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both on our own soil and in foreign
lands around the globe. These men and
women stand ready, at a moments no-
tice, to put their lives on the line so
that U.S. citizens here and abroad may
live in peace and safety. They are pre-
pared to protect, at any cost, the rights
and freedoms which we all hold so dear,
and for which so many have sacrificed
so much during the more than 220 years
of our nation’s history. As they serve,
even on foreign ground, they serve
under Old Glory, the symbol of all that
we value and cherish about the United
States of America. The flag serves as a
constant reminder of the land they call
home, of their family and friends, and
of all the values that make the United
States of America the beacon of liberty
and justice throughout the world.

In trying to define what the flag of
the United States means, I was par-
ticularly moved by the words of Henry
Ward Beecher. In his essay, ‘‘The
Meaning of Our Flag,’’ he wrote, ‘‘Our
Flag carries American ideas, American
history and American feelings. Begin-
ning with the Colonies, and coming
down to our time, in its sacred her-
aldry, in its glorious insignia, it has
gathered and stored chiefly this su-
preme idea: divine right of liberty in
man. . . .That it meant, that it means,
and, by the blessing of God, that it
shall mean to the end of time!’’

Mr. President, by supporting S.J.Res.
40, we honor the meaning of the flag.
By acknowledging that the flag of the
United States is more than just a piece
of cloth, more than just a physical en-
tity devoid of value, we indicate our
understanding of those things for
which it stands. I hope my colleagues
will join me, and the resolution’s spon-
sors and cosponsors, in taking the first
step toward protecting the flag and ev-
erything it represents.
f

REDUCTION OF THE DEFICIT
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, during

the President’s State of the Union
speech, as well as in the submission of
the budget, there have been a lot of ac-
colades about a balanced budget. Many
of us have worked for a long, long time
to see a balanced budget. It has been
kind of interesting, with different peo-
ple taking credit for it. The President
said he has done it since has been in of-
fice, that the deficit has come down
every year. The Republicans have said
after they took control in the ’94 elec-
tions, that is when we really saw the
deficits reduce.

I would like to put some facts into
the RECORD, dealing both with the
President’s budget and also the source
of the decline of the deficit since Janu-
ary of 1995. In the budget deficit of 1995,
submitted by President Clinton, in
January of 1995, it showed that the def-
icit was estimated to be $176 billion in
1995; in 1996, it was supposed to be, or
estimated to be $207 billion; in 1997,
$224 billion; $222 billion in ’98; $253 bil-
lion in ’99; $284 billion in 2000; $297 bil-
lion in 2001; $322 billion in the year

2002. This is President Clinton’s budg-
et. That was what he submitted to Con-
gress in January of 1995.

Now, you had something happen in
November of ’94, which is that the Re-
publicans were elected to take control
of Congress. That was the change. This
already takes into account the Presi-
dent’s large tax increase of 1993. So
that is already computed in here. In
spite of his large tax increase, deficits
continued to increase, from $176 billion
in ’95 to an estimated $322 billion in the
year 2002.

I make a point of that because I have
heard several administrative officials
testifying, ‘‘Yes, we brought the deficit
down and did it because of that historic
tax increase of 1993.’’ I just beg to dif-
fer. The facts were that the policies
showed that the deficit was going to
continue to climb significantly. What
happened since 1995? That is what this
chart will show. We have had some tax
cuts. The tax cut that was passed—ac-
tually, there was one passed in ’95, but
the President vetoed it. So there is no
change in ’95 and ’96, as far as the Tax
Code. Congress did pass, and the Presi-
dent signed, a tax reduction effort last
year. This chart will show the net ef-
fect of that. Frankly, it is not very
large. In between the years 1997 and
2002, it is a net tax cut of $75 billion. So
that didn’t have a lot of difference on
what happened in the economy.

Spending cuts over that same period
of time, between the year 1995 and 2002,
was $276 billion. So that didn’t have a
lot. The primary difference was re-esti-
mates—re-estimates. I am using CBO
data, Congressional Budget Office data.
The difference of technical and eco-
nomic assumptions is $1.567 trillion
over those same years. And so, yes, the
economy has done better, and the esti-
mates were off. The growth rates have
been higher, revenues have been high-
er. That is the principal source of defi-
cit reduction. Again, I am not even try-
ing to offer a lot of my own opinion. I
am just trying to show that here is the
deficit projection given by CBO in Jan-
uary of 1995. Here is the CBO deficit
baseline in January of 1998, 3 years
apart, but a total of a couple of trillion
dollars difference in their net results.

Now, Mr. President, I would like to
talk about the President’s budget that
he submitted to Congress. He made the
statement that he did not want one
dime to be spent that would increase
the national debt—not one dime. Under
the President’s proposal, he has $124
billion, actually $124.1 billion, between
the year 1998 and the year 2003, that 5-
year period of time, that would in-
crease the debt by new spending. And
$70.9 billion of that is discretionary
spending—including mandatory, a total
of $124 billion of new spending, spend-
ing over and above what we have in
present law, spending over and above
what is now contemplated, spending
over and above what was agreed upon
last year.

I might mention, as far as the discre-
tionary spending, last year we entered

into an agreement that said here is
how much we are going to spend in dis-
cretionary spending every year. The
President is violating that agreement
by his submission of the budget.

Now, the budget was balanced, but
yet in the budget that we agreed upon
last year, one of the reasons it is bal-
anced is because basically we froze, or
came close to freezing discretionary
spending. He is calling for increases in
discretionary spending above what was
agreed upon last year. He calls for $124
billion in new spending. He also has tax
cuts that really also would have an in-
creasing impact on the deficit of $24.2
billion.

If you add the two together, the
President’s proposal that he made in
his budget and in the State of the
Union, if you took the new spending
and the tax cuts, which are really, in
my opinion, using the Tax Code to
spend money, it would have a negative
impact on the deficit of $148.3 billion
over this period of time.

I am going to submit this for the
record. It will show you exactly where
it goes, the discretionary, mandatory—
where in the mandatory spending,
where in the tax cuts, the amount of
those tax cuts the President has pro-
posed. He has proposed this amount of
new spending and tax cuts which have
a negative impact on the deficit of $148
billion.

In other words, if we do not do any-
thing, the deficit picture will be $148
billion better than it would be if we en-
acted the President’s spending and tax
proposal.

Now, to pay for it, he does provide for
$115.8 billion of new taxes—tobacco tax
increases, other tax increases, and user
fees. If you add all that together, it is
$115.8 billion. He has proposed spending
cuts in the mandatory items of $34 bil-
lion, and so that’s how he is paying for
his new spending and for his tax cuts.

So I just make mention of that, Mr.
President. The President’s proposal
violates the budget proposal because it
increases discretionary spending more
than we agreed upon last year, and
that’s where we are getting a lot of
savings. Then he says basically what
he wants to do is to spend $124 billion
more over this period of time than
what we agreed upon last year. He
wants to give some tax cuts of $24 bil-
lion, targeted social spending through
the Tax Code, and some of that is for
school construction, some of it is for
child care tax credits, for environ-
mental purposes, and so on. But any-
way, he wants to use the Tax Code to
spend money, and so he has $148 billion.
What does he do? He says, well, let’s in-
crease taxes $115.8 billion and let’s
make some changes in some of the en-
titlement programs, spectrum fees and
so on, and we will raise the money to
do it. So he wants to spend and tax $150
billion more than we agreed to last
year—$150 billion over 5 years. That is
what it boils down to.

In other words, you can do nothing
and you will have basically the same
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deficit picture under the President’s
budget as if you adopted it. If you
adopt the President’s budget, you
would spend a lot more and you would
tax a lot more, period. If you just look
at the figures, here is the budget level
under existing law, or if we adopt the
President’s, we are going to spend

about $148 billion, $150 billion more in
discretionary and mandatory spending
and we are going to tax that much.

That is really what it boils down to.
I hope we do not follow that. But I at
least wanted to put that in the RECORD

so my colleagues would have it.

I ask unanimous consent that three
charts I prepared using the President’s
budget and CBO be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I see

my colleague from West Virginia. I am
going to close the Senate unless he
wishes to address the Senate. And he
has declined, Mr. President.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—NOMINATION OF MAR-
GARET MORROW

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that in executive
session the majority leader, after con-
sulting with the Democratic leader,
may proceed to executive session for
consideration of the nomination of Cal-
endar No. 135, Margaret Morrow, to be
U.S. district judge for the Central Dis-
trict of California.

I further ask consent that the nomi-
nation be considered under the follow-
ing limitation: 4 hours for debate on
the nomination, with Senator
ASHCROFT in control of 2 hours, and the
remaining 2 hours divided with Senator
BOXER in control of 45 minutes and 1
hour 15 minutes equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber.

Finally, I ask consent that following
the expiration or yielding back of the
debate time, the Senate proceed to a
vote on the confirmation of the nomi-
nation, and that following the vote, the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action, and the Senate
then return to legislative session.

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

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY,
FEBRUARY 10, 1998

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. on
Tuesday, February 10, and immediately
following the prayer, the routine re-
quests through the morning hour be
granted.

I further ask consent that the time
until 11 a.m. be equally divided be-
tween the proponents and opponents of
the nomination of David Satcher to be
Surgeon General.

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

Mr. NICKLES. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate recess
from 12:30 until 2:15 on Tuesday for the
weekly policy conferences to meet.

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

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 1601

Mr. NICKLES. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the cloture vote on
the motion to proceed to the cloning
bill occur at 10 a.m. on Wednesday. I
also ask unanimous consent that on
Wednesday the time from 9:30 until 10
a.m. be equally divided between the
two leaders or their designees for de-
bate on the motion to invoke cloture
on the motion to proceed to the bill, S.
1601.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. NICKLES. On Tuesday, at 11 a.m.
the Senate will vote to invoke cloture
on the nomination of David Satcher to
be Surgeon General. Under the agree-
ment, if cloture is invoked, a second
vote will occur immediately on the
confirmation of that nomination.
Therefore, Senators should be aware
there may be two consecutive rollcall
votes beginning at 11 a.m. tomorrow.

As a reminder, the cloture vote on
the motion to proceed to the cloning
bill will now occur on Wednesday at 10
a.m.

At 2:15 on Tuesday, February 10, it
may be the majority leaders’s inten-
tion to consider the nomination of
Judge Massiah-Jackson. Therefore,
votes can be expected to occur.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senatae, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:47 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday,
February 10, 1998, at 10 a.m.

f

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate February 9, 1998:

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

CHRISTY CARPENTER, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE CORPORA-
TION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING FOR A TERM EXPIRING
JANUARY 31, 2002, VICE LESLEE B. ALEXANDER, TERM EX-
PIRED.
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