billion of tax re-
lief over the next 10 years. With regard 
to that proposed tax relief, it is very 
clear that with the current support in 
opposition to that proposal, the Senate 
cannot pass that kind of tax relief. So 
it is proposed in this budget reconcili-
ation that the Senate committee can-
not exceed $350 billion, as the Senate 
committee puts together the tax pack-
age contemplated by this budget, and 
the House committee cannot exceed 
the $550 billion. The reconciliation be-
tween those two numbers will occur 
when the tax committee in the House 
and the tax committee in the Senate 
write the actual detailed tax language 
and they seek, if those bills are passed, 
to conference those bills. 

It is a very normal and standard ap-
proach, in my opinion, of bringing to-
gether the differences between the 
House and the Senate, letting that de-
bate be resolved at a time when the 
House and the Senate have put the de-
tails to the tax packages. 

As has been said many times, what 
we are adopting today is a budget. It 
creates a number for tax relief. It does 
not say what kind of tax relief will 
occur. There are proposals and I am 
going to talk about those proposals, 
but the budget that we are talking 
about allows the House and the Senate 
tax committees to write their own pro-
posals. We do not know what they are 
likely to adopt—well, let me say we 
think we know what they are likely to 
focus on, but we do not know the de-
tails of how they will adopt it. 

I will talk about the tax relief argu-
ment for a minute. It has been said 
again today, multiple times, that we 
are talking about tax relief for the 
wealthy. As I said, I have served in 
Congress now for over 10 years, and 
during each of those 10 years—the 6 
years I served in the House and going 
on 5 years I have now served in the 
Senate—we have had debates over tax 
relief. We have had tax relief proposals 
of all different kinds, everything from 
proposals to reduce the income tax 
rates to proposals to eliminate the 

marriage tax penalty, to proposals for 
child tax credits, and so forth. Every 
single time that a proposal for tax re-
lief has been made, since I have served 
in this Congress, it has been attacked 
as tax relief for the wealthy. Even the 
proposal to eliminate the marriage tax 
penalty was attacked as tax cuts for 
the wealthy. 

Why? Because that is something that 
seems to work when people do not look 
at the details behind what kinds of tax 
relief are being proposed. 

Well, what kind of tax relief is being 
proposed by the President? First, he is 
proposing that we accelerate the tax 
cuts that were put into place in 2001. 
That includes expansion of the 10-per-
cent bracket, hardly a tax cut on the 
wealthy; acceleration of the 2006 rate 
schedule; acceleration of the 15-percent 
bracket; and an increase in the stand-
ard deduction for married filing joint-
ly, hardly tax cuts for the wealthy; ac-
celeration of the child credit increase, 
hardly tax relief for the wealthy; an in-
crease in the AMT exemption amount. 
There is one where people from all dif-
ferent categories could get caught up 
in it but particularly I hear about this 
one from small business owners. I cer-
tainly hope all small business owners 
in America and others are not consid-
ered to be wealthy simply because they 
own their own business. 

It also includes an increase in the ex-
pensing options for small businesses 
and other businesses, all businesses. 

Mr. President, I have just been noti-
fied I can now make a unanimous con-
sent request, and I will do so. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if I could 
direct a question through the Chair to 
my friend, who is acting majority lead-
er. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SUNUNU). The Senator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Could I have some indica-
tion how much longer the Senator from 
Idaho is going to talk? We may not be 
able to make the 4 time. 

Mr. CRAPO. Maybe 5 minutes. 
Mr. REID. We have four speakers, 

and if the time is equally divided be-
tween now and 4, I am not sure we have 
enough time for all of our speakers. 

Mr. CRAPO. I do not expect to go 
more than another 5 minutes. 

Mr. REID. I am wondering if the ma-
jority is going to use all of their time, 
if we decide to vote at 4, which will be 
beyond 15 minutes. Does the Senator 
think he would have authority to allow 
us to have another hour of that time 
and the majority have what remains? 

Mr. CRAPO. I am not authorized to 
make that agreement at this point. 
Should I forego making the unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. REID. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. The point I was making 

is that the first thing the President 
was talking about doing was accel-
erating the tax relief that was imple-
mented in 2001, tax relief which was at-
tacked then for being a tax cut on the 
wealthy but certainly was not so. 

The other thing the President has 
proposed is to make all of that tax re-
lief permanent. That would be making 
the elimination of the marriage tax 
penalty permanent, making the elimi-
nation of the estate tax permanent, 
making the increase in the expansion 
of the 10-percent bracket and the other 
tax relief provided for all taxpayers in 
America permanent. These proposals 
benefit every taxpayer in America. On 
a percentage basis, they favor those in 
the lower income brackets far more 
than those in the upper income brack-
ets. 

The bottom line is, whether you use 
percentages or numbers, people can 
play with the numbers and say this is 
a tax cut for wealthy or middle income 
or whatever, but on a percentage basis 
these tax relief proposals benefit those 
in the lower income tax brackets more 
than any other bracket. 

In order to facilitate our effort to 
conclude this debate at the 4 p.m. time, 
I will forego the remainder of my com-
ments. 

I conclude by pointing out this is an-
other angle on the traditional debate 
we have virtually every year between 
those who want to see spending main-
tained and increased and those who 
want to see the Federal budget con-
trolled and implement tax relief. The 
American people can see through these 
arguments. The American people un-
derstand the value and stimulus tax re-
lief can provide to the economy of this 
Nation at a time when our economy 
dramatically needs the right kind of 
fiscal policy to be adopted by this Con-
gress. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. I yield 10 minutes to the 

Senator from Michigan. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the budg-

et before the Senate, like the Presi-
dent’s budget which it reflects, rep-
resents the wrong priorities: Too many 
ill-advised cuts in too many critical 
area to help pay for a tax cut which is 
too large, too inequitable, and which 
will worsen our fiscal situation with-
out providing our economy the jump-
start it needs. 

The budget resolution that passed 
the Senate, while irresponsible, was a 
small improvement over the one re-
ported from the committee. The Sen-
ate managed to make an irresponsible 
budget resolution slightly less irre-
sponsible. The huge tax cuts the Presi-
dent proposed, a majority of which 
would go to upper income folks and 
which most economists agree would 
provide our economy with almost no 
jump-start that it so desperately needs, 
were scaled back some. But the con-
ference report before the Senate today 
pushes us right back to where we start-
ed. 

Notwithstanding our current record 
deficits, a war in Iraq and its expected 
aftermath, the full cost of which is not 
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yet known, and a baby boom genera-
tion that will soon retire in record 
numbers, the conference report con-
tains tax cuts that total about $1.3 tril-
lion over the next 10 years and, with 
the expected interest costs added in, 
$1.6 trillion. 

As recently as January of 2001, the 
Office of Management and Budget pro-
jected a 10-year surplus of $5.6 trillion. 
Now we are back into a huge deficit 
hole and will be there for the foresee-
able future. In fact, this conference re-
port projects total deficits of $1.4 tril-
lion over the next 10 years, including 
record deficits of over $300 billion this 
year and next. 

The right type of small tax cuts 
could stimulate the economy by being 
effective in the short term and going to 
working families and small businesses 
who will spend the money now, instead 
of mainly going to the wealthiest 
among us who do not need tax cuts. 
Tax cuts that drastically worsen our 
long-term fiscal situation, that will 
not help out in the short term, and 
that would require cuts to many other 
priorities are not what our economy 
needs and not what our people are ask-
ing us to adopt. 

How much money is going to whom 
in 2003? The President’s tax cut pro-
posal gives about half of the tax cuts to 
the wealthiest 5 percent of American 
taxpayers. People can try to put a dif-
ferent gloss on numbers, but there are 
two bottom lines: One bottom line is 
this proposal puts us deeper into a def-
icit ditch and pays for tax cuts mainly 
going to upper income folks by bor-
rowing; the other bottom line is that 
the 2003 tax cut proposal of the Presi-
dent gives the wealthiest 5 percent 
about 50 percent of the money involved 
in these tax cuts. 

Simple equity, as well as an eco-
nomic stimulus, suggests if we are 
going to have tax cuts, they should be 
broad based, providing, for instance, 
every working family of four with an 
immediate tax cut of $1,200. That would 
be an economic stimulus. That would 
be equitable. That is not what is before 
the Senate. 

There are a number of other things 
we ought to do in talking about equity 
and economic stimulus. We ought to 
extend unemployment benefits for 
those whose benefits have expired and 
were not previously extended. We 
ought to provide short-term incentives 
for businesses to invest immediately. 
We ought to provide some assistance to 
our struggling states for education, 
homeland security, Medicaid, and high-
way and other infrastructure improve-
ments. Those measures would be better 
for our economy today, our fiscal situ-
ation in future years, and the many 
other challenges that lie ahead. They 
would also address today’s problems 
today without passing the costs on to 
future generations. One symbol of 
those future generations are the men 
and women who now are putting their 
lives on the line for us in the war in 
Iraq. It seems to me unthinkable that 

when we welcome them home—hope-
fully with the parades and the welcome 
and the hugs they deserve—we would 
also tell them: By the way, the war you 
are fighting is going to be paid for by 
you and your kids, not by us; we are 
going to borrow money, not to pay for 
this war; we are going to borrow this 
money to pay for a tax cut that mainly 
goes to the wealthiest among us. 

This approach in this budget is wrong 
on three counts. Number one, we 
should not be cutting taxes. We ought 
to be paying for the war now. Number 
two, if we are going to borrow money, 
if we have to borrow money for the 
war, we obviously should borrow it for 
the war, not for a tax cut. Finally, if 
there are going to be tax cuts, the tax 
cuts ought to go not only to those who 
need the tax cuts the most but those 
who will spend the money now, giving 
our economy the jump-start it needs. 

We need a lift in this economy, not 
one that will kick in years down the 
road or will further explode the deficit, 
but a fiscally responsible lift that will 
kick in now. The job loss numbers re-
leased a week ago by the Labor Depart-
ment reinforce the need for a stimulus 
plan that will create jobs now, in 2003, 
when we need it. 

The proposed tax cuts are not only 
sharply slanted toward the wealthiest 
among us, they would do virtually 
nothing to assist our financially 
strapped States. As a matter of fact, 
the tax cuts as proposed may harm 
them. Just the proposed dividend tax 
provision alone would actually strip 
my home State of Michigan of over $100 
million in revenue in 2004. And econo-
mists, including multiple Nobel Prize 
winners, agree the tax cut will not pro-
vide the boost that this economy 
needs. 

I was also very disappointed to see 
the conference report excluded an 
amendment that I offered and that was 
adopted by the Senate in the budget 
resolution which we adopted. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask my 
friend to yield. I am rising for a unani-
mous consent request so Members have 
an idea when this will be concluded. 

Mr. President, I have been in discus-
sion with the majority, and I ask unan-
imous consent the vote on adoption of 
the pending budget conference report 
occur 2 hours from this time, and that 
Senator LEVIN be allowed to complete 
his statement on our side, and Senator 
DURBIN would have 15 minutes, Senator 
GRAHAM of Florida 15 minutes, Senator 
FEINSTEIN 10 minutes, Senator BIDEN 10 
minutes, and Senator BYRD 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I also need some time 
to wrap up, I say to my colleague, in 
maybe 10 minutes. Maybe we can work 
these all down in a way that fits within 
the time constraints. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I think it is totally appro-
priate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to an additional 10 minutes 

being allocated to the Senator from 
North Dakota? 

Mr. REID. We need to make sure we 
have enough time for the majority. If 
we do 2 hours, they would be limited, 
instead of 30 minutes, to 20 minutes. 
The only reason I say that is Senator 
NICKLES, when he started today, said 
they would not need a lot of time. I 
know 110 minutes compared to 20 min-
utes is not very much. 

Mr. CAPO. I am authorized to agree 
to 90 minutes for the Democrats and 30 
minutes for the Republicans. But I am 
not authorized to reduce that 30 min-
utes at this point, so I would have to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. If I could modify my re-
quest, I will try to pare down the time 
here. Let’s make it 95 minutes here and 
35 minutes on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, I just had a chance to visit for 
a moment with the Senator from Ne-
vada. I would like to be able to speak 
for 20 minutes between now and the 
time the vote occurs. 

Mr. REID. I withdraw my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-

quest is withdrawn. 
The Senator from Michigan has 3 

minutes remaining. 
Mr. LEVIN. The amendment to which 

I referred, which was adopted by the 
Senate, was aimed at closing down cer-
tain abusive tax haven loopholes. We 
would have taken the money which we 
would receive by closing down these 
abuses and applied half of it to the def-
icit, the other half going to education 
in areas where we are cutting edu-
cation. 

It is unconscionable to me that cor-
porations, too many of them, have re-
nounced their United States citizen-
ship and opened phony offices in Ber-
muda from which they can then pre-
tend that their businesses operate, 
keep doing their business here in the 
United States, using our police depart-
ments, our fire departments, our 
schools, and all of our other services—
inverting, as it is called—getting the 
benefits of citizenship here but avoid-
ing paying taxes. 

People ask, how come revenues are 
going down? There are a lot of reasons 
why revenues are going down. One of 
them is the tax cuts which were adopt-
ed here which were proposed by Presi-
dent Bush. Obviously, a slowing econ-
omy has had an effect, too. But one of 
the other reasons we lost revenues is 
that we have too many corporations 
that are avoiding paying their fair 
share of taxes through a very large 
number of tax avoidance schemes. 

We have seen some of these tax shel-
ters. We have seen some of these spe-
cial-purpose entities used by Enron and 
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others. We have seen a whole host of 
ways folks can avoid paying their fair 
share of taxes. It seems to me, in the 
middle of a war, the most unconscion-
able one of all is those corporations 
that renounce their citizenship and 
open up a fake office somewhere else in 
order to avoid paying taxes which they 
should be paying, and at the same time 
using our roads, our schools, our banks, 
our patent laws, our law enforcement, 
our fair trade laws, our workforce, and 
not contributing their fair share to pay 
for those benefits. It was really unfor-
tunate that the conferees decided to 
strip this budget resolution of language 
that was aimed at closing down that 
particular loophole. 

This budget emphasizes the wrong 
priorities. It burrows us deeper into the 
deficit ditch. It continues our reliance 
on the Social Security surplus. And it 
fails to provide the stimulus which is 
needed to improve our sputtering econ-
omy. It rises to a new level of irrespon-
sibility and it should be defeated. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 

to respond to something my colleague 
from Idaho indicated during his re-
marks when he stated that marriage 
penalty relief has been attacked as a 
tax cut for the wealthy. I know of no 
example of that. I do know that on our 
side, Democrats moved to accelerate 
that relief in 2001, but virtually every 
Republican voted against it. 

I would be happy to have that vote 
printed in the RECORD at this time, so 
people can check the record and deter-
mine whether or not that allegation 
has merit or not. I ask unanimous con-
sent that be printed in the RECORD.

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

[Record Vote 112, May 17, 2001] 

RECONCILIATION (TAX CUT), (MARRIAGE 
PENALTY) 

H.R. 1836—Amendment No. 654: ‘‘Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001’’. 

Conrad-Kennedy-Johnson amendment 
which accelerates the elimination of the 
marriage penalty in the standard deduction 
and the 15 percent tax bracket to fully elimi-
nate the penalty in 2002; offsets by delaying 
the reduction of the top two tax brackets 
from 2009 to 2010; and provides a trigger 
mechanism to protect the Medicare HI trust 
fund, requiring the Treasury Secretary to 
adjust the marginal tax rate reductions in 
any fiscal year in which the rate cuts would 
result in an on-budget surplus smaller than 
the Medicare HI trust fund surplus. 

Amendment Rejected. 

YEAS (44) 

Democrats (42 or 84%): Akaka, Bayh, 
Biden, Bingaman, Boxer, Byrd, Cantwell, 
Carnahan, Clinton, Conrad, Corzine, Daschle, 
Dayton, Dodd, Dorgan, Durbin, Edwards, 
Feingold, Feinstein, Graham, Harkin, Hol-
lings, Inouye, Johnson, Kennedy, Kerry, 
Kohl, Landrieu, Leahy, Levin, Lieberman, 
Mikulski, Murray, Nelson (FL), Reed, Reid, 
Rockefeller, Sarbanes, Schumer, Stabenow, 
Wellstone, Wyden. 

Republicans (2 or 4%): Chafee, L., McCain. 

NAYS (56) 
Democrats, (8 or 16%): Baucus, Breaux, 

Carper, Cleland, Lincoln, Miller, Nelson 
(NE), Torricelli. 

Republicans (48 or 95%): Allard, Allen, Ben-
nett, Bond, Brownback, Bunning, Burns, 
Campbell, Cochran, Collins, Craig, Crapo, 
DeWine, Domenici, Ensign, Enzi, Fitzgerald, 
Frist, Gramm, Grassley, Gregg, Hagel, 
Hatch, Helms, Hutchinson, Hutchison, 
Inhofe, Jeffords, Kyl, Lott, Lugar, McCon-
nell, Murkowski, Nickles, Roberts, 
Santorum, Sessions, Shelby, Smith (NH), 
Smith (OR), Snowe, Specter, Stevens, Thom-
as, Thompson, Thurmond, Voinovich, War-
ner. 

NOT VOTING (0) 
Democrats (0). 
Republicans (0).

Mr. CRAPO. Will the Senator from 
North Dakota yield? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. CRAPO. I believe what I said was 

that, as I had been here over 10 years, 
we debated that proposal several times 
and every time it has been debated it 
has been attacked as a tax cut for the 
wealthy. I can tell you from my own 
personal experience, that is the case. In 
fact, today it is part of the proposal 
being talked about and it is being at-
tacked as a tax cut for the wealthy. 

Mr. CONRAD. I say to my colleague, 
as I indicated, we on this side moved to 
accelerate that relief in 2001. In fact, I 
offered the amendment. 

Mr. CRAPO. We will take a look at 
that and see why the vote was dif-
ferent. 

Mr. CONRAD. All but two on your 
side voted against it. 

Is the Senator seeking time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 10 minutes to 

the Senator from Illinois. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I re-
duced the time I requested because I 
know I have colleagues on the floor 
seeking recognition and we want to 
wrap this up in a timely way. 

Let me say to those following this 
debate, one, the greatest Illinoisan of 
all times once said:

A speech the world will little note nor long 
remember.

I think the same can be said of this 
debate. The United States will little 
note nor long remember this debate on 
the Senate floor. But it will remember 
what happened today when we see the 
outcome. The outcome is going to be 
devastating for the economy of the 
United States for years to come. 

The reason is, of course, America is 
preoccupied, as it should be, with the 
war in Iraq. We are so proud of the 
achievements of the men and women in 
uniform. We have watched every single 
day the wonderful unfolding of the 
change in Iraq, offering a new oppor-
tunity. I think the reason we are fo-
cused and so positive about the mili-
tary accomplishment is we know the 
men and women involved in that deci-
sion showed both courage and vision. 

Sadly, when it comes to the economy 
of the United States, the other party 
and the administration in the White 
House show political calculation and 
myopia. Instead of dealing with the 
real economic challenges of America in 
a sensible, fair, and evenhanded way, 
we have a Republican budget resolu-
tion which will be devastating. It will 
be devastating in creating the largest 
deficits in the history of the United 
States of America. 

What happened to this Grand Old 
Party, this party of fiscal conserv-
atism? Today, we find it is the party of 
record deficits and record debt. A party 
which once said, we don’t want to leave 
a legacy to our children of debt, is in 
fact creating that debt with this budg-
et resolution. 

There are some things you can argue 
are beyond the control of the White 
House or anyone in Congress. One of 
those things is the cost of this war and 
the war on terrorism. I will gladly con-
cede that those are things which could 
not be calculated 2 or 3 years ago and 
cannot be calculated today in terms of 
their cost. But the real problem with 
this budget resolution is this Presi-
dent’s fixation with creating massive 
tax cuts for the wealthiest people in 
America. It is the age-old Republican 
answer to every single problem: When 
in doubt, cut taxes for wealthy people. 

This is done in the belief that if the 
wealthiest people in America just had a 
little more money to spend, things 
would get so much better. We tried 
this. A little over 2 years ago, the 
President came in with the first round 
of his tax cuts for the wealthy, and he 
said: Just watch what happens. 

We watched. The economy continues 
to plummet. We continue to lose jobs. 
In fact, if you look at the Bush record 
since the President took office: 2.5 mil-
lion fewer private sector jobs under 
this President; long-term unemploy-
ment up 184 percent; over 2 million 
more Americans without health insur-
ance; 1 in 10 small businesses has 
dropped health insurance for their 
workers; the average cost of health in-
surance rises by double digits; the gap 
between tuition and Federal student 
aid has grown $1,900 more under Presi-
dent Bush, retirement savings have 
been decimated, consumer confidence 
dropped by 51 percent, and the Bush 
budgets have turned a projected $5.6 
trillion Federal surplus into a $2 tril-
lion deficit. 

How can one President in 2 years and 
3 months have dealt such body blows to 
the American economy? He did it with 
the wrong policies, a policy of tax cuts 
for the wealthy that failed in the first 
round and will fail again. This budget 
resolution enshrines those tax cuts and 
says to our children and future genera-
tions: Get prepared to pay off this debt 
because we have to give tax breaks to 
wealthy people today. 

My friend from Idaho says: Oh, that’s 
just class warfare. I am reminded we 
were recently visited by Warren 
Buffett, one of the most wealthy men 
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in America. He said: If this is class 
warfare, I have something to report: 
My class is winning. 

It certainly is, because if you look at 
the President’s overall tax cuts, and 
the amount of money that average tax-
payers can expect, look at these num-
bers: $265 for the typical taxpayer in 
tax relief; and yet for people with over 
$1 million, $88,873 on an annual basis. 

Think about that for a moment. We 
are saying to the average taxpayer: We 
are going to give you a modest bicycle 
and some roller skates. We are saying, 
for the millionaires: You need a luxury 
car. 

That is the idea of fairness and jus-
tice when it comes to the Republican 
side of the aisle. 

Well, it has been absolutely dev-
astating. When you take a look at it in 
terms of the Bush tax plan, nearly 50 
percent of American taxpayers will re-
ceive less than $100. They just get the 
roller skates. The people who are mil-
lionaires end up with the luxury limos. 

Is that what America is all about, 
particularly in time of war, when we 
have children from average, middle-in-
come working families risking their 
lives for this Nation? Is this the best 
we can do? To offer a tax cut to the 
wealthiest people in this country? To 
say at this time of uncertainty about 
the cost of the war, and what we will 
need as a nation, that the best we can 
come up with is a plan from the White 
House to give tax breaks to the 
wealthiest people? 

Take a look at this budget con-
ference report and I will tell you what 
you will find. The Republican approach 
shortcuts education dramatically. The 
President passed No Child Left Behind. 
He said: We are going to help our 
schools move forward. 

We need $9 billion, Mr. President, 
next year. Your budget provides $400 
million—not nearly enough. While 
school districts face bankruptcy, 
States are deep in deficit, this adminis-
tration cannot find the money for edu-
cation. But it can find the money for 
tax cuts for wealthy people. 

I will tell you, the No. 1 issue I find 
among families and businesses in Illi-
nois—the No. 1 issue—is not this whole 
question of tax cuts; it is the cost of 
health insurance. This administration, 
in this budget, has done absolutely 
nothing to deal with the most serious 
problem that businesses and families 
face today—nothing. It is better, they 
believe, to give a tax cut to wealthy 
people than to deal with real issues 
that families and businesses face every 
single day. 

You want to deal with tax cuts? Let 
me tell you one that I find overwhelm-
ingly popular in my town meetings. 
The Senator from New York has sug-
gested it, Mr. SCHUMER: a $12,000 deduc-
tion each year for college education ex-
penses. Think about working families 
whose kids get into good schools and 
face tuition that they never would 
have dreamed of and debt that they 
couldn’t imagine. Imagine if we could 

give them tax assistance, give them 
tax help: $12,000 deductibility. 

But, no, the Republicans say that 
isn’t the way to invigorate America. 
That isn’t the vision of the future. 
Their vision is to make sure the 
wealthiest among us have more money 
to spend. 

I don’t get it. It is classic Repub-
licanism, but it is a classic failure—a 
failure which over 2 years and 3 months 
has driven the American economy into 
the rut. 

In my State, we have lost tens of 
thousands of manufacturing jobs, faced 
record unemployment rates, and this 
administration believes the way out of 
it is to provide tax cuts for the 
wealthiest people.

I salute the Senator from North Da-
kota. His leadership on this has been 
extraordinary. He and the Congress-
man from South Carolina, JOHN 
SPRATT, have spoken out in honest 
terms about what we face as a nation. 
Some of the things the Senator said 
during the course of the debate are not 
necessarily politically popular, but 
they are courageous and they show vi-
sion. That is what our military forces 
are doing in Iraq. That is what we 
should do here, nothing less. Instead, 
we are dealing with political calcula-
tion and kind of shortsightedness that 
we will pay for for many generations. 

I will vote a resounding no on this 
budget resolution. 

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Illinois. 
Does the Senator from Florida seek 

time? 
Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

12 minutes to the Senator from Flor-
ida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. I thank the 
Senator.

Mr. President, the real priorities of 
the President and those who wrote this 
budget can be seen by comparing two 
numbers: The tax cuts authorized in 
this resolution total $1.3 trillion over 
the next 10 years. Over the same 10 
years, the Federal budget will run defi-
cits totaling $1.4 trillion. 

The priority of those supporting this 
resolution is crystal clear: tax cuts 
today, in exchange for an even higher 
mountain of debt that will be paid by 
our children and grandchildren. 

So strong is the lust for tax cuts, the 
conference committee on the budget 
has gone so far as to develop an unprec-
edented gimmick by which the Senate 
and the House of Representatives will 
consider a portion of these tax cuts 
later in the year. 

Under normal procedures, a con-
ference report is to be a consolidated 
single resolution of all of its issues. We 
are presented with what is called a con-
ference report, which has a dramatic 
difference between tax cut allowances 

in the House—$550 billion, over 10 
years—and tax cuts allowed in the Sen-
ate—$350 billion. 

The goal of the majority is to give 
the appearance of limiting tax cuts to 
the Senate-passed limit of $350 billion, 
while paving the way for fast-track tax 
cuts of $550 billion.

During the debate on the Senate’s 
budget resolution a couple of weeks 
ago, I voted against any tax cut in the 
budget. Why? Because, in my judg-
ment, they do not reflect our Nation’s 
priorities. 

This budget should seek to reduce 
the national debt. It should seek to 
strengthen and reform Social Security. 
It should seek sufficient funds to mod-
ernize the Medicare Program and add a 
meaningful prescription drug benefit. 
It should provide funds for programs 
the Federal Government has com-
mitted itself to which are so critical in 
the lives of our children. 

This budget includes no adequate 
money for these priorities. It is laser 
like in its focus on tax cuts. The tax 
cuts allowed by this budget are not 
only irresponsible, they are mis-
directed. Although their advocates 
claim their purpose is to create jobs 
and stimulate economic growth, these 
tax cuts will not do the job. That is es-
pecially true of the proposed tax cut on 
stock dividends. 

To truly stimulate the economy, any 
tax cuts should be targeted so they 
boost demand for consumer goods and 
services. Most economists agree that 
this is best achieved by directing the 
tax cuts to low- and middle-income 
families and small businesses. 

I personally would prefer a short-
term reduction in the payroll tax, paid 
for by general revenue, holding the So-
cial Security and Medicare trust funds 
whole. 

The tax cuts contemplated by this 
resolution are directed at upper income 
families who are the least likely to 
boost their purchases of goods and 
services. 

We had a debate a few moments ago 
as to whether this was class warfare. 
That is in the eyes of the beholder. But 
one thing that it clearly is: It is 
intergenerational warfare. 

It is warfare against children, with 
cuts in education, the failure to fund 
the No Child Left Behind Act, which we 
passed 2 years ago, cuts in childcare, 
cuts in women’s, infant’s, and chil-
dren’s health care. 

The irony of this intergenerational 
warfare against children is that they 
will end up paying, during their adult-
hood, the cost of the deficits which we 
are adding today. 

It is also intergenerational warfare 
against older Americans. Some would 
argue that this budget includes $400 
billion for a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit. They know full well that $400 
billion is inadequate to provide an af-
fordable, comprehensive, universal pre-
scription drug benefit for America’s 
seniors. 

Why do we know this? Last year, 52 
Senators voted for a plan, which I had 
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offered, to provide to Medicare bene-
ficiaries real drug benefits, with no 
gimmicks, no gaps, no hidden 
‘‘gotchas.’’ 

With inflation and the change in de-
mographics of the older population, 
such a benefit would now cost $619 bil-
lion over 10 years. 

Limiting a prescription drug benefit 
to $400 billion means that 89 percent—
89 percent—of Medicare beneficiaries, 
those who have elected to stay in the 
fee-for-service Medicare Program, will 
go without prescription drug coverage, 
unless they either have very low in-
comes or very high drug costs. 

The only way to provide a drug ben-
efit within this budget’s framework is 
to limit the benefit to a relatively 
small number of Medicare bene-
ficiaries.

If they should happen to live in an 
area that offers health maintenance or-
ganization coverage—and millions of 
our seniors do not—Medicare bene-
ficiaries will have no choice but to 
move into managed care plans because 
there is no other way that they will be 
able to access the lifesaving prescrip-
tion drugs they need. It is wrong to 
force seniors to make this choice. It is 
irresponsible to approve a budget that 
ignores vital priorities such as modern-
izing the Medicare Program, securing 
Social Security’s future, reducing the 
national debt, while promoting massive 
tax cuts for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. 

I urge my colleagues to take respon-
sibility for our actions, to pay for our 
obligations now—not to pass a budget 
that promotes unaffordable tax cuts, 
tax cuts with consequences that will be 
felt now, particularly by children and 
older Americans, tax cuts with costs 
that will be passed on to future genera-
tions to pay. 

Therefore, I shall vote no on this 
budget resolution and hope that we 
might have an opportunity later in the 
year to reconsider this misguided pro-
posal. 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
item which appeared in the New York 
Times of April 9, titled, ‘‘No New Tax 
Cuts,’’ which was authored by former 
Senators Bob Kerrey, Sam Nunn, and 
Warren Rudman, as well as Peter Pe-
terson and Robert E. Rubin, and Paul 
A. Volcker be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Apr. 9, 2003] 
NO NEW TAX CUTS 

(By Bob Kerrey, Sam Nunn, Peter G. Peter-
son, Robert E. Rubin, Warren B. Rudman 
and Paul A. Volcker) 
With a war in Iraq and looming post-war 

costs, growing pressures for a prescription 
drug benefit, increased expenses for domestic 
security and a ballooning budget deficit, 
Congress must exercise restraint on both 
revenues and spending to prevent fiscal pol-
icy from spiraling out of control. The con-
sensus in favor of long-term budget balance 
must be re-established. This issue is now di-
rectly before Congress as it debates the fed-
eral budget. 

The fiscal outlook is much worse than offi-
cial projections indicate. These projections 
assume that the tax cuts enacted in 2001 will 
expire at the end of 2010. They also assume 
that discretionary spending, the part of the 
budget that pays for national defense, do-
mestic security, education and transpor-
tation, will shrink continuously as a share of 
the economy. Neither of these assumptions 
is realistic. 

Moreover, the official projections do not 
include the costs of war and reconstruction 
in Iraq. And they ignore the inevitable need 
to reform the alternative minimum tax, 
which is not indexed for inflation and will 
apply to some 40 million households within 
10 years—up from two million today. 

Under more realistic assumptions, the def-
icit projections are cause for alarm. A recent 
study by Goldman Sachs includes this fore-
cast: if the president’s proposed new tax cuts 
are enacted, a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit is approved, the A.M.T. is adjusted 
and appropriations grow modestly, the defi-
cits over the next 10 years will total $4.2 tril-
lion—even if the Social Security surplus is 
included. If it is not included, the deficit 
would be $6.7 trillion. Under these cir-
cumstances, the ratio of publicly held debt 
to gross domestic product climbs within 10 
years to nearly 50 percent, from 33 percent 
just two years ago.

And all of this happens before the fiscal 
going gets tough. Looming at the end of the 
decade is a demographic transformation that 
threatens to swamp the budget and the econ-
omy with unfunded benefit promises, like 
Social Security and Medicare, of roughly $25 
trillion in present value. Our children and 
grandchildren already face unthinkable pay-
roll tax burdens that could go as high as 33 
percent to pay for these promised benefits. It 
is neither fiscally nor morally responsible to 
give ourselves tax cuts and leave future gen-
erations with an even higher tax burden. 

And yet tax cuts are the primary focus of 
this year’s budget debate. To speed enact-
ment of tax cuts, Congress is planning to use 
a special fast-tract procedure called ‘‘rec-
onciliation’’ in the budget resolution. While 
determining the size of the tax cut to be 
given fast-track protection in the budget is 
sometimes dismissed as a procedural matter, 
it is not: whatever its size, a tax cut that re-
ceives this protection is almost certain to be 
enacted in the later tax legislation. Members 
of Congress should not therefore approach 
the budget decision with the idea that a tax 
cut given such status now can be easily 
scaled back later. 

The president has proposed a cut of $726 
billion, which the House has already ap-
proved. The Senate has reduced the cut to 
$350 billion. 

Given the rapidly deteriorating long-term 
fiscal outlook, neither proposal is fiscally re-
sponsible. It is illogical to begin the journey 
back toward balanced budgets by enacting a 
tax cut that will only make the long-term 
outlook worse. Furthermore, the proposed 
tax cuts are not useful for short-term fiscal 
stimulus, since only a small portion would 
take effect this year. Nor would they spur 
long-term economic growth. In fact, tax cuts 
financed by perpetual deficits will eventu-
ally slow the economy. 

The tax cuts now before Congress do not 
pay for themselves. No plausible array of 
matching spending cuts or offsetting revenue 
increases has been, or will be, proposed to 
close the gap resulting from a large new tax 
cut. 

We believe that there should be no new tax 
cuts beyond those that are likely to provide 
immediate fiscal stimulus, and that avoid 
growing revenue loss over time. If, however, 
Congress decides it must approve a tax cut, 
it should pass the Senate’s. While a $350 bil-

lion tax cut does not fit our definition of fis-
cal responsibility, it comes closer than a tax 
cut of $726 billion. Moreover, Congress should 
reestablish the pay-as-you-go rule in which 
tax cuts and entitlement expansions must be 
offset. The discipline of this rule greatly 
contributed to the elimination of budget 
deficits in the 1990’s and is clearly needed 
again. 

Congress cannot simply conclude that defi-
cits don’t matter. Over the long term, defi-
cits matter a great deal. They lower future 
economic growth by reducing the level of na-
tional savings that can be devoted to produc-
tive investments. They raise interest rates 
higher than they would be other otherwise. 
They raise interest payments on the na-
tional debt. They reduce the fiscal flexibility 
to deal with unexpected developments. If we 
forget these economic consequences, we risk 
creating an insupportable tax burden for the 
next generation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, how much time would the Sen-
ator from Florida like? 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The good 
ranking member of our committee was 
going to allocate 10 minutes to me. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Taking the 
position of the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, I shall allocate 10 
minutes to my colleague. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. For that to 
come from the senior colleague of my 
State, who not only can I call friend 
but also my senior Senator, my men-
tor, I am very grateful. I find that as in 
most of the cases, his and my ideas are 
very similar, as he has just expressed 
so about this budget. 

I want to start my remarks by tell-
ing a story. In 1978, I came to the 
House of Representatives and became a 
freshman member of the Budget Com-
mittee. Twenty-two years later, I come 
to the Senate, and I am a freshman 
Senator put on the Budget Committee. 

In the second term I had in the 
House, we had a newly elected Presi-
dent, President Reagan. I felt that the 
President, having won a significant 
victory, was owed a certain deference 
with regard to his tax policy. On a very 
close vote, I was one of the handful of 
votes that allowed President Reagan to 
pass his budget in 1981, and his tax cut. 

In a couple of months, I realized that 
I had made a mistake. I took to the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
and stated that I had made a mistake 
because what we had done was to cut 
the tax revenues so much so that the 
revenues were plummeting at the same 
time we were increasing expenditures 
of Government. Prior to the Reagan 
administration we were still running 
deficits, but it was about a $20 billion 
deficit, annual deficit—that is, $20 bil-
lion more that the Government was 
spending than it had coming in tax rev-
enue—but if you look on a chart, what 
happened after that was the expendi-
tures were going up and the revenues 
were coming down. And the annual 
amount of borrowing that the Govern-
ment had to do was all the greater, 
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swelling the national debt, causing a 
huge expenditure for the Federal Gov-
ernment of annual interest on the addi-
tional amounts that we were borrowing 
each year. It was taking us into the 
economic ditch. We were in fiscal 
chaos. I will never forget one of my 
dear friends in the House, who shall re-
main nameless but who was one of the 
preeminent economic spokespeople of 
the time for the trickle-down, supply-
side economics theory, stated—and I 
found it revealing—We do not worship 
at the altar of the balanced budget 
anymore. 

Well, that was certainly true because 
in the decade of the 1980s, the annual 
deficit swelled to around $250 billion a 
year. The national debt doubled and 
tripled, and that big tax cut I said was 
a mistake in 1981 had to be undone—
not once, not twice, but three times 
over the course of the decade of the 
1980s—ultimately, into the 1990s. Then 
sounder fiscal minds prevailed. The 
budget was ultimately balanced to the 
point at which almost nirvana was 
achieved in the late 1990s and the year 
2000. And lo and behold, here we were 
in a surplus. 

Had we been fiscally conservative—
let me repeat that statement—had we 
been fiscally conservative, we could 
have been good stewards of those sur-
pluses, and we could have provided for 
the additional spending that clearly we 
were going to have to do, particularly 
in the defense of the country, even 
though we didn’t know at the time that 
September 11 would happen. And we 
had the very real probability that we 
could pay off the national debt over the 
course of 10 or 12 years. 

I tell that story because that is a per-
sonal story I have lived. It is a story of 
personal experience that I come to this 
Senate Chamber today to tell as to 
why I voted against this budget resolu-
tion when it came through the House 
and why I am going to vote against it 
today. Because it is not sound fiscal 
policy; it is not conservative fiscal phi-
losophy. It is exactly the opposite. It is 
reckless fiscal policy when you drive 
revenues down, increasing expendi-
tures, particularly in time of war and 
the kinds of occupational expenses that 
we are going to have to be expending, 
that we are already expending in Af-
ghanistan, that we have been expend-
ing in Bosnia for 7 years, and how 
many years are we going to have to ex-
pend it in Iraq, which I support. 

It brings us back to this mindless fis-
cal policy driving us into the economic 
ditch. 

I say to the ranking member of the 
committee, I am just getting wound 
up. I know you have lots of others to 
talk.

I am just getting into my message, 
but you get the drift of my message. I 
know you want to allocate time to 
other folks. I will sum up. 

I have always tried to conduct myself 
in public office looking to what is the 
workable solution, what is the com-
monsense solution. Most folks want 

Government to work, and they want 
their elected representatives to per-
form so that Government will perform 
and function well. 

When you adopt fiscal policy such as 
this, driving the annual deficit higher 
and higher, when there is no prospect 
in the future anytime soon of bringing 
it into fiscal balance and getting close 
to a balanced budget. That just doesn’t 
comport to common sense. You can do 
all of the legislative sleight of hand 
and fiscal ‘‘now-you-see-it-now-you-
don’t,’’ as has been done by this budget 
resolution, but that doesn’t get away 
from the hard economic fiscal reality 
that we are going in the opposite direc-
tion. 

Do I support tax cuts? Of course I do. 
In the first year, I voted for a version 
that went as high as $1.2 trillion over a 
10-year period. What we passed was 
supposedly $1.35 trillion. But the rea-
son I didn’t vote for that was that we 
knew that wasn’t accurate; that it was 
going to be closer to $2 trillion in tax 
cuts over 10 years. 

Would I like to have those tax cuts? 
Of course, but every decision we make 
here has to be balanced as to how is it 
going to perform in the functioning of 
the economy. What you want is an 
economy that hums. You want an econ-
omy that functions, that is a robust 
economy. 

We are going in the opposite direc-
tion, where we fall off revenues so 
much at the time of expenses going so 
high that it causes the markets to get 
shaky because people do not have con-
fidence in the markets. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
an additional few minutes to the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will not take the time because 
so many others have such beautiful 
ways of expressing themselves and they 
want to speak and I want to hear. I will 
conclude by saying I love this Senate, 
and I love these Senators. I love the 
Senators on this side of the aisle, and 
I love the Senators on that side of the 
aisle. 

The only disappointment I have had 
is when this place gets too partisan so 
it cannot work out a solution, and 
when this place gets too ideologically 
rigid so that you cannot find a con-
sensus in the commonsense middle 
ground, and that is what is happening 
to us in this budget debate. 

Someday we will learn because we 
will have to make Government func-
tion in the way that the people all 
across America want it to function.

I would venture that every single 
Member of Congress, on both sides of 
the aisle and both sides of the Capitol, 
can agree on one thing: We need to get 
the economy moving again. 

Every priority that we speak about 
up here—whether it’s health care, re-
tirement security, national defense, 
battling terrorism or even cutting 
taxes—every one of our priorities is 

easier to achieve when the economy is 
booming. 

The fundamental disagreement is on 
how we get the economy going again. 

When talking about the economy, I 
tend to trust economists. But these tax 
cuts that are the centerprice of the ad-
ministration’s economic growth pack-
age, don’t have a lot of fans among the 
Nation’s economists. In fact, 450 econo-
mists, including 10 Nobel laureates, op-
pose his tax cuts because they won’t 
create jobs or stimulate the economy. 
Meantime, the President was able to 
find just 13 who support his ‘‘stimulus’’ 
plan. 

And still, here we are, ignoring not 
only the better judgment of experts, 
but ignoring a majority of Senators 
who were able to agree on a smaller tax 
cut package. Only 2 weeks ago, this 
body agreed to reduce the reconciled 
tax cut package from $726 billion to 
$350 billion. Yet, in 2 short weeks, the 
administration and the majority party 
have found a way to game the system 
of reconciliation to ram through a 
higher tax cut number against the col-
lective will of the Senate and the budg-
et process. 

Over the years the budget process has 
endured many changes, but always 
with the intention of creating proce-
dures that allowed Congress to be fis-
cally responsible as we plan for 10 
years of spending priorities. The games 
that were played with the system this 
year have completely undermined the 
purpose of our budget process. As a re-
sult, we are in grave danger of plunging 
the country off a cliff into massive 
deficits and debt—threatening the edu-
cation of our children, the financial se-
curity of our seniors, and the strength 
of the Nation.

Given all the uncertainty we face, 
this tax cut we’re forcing through is ir-
responsible. If the economy doesn’t im-
prove, or it peacekeeping in Iraq takes 
longer than expected, or if we face an-
other conflict or terrorist act, we’re 
going to have to find a way to pay for 
it. Fiscal responsibility cannot be 
predicated on a hope that all goes 
right, it requires planning to ensure fi-
nancial stability should anything go 
wrong. 

This is no way to budget. We are not 
planning for the rainy days ahead. 
We’re hoping that the economy gets 
going again. We’re hoping that Amer-
ica doesn’t have to defend itself again. 
We’re hoping that homeland security 
costs don’t mount or that more terror-
ists don’t strike. 

Meantime, unemployment is grow-
ing, there are more uninsured Ameri-
cans, we’re about to have more vet-
erans, our schools are not receiving the 
funds they need, the baby boomers are 
retiring, and we’re cutting taxes? 

Sooner or later, we are going to have 
to pay for all of this or, more likely, 
our children will. 

If any of these worst-case scenarios 
occur, we will have to raise taxes or we 
will have to cut programs such as 
Medicare and Social Security or we 
will have to keep up deficit spending. 
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No matter what, future generations 

are going to be forced to pay for the 
sacrifices we have refused to make. 

Our budget process and sound fiscal 
policy have become the latest casual-
ties of political expedience. This is not 
the time for a tax cut, and certainly 
not one this large.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Florida, Mr. NELSON. 
He is a very valuable member of the 
Budget Committee. He has been stead-
fast and resolute on fiscal responsi-
bility. As he has made clear, he does 
not believe this budget represents that. 
The truth is, it does not. This is a 
budget that is going to explode the 
deficits and debt of the United States 
at a time of already record deficits. It 
takes $1.3 trillion away in revenue and 
increases expenditures by $1.1 trillion. 
There can only be one result, and that 
is more red ink, more deficits, more 
debt, and a threatening of the eco-
nomic security of the Nation. 

How much time does my colleague 
from North Dakota need? 

Mr. DORGAN. About 15 minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 15 minutes to 

the Senator from North Dakota. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I recall 
an article by David Broder some while 
ago. He is one of the thoughtful col-
umnists in the Washington Post. I 
think perhaps he is considered the dean 
of thinkers in Washington, DC, who 
write regular columns. He said in the 
first sentence:

I am going to commit class warfare—not 
because I want to, but because that is the 
only way I can describe what is happening.

Let me not act as a volunteer to 
commit class warfare, but I will say 
some things that others who are in a 
habit of doing so will describe as class 
warfare. We have proposals to cut taxes 
before us. We have plans offered by 
those who support this budget that will 
say to those who make $1 million in in-
come in this country that we want to 
give you an $80,000-a-year tax cut. That 
is what they are proposing if you are 
lucky enough to receive $1 million in 
annual income. And if you are, God 
bless you. I am sure you work hard for 
it. But if you are lucky enough to be in 
that category, the majority party plan 
says we think you should have an 
$80,000-a-year tax cut. If we say that, is 
that class warfare? Is that what it is 
called? 

It seems to me it is logical for us to 
ask a question. When you are deep in 
debt, should you be talking about giv-
ing the most affluent in this country 
another tax cut? They got a very large 
tax cut 2 years ago. Should you talk 
about another one that will go largely 
to the most affluent in the country? I 
don’t think so. 

Let me go to the specifics. Everybody 
speaks in generalities. We use a lot of 
charts and we talk about the numbers 
on the charts. But we seldom go right 
to the resolution itself. We have a 

budget resolution before the Senate. It 
comes from a conference between the 
House and the Senate, which our side 
was not part of because the conference 
was not bipartisan. It was a conference 
of the Republicans in the House and in 
the Senate, deciding together what 
kind of a budget they wanted to bring 
to the House and Senate from that con-
ference. 

Let me describe what they brought 
to the floor of the Senate. Here is what 
they propose. Ask yourself: Is this Re-
publican economics, is this conserv-
ative values, or a conservative doc-
trine? It is not a part of a conservative 
doctrine with which I am familiar. 

On page 5, they say: (4) Deficits (on 
budget).—For purposes of the enforce-
ment of this resolution, the amounts of 
the deficits (on-budget) are as follows:

Fiscal year 2003: $512 billion. 
Fiscal year 2004: $558 billion. 
Fiscal year 2005, $487 billion.

If I keep going to fiscal year 2013, 
there are very large budget deficits 
year after year after year. 

Does anybody care about that around 
here? Is there anyone who calls them-
selves a conservative who is willing to 
stand up and say this matters? No. The 
only thing you hear is the chanting 
from the other side that says you know 
what this is, this is a growth plan. 

Let me be the first to admit this is 
the financial fertilizer that promotes 
growth. The problem is it promotes 
growth in deficits and debt and nothing 
else. Even the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office reviewed this non-
sense and said this is not a growth 
plan. This isn’t going to promote 
growth in the economy. Don’t take it 
from me because I belong to a political 
party. Take it from the nonpartisan 
Congressional Budget Office. They say 
it is not a growth plan. Take it from 10 
Nobel laureate economists. They say 
this is not a growth plan. 

My colleague from Florida just de-
scribed a bipartisan op-ed piece in the 
New York Times. Former Senators 
Kerrey and Nunn; former Senator Rud-
man; former Treasury Secretary 
Rubin; former Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, Paul Volcker; former Com-
merce Secretary, Peter Peterson—Re-
publicans and Democrats alike—say 
this is not a growth plan. This is a seri-
ous problem for this country. We have 
people on the conservative side telling 
America let’s spend money we do not 
have, often on things we don’t need, 
and let’s have the kids fighting the war 
come back and be saddled with the 
debt. This is fundamentally irrespon-
sible.

It is not a surprise then I am not 
going to vote for the conference report. 
This does not make sense. 

On page 5, for fiscal year 2003, they 
propose with this budget a $512 billion 
debt. Do you know what they will say? 
‘‘How on earth can you say that? We 
are not proposing $512 billion in debt.’’ 
What they do is take the Social Secu-
rity trust funds for that year and re-
duce this and say: Our debt is only in 

the $300 billion range. You can do that 
if you want to loot the Social Security 
trust fund and use those revenues for a 
purpose for which it is not intended. I 
guess you can do that, but how many 
people are you fooling in this country? 
What does the word ‘‘trust’’ mean? Is 
‘‘trust’’ a forgotten word in this town, 
in this Chamber? 

They are the ones who say in the 
budget on which we will be voting that 
they want $512 billion in debt for fiscal 
year 2003 and $558 billion in 2004, and on 
and on. In fact, what they are also say-
ing on page 6 is very interesting. I 
would just love for one of them to 
stand up and say: Sign me up for this, 
count me in, I am a big cheerleader; in 
fact, bring some pom-poms to the floor. 
We believe we ought to double the na-
tional debt from $6 trillion to $12 tril-
lion. Sign us up. In fact, put on some 
sweaters. Put the letters on the sweat-
ers: We are for higher debt; we are for 
doubling the debt; we are for giving tax 
cuts mostly going to upper-income peo-
ple to increase Federal indebtedness. 

I would just like somebody to stand 
up and be honest about that. Just tell 
us that is what you are for. Instead, we 
get this nonsense: We are for a growth 
plan. Growth of what? The only thing 
you are growing is debt. Deny that. 
Then take a look at your resolution. 
Stand up with pages 5 and 6 and deny 
it. Do I hear anybody denying it? I 
guess not. I guess they understand page 
5 and 6 is what they wrote because this 
was not a bipartisan conference. Demo-
crats were not involved in writing this. 
It is what they wrote, page 5 and 6, 
let’s double the Federal debt and de-
cide it does not matter. I just do not 
understand this thinking. 

This is a remarkable country. In the 
McCullough book about John Adams, 
he writes about how John Adams used 
to write back to Abigail when he was 
posted in Europe as they were forming 
this new country of ours. He would 
plaintively ask Abigail in his letters: 
Where is the leadership going to come 
from? Where will the leadership be to 
help create this new country of ours? 
Who will be the leaders? 

Then he would say: There is really 
only us. There is just me, George Wash-
ington, Thomas Jefferson, Ben Frank-
lin, Madison, Mason—just us, he would 
say. It turns out, with two centuries of 
hindsight, it was some of the greatest 
human talent ever assembled, and they 
created a remarkably strong democ-
racy. 

It is important from time to time to 
ask the same question John Adams 
asked: Where is the leadership? Where 
is the leadership going to come from? 
Who will stand up and say: Let me 
lead; let me make tough choices? Re-
grettably, we do not see many leaders 
say that. My colleague, Senator 
CONRAD, is one of those leaders. There 
are precious few others. 

Some of my colleagues who have 
stood up and fought valiantly to say 
this budget resolution will hurt this 
country, it will move this country deep 
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in to debt, are willing to assume some 
leadership in saying that, but there are 
not enough in the Senate who want to 
say: Let me assume some leadership. 
There is not enough here. I regret that. 

This country is not going to move 
ahead by leaving some behind. In this 
plan, they say, we must increase de-
fense spending, we must increase home-
land defense spending, we must cut 
taxes deeply, and we will shrink all 
other domestic discretionary spending 
to pay for it. That is not a plan. 

What we are seeing in Iraq today is 
something quite remarkable, some-
thing that makes all of us enormously 
proud, first of all, of what our soldiers 
have done to liberate the Iraqi people. 
But then it bothers us a lot to see this 
looting all over the country of Iraq. 
That is what happens when you do not 
have civil order in a country, when 
there is no civil authority and no gov-
ernment. 

Government means essential func-
tions. It means law enforcement. It 
means building schools and educating 
children. It means roads, providing for 
the common defense—that is what gov-
ernment is. So when people talk about 
let’s just give very large tax cuts and 
we will just decide to shut everything 
else down, I say, yes, let’s cut some 
spending, let’s tighten our belts in the 
right way. But let’s not decide in this 
country to provide a budget resolution 
to America that on page 5 and page 6 
says at this moment in America when 
we are at war—the war in Iraq and the 
war against terrorism—when we have 
an economy that is sluggish, when we 
have so many difficulties, let’s embark 
on an irresponsible fiscal policy that 
doubles the Federal debt and has budg-
et deficits every year as far as the eye 
can see. 

As John Adams would ask: Where is 
the leadership? Where is the leadership 

to move this country responsibly to-
ward the future of economic oppor-
tunity and growth and hope? 

When this war is over and the young 
men and women, sons and daughters of 
America, come home to their loved 
ones—and we hope and pray that is 
soon—we have to get about the busi-
ness of taking care of business at 
home. We have an economy that is a 
mess. Those who make investments in 
our country, those who work for a liv-
ing, those who build businesses—all of 
them want to be American people who 
are confident about the future because 
our economy is all about confidence. If 
they are confident, then they do the 
activities that manifest that con-
fidence. They take a trip, buy a car, 
buy a home, make a purchase, and the 
economy expands and new jobs are cre-
ated. If they are not confident, they do 
exactly the opposite. 

This budget document takes us to-
ward deep Federal debt, and deeper 
Federal deficits year by year. This is 
not a document that is responsible. 
This is not a document that is a growth 
document. This is a document that 
takes America backward, not forward. 
None of us here would come to the 
Chamber of the Senate and say, Let’s 
have higher income taxes. But at the 
very least we ought to decide we should 
not have very large tax cuts at a time 
when we are doubling the Federal debt, 
at a time when we are at war in Iraq 
and at war against terrorism. 

The easiest lifting in American poli-
tics is by those who shuffle around say-
ing: I am for tax cuts; it does not mat-
ter what the consequences are, I am for 
tax cuts. The consequences are, of 
course, to say let’s do now what we 
want to do and have our kids pay for it. 
Let’s have America’s children bear the 
burden of the responsibility of this 
mistake. I think that is a horrible mis-

take. I wish very much I could come to 
the floor to support this budget. My 
colleague, Senator CONRAD, made a 
persuasive argument earlier today. He 
used a great deal of charts. 

Let me use two of them. I mentioned 
what is on page 5 and 6. Here is the 
chart on debt. That is where it is head-
ed, from $6 trillion to $12 trillion. That 
is not my number, that is on page 6 of 
the budget resolution. That is not my 
number, that is what the Republicans 
are proposing. I do not mean that just 
because they are proposing this, I am 
saying this is irresponsible. It would 
not matter to me who proposed it. If 
my side was proposing it, I would say it 
is irresponsible. It is a fiscal policy 
that does not add up, and everybody in 
this room knows it.

There is debt every single year, un-
less you loot the Social Security trust 
fund. We can make a chart that is a lit-
tle better than this if one takes the So-
cial Security money and misuses it. 
But we keep the Social Security trust 
fund in a trust fund, where the word 
‘‘trust’’ means something to every-
body. 

This is what we have for 10 years. 
One can paint a barn with this red ink. 
Red ink is all we see. It is not a growth 
plan. The only thing that grows in this 
plan is debt and deficits, and that is 
why I am going to vote no. 

I appreciate the time my colleague 
has offered me to describe my strong 
feelings about what this budget will do 
to this country. 

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

ator from Colorado. 
Mr. ALLARD. I yield 12 minutes to 

the Senator from Iowa. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.

N O T I C E

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings, today’s proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record. 
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