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Government protection to dairy farm-
ers within the compact area and guar-
antee decreased consumption by fami-
lies due to the high milk prices. If 
something costs more, you sell less of 
it, and milk is no different. For exam-
ple, in 1998, each consumer drank an 
average of 23.8 gallons of fluid milk 
products. That is compared to 56.1 gal-
lons of soft drinks, 15 gallons of fruit 
juices, and 14 gallons of bottled water. 
Moreover, beverage milk consumption 
declined from 28.6 gallons in 1975 to 23.9 
gallons in 1997. This is not a trend we 
can ignore. If we went to encourage 
milk consumption, we cannot do so by 
artificially raising the price and keep-
ing less expensive, domestically pro-
duced milk out of the market. 

As we begin the second session of the 
106th Congress, I ask my colleagues to 
be truthful in the dairy debate and not 
perpetuate the falsehood that compacts 
are necessary to ensure a fresh supply 
of milk to consumers. There are, unfor-
tunately, other dairy myths to be ex-
posed, so you can look forward to me 
returning to the Senate floor to make 
sure Congress and the American people 
learn the truth about our Federal dairy 
policy. 

We need some fairness in our dairy 
policy. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

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

f 

LONGEST ECONOMIC EXPANSION 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have 
now reached a milestone in our eco-
nomic history with the report the 
other day that our economic expansion 
is now the Nation’s longest. We have 
now enjoyed economic expansion of 107 
months. That is the longest economic 
expansion in our Nation’s history. I 
thought it might be useful to reflect on 
some of the policies that have contrib-
uted to that success. 

First and foremost is the fiscal policy 
of the Nation. The policies that deter-
mine our economic success are the fis-
cal policy of the United States and the 
monetary policy of the United States. 

The fiscal policy of America is con-
trolled by the President, working with 
the Congress of the United States. 
That is the spending policy and the tax 
policy of America. 

The monetary policy is controlled by 
the Federal Reserve Board. Of course, 
we had a vote this morning on the 
question of the continued leadership of 
Chairman Greenspan over the mone-
tary policy of our country. 

With respect to the fiscal policy of 
the country, I thought it would be use-
ful to compare and contrast the records 
of our last three Presidents. 

Under President Reagan, starting in 
1981, we saw a dramatic increase in 
Federal budget deficits. In fact, they 
nearly tripled from $79 billion a year, 

when he came into office, to over $200 
billion a year. Then we saw some im-
provement in the final 2 years of his 
administration. 

Then, with President Bush, we saw a 
dramatic increase in our Federal budg-
et deficits, going from $153 billion in 
his first year to $290 billion in his final 
year in office. At that point, we were 
advised that we could expect red ink 
for as far into the future as anybody 
could project. In fact, they were ex-
pecting, at that point, this year we 
would have budget deficits of over $600 
billion if there was failure to act. 

Thank goodness we did not fail to act 
because in 1993 President Clinton came 
into office, put forward an ambitious 5-
year plan to reduce the budget deficit, 
and we were able to pass that plan. We 
were able to pass that plan; and for the 
next 5 years, under that 5-year plan, 
each and every year the budget deficit 
came down, and came down sharply, to 
$22 billion at the end of that 5-year 
plan. 

At that point, we passed, on a bipar-
tisan basis—unlike in 1993, where no-
body on the other side of the aisle in 
either Chamber supported the 5-year 
plan put forward by President Clin-
ton—but in 1997, we joined hands, on a 
bipartisan basis, to finish the job. 

Indeed, we did finish the job, so that 
in 1998 and 1999 we saw unified budget 
surpluses. In fact, in 1999, we had a sur-
plus of $124 billion, on a unified basis—
that means counting all of the ac-
counts of the Federal Government. And 
even better news; we were able to bal-
ance that year without counting Social 
Security. 

This year, the year we are currently 
in, we anticipate a $176 billion unified 
budget surplus, again, without count-
ing Social Security. 

Those are very dramatic improve-
ments that we have had in the fiscal 
policy of the United States. 

I will go to this chart first because it 
shows the changes that were made in 
the two key elements in determining 
whether or not you have a budget def-
icit. The blue line is the outlays of the 
Federal Government; that is, the 
spending. The red line is the revenues. 
You can see, we had a big gap between 
the two for many years. That is why we 
had a budget deficit. We were spending 
more than we were taking in. 

In 1997, when we passed that 5-year 
plan to close the gap, you can see from 
the chart we reduced expenditures and 
we raised revenue. That combination 
has eliminated the budget deficit. That 
is why we are in surplus today. 

Let’s go back to the chart that 
shows, on the spending side of the ledg-
er, how things changed. 

We are now at the lowest level of 
Federal spending in 25 years as meas-
ured against our gross domestic prod-
uct, as measured against our national 
income, which is the fairest way to 
measure these things so you see 

changes over time, so that you are able 
to put in context the time value of 
money. 

What you see is, we are now spending 
18.7 percent of our national income on 
the Federal Government. That is, 
again, the lowest level since 1974, 25 
years ago. If we stay on this course, 
you can see we will continue to see de-
clines down to about 17 percent of our 
national income going to the Federal 
Government. That is a dramatic im-
provement over where we were back in 
1992, when we were spending over 22 
percent of our national income on the 
Federal Government. 

Some have said: We have the highest 
taxes in our history. 

Let me go back to the chart that 
shows revenue and spending. This, 
again, is measured against our gross 
domestic product, our national income. 

The red line is the revenue line. It is 
true that the revenue line has gone up, 
just as the spending line has come 
down. That is how we balance the 
budget. We cut spending and we raised 
revenue so we could eliminate the def-
icit. 

One of the key reasons we have more 
revenue is because the economy is 
doing well. It has been revived because 
we got our fiscal house in order in this 
country. Some say that translates into 
the highest taxes individuals have paid. 
That is not the case. 

The fact is, the tax burden is declin-
ing for a family of four. This is not the 
Senator from North Dakota’s analysis. 
This is the respected accounting firm 
of Deloitte & Touche, that compares 
the tax burden for a family earning 
$35,000 a year in 1979 to 1999. This chart 
shows their overall tax burden. This in-
cludes payroll taxes, income taxes. It 
shows that their tax burden has de-
clined. The same is true of a family in-
come of $85,000 a year. Their taxes have 
not gone up. Their taxes have gone 
down. Their taxes have been reduced. 

Overall, revenue has increased be-
cause the economy is strengthened. 
Goodness knows, anybody who looks 
around at America’s economy under-
stands we are in the best shape we have 
been in in anybody’s memory. 

How do we keep this successful econ-
omy going? I think it is useful to re-
flect on how very important the suc-
cessful economic policy we have been 
pursuing has been. It has produced the 
lowest unemployment rate in 41 years. 
This chart shows the dramatic im-
provement in the unemployment rate 
in this country. We have also experi-
enced the lowest inflation rate in 33 
years. 

You remember we used to talk about 
the misery index. We used to combine 
the unemployment rate and the infla-
tion rate and look at the so-called mis-
ery index. The misery index would be 
as favorable as it has been in almost 
anybody’s lifetime because we have 
seen unemployment and the inflation 
rate come down dramatically. 
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The fact is, this economic policy has 

been working—a policy of balancing 
the budget and getting our fiscal house 
in order. 

Now the question is, What do we do 
going forward? We have these projec-
tions that say we are going to be expe-
riencing substantial surpluses in the 
future. 

Chairman Greenspan, who we voted 
for overwhelmingly on the floor of the 
Senate, has given his recommendation. 
As recently as January 27, he told Con-
gress: ‘‘Pay down the debt first.’’ That 
is what he is urging. He is saying: Con-
tinue the policy that we have pursued 
to eliminate deficits, reduce debt be-
cause that lifts an enormous burden off 
of the American economy. We reduce 
the interest costs; we reduce the com-
petition for funds; we reduce the Gov-
ernment’s call on money that is avail-
able in this economy; and there is more 
money available for the private sector 
at lower interest rates. That means 
higher rates of investment. That means 
stronger economic growth. We ought to 
pay attention to what Chairman 
Greenspan is telling us: ‘‘Pay down the 
debt first.’’ 

I wish to talk a little about these 
projections of surpluses we have heard 
about. When the Congressional Budget 
Office released their projections, they 
put out three different calculations of 
what the surpluses might be over the 
next 10 years. 

The first one was based on an as-
sumption that we have a so-called 
capped baseline; that is, we go back to 
the 1997 agreement. That would mean 
very sharp cuts in spending this year 
over the spending we had last year. In 
fact, this baseline assumes that we 
would cut spending this year by $66 bil-
lion over last year’s spending. 

Now, that is not going to happen. We 
have had a Republican-controlled Con-
gress the last 2 years. They have not 
been reducing spending from the pre-
vious year. They have been increasing 
the spending, even though the caps ex-
isted. In fact, we shattered the caps 
last year. So it is an unrealistic expec-
tation to suggest that all of a sudden 
we are going to start following them 
this year. In fact, that would require a 
$66 billion cut in spending to get the 
projection of a non-Social Security 
surplus over the next 10 years of $1.9 
trillion. 

The second estimate put out by CBO 
was, if we froze all domestic spending 
for the next 10 years, that would give 
us a non-Social Security surplus of $1.8 
trillion. Again, how realistic is that? 
Are we really going to freeze for the 
next 10 years all the spending on edu-
cation? Are we going to freeze for the 
next 10 years all the spending on de-
fense? Are we going to freeze for the 
next 10 years all the spending on law 
enforcement? Are we going to freeze for 
the next 10 years all the spending on 
parks in this country, roads, and high-

ways? That is not a realistic projec-
tion. That is not an honest projection. 

The third estimate put out by the 
Congressional Budget Office is if we ad-
justed for inflation each of the years 
going forward for the next 10 years. 
That resulted in a non-Social Security 
budget surplus of $838 billion. In order 
to evaluate how reasonable that fore-
cast is, I think you have to look at 
what has happened the last 2 years. 
This Republican-controlled Congress 
has been increasing spending by higher 
than the rate of inflation, which would 
reduce this number even further. That 
means instead of a $1.9 trillion Social 
Security surplus that has been bandied 
about in the press, or a $1.8 trillion sur-
plus over the next 10 years that has 
been discussed in some circles, we are 
much more likely to face a surplus 
over the next 10 years in the non-Social 
Security accounts of about $800 billion. 
That is reality, that is facing the most 
likely prospect, instead of the kind of 
dreamworld anticipations we have had 
in the first two scenarios. 

In the proposal of Governor Bush and 
the Republican side over the next 10 
years, he is proposing a tax cut of $1.3 
trillion, when we only likely will have 
a non-Social Security surplus of $800 
billion. That means Governor Bush 
would have to take $500 billion out of 
Social Security to pay for his tax cut 
scheme, a tax cut scheme that gives 60 
percent of the benefit to the wealthiest 
10 percent in this country. That is a 
dangerous plan for this Nation’s econ-
omy. 

Instead of further reducing the debt 
with this non-Social Security surplus, 
he would devote every penny of it to a 
tax cut disproportionately going to the 
wealthiest 10 percent in this country. 
That is a dangerous plan. 

It is especially dangerous in light of 
what Chairman Greenspan has told us, 
which is that the highest priority 
ought to be to pay down the debt—not 
to have a massive tax cut scheme, not 
to have a massive new spending 
scheme, but to have our first priority 
being to pay down the debt. Goodness 
knows, our generation ran up this debt. 
We have a responsibility to pay it 
down. Not only do we have a moral ob-
ligation, but it is the best economic 
policy for this country. It will take 
pressure off interest rates. It will mean 
greater economic growth. It will mean 
we are preparing for the baby boom 
generation, which all of us know is 
coming. 

I am a baby boomer; many of us are. 
We know there is a huge bulge in the 
population. When these baby boomers 
start to retire, they are going to put 
enormous pressure on Social Security 
spending, on Medicare spending, and we 
ought to get ready for that day. We 
ought to be responsible. The respon-
sible thing to do is not to engage in 
some big new spending scheme, not to 
engage in some massive tax cut 

scheme, but to have a balanced ap-
proach, one that puts the priority on 
paying down this debt, one that puts a 
priority on strengthening Social Secu-
rity, extending the solvency of Medi-
care, and also addressing certain high-
priority domestic needs such as edu-
cation and defense, which I think many 
of us in this Chamber believe needs to 
be strengthened. 

I come from agriculture country. I 
come from a farm State. Agriculture 
needs attention. That is a domestic pri-
ority for many of us. 

Finally, yes, we can have tax reduc-
tion as well, but we certainly shouldn’t 
put that as the highest priority. We 
certainly should not take all of the 
non-Social Security surplus and devote 
it to that purpose. We absolutely must 
not take money out of Social Security 
to provide a tax cut. That is irrespon-
sible. That is dangerous. That threat-
ens our economic security and our eco-
nomic expansion. 

Over 5 years, the Bush tax cut plan is 
even more dramatic in terms of its ef-
fect on Social Security. I talked about 
a non-Social Security surplus over 10 
years of just over $800 billion. Over 5 
years, it is about $150 billion. Yet the 
Bush tax cut plan over 5 years ap-
proaches $500 billion. Let me say that 
again. Over the next 5 years, the most 
realistic projection of surpluses is just 
under $150 billion. Yet the Bush tax cut 
plan over 5 years is over $480 billion. 
Where is the difference coming from? It 
can only come from one place. That is 
the Social Security surplus. That is 
profoundly mistaken, profoundly 
wrong. That is exactly what we should 
not do in terms of the fiscal policy of 
this country. The last thing we should 
do is put this thing back in the old 
ditch of deficits and debt. 

I end as I began. Chairman Greenspan 
has advised us that what we ought to 
do as the highest priority is pay down 
this debt—$5.6 trillion of total debt, 
$3.6 trillion of publicly held debt. Let 
us keep our eye on the ball. Let us put 
as our highest priority the paying 
down of this national debt. Our genera-
tion ran it up. We have an obligation to 
pay it down. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 
such time as I may require as in morn-
ing business and that, by unanimous 
consent, Senator FEINGOLD be recog-
nized to speak directly following the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

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

f 

HIV/AIDS IN AFRICA 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 

afternoon Senators will come to the 
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