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are guessing about what will happen
down the road. CBO says there is a 10-
percent chance they are right.

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

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

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

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

I yield.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

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

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

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair.

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

———
SENATE PARLIAMENTARIAN

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The third Parliamentarian, Murray
Zweben, who I believe only recently
was deceased, served in the Parliamen-
tarian’s office for 16 years, 13 as assist-
ant parliamentarian, before becoming
Parliamentarian. The fourth Parlia-
mentarian, Bob Dove, served as an as-
sistant parliamentarian for 14Y2 years
before becoming Parliamentarian. The
fifth Parliamentarian, Alan Frumin,
served as an assistant parliamentarian
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for 10 years and had a total of almost 13
years of non-partisan Congressional
service before becoming Parliamen-
tarian.

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

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

The Parliamentarian is the keeper of
the rules. He guards the precedents. He
keeps the game fair. His advice about
complicated procedural matters must
be above suspicion. Both sides must
view him as having no personal agen-
da—no goal but the goal of the best in-
terests of the institution; no calling
but the calling of doing his utmost to
see that the Senate remains true to its
constitutional mandate. He must be
trusted by both sides.

Such an individual must be steeped
in the Senate’s history and traditions.
He or she must understand intuitively
not only the rules and precedents but
also the underlying principles which
they seek to protect and the pitfalls
they seek to avoid. His must be a call-
ing and a commitment. His must be a
labor of love.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, might
I say to the distinguished Senator,
with reference to this place, that while
I can’t claim to have spent as much of
my life as you, it seems almost forever.
It has been 29 years for me. It has been
a long time since I first met you. You
had been here a long time before you
met the Senator from New Mexico. But
I have 29 years of activity here of see-
ing how things are done.

This is a rather unique institution—
unique in the very best sense of the
word. You really have to be part of it
for a while. You can’t just read a his-
tory book. Many political scientists
have written about it, but none have
really captured what it is.

What you say about trust and comity
is very right. There is no doubt about
it. When people ask you how it runs,
you say by rules. But by unanimous
consent, a lot of the time, Senators can
agree. A lot of times they are not here
when agreements are entered into.
Leadership does that. That is just one
example. Everybody trusts them. They
trust us who are doing it. We put to-
gether a unanimous consent, or my
good friend, the ranking member, did,
and it sounds right to both sides. Ev-
erybody thinks we are not going to cut
them out or improperly agree to some-
thing. But we run that way.

Unanimous consent is an interesting
word. It means a lot of comity, a lot of
trustworthiness between individual
Members.

I am not as acquainted with the his-
tory, but I have known a number of
those who are mentioned.

But you took to the floor talking
about this great institution of Amer-
ica, and about its moving forward. I
thank you.

When I talked about whether your
time should come off the resolution
and about whether you had 15 minutes
or an hour, whatever you needed, you
got.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico, my friend.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2002—CONFERENCE REPORT—Con-
tinued

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, so
Members on our side of the aisle under-
stand, I want to say that we are going
to go on this evening because there is
kind of a gentleman’s agreement that
we are going to use up most of the time
tonight; that is, most of the 10 hours
allowed, and set a small amount aside
tomorrow just before the vote. I am
not dictating that. I am merely saying
under the rules we can stay here until
the 10 hours are used tonight. I hope we
don’t use all of it. I don’t intend to do
so. But if there are Senators who would
like to speak, and for whatever reason
they want to talk about one portion of
this budget, they want to talk about
defense, they want to talk about taxes,
we have time. I don’t have anyone
planning at this time to address the
Senate.

I want to make a couple of com-
ments, however, before I move to the
other side to see if Senator CONRAD has
additional speakers. I want to talk
about a habit we get into, depending
upon what we have been saying and
how we have been acting in the past.
But, essentially, there were some com-
ments about what the tax bill would
look like and how one part of this in-
stitution—to wit, Republicans—were
for the rich. I assume by that they
meant that the other party is for the
poor. But, in any event, I think it
would be good for the American people,
and those who are watching the evo-
lution of a tax bill pursuant to this
budget resolution, to know who is
going to make the decision about the
tax bill. So give me a moment while I
tell everyone who is going to make
that decision.

The makeup of that bill—that $1.25
trillion over 11 years and the $100 bil-
lion that is going to go back to the
American taxpayers this year and next
year—is not decided or determined by
this budget resolution. It tells them
how much to do. But the Finance Com-
mittee of the Senate decides what are
the cuts.

I believe it will serve a purpose to
read their names. Then people can
think about them as a group, and then
remember that at least 11 of them have
to agree. Frankly, I believe it is a very
representative group. I believe it rep-
resents the various philosophical and
ideological attitudes of Senators from
both sides of the aisle, and even sub-
groups between it as to Senators.

So let me start: The chairman is Sen-
ator CHARLES GRASSLEY of Iowa; the
ranking member is Senator MAX BAU-
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cUs of Montana. Senator ORRIN HATCH
is second on the Republican side; and
Senator JOHN ROCKEFELLER 1is the
counterpart on the Democrat side. Sen-
ator FRANK MURKOWSKI is a Repub-
lican; and Senator ToM DASCHLE, the
minority leader, is a Democrat. Sen-
ator DON NICKLES is a Republican; Sen-
ator JOHN BREAUX is a Democrat. Sen-
ator PHIL GRAMM is a Republican; Sen-
ator KENT CONRAD, who has been
speaking here about the budget, is a
Democrat; Senator TRENT LOTT, a Re-
publican, was also here speaking about
the budget; Senator BoB GRAHAM of
Florida; Senator JAMES JEFFORDS of
Vermont; Senator JEFF BINGAMAN of
New Mexico; Senator FRED THOMPSON
of Tennessee; Senator JOHN KERRY of
Massachusetts; Senator OLYMPIA
SNOWE of Maine; Senator ROBERT
TORRICELLI of New Jersey; Senator JON
KYL of Arizona; Senator BLANCHE LIN-
COLN of Arkansas.

All T want everybody to know is they
are going to decide what the tax cuts
are. They are going to decide who bene-
fits over the next 11 years and how we
give people back money in an urgent
manner this year and next year.

Frankly, I believe if we were to de-
cide we wanted a well-balanced com-
mittee, that clearly would make its
own decisions based upon very big dif-
ferences of opinion, that is what you
would have. Those would be the Sen-
ators. And more than half—half plus
one—must agree on what is the tax
plan.

I am not fearful they are going to
bias this result in favor of the rich
against the poor or they are going to
bias it in some way that is not common
to the desires of this place we call the
Senate. I do not see how they could and
expect it to be adopted.

So after all the words are finished
about who is going to be helped by the
tax bill, let me say, no matter what we
say in this Senate Chamber in a budget
resolution, no matter what we agree
to, no matter what we are accusatory
about, that group of Senators, with a
simple majority required—which
means one more than half—will decide
what is the tax bill.

Having said that, I want to speak for
a moment and then I will yield the
floor. I will be pleased, once again, be-
fore we finish, to wrap up on what is in
this budget and how we got there and
how it will be implemented.

I believe it is a good budget. If one
were to look at a previous budget and
determine that we wanted to look at
every single item in it, and analyze it,
and take it to the floor and talk about
what should have been done versus
what somebody else would do, sure, it
is subject to others looking at it and
saying: We would have done it dif-
ferently. But I say, whatever the adjec-
tives are that have been used to de-
scribe it, it is an honest budget. It may
not be what some want, and it may not
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