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In the entitlement area, the Presi-

dent has also said we have to slow the 
rate of growth of entitlements. This 
chart, as I mentioned, shows that as 
being an absolutely critical decision. It 
is about time we do. 

He, of course, has suggested an entire 
national debate on the issue of Social 
Security. It is not part of this budget. 
In the Budget Committee, I don’t have 
much impact on Social Security. It is 
outside our purview. But he also has 
been willing to step forward on a num-
ber of other entitlement programs— 
specifically Medicaid, where he has 
made a suggestion which I think makes 
a lot of sense as a goal. He essentially 
said, Governors, we will give you an in-
crease that you can use for the pur-
poses of bringing more kids into the 
Medicaid Program, which is what our 
goal should be under Medicaid, but the 
increase isn’t going to be as great as 
you want. However, at the same time, 
we are going to give you dramatically 
more flexibility on how you spend that 
money. 

I don’t know a Governor who is worth 
his or her salt in this country today 
who wouldn’t be willing to get a little 
less money with a lot more flexibility 
and feel they can do a lot more effec-
tive job of delivering that money and 
getting services out to people who need 
Medicaid. 

I think it is a good proposal, the type 
of proposal we should embrace and say 
that is probably going to be very good 
policy. 

In any event, the difficulty of slow-
ing the rate of growth of Medicaid and 
giving more flexibility to the Gov-
ernors is one which I think we as a 
Congress can move forward and hope-
fully can be part of the budget. 

I don’t get to make the decisions as 
Budget chairman. I don’t get to make 
any decisions. The leader may make 
decisions, and the Senator in the chair. 
But as Budget Committee chairman, I 
theoretically put forward a budget— 
sort of a blueprint, the mark that peo-
ple work off of for the rest of the year. 
The Budget Committee comes out with 
top-line numbers. Then it is up to the 
Finance Committee to do the mechan-
ics of how that number is going to 
work. 

The President has laid out those spe-
cific ideas. But the Finance Committee 
is led by some very creative people. 
Senator GRASSLEY is one of the most 
creative people around. He has a tal-
ented group of people who may come 
up with a different way to approach 
this. But we should be able to agree 
that the rate of growth of those enti-
tlements should be slowed. The same is 
true in other entitlement accounts 
which the President has addressed. I 
congratulate him for that. 

There are two issues which have re-
ceived a fair amount of attention from 
the press, and from the naysayers who 
gather around this Capitol talking 

about fiscal discipline, trying to use 
this basically as a straw-dog argument. 
I always ask these folks, Where is your 
idea? Where are you going to make 
your difficult decisions for controlling 
spending? You don’t usually get that 
answered. What you usually get is this: 
He doesn’t include the issue of the war 
costs; or, he doesn’t account for his tax 
cuts; or, the tax cuts are too high. 

Let us address both of those issues. 
First, on the war costs, the war costs 

should not be in the basic budget. They 
should be accounted for, and we are 
going to account for them. They should 
be very visible and transparent, and 
they will be. But these are not one- 
time items. Unfortunately, they are 
not. They are certainly two- or three- 
time items, and they won’t be occur-
ring 4 or 5 years out. This is a 5-year 
budget. The war will be over, hopefully, 
within a year or a year and a half when 
our need to put a lot of money into 
Iraq will drop dramatically. It is look-
ing like that may be the case after 
these elections. We don’t want to build 
into the base of the Defense Depart-
ment the war costs so that 5 years from 
now we are giving the Defense Depart-
ment all the money they are spending 
in Iraq as part of their base, because 
they are not going to need it. 

This argument that the war costs are 
not included is a straw dog. It simply is 
not a good approach to fiscal account-
ability. It is appropriate that we ac-
count for it, and we will. It is appro-
priate that it be highlighted, and it 
will be. But it shouldn’t be built into 
the base of the budget if 3 or 4 years 
from now we would be spending a lot of 
money on defense which was spent on 
the Iraq war and it should not be spent 
any longer on defense; it should be 
spent on something else or returned to 
the taxpayers in tax cuts, which gets 
me to the second issue. 

You can’t have it both ways, but 
some of our colleagues would like that. 
You cannot be opposed to the tax cut 2 
years ago and then say taxes need to go 
up this year when the numbers show 
pretty distinctly two things. 

One, as I mentioned earlier, because 
of the tax cut the recession was 
shallower, more people got back to 
work quicker, more people had money 
in their pockets to spend sooner, and as 
a result the economy recovered faster. 

Two, tax revenues are up. They are 
up dramatically, and they are pro-
jected to continue to go up. They are 
up by 9.2 percent last year, 6.5 percent 
this year, and headed toward 7 percent 
next year. They are headed to continue 
to grow at that type of compounding 
for the foreseeable future, which means 
tax revenues are headed back to their 
historical place as a percentage of 
gross national product, which is about 
7.9 percent; and they are getting there 
because we have more economic activ-
ity as a result of having put in place 
tax laws which create an incentive for 

capital formation—jobs and economic 
activity. 

The tax cuts are working in gener-
ating more revenue. If you were to 
raise taxes now on top of this embry-
onic economic recovery we are experi-
encing, you would flatten the recovery. 
And as a result, you would probably be 
reducing revenue rather than raising 
revenue because the economy would 
start to slow down. It would be the ab-
solute wrong policy. 

I await with great anticipation a 
budget from the other side of the aisle. 
I certainly hope they will put one out 
this year. They did not put one out 
when they were in charge of this place, 
and they didn’t put one out last year, 
or the year before. I await with great 
anticipation to see the tax increases 
they will actually bring forward. 
Maybe they will be the same taxes or 
the exact same policy which we saw 
from Senator KERRY when he was in 
charge—not in charge. I should not say 
that, but when he was running for 
President. His proposal was to raise 
taxes on the highest income Americans 
and then spend the money, the net ef-
fect of which he was going to spend $1 
trillion more than he would take in 
which would have aggravated the def-
icit by $1 trillion. That is, of course, a 
policy which, if those on the other side 
of the aisle want to continue to debate, 
we look forward to debating. 

The bottom line is this: The Presi-
dent has proposed a stringent, respon-
sible budget which moves us toward re-
ducing the deficit by half in the next 4 
years. That is what we need to do. 

More importantly, the President has 
stepped forward on the key issues of 
the outyears—specifically Social Secu-
rity and entitlement spending—to try 
to address so we can assure our chil-
dren do not end up having to pay so 
much in taxes in order to support us in 
our retirement years when they cannot 
live as good and as full of a life as we 
have had. 

I congratulate the President on his 
budget, and I look forward to working 
with this Congress in passing such a 
budget and moving toward fiscal re-
sponsibility in this country. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ALLEN). The majority leader. 
f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended 10 minutes to each 
side. 

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

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized. 

f 

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY 
Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to hear our Budget chair-
man stand up and talk about real fiscal 
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responsibility. I am also very pleased 
to see that we have a President who 
continues to provide the kind of strong 
leadership Americans demand. 

In 1994, when I was elected to the 
House of Representatives, I cam-
paigned long and hard on the fact that 
we needed to move the Federal Govern-
ment back to the same type of fiscal 
responsibility we ask every single 
American to make every month when 
they sit around their kitchen table; 
that is, not spend more money than we 
take in. Thank goodness, due to the 
economy thriving and surging ahead 
and due to fiscal responsibility on the 
part of Republicans and Democrats in 
the 1990s, we were able to not only bal-
ance the budget but achieve surpluses. 
Then along comes September 11, 2001. 
Since that point in time, we have oper-
ated in a deficit situation for a number 
of reasons. 

First, revenues have been declining 
from the projected increases we 
thought we would have. But most sig-
nificantly, we have seen an increase in 
Federal spending both in defense and 
nondefense areas, but also in homeland 
security-related areas irrespective of 
whether it is defense or nondefense. 
Therefore, we have seen ourselves pro-
jected back into a deficit-spending sit-
uation. 

But we have a President who has 
made a commitment to the American 
people. He made it during the course of 
the campaign, and he is living up to 
what he talked about during the cam-
paign; that is, we need to return to 
more of a balanced budget scenario so 
our children and grandchildren can see 
us operating in the black in the future, 
and we can tell them that we were fis-
cally responsible and that we will turn 
this country over to them with a new, 
sound fiscal condition. 

Unless we have somebody who is as 
bold as this President is with this 
budget which he has come forward 
with, that is never going to happen. I 
am very pleased to see the President is 
leading us in the right way from a fis-
cally responsible standpoint. 

That having been said, there are a 
number of programs in the President’s 
budget that he has proposed elimi-
nating. I think there are some 150 pro-
grams. In last year’s budget that came 
from the White House, we saw a pro-
posal to eliminate some 61 or 71 Fed-
eral programs that were not per-
forming up to the standards at which 
they should be performing. Therefore, 
the President was proposing to elimi-
nate those, very much like what he has 
done this time. 

The problem is when those proposals 
reach Capitol Hill, we tend to look at 
those programs and then somebody has 
some parochial interest in those pro-
grams and they never get eliminated. I 
don’t know what the programs are this 
time. I have not looked at the budget 
in that kind of detail. But I do hope— 

and I know under the leadership of 
Senator GREGG as well as Senator CON-
RAD, who is very fiscally minded al-
ways—that we look at these programs 
which the President is suggesting, that 
we look at eliminating them, and that 
we give them serious consideration rel-
ative to their efficiency, to whether 
they are performing at the standard we 
have always anticipated they perform 
at, and if they are not performing, then 
we ought to consider eliminating them. 

There are two areas of the budget I 
do have some concerns about. First of 
all, we are seeing an increase of about 
5 percent in defense spending. I know 
the President is like me. He is very 
strong minded when it comes to de-
fense issues. We have a very difficult 
situation, a very complex situation on 
our hands right now, relative to Iraq. 
We are still in the midst of a war. It is 
imperative that we continue to spend 
the money necessary to make sure 
America’s military forces are the best 
trained, the best equipped fighting 
forces in the world. We need to make 
sure they have in their possession the 
latest, most technologically advanced 
weapons systems that are made any-
where in the world so they can protect 
freedom and democracy around the 
world; that they can accomplish what 
is being accomplished in Iraq today; 
that is, the liberation of the Iraqi peo-
ple; that we are giving hope and oppor-
tunity to the people of Iraq in making 
sure they live in a free, open, and 
democratic society, in a country where 
freedom does reign; where they have an 
opportunity to provide a better quality 
of life for themselves and their chil-
dren, unlike the society in which they 
have lived for the past 30 years under 
Saddam Hussein. 

In order to do that, it is imperative 
we look at the weapon systems we are 
going to be purchasing over the next 
decade, over the next two decades, and 
into the future, because we not only 
have this conflict to consider, but we 
must also keep in mind there will be 
future conflicts out there. We need to 
make sure our men and women will 
continue to have the best weapon sys-
tems available to them to continue the 
fight for freedom around the world 
when freedom calls us. 

In that regard, there are two par-
ticular weapon systems that are pro-
posed to be eliminated in this budget 
that I have serious questions about: 
the FA–22—not that we are eliminating 
it, but the number we are going to 
buy—and also the C–130, which is a 
great weapon system, a weapon system 
that has been in our inventory for at 
least four decades, and we are into the 
fifth decade. Any time you turn on the 
TV, whether you see the Baghdad 
International Airport or whether you 
see the tsunami relief effort, you see C– 
130s flying the flag of America as well 
as other countries participating in na-
tional security issues. 

It is critically important that we re-
view the proposals relative to these 
two weapon systems. The C–130 is pro-
posed to be eliminated, and the FA–22, 
we are thinking in terms of not buying 
as many as we originally thought we 
would buy. 

I was in a meeting this morning at 
the Pentagon that the President hap-
pened to be in, and we had a very good 
discussion, a frank discussion with the 
Secretary of Defense and his colleagues 
relative not just to this issue but to 
the overall issues relative to Iraq, as 
well as the budget. I was pleased to 
hear they are going to continue to look 
at these two weapon systems, and 
hopefully we will make some changes 
from the budget that are more real-
istic, more reasonable, and decisions 
that are a lot more correct than the de-
cisions contained within the budget. 

The second area I will talk about 
that concerns me relative to this budg-
et is the proposal to reduce the budget 
of the Department of Agriculture by 
some $5.7 billion over 10 years. In 2002, 
we wrote the latest farm bill. That 
farm bill was a controversial farm bill. 
It has been criticized by conservatives. 
It has been criticized by liberals. It has 
been applauded by both sides as well. I 
happen to think it is the right kind of 
farm bill that allows our consumers in 
America to go to the grocery store and 
be able to continue to buy the most 
reasonable food products of any indus-
trialized country in the world. We 
spend less money per dollar on food 
products in this country than any 
other industrialized country in the 
world. We have a guarantee that those 
products are safe and secure, and at the 
same time we provide the research that 
allows our farmers to produce the high-
est quality and the largest yields of ag-
riculture products of anyone in the 
world. 

All of that happens for one simple 
reason; that is, the action this body, as 
well as the House of Representatives, 
takes when we write a farm bill. That 
is exactly the result that happened 
from the 2002 farm bill. 

This budget seeks to rewrite that 
farm bill and to reduce the amount of 
funding under that farm bill. That is 
wrong. We have to look at the pro-
posals and make sure farmers and 
ranchers participate in the deficit re-
duction, which they have always been 
willing to do. They are the greatest 
people in America, even though they 
are small in number these days. They 
are hard-working, dedicated men and 
women who have made plans under the 
current farm bill for 6 years, which is 
the length of that farm bill. They made 
financial commitments, they leased 
land. They have their crop rotations 
planned out for 6 years. We are in the 
middle of that. We are in the third year 
of that. 

Those who wrote the farm bill told 
the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Members of the 
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Senate as well as the farm community 
that when we wrote that bill we were 
changing it philosophically to a farm 
bill that would extend a helping hand 
to our agriculture community in times 
of low yields and low prices, but when 
prices were good and yields were good 
the Federal Government was not going 
to be there in the way of commodity 
payments; that is exactly what hap-
pened. 

It was projected by the CBO that we 
would spend for the first 3 years $52 bil-
lion. The fact is, we have spent $37.9 
billion. The reason is, for 2 of those 
years, we have had good yields and we 
have had good prices, so payments have 
been down. 

While I applaud the President and I 
applaud his administration for being 
fiscally responsible and coming for-
ward with a budget that does meet his 
goal of cutting the deficit in half dur-
ing the next 4 years, we have to be 
careful and make sure we do not throw 
the baby out with the bath water and 
that we make sure we approach this 
budget for the next 5 years in a sound 
and sensible manner, in a manner that 
makes sure our defense community is 
looked after and makes sure that all of 
America is looked after when it comes 
to our agriculture production and our 
ability to buy safe and secure products 
in the grocery store. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about a process that 
many Americans face each year. Imag-
ine your average American family with 
paper and pencil in hand, gathered 
around the kitchen table discussing 
their budget for the year. Their funds 
are limited—and going into a deficit is 
not an option for them, like it is for 
their Government. They must choose 
their priorities, cut the wasteful spend-
ing, and make sure that their spending 
does not add up to more than their in-
come. 

Here in the U.S. Congress, we’ve been 
tasked with the same job. Those tax-
paying families that toil over their 
own budgets expect us to put the same 
thoughtfulness into how we spend their 
hard-earned money here in Wash-
ington, DC. And for too long, we have 
been largely irresponsible with how we 
spend their money. First, we have to 
prioritize our spending—and that 
means making tough choices. 

Our top priority today must be our 
security. That includes the security of 
our borders and the safety of the brave 
servicemen and women in Iraq, Afghan-
istan, and around the world who are 
helping secure our borders and our 
freedom. We must be vigilant in mak-
ing sure that our military has the tools 
it needs to get the job done. 

We also cannot afford to turn our 
backs on the economic growth that we 
have been experiencing. Economic 
growth continued job creation are what 
will help bring increased revenue into 
the Government coffers and ultimately 
help reduce our deficit even further. 

Now some critics of the President’s 
budget in the Senate might say that we 
should raise taxes on the American 
family to reduce the deficit. I don’t 
think that takes us in the right direc-
tion. 

That kind of thinking fails to recog-
nize how the tax cuts of 2001 and 2003 
have helped our economy grow. This 
growth has resulted in 20 straight 
months of increased employment. In 
2004 alone, America created 2.2 million 
new jobs. Each of these workers is 
gainfully employed and taking care of 
their own family. They are also paying 
taxes. 

In fact, as a result of increased em-
ployment, even with lower tax rates, 
individual income tax revenue will in-
crease almost $73 billion this year. 
Overall revenue is expected to increase 
by almost $125 billion this year. I think 
this is proof that the tax cuts worked. 
This is one important reason we have 
to make sure that we don’t raise taxes 
on American families this year and in 
the years to come. 

After we decide what our priorities 
are when it comes to spending, we have 
to make more difficult decisions about 
what we will cut from our budget. As 
we would tell our children and as we 
must sometimes remind ourselves, 
‘‘Money doesn’t grow on trees.’’ Our 
budget must reflect the understanding 
that there are limits to how much we 
can spend—as is true for the typical 
family creating a budget. 

Although it might be easier to con-
tinue throwing money at failing pro-
grams, it is not the right thing to do. 
If a program is not effective, it cannot 
expect to cruise on the Federal dole in-
definitely. We must demand account-
ability, and we must focus on programs 
that are making a difference. I applaud 
President Bush for taking the position 
that ‘‘. . . a taxpayer dollar must be 
spent wisely, or not at all.’’ That is the 
leadership we need in order to make 
these difficult reductions. 

All Americans can work together to 
reduce Federal spending. Every tax-
paying American should demand spend-
ing reform, demand that earmarks and 
pork barrel spending in the appropria-
tions bills be eliminated, and call on 
Congress to eliminate the ineffective 
programs. Rather than having lobby-
ists and activists calling on Congress 
to increase spending for every program, 
Congress should force these groups to 
identify cost savings too. 

For example, it you want more 
spending for one of the more successful 
housing programs, housing activists 
should be forced to identify a housing 
program that is a failure. That way 

Congress can reallocate resources to 
the better run programs. This goes for 
every federally funded program. It 
should no longer be acceptable in 
America for our elected officials not to 
ask that hard question before increas-
ing spending from one year to the next. 
The future of America’s financial house 
demands a changed way of thinking. 

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

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

The Senator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 

Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. LAUTENBERG and 

Mr. CORZINE pertaining to the intro-
duction of S. 308 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, may I 
inquire how much time remains on our 
side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
21 minutes 9 seconds. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
f 

BUDGET PRIORITIES 

Mr. HARKIN. President John Ken-
nedy used to say that to govern is to 
choose. Certainly that is what a pro-
posed budget is all about. It is about 
choices and priorities and the values 
that underlie them. 

A budget is not just numbers. There 
are a lot of figures in there, but ulti-
mately a budget is about people and 
priorities and what kind of an America 
we want. It speaks about the values of 
our country. 

On that score, President Bush’s pro-
posed budget for 2006, sent yesterday to 
the Congress, speaks in the starkest of 
terms. Gone is any pretense of compas-
sionate conservatism. Gone is any pre-
tense of concern for the most needy in 
our society. Instead, what we see in the 
budget released yesterday is an unvar-
nished message that the far right rules, 
that the gloves are off, and future 
budgets will reflect traditional hard 
right priorities. 

Specifically, the President’s position 
is that the tax cuts for the very rich 
must not be touched. In fact, they 
must be made permanent. Moreover, 
two additional tax cuts for the very 
wealthy—tax cuts passed in the 2001 
tax bill which become effective next 
year—must also not be touched. Mean-
while, President Bush proposes to slash 
critical life-supporting programs for 
veterans, schoolchildren, the sick, the 
poor, the disabled, the most vulnerable 
in our American family. 
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