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SENATE—Wednesday, May 26, 1993

The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. BYRD].

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will come to order.

Leading the Senate in his prayer to
the Supreme Lawgiver, Creator of the
universe, Creator of life and life eter-
nal, is the Senate Chaplain, the Rev-
erend Richard C. Halverson.

Dr. Halverson, please.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard
C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Let us pray:

* * * in guietness and in confidence
shall be your strength * * * —Isaiah
30:15.

Gracious God our Father, as the Sen-
ate considers crucial issues with pro-
found implications for the Nation and
the world—in an atmosphere in which
more and more people are expressing
mistrust of the institution—help the
Senators to realize there is One who
understands them, loves them, and de-
sires to lead them. In the milieu of cri-
sis, controversy, conflict, compromise,
and confusion, teach them the wisdom
of moments of withdrawal, waiting
upon God in quiet reflection and pray-
er. Help them understand that to be
too busy for God is to be too busy. It is
to deny one’s self the availability of a
Supreme Resource.

Dear Lord, convince the Senators of
Your nearness, Your availability, Your
relevance to whatever issues they face.
May they find meaning in the words of
Isaiah, “* * * in gquietness and in con-
fidence shall be your strength * * *."

In Jesus’ name. Amen.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 11 o'clock a.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for not to ex-
ceed 5 minutes each.

The first hour of morning business
will be under the control of the Sen-

(Legislative day of Monday, April 19, 1993)

ator from Oregon [Mr. PACKWOOD] or
his designee.

Mr. PACKWOOD is recognized under
the order.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair.
Is it correct that that 5-minute limita-
tion does not apply to the first hour?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is
not. The first hour is under the control
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACK-
WOooD].

Mr. PACKWOOD. I appreciate that.
Thank you very much, Mr. President.

THE RECONCILIATION

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, we
are going to be entering into serious
debates now in the Congress, in the
House and Senate, after the recess, on
the so-called President's budget or, as
we call it now in Congress, reconcili-
ation. That is a fancy term, and any-
one listening to me need not worry
about that.

We are going to be voting on taxes
and spending in a package that has
been fashioned jointly, by and large, by
the Democratic majority in the House,
the Senate and the President. The
Republicans, by and large, have
opposed it.

I do not plan today to get into the ar-
guments as to each and every item.
But I do plan to get into the philoso-
phy of what it is we are talking about
and why the Republicans are so op-
posed.

First, I want to quote from what we
call the 1978 Byrd amendment. This is
not the Chair, but this is Harry Byrd,
the Senator from Virginia.

In 1978 we passed the following
amendment in Congress. “Beginning
with fiscal year 1981, the total budget
outlays of the Federal Government
shall not exceed its receipts.”

That is the law. That was the law. We
passed it. And we said in 1978, ‘‘by 1981
we are going to have a balanced budget
and the law compels it."”

Interestingly, in what we call the
conference report, when the House and
the Senate pass slightly different bills
on the same subject, you have to go to
conference between the House and the
Senate to reconcile the differences. We
went to conference, we reconciled the
differences. This provision remained in
the law. But in the report that accom-
panies the conference, appears the fol-
lowing language:

The conferees note that this provision may
be superseded by the actions of future Con-
gresses.

This is clearly what has happened. In
1978 we said by 1981 we are going to bal-
ance the budget; but, oh, by the way, in
case somebody else in conference does
something different, next month or
next year, this does not count.

Indeed, it has not counted. We have
not come close to balancing the budget
in 1979, 1981, 1982, or 1983, 1984 or on-
ward. This is irrelevancy. What the
Congress says it is going to do, balance
the budget, does not mean this Con-
gress or any future Congress is going to
do it just because we put it in law.

If this Congress, this year, today,
said we pass a law that says we are
going to spend no more than $1 trillion,
signed into law, goes to the President,
he signs it, next week we can pass a
law that says no, we decided to spend
$1.1 trillion and, as we do not have the
revenue, we are going to borrow the
$100 billion. That will supersede the
law to spend $1 trillion if it was bal-
anced.

So, it is nice language, it is a nice
thought. It is an irrelevancy based
upon the past actions of this Con-
gress—frankly, of all of the govern-
ments in the United States.

Mr. President, at this stage, although
I want to refer to them a little later, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD two charts that will
have some budget figures on them. I
would like to put them in at this place
in my speech so that those who are fol-
lowing it will have the charts to look
at.

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

FEDERAL, STATE/LOCAL, AND TOTAL GOVERNMENT TAXES
AND SPENDING AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS DOMES-
TIC PRODUCT: 1950-92

[in percent]
Federal State/Local' Total
Year

Tan  Spend Tax Spend Tax  Spend
15 16 1 7 21 23
7 18 7 7 u 25
18 18 ] 8 26 26
17 18 9 9 26 2
20 20 10 10 0 30
19 22 1l 10 2 R
20 23 10 9 k] 3
19 b} 1 9 29 Kk}
19 2 1l 10 kL) 3
i 19 2 1 11 30 U
1992 ... 19 24 11 11 30 u

1This column does not include the receipt or spending of grants-in-aid
from the Federal Government, which are counted as Federal expenditures.
Note.—All figures rounded. Totals may not add due to rounding.

Source: “Budget Baselines, Historical Data, and Altematives for the Fu-
ture,” Office of Management and Budget, January 1993,

@ This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,
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TOTAL GOVERNMENT TAXES AND SPENDING FOR SELECTED ORGANIZATION FOR ECONOMIC COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT [OECD] COUNTRIES AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS

DOMESTIC PRODUCT, 1965-90

[in percent]
1965 1970 1980 1985 1930

Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend Tax Spend
Switzeriand 2 20 2 2l 33 k! 3 3 3
Japan 20 20 21 19 28 kx| 31 2 35 krd
United States 3 8 29 3 31 3 3 132 136
United Kingdom 33 36 40 3 40 45 42 46 40 42
Germany 36 37 38 k] 45 48 46 43 43 46
Canada 28 29 n 35 36 41 39 i 12 47
France 38 38 39 kL] 46 46 48 47 50
Italy 0 34 30 34 33 4 38 51 12 53
Norway 3 3 44 41 51 55 46 56 58
N 37 39 2 L] 53 58 54 50 56
Denmark 31 30 42 40 52 57 57 59 56 58
Sweden L] 36 47 43 57 62 60 (1] 64 Bl

11989 data.

Naote—All figures rounded. The percentages in this chart are compiled by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, an association of the major industrialized countries of the world. The OECD uses a different methed
of calculating government expenditures and revenues than the standard budget accounting methad the U.S, Government uses, Therefore, while the figures in this table give an accurate comparisan of the spending and revenue trends of
our major competitors, these figures should not be compared directly to other data.

Source: Prepared by Greg Esenwein of the Library of Congress from Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development data, January 1993

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the
first chart is entitled ‘“Federal, State/
Local, and Total Government Taxes
and Spending as a Percentage of Gross
Domestic Product: 1950-1992." It is a
complicated title. What it means is
this: How much of the gross domestic
product—for that term we will simply
mean all of the income in the United
States. It does not quite mean that,
but for purposes of my discussion you
can say it means that. How much of all
of the income of the assets of the Unit-
ed States do governments tax and do
they spend from 1950 onward?

In 1950, all of the governments of the
United States, Federal Government,
State governments, local govern-
ments—like counties and cities, school
districts, water districts, fire districts,
all of them—taxed 21 percent of the
gross domestic product. So if the gross
domestic product was $100, all of the
governments in the United States were
taxing $21.

In that same year, 1950, all of the
governments of the United States were
spending 23 percent. We had a deficit.
We were spending more than we were
taking in 40 years ago.

We were taxing 21 percent and spend-
ing 23 percent.

Now let us go up 42 years to 1992.
Same governments. Whereas in 1950
they were taxing 21 percent of all the
money in the United States, they are
now taxing 30 percent of it, $30 out of
every $100. Instead of spending $23 out
of $100, we are now spending $34. We
still have a deficit. We collect $30 and
we spend $34. We are taxing 30 percent
of the gross domestic product, and we
are spending 34 percent.

Have taxes gone up? You bet. They
have gone up a total of 50 percent from
where they were.

Has spending gone up? Gone up about
50 percent from where it was.

Every time we raise taxes, we spend
the money. There is an interesting
breakdown, however, if you compare
the Federal Government to all local
governments, collectively. On all of the
State and local governments collec-
tively, their taxes have gone up, their

spending has gone up, but interest-
ingly, it balances. In 1950, all of the
State and local governments were tax-
ing T percent and spending 7 percent.

Forty-two years later, they are tax-
ing 11 percent and they are spending 11
percent. I think the reason is, they
have constitutional amendments that
compel them to balance their budgets—
all the States, cities, counties, and fire
districts. So if they want to spend,
they have to tax or they have to cut
spending; but they have to make it
come out even. The Federal Govern-
ment does not. There is a significant
difference in the column. You might
say that is a shame. The United States
will not remain competitive if we keep
doing that.

So the second chart I will have
placed in the RECORD does the same
comparison of taxing and spending for
our major industrial competitors. This
was a chart prepared by the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment. This is an organization
headquartered in Paris, and all the in-
dustrial countries belong to it. It is ba-
sically a statistical gathering organi-
zation, and it does its analysis slightly
different from the way we do ours, so
the percentages are not quite the same.
They are not very far off. The trend is
the same in all events in every single
country, what we might regard as in-
dustrialized competitors. Over the
years, their taxes and spending have
gone up. They start from a higher base
than we did.

Let us take a couple of examples. Let
us take Denmark. In 1965, they were
taxing 31 percent of their gross domes-
tic product; they were spending 30 per-
cent. They actually had a slight sur-
plus. Twenty-five years later, they are
not taxing 31 percent; they are taxing
56 percent, and they are spending 58
percent. They have a deficit.

Let us take just one other: Sweden.
In 1965, it was taxing 40 percent and
spending 36 percent; in 1990, it was tax-
ing 64 percent and spending 61 percent.
So they all do the same thing we have
done. If they have money, they spend
it. If we have the money, we spend it.

We do not pay down the deficits. We do
not reduce spending. Give us the taxes
and we spend the money, and it is true
in all countries.

That brings us to the issue at hand as
to what is going to happen if we pass
the so-called reconciliation bill. I am
going to call it more or less the out-
lines of the President's budget that the
Democratic majority has agreed to.

This bill allocates the taxes and
spending for the next year, and when
this bill passes—and it may or may not
pass, because we are going to try to de-
feat it—it will lock in taxes and spend-
ing for the next year. The taxes are
locked in for the entire 5-year period.
All of the so-called spending cuts are
not.

I am going to take just the first year
of this bill, and there is no argument
about the figures that I am giving you.
The majority and minority all agree
that these figures are accurate for the
first year. If this bill passes, we are
going to increase taxes, over 5 years,
by about $336 billion gross. We are
going to give some people tax cuts of
about $64 billion. But the total increase
in taxes, net, when you subtract from
the gross the reductions, is a $272 bil-
lion increase in taxes. We are going to
lock into place, at the same time we
pass this bill, if we do, spending cuts,
net—and you have some increase and
some decrease—spending cuts of $55 bil-
lion. So you have about a 5-to-1 in-
crease in taxes over spending cuts
locked in.

Here is the promise: But, aha; this
bill says that in the next 4 or 5 years,
we are also to pass other spending cuts.
We are not required to. It will take fur-
ther actions of Congress to do it. It will
take all the heart and might and soul
of the authorizing committees and the
Appropriations Committees, but the
bill we pass—if we pass it—will not
lock in those spending cuts in future
years. We might do them; we might

not.

The history of this country and the
history of every industrialized country
is that if they have the money, they
spend it. Now, we pass this bill, and in
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comes this $272 billion in taxes. If we
cut 355 billion in spending, roughly $215
billion is left over now, and the Presi-
dent says every penny of that is going
to go to deficit reduction.

Where is the history that ever indi-
cates that when we have extra money,
it goes for deficit reduction? From the
time these statistics started in 1950 to
today, every time we have extra
money, we spend it, not save it. That is
why the Republicans are saying, Mr.
President, to the Democratic majority
in the House and the Senate: Before we
pass this tax bill, let us write into law,
irrevocably, spending cuts.

Remember, the President said, when
he got inaugurated, his budget was
going to be $3 in spending cuts for §1 in
taxes. Then, finally, when we begin to
see the budget, it was going to be 2 to
1. Then it was $1 of taxes for $1 of
spending cuts. Now we have a bill that
is $5 of taxes for $1 of spending cuts and
a promise on the come of more spend-
ing cuts.

We have been suckered on that be-
fore, in 1982, when President Reagan
was promised support on spending cuts.
They said: Just support this tax in-
crease, and you will get it. He reluc-
tantly supported the tax increase and
never got the spending cuts.

So I do not think it is unfair for the
Republicans to say, Mr. President, to
the Democratic majority: We will bar-
gain with you.

We might or might not support a real
deficit package. I think I would. I
would like to see the deficit reduced. I
want to see it reduced overwhelmingly
by spending cuts, not tax increases.
But, in any event, Mr. President, I am
not going to buy into something that
promises spending cuts later and puts
taxes into effect now.

That is where we are, and that is why
the Republicans are adamantly op-
posed, because time after time after
time, it has been the same. As they
say, “Fool me once, shame on you; fool
me twice, shame on me."” We are not
going to buy into this again.

We have been fooled often enough
with promises. What we want now, in
the law, is spending cuts of signifi-
cantly greater magnitude than will be
in this bill, if it passes—not a promise,
Mr. President, of possible spending cuts
in 1994, 1995, 1996, or 1997, and the taxes
now. Let us get the spending cuts now
in law, and then we will talk about the
taxes.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from
Delaware.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] is
recognized for 7T minutes.

CLINTON ECONOMIC PLAN FEEDS CONSUMER

DOUBTS

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, yesterday

the Conference Board released its
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monthly Consumer Confidence Index
and the news is not good. Consumer
confidence in the Nation’s economy fell
in May to its lowest level since last Oc-
tober. The No. 1 fear identified by par-
ticipants in this survey is jobs.

Only 13 percent of those surveyed be-
lieve more jobs will be available in the
coming months—the lowest level of
confidence in job prospects in more
than a year.

I believe this continuing drop in
consumer confidence can be directly
linked to the growing concern of the
American people about the dramatic
tax increases proposed in the Clinton
economic plan. They recognize the plan
is heavy on tax increases and light on
spending cuts.

Americans are realizing that Presi-
dent Clinton's economic plan is not
what it was promised to be.

During the campaign, candidate Clin-
ton promised middle class tax relief.
President Clinton's plan will increase
taxes by as much as $500 a year for the
average middle-class family.

Last fall, candidate Clinton promised
to cut the deficit in half in 4 years and
significantly reduce the Federal debt.
As President, he would increase the na-
tional debt by $1.4 trillion in the next
4 years. At the end of his 5-year plan,
annual deficits will still be in excess of
$200 billion and increasing in future
years. This assumes that all of his tax
increases will go toward cutting the
deficit instead of being spent on new
programs, as Congress has done in the
past. In fact, since World War II, Con-
gress has spent $1.59 for every §1 in tax
increases.

Candidate Clinton promised to create
hundreds of thousands of new jobs. But
independent economic analysis shows
his plan will cause an economic decline
and serious loss of jobs.

The result of these broken promises
is a loss of faith by the American peo-
ple and American businesses that has
produced a sharp drop in consumer con-
fidence.

Mr. President, the reconciliation bill
scheduled for action tomorrow by the
House proposes $288 billion in tax in-
creases and user fees and only $56 bil-
lion in spending cuts—that is $5 in tax
increases for every $1 of spending cuts.
That is a far cry from the $2 in spend-
ing cuts to $1 of tax increases that was
advocated by OMB Director Leon Pa-
netta when he testified before the Sen-
ate Governmental Affairs Committee
during his corfirmation hearings.

For the President to argue that these
tax increases will go solely to reducing
the deficit, while advocating at the
same time a tremendous increase in so-
called investment spending is con-
tradictory. History proves that the lib-
eral spending Congress will agree to
this new spending.

I believe the American people want
to give their President the benefit of
the doubt. They want to believe Gov-
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ernment spending will be cut and that
the massive increase in taxes they are
expected to pay go to reduce the Fed-
eral deficit. But frankly, they have
heard these promises before and not so
long ago.

The 1990 budget agreement was sold
as the deal which would polish off the
Federal budget deficit. Unfortunately,
the only thing it polished off was the
taxpayer's wallet.

In 1990, I argued raising taxes would
slow economic growth and increase un-
employment. Unfortunately, I was cor-
rect. The lessons of the 1990 agreement
are simple: Higher taxes stifle eco-
nomic growth, destroy jobs, and fuel
more Government spending.

Who can blame Americans for being
skeptical? Why should they believe en-
acting another unprecedented tax in-
crease will bring the jobs and economic
growth that the last one did not? I
don't believe it and neither should the
taxpayer.

Tax increases will not create jobs or
encourage growth in the economy. As I
have said on many occasions, you can-
not tax America into prosperity.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time and yield the floor.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
1c1] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you,
President.

I thank my friend, Senator PACK-
WwooD, for yielding.

Mr. President, the House of Rep-
resentatives is scheduled to vote on its
1993 omnibus reconciliation bill tomor-
row. As of this time, it appears that
the House will proceed with that vote
with many nervous Members.

There is good reason for those Mem-
bers to be nervous.

If they would take the time to truly
study the 1,500-page bill they are about
to vote on, I think their anxiety would
only be further confirmed.

This may be the reason why the
President and the Democratic leader-
ship in the House wants to quickly
vote on the bill. The more time people
have to really study and analyze it the
more questionable will be their sup-
port.

I would like to take a few minutes to
just review the facts—what is in the
House reconciliation bill as I have ana-
lyzed it.

Mr.

DEFICIT REDUCTION

First, for the American public—and
indeed for many Members of the Con-
gress—this budget process is confusing.

Back on April Fools Day, the Con-
gress adopted a budget resolution that
assumed we would pass various kinds
of legislation that over 5 years would
reduce the deficit about $440 billion.
The majority insists on saying that
deficit reduction in that package would
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total $500 billion, but I am using the of-
ficial CBO numbers.

One of those pieces of legislation that
had to pass to achieve the savings in
the resolution was a tax and spending
bill—a reconciliation bill.

But that reconciliation bill makes up
only a portion of the assumed deficit
reduction in the budget adopted in the
spring—8$337 billion—the remainder $103
billion comes from future cuts in ap-
propriation bills—almost entirely cuts
in defense spending—and assumed re-
ductions in interest payments on our
national debt.

So let me be clear, the House will be
voting not on a $500 billion deficit re-
duction package, not a $440 billion
package, but a $337 billion package,
that just also happens to raise the debt
limit to $4.9 trillion, with no expiration
date. And that bill is what I have ana-
lyzed here today.

MIX OF TAXES AND SPENDING CUTS

The House reconciliation bill raises
gross taxes $327 billion over the next 5
years—3$44 billion next year alone.

The major tax raisers include:

Increased individual income taxes,
$115 billion;

A broad-based Btu tax, $72 billion;

A tax on Social Security recipients,
$32 billion; and

Repeal of the HI wage base cap, $29
billion;

The House bill also reduces some
taxes—$53.8 billion over the next 5
years—3§11 billion next year alone.

The major tax reducers include:

R&E tax credit, $10 billion;

Small business expensing, $8 billion;

Modification of AMT depreciation
schedules, $9 billion;

Empowerment zones, $5.3 billion; and

Passive loss relief, $2.7 billion.

On net then, the House bill increases
taxes a total of $275.5 billion over the
next 5 years—$32.7 billion next year
alone,

Without getting into all the specific
policies that back up these huge tax in-
creases at this time, the American pub-
lic and the Congress needs to under-
stand that the total spending cuts and
user fees defined as spending cuts—net-
ting out the spending increases in the
bill, which I will discuss later—total
only $61.4 billion in this bill.

User fees in the reconciliation bill
total nearly $16 billion.

As a result, real spending cuts in the
bill total $45.8 billion.

Therefore, the House reconciliation
bill if adopted will raise $6.35 in taxes
and user fees for every $1 of spending
cuts.

What is even more disturbing, the
taxes come early in the 5 year rec-
onciliation period and the spending
cuts in the bill come later. So taxes
and user fees will go up $35 billion next
year, while spending cuts in the bill are
only $1.7 billion. That is a ratio of
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$20.68 in taxes/user fees to only $1 in
spending cuts.
TAXES

Everyone is aware that the House
reconciliation bill assumes a new en-
ergy tax—the Btu tax. I will not dis-
cuss the concerns I have about that tax
at this time. My position is well known
already.

But just for the record, I wonder how
well it is known that the House rec-
onciliation bill reintroduces bracket
creep. Indexing is postponed for 1 year
for the top two individual income tax
brackets. The tax threshold levels for
the new and higher 36- and 39.6-percent
tax brackets stay where they are in
1994, rather than being indexed.

I wonder how well it is generally
known that the bill’s income tax in-
creases, both corporate and individual,
are retroactive to January 1, 1993.

I wonder how well it is understood
that the bill once again places new pa-
perwork mandates and reporting re-
quirements on businesses: require-
ments for employers to notify their
employees of EITC availability, and
numerous new reporting requirements
and statements for other business orga-
nizations.

Rather than simplifying the Tax
Code, the House bill continues to add
to its complexities. New regulations
and definitions to keep the tax lawyers
in business abound.

The House bill requires the Secretary
of the Treasury to issue regulations for
at least 15 new provisions, three relat-
ed to a minimal enterprise zone pro-
posal.

The 400 pages of legislative language
contain over 160 new definitions for
taxpayers to contend and comply with.
And the favorite of a reconciliation
bill—at least eight new studies are
mandated in the tax title alone.

SPENDING CUTS AND INCREASES

On the spending side the bill is scored
as cutting spending over the next 5
years a total of $45.8 billion. But this
masks the almost equivalent amount
of new spending increases also found in
this bill.

I will insert a table into the RECORD
that presents the new spending found
in this supposedly deficit reduction
bill.

Including new authorizations in this
bill, over the next 5 years a total of
$42.6 billion in new spending would be
created. Looking only at the new enti-
tlement spending including expansion
of existing entitlement programs, the
bill will increase spending $38.8 billion
over the next 5 years.

At a time when we are all concerned
about 'controlling entitlement spend-
ing, this bill will actually create two
new entitlement programs: a childhood
immunization entitlement and a health
care for illegal immigrants entitle-
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ment. While I may not be against the
objectives of these programs, I cer-
tainly am opposed to creating another
uncontrollable spending program.

In addition to these new entitle-
ments, the food stamp program is
greatly expanded, and new Medicare
and Medicaid expansions are included
in the bill.

Where there are scorable spending
cuts, I think it is interesting to know
that a number of these so-called cuts
Congress has done before. Of the nearly
$61.4 billion in spending cuts well over
half—54 percent—come from nothing
more than an extension of current law
spending cuts that expire over the next
5 years.

As an example, the House bill re-
jected the President’s proposal to per-
manently increase the part B pre-
miums for Medicare beneficiaries. In-
stead the bill simply extends the cur-
rent 25 percent premium for 2 more
years. The House Ways and Means
Committee has claimed savings from
this provision seven times since 1982.

I ask unanimous consent that several
tables pertaining to reconciliation be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RECONCILIATION BY HOUSE COMMITTEE

[In billions of dollars]
4 " 1994-98 "
Committes Instructions o5 ey Difference
Agriculture! ... i +4.3 +42 =01
Armed Services ) -24 -3 +.1
Banking, Finance, and Urban
(i1 S s =31
Education and Labor =58
Energy and Commerce —B45
Foreign Affairs
TR i eemtrmemiins -3
Merchant Marine and Fisheries -2
Natural Resources ................... -20
Post Office and Civil Service ... -108
Public Works and Transpar-
tation ............ 4 -3
Veterans' Affairs =26
Ways and Means:
Spending . NA
Revenues 2 NA
L[| A L -2998
Total reconciliation ~3358 ~3368 =]
Revenues 3 NA 2155 NA
Spending .. NA —6l4 NA

!ncludes food stamps authorization. !

2Revenue increase shown as nefatm because it reduces the deficit.

*Includes revenue provisions from committees other than Ways and
5.

RECONCILIATION RATIOS
[House-reported bil, in billians of dollars)

199 1995 1996 1997 1998 '

-166 —45.8
1 34 155
18 726 2155
i S A s A SO

Revenue increases .
Ratio of tases and
to spending cuts ...

1$20.68 to 1,
23977 1o 1.
%647 to 1.
4855210 1.
5$4.58 1o 1.
6363510 1.

Note.—Based on CBOVICT estimates.
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NEW SPENDING IN HOUSE RECONCILIATION BILL
[Deficit impact in billions of dollars]
Committee provision 1994 1995 1996 1997 1938 1994-98
DIRECT SPENDING
AG: Food stamps 0.567 1529 1.623 1673 1.750 1142
EC: Medicare expansi 004 006 a7 009 o 031
EC: Emergency medical asst. for d aliens 300 300
EC: Universal access to childhood i 315 356 347 321 32 1.667
EC: Other medicaid expansions m 075 086 098 1 443
WM: Medicare part A expansions A8 182 165 029 011 685
WM: Medicare part B expansi 050 053 087 063 054 2m
WM: Medicare parts A & B 037 043 076 094 102 358
WM. OASDI expansion 004 008 008 003 001 ]
WM: FSUC double dip 136 014 029 095 03 355
WM EITC i 3735 6.8%5 1191 7518 25678
WM: Child welfare services 174 132 232 367 575 1.480
WM- Unemployment i 1 .108 020 020 0
Subtotal direct spend 2482 6199 9.545 9.969 10.584 38779
AUTHORIZATIONS
AG: Rural telephone loans 001 005 008 o 013 038
EC: Grants for state registri 1085 105 095 060 351
EC: Year 2000 health objectives 202 A82 512 668 692 636
EC: Healthy Start 025 057 o1 084 088 331
EC: Matemal and child health o1 n 019 019 019 084
EC: Misceil health 003 003 003 004 004 m
PO: Payment to USPS retinng revenue forgane debt 029 023 029 029 029 145
WM- Medicare (subject to appns) s 081 057 030 030 178
Subtotal authorizations 037 595 883 840 905 3.780
Total new spending 2839 6.894 10.428 10909 11.489 42,559
Source: CBOVICT cost estimates.
USER FEES IN HOUSE RECONCILIATION BILL
[Deficit reduction in billions of dollars]
Committee provision 1894 1895 1896 1997 1938 1994-98
NEW FEES
AG: Recrealion user fees! =0 -0.009 -0.009 -0.010 ~0.010 —~0.044
BK: GNMA REMICS fee -.146 -.146 -.146 - 146 ~-.146 -.730
EC: FCC spectrum suction ~1.700 - 1.800 ~1.700 ~1.000 ~1.000 -1200
NR: lrrigation water surcharg, =010 =011 -oh - -.018 - 067
NR: Recreation wser fees ! = - 06l - 072 - 076 —.078 =30
PW. Aviation services fees -.041 - 042 - 042 - 044 —.045 -4
PW. COE recreation fees -3 - 013 - D18 018 -.018 ~ 085
WM. Ssi istration fee -0 ~.110 -.180 -.180 -.190 =710
WM: BATF user lees - 005 - 005 - 005 - 005 - 008 - 025
Subitotal new fees? ~-2.005 -2193 2174 ~1.486 - 1.500 -5.358
CURRENT LAW EXTENSIONS
EC: NRC fees - 378 —.389 - 402 ~1.169
ID: Patent and trademark fees -1 =115 -.119 -3
MM: Tonnage fees ~ 087 - 068 =010 ~.205
NR: Hardrock mining fees =1 —.04] -4l —.041 —.041 -2
mumm; - 03 - 039 — 041 —.042 —.044 -.201
VA: VA medical care reimburs —.07%6 -.199 =216 -.232 =251 - 974
VA: VA home loan fees -.143 118 -1 =126 -1 - 633
WM: Customs user fees =150 ~.820 ~ 850 ~2.420
Sublotal extensions -9 -39 - 1726 ~ 1833 -1.501 =652
Total user fees? ~2.300 -2.590 -3.900 -3319 —3.401 15510
L Jaint Jurisdiction,
7 Adj to exclude double—counting of joint jurisdiction items.
Source: CBO/ICT cost estmates. J
CURRENT LAW EXTENSIONS IN HOUSE RECONCILIATION BILL
[Deficit reduction in billions of dallars]
Committee provision 1954 1995 199 1997 1998 1994-98
DIRECT SPENDING
AG: CCC, Triple base ~0.185 =039 —0.447 —0.452 ~1.960
AG: CCC, Crop assessments -.016 — 030 - 014 =008 - 07
& Mudivs, &uipaﬁmt o3 Z Thea
: Medicare: - - =1
ID: Patent & Trademark fees =111 -.115 =345
MM: Tonnage fees — 067 — 068 ~ 205
NR: Hardrock mining fees —.041 - 04l —.04l -1 - 205
NR: Net receipt mm%u -.03 -.039 - .04l -.0az -.201
PO: FEHB postal liabilit ~.116 -.116 -.116 -.348
PO: CSRS postal liabilities -.231 =231 -.231 - 693
PO: lump sum -1 =107 ~2130 -3.132 -8810
PO: FEHB proxy premium
VA: VA pensions/medicaid bfts -~ 531
VA: VA pension inc. IRS malch =136
VA: VA medical care reimburs - 078 -.199 =216 =232 L]
VA: YA drug copay - 079
VA: VA home loan fees -.143 —.118 —.122 —.126 —-5633
VA: VA FCL resale losses -.007 ~ 008 -.006 - 006 - 032
WM: Medicare premi -1212 -3121 -8.078
WM, Medicare: 2d payor - 1005 -1524 -4275
WM: Customs user fees =750 —.820 -2.420
Subtotal spending —.54 - 1281 - 7452 - 11080 -33.163
REVENUES
WM: Individual income taxes = 1700 ~4.900 -6200 —12800
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CURRENT LAW EXTENSIONS IN HOUSE RECONCILIATION BILL—Continued

[Deficit reduction in billions of dollars]

Committee pravision 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1994-98

WM Gas tax -2585  -2600  —2651 -1916
WM- Corparate esti tax - 4.300 - 500 —5.200
WM. Estate tax Zars - 512 — 553 - 598 - 647 -2785
WM: Vaccine excise tax .. - 147 —.154 —.154 =139 =133 =121
W FUTA SUMEX <. — 88l —-1208  -2089
Sublotal revenues ...... - 522 — 66 -5002 —13488 —11739 31317
T Y - 1166 —184] 12454 -24508 24535  —54080

Source: CBO/ICT cost estimates.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I con- almost all the deficit reductions we are there is enormous pressure within

clude by simply stating the House of
Representatives is about to take an im-
portant vote on the fiscal future of this
country.

The House reconciliation bill when
really analyzed is truly a tax bill.
Front end loaded on taxes and back end
loaded with spending cuts that are
made up primarily of extending current
law.

The House would do the country a
service by defeating that bill and be-
ginning again with a real deficit reduc-
tion package focusing on real spending

cuts.

Mr. President, I rise to urge that the
President of the United States abandon
this plan and start over and seek to get
bipartisan support so that together we
can address the real issue of deficits
and, that is, the towering growth of en-
titlements and mandatory spending.

We spend so much time around here
talking about getting the deficit under
control by controlling appropriated ac-
counts when, as a matter of fact, there
is no way that short of getting rid of
all of them, all of the appropriated ac-
counts, everything from the National
Institutes of Health, to water and
sewer grants, to education. Unless you
got rid of it all, you could not get the
budget under control.

Having said that—for there are Mem-
bers of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives who feel a little bit uneasy about
the reconciliation bill that passed be-
fore the committee and is going before
them—let me urge that they not only
continue that uneasiness but they look
at this bill.

Mr. President, it is 1,500 pages in
length. I do not believe it has been filed
of record—at least, it had not been the
day before yesterday, and frankly it is
very difficult to find out what is in it.
But we have tried our best and we have
found some rather startling things.

I hope every Member of the House
has someone to help them look at it in
depth, because I do not really believe
the American people would sit by and
watch this bill pass without sending an
ultimatum to their Members if the
American people knew what was in this
bill.

Let me just use the chart first and
say to every Senator here, as I see
budget matters, all of the deficit reduc-
tions that we are going to get, except
for defense cuts, some of which may be
spent on other appropriated accounts,

going to get are in this bill.

This year, reconciliation is synony-
mous with deficit reduction. Anyone
who wants to come and argue about
how much more we are going to get in
savings, we will have that argument in
due course, and I am certain the Amer-
ican people will understand that there
is little or no chance that there is
going to be any deficit reduction be-
sides this huge bill consisting of 1,500

pages.

If that is the case, and I believe it is,
because there are no mandatory con-
trols over the other expenditures of
this Government, except for 2 years,
and they are the old mandatory con-
trols of the 1990 agreement, they are
not of this President or this Congress.

Now, here is what we find in this bill,
I say to my friend, Senator PACKWOOD.
Senator PACKWoOD and Senator ROTH
and their committee are going to do
most of this. The ratio of taxes and
user fees to spending cuts in this big
bill is $35 billion in the first year in
taxes, most of which are retroactive—
and you see this almost invisible little
red line, $1.7 billion in real cuts in this
year, spending cuts. That ratio is $20.68
in taxes in the first year for $1 in
spending cuts.

Let us just quickly go right along.
And here we have in the second year
the result of this bill if it is totally
carried out, not changed, $44 billion in
taxes and user fees and $4.5 billion in
cuts. That ratio is $9.77 to $1.

And let us just continue right
along—and it does not get any better,
Mr. President.

When you add it all up, there is $291
billion in taxes and user fees in this
bill and there is the astronomical net
cut in Federal spending of $45.8 billion.

I gave Senator NICKLES a wrong ratio
yesterday. When we finished analyzing
and subtracting and adding it, it is
even worse than I told him. It is $6.35
in taxes for every $1 in spending cuts.

Frankly, unless someone is sitting
around hoping against hope that we are
going to find another way after this ar-
duous ordeal, we are going to find an-
other way to cut spending, it is going
to be a whole new ball game to cut
some more spending, I do not believe
it. I believe this is the end of it. This is
all we are going to get, and, if any-
thing, the pressure for domestic spend-
ing after the 2-year freeze will push up
the appropriated accounts because

them. And even if defense spending is
coming down—and to put that in per-
spective—that is not going to greatly
affect this ratio, but everybody knew
spending in defense was coming down.
That was not arduous or difficult for
this President or those who want to cut
spending.

So this is it, friends. When we are fin-
ished with this great exercise in deficit
reduction, I believe it is fair for some
of us who have worked on deficit reduc-
tion day in and day out—if people
think Senator DOMENICI went along
with everything Ronald Reagan wanted
and President Bush; I mean, I actually
had serious, serious reservations and
departures with President Reagan, the
same with President Bush, on deficit
matters and I believe that entitles me
to have differences with this President.

But the most important thing is he
ought to start over. He ought to sit
down and say the Republicans, through
their leadership, want to meet and do
something about mandatories and enti-
tlements together, Democrats and Re-
publicans. You cannot do it any other
way.

Once you have locked these taxes in,
$291 billion in net taxes, you are not
going to take them off the books.

And, frankly, I believe the American
people ought to be very skeptical about
what is next because, as I said, there
will not be another big deficit package,
but I tell you there will be another
huge tax package to pay for the health
care program. I do not see any other
way. Everywhere I look, the health
care package is going to be a second
round of taxes.

So, if there is a second round, it will
not be cuts. It will not be reducing
Federal expenditures, I say to Senator
PackwooD. It will be some significant
new tax on the American people to pay
for the health care program.

So where are we? For anybody who
thinks we are exaggerating when we
say this is a tax-and-spend program, let
me wrap this part up and move to five
or six basic facts, and then I will sit
down.

If you take these taxes as I have de-
scribed them here and consider their
retroactivity, consider the little tiny
bits of cuts that come with it, how
could you get the budget under con-
trol? You do not.

And I will give you one new fact. In
the next 5 years, the spending side of
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the American budget in an era of re-
straint, in a budget deficit package
that really was working, the domestic
programs of this country in their total-
ity go up, I say to Senator PACKWOOD,
$572 billion in 5 years; slightly over $100
billion a year, most of which, seeing
the occupant of the Chair, I must say,
with real, real affirmation, is not the
appropriated accounts of this country
but rather the uncontrolled, unre-
formed mandatory entitlement pro-
grams of this land.

Now, having said that, friends in the
House, you should know the following.
I wonder if you know, and if we know
in the Senate, that bracket creep is put
back into the Tax Code.

Did Senator PACKWOOD know that?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I did not know
that.

Mr. DOMENICI. For the two highest
brackets, the two new high brackets we
have just put back in the old law that
actually ruined the taxpayers of this
country and produced a fake tax di-
vided for the American Government to
spend by saying you do not stay at the
same percentage, if inflation goes up 4
percent, you do not change, you do not
change the level of taxation. So that
means in a few years, if it went up 10
percent, you would add 10 percent and
say that is the new amount of tax on
top of 39 or 40 whatever it is.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I have 2 more
minutes?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Does Senator DAN-
FORTH wish to speak?

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I have Senator
DANFORTH and Senators GREGG, NICK-
LES and, I think, one other is coming,
and we have to be done in 25 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could I just give you
one more?

Mr. PACKWOOD. In 30 seconds?

Mr. DOMENICI. In 30 seconds.

How many people know that in this
bill the income tax increases, both cor-
porate and individual, are retroactive
to January 1, 1993?

Mr. PACKWOOD. Very few people
know that.

I would yield, as I indicated, 8 min-
utes to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. If there is any chance he could
cut it, I would appreciate it.

I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
New Hampshire.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized for 8 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Oregon. I intend to conclude my
remarks in less time than that.

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico for his remarks and for his always
precise and rather devastating state-
ment of what this reconciliation bill
means in terms of new taxes: $6.35 of
new taxes for every $1 of spending cuts.
That is really an outrageous number.
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What I want to talk about today is
who is going to pay those new taxes.
We are hearing about it is going to be
the wealthy who are going to pay this
tax burden of $6.35 of new taxes for
every $1 of spending cuts. Well, it is
not. It is going to be small business
that is going to pay it.

Why is that important? Well, it is
important because we are talking
about the economic revitalization of
this country. And what is the engine of
economic revitalization? It is small
business.

From the period 1980 to the period
1990, 4.1 million jobs were created in
this country by small business. What
happened with businesses with over 500
employees? They actually lost jobs.
They lost 500,000 jobs.

There are 20 million small business
people in this country today, rep-
resenting 56 percent of the private
work force. And of those 20 million
small businesses, 80 percent of them
are unincorporated or are partnerships.

Why is that important? Well, it is
important because it goes to who is
going to pay this tax. Because under
this tax proposal, subchapter S cor-
porations and partnerships end up get-
ting a disproportionate share of the tax
burden that is going to have to be
borne here.

Why is that? Because they are treat-
ed as individuals. They are not treated
as corporations. And they are hit with
basically five major new events in
their fiscal life which are going to pe-
nalize their economic prosperity and
their capacity to be competitive.

First, the tax rate of a small business
will go up from 31 percent to 36 per-
cent, if they are subchapter S corpora-
tions and they have a level of income
that qualifies.

Second, the wage on which their tax
is calculated for the purposes of FICA
and the hospital insurance portion of
FICA will go up, and the cap will be
taken off.

Third, if they have more than $250,000
of income, they will be hit with a 50-
percent surtax.

People say, ‘“Well, if they have
$250,000 of income, they ought to pay
the 10-percent surtax."

Let me remind you, we are dealing
with small businesses. A small business
can generate $250,000 of income simply
by rolling over its income from one
year to the next.

Let us take a dress shop. For exam-
ple, a dress shop has $250,000 worth of
income. The owner of the dress shop,
the mom and pop dress shop, happens
to make $250,000 in salary. If they roll
this over into inventory next year
under a subchapter S corporation, they
are going to end up paying the surtax
penalty under this proposal.

In addition, we have changed this
law—not “‘we," because I certainly am
not going to support it—have changed
the calculation of the AMT, the alter-
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native minimum tax, raising that rate
from 24 to 26 percent, and for people
under $75,000 to 28 percent. And as you
tend to compress those differences be-
tween the AMT and the corporate rate
and the individual rate, you end up
with more people having to file, more
people having to file an alternative
minimum tax calculation. And anyone
who has filed an alternative minimum
tax calculation knows it is a night-
mare. There is no small business per-
son in the country who can fill it out
without going to their accountant.
That is an additional AMT cost. It can
be expensive to a small business per-
son.

In addition, we put a limitation on
itemized deductions—‘‘we’’ do not, the
President does. The limitation on
itemized deductions is extended, and
that is going to cost small businesses
money. And you have the other things,
like the Btu tax, extending the gas tax,
eliminating the meals. All those hit
small business.

What does it total up for the small
business persons in this country that
they are going to have to pay in new
taxes?

Well, it totals a tremendous amount.
Quite honestly, if you take the rate in-
crease, if you take off the cap on Medi-
care, if you take the surtax, you are
talking about a 42.5-percent increase—
42.5-percent increase—in the amount of
taxes which many small business peo-
ple in this country are going to have to
pay as a result of this bill.

So when we hear all this political
babble about how it is gcing to be the
rich and the wealthy whe are going to
pay this tax, let us remember that it is
really going to be the small business
people of this country who are going to
pay this tax.

And that, in some instances, some
small business people are going to be
put out of business, and instead of cre-
ating jobs in the private sector through
the engine of small business, this bill is
going to significantly contract the ca-
pacity of small business to expand and
be the engine of job creation today in
this country.

It is just foolish to have targeted the
real core of entrepreneurship in this
country for the major burden of tax-
ation in order to pay for this largess
which this program proposes.

Really, what we should be doing is
encouraging small business to expand,
encouraging small businesses to create
opportunity and to generate jobs. And
the way you do that, of course, is by
cutting the deficit the same way small
business people have to deal with man-
aging their businesses and that is con-
trolling the spending side of the ledger.
Limiting the amount of spending that
is going on at the Federal Government
is the way a small business would have
to address the deficit if it had one, and
it is the way we should be addressing
the deficit.
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There have been a number of very
substantive and effective ideas put on
the table by a number of people, in-
cluding the Senator from Missouri,
who is going to be speaking here in a
minute, about how to go about limiting
spending. Yet the President turns a
deaf ear to this and, instead, has
stepped off on this road of a massive
tax increase, a large majority of which,
as I have just mention, is going to fall
on the backs of the small business peo-
ple of this country, who are the engines
for economic growth in this Nation—
and that is a mistake.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield 6 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
is recognized for 6 minutes.

RECONCILIATION

Mr., NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
pliment my friend from New Hamp-
shire for an excellent statement, as
well as Senator DOMENICI, from New
Mexico. I hope, even though the hour is
early this morning, the American peo-
ple will have a chance to listen and
find out what is in the bill Congress is
getting ready to vote on this week, the
so-called reconciliation package. Most
people do not know what reconciliation
means.

Basically, reconciliation is a set of
instructions to Congress to report out
a bill that will reduce the deficit. I
hope the media will pay a little atten-
tion to what I am saying because I read
in the New York Times this morning
that President Clinton’s package is
balanced, that it has about as much
spending cuts as it does tax increases.

That is not the fact. That is not the
case. It is not the truth. Senator Do-
MENICI pointed out the House reconcili-
ation bill, now reported, supposedly
will reduce the deficit by $337 billion
over the next 5 years; $291 billion of
that is in tax increases and fee in-
creases, $46 billion of that is in spend-
ing cuts. That is a ratio of $6.35 in
taxes for every §1 of spending cuts.

I might mention most of those spend-
ing cuts do not happen until the fourth
or fifth year, until after the next Presi-
dential election. So there are almost
no spending cuts in this bill. The tax
increases are retroactive, as the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire mentioned,
for persons and corporations, going
back to 1991. They are going to be put-
ting people out of business. Citizens are
going to be getting notices next year
that they owe a lot of money, money
they did not expect to owe, money that
was not withheld. Congratulations,
Congress.

What about deficit reduction? Many
of us would like deficit reduction, but
we would like to see some balance and
we would also like to see some truth in
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budgeting. We are bothered because we
continue to see the media reporting
that the President's budget is balanced
because it has 81 in taxes for $1 in
spending. The reconciliation bill,
which the House will be voting on to-
morrow and which we will be voting on
soon in the Senate, is really front end
loaded heavily toward taxes, tax in-
creases that are five or six times as
large any spending cuts. The American
people need to know that. If you go to
the American people and ask, ‘Do you
favor deficit reduction?'’ they all say,
“Yes." If you ask, ‘Do you favor defi-
cit reduction by cutting spending or do
you favor deficit reduction be increas-
ing taxes 5 to 1 over spending cuts?"
and you will find a resounding, ‘‘No."
People will be upset about it.

Why is the President doing it? Why is
Congress going along? In the Washing-
ton Post on May 14, the President stat-
ed he is very pleased the House Ways
and Means Committee passed his tax
plan. In his interview in the Washing-
ton Post he said, referring to his eco-
nomic plan, “I think it will help the
economy, bring in more revenues, and
permit us to spend more."

Those are the President’s words.
Those are not words from DON NICKLES.
Those came from President Bill Clin-
ton. He wants to spend more.

I might mention I have a list of some
of President Clinton's so-called invest-
ment proposals: $1656 billion of new
spending over and above the baseline,
over and above inflation, for which
President Clinton has asked Congress
for more money: Earned income tax
credits $16 billion. Head Start, $13.8 bil-
lion; health and AIDS initiatives, $12.4
billion; food stamps, $12 billion; na-
tional service—I would call it national
servitude—$9.4 billion. I could go on
and on. I will include it in the RECORD.
This is §165 billion of additional spend-
ing that President Clinton is seeking
over and above the baseline.

He also wants a lot more taxes to pay
for this spending. He wants a Btu tax,
he wants a tax on Social Security in-
come, he wants to raise corporate tax
rates, he wants to raise personal in-
come tax rates. He wants to raise
taxes, really, on all Americans, all in-
come brackets, so he can have more
money to spend.

Again, I want to clarify that the
President’s budget package is not bal-
anced. The only way people can say his
tax cuts equal his spending cuts is if
they call Social Security tax increases
a spending cut. I happen to have a fa-
ther-in-law who says when you raise
Social Security taxes 50 to 85 percent,
that is a tax increase. The Government
is going to take an extra $100 a month
out of his check, out of his retirement
income.

People who are using those funny
numbers are also counting user fees as
a spending cut. It is not a spending cut,
it is a tax increase. They also forgot to
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count $54 billion of new spending. In
other words, they talk about spending
cuts but they forget to include spend-
ing increases over the same period of
time. Then they give themselves credit
for $59 or $60 billion of interest expense
and call that a spending cut, therefore
getting close to a 1-to-1 margin of
taxes to spending cuts.

The facts are as presented by Senator
DoMmENICI, that the reconciliation bill
the House is going to be voting on
Thursday and we will be voting on soon
in the Senate has $291 billion of new
taxes and user fees, and $46 billion of
spending cuts. That is a ratio of $6.35 in
taxes for every 81 of spending cuts.
That is not balanced. That is not equal.
That is not fair. It will jeopardize this
economy. It will put people out of work
in West Virginia, Oklahoma and the
rest of the Nation. It will raise costs
for agriculture and the transportation
industry. I do not think it is balanced,
and I hope my colleagues will defeat it.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Or-
egon. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD the tables that I
referred to.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

President Clinton's Investment Program
[Outlays in billions above baseline levels}
New spending:

Fiscal years
1994-98

Earned Income Tax Credit (Our.~
lays) .. e R 16.072
Head Start = 13.846
Health & AIDS Imt.:a.tives 12.433
Food Stamps ....cceeweerirerianns 12.000
National Service ........cccciciiininns 9.430
Education Reform .. ., 9.235
Federal Aid nghway Program 7.018
Dislocated Worker Assistance . 6.598
Clean Water Act Funds ............. 4.366
WIC . 3.634
National Science Foundatwn 3.397
Government Automation .......... 3.384
VA Medical Care . 3.336
Crime Initiative . =5 3.216

Low Income Home Energy As-
sistance . 2.945
JTPA Summer Youth 3 2.662

Extended Unemployment Cam—
pensation . 2.400
Safe Drlnking Wat,er Act Funds 2.168
National Institute of Standards 2111
Mass Transit .. 2.073
Environmental Prot,ect.ion 2.069
1L B R e e e 430
Subtotal, major provisions .... 124.823
Other provisions ..........ccooeevrees 40.232
Total new spending? .............. 165.055

1Total New Spending on President Clinton's in-
vestment program taken from the appendix of Presi-
dent Clinton’s fiscal year 1994 budget request. Indi-
vidual program totals taken from “A Vision of
Change for America.”
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RATIO OF TAXES TO SPENDING CUTS—WHO'S RIGHT?
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Reclassify social  Don't count new

Republicans Add interest Maove user fees security tases spending Democrats
D IO < e o b8 A AR RS S $336 S e $304
(775 T e e SRy SRS e e s O R 18 $-18 0
T R R e st I o T T s b i (64)
Net taxes and fees 91 240
g increase (54) 0
g cuts 156 $+59 +18 265
Net spending cuts 102 2685
Ratio: Taxes/cuts 3 1

Note.—ltems which increase the deficit are shown in (parenthesis).
570 1, TAXES TO SPENDING CUTS

Budget reconciliation, 1994-98 Buﬂgﬂﬂmm- ";L:!!mre—
Gross new taxes $336 $329
Taxcuts ... 54) 54)
User fees ... il 16 15

Net new taxes and fees 288 291
Total spending cuts .. ’ 3 55 5

Tﬁ!l new taves, fees and SNﬂd W
635

ing cuts 343
Ratio of taxes to spending cuts . N 524
Note.—Based on Senate Budget Committee minority analysis.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield 6 minutes to
the junior Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
junior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
BonND] is recognized for 6 minutes.

READY, FIRE, AIM SAGA AT THE
WHITE HOUSE

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, my sincere
thanks to the Senator from Oregon. I
want to address the ready, fire, aim
saga we have been witnessing at the
White House.

As I trust all of us know by now, last
Wednesday, seven long-time travel of-
fice employees were notified by White
House staff they should clear out their
desks and be gone by noon. The travel
office handles both the charters and ad-
vance work for the press corps, advance
particularly in foreign travel, as well
as the basic travel agency work needed
for any White House staff travel. One
week ago, White House official David
Watkins called five employees in for a
10 o’clock meeting and informed them
they were going to be ‘‘revamped and
reorganized” out of existence. The two
missing employees were overseas in
one case, and the other was on vaca-
tion. They left quietly and with no in-
kling of what was to come.

Yet later that same day, press Sec-
retary Dee Dee Myers said “‘gross mis-
management'' and ‘‘shoddy accounting
procedures’” were the reasons behind
the dismissals and did not allege ‘‘per-
sonal misconduct,” although, she said,
the FBI had been called in. This was
the first time the fired staff had heard
about criminal conduct, allegations or
FBI checks.

The Clinton campaign’'s travel agen-
cy, Worldwide Travel of Little Rock,
was tapped to handle—they say on an
interim basis—the staff travel, reserva-
tions, and other responsibilities.

They were to have an office in the
EEOB staffed by their people, and this
contract was not competitively bid.

Catherine Cornelins, the 25-year-old
cousin of the President. was named to
take over the White House travel of-
fice. Two other political employees will
also be assigned to the office, accord-
ing to a record in the May 20 Washing-
ton Post, and they will handle the
press charter portion of the work.

The administration claims this was
done to ensure competitive bidding for
these charters, but reports make it
clear that the President's long-time
friend and supporter, Hollywood pro-
ducer Harry Thomason, who has an of-
fice in the Executive Office Building
for his own use—which also raises some
questions—had complained that char-
ter companies he was aware of were not
getting any business.

Now it has become clear that he has
a financial stake in a charter company
who may want in on the business. And
now we find that the president of Air
Advantage, a charter used by the Clin-
ton campaign, has volunteered to work
in the travel office to help solicit and
take bids for charters.

I have also heard guite a bit about
the supposed Peat Marwick audit of
May 14 and 16, but I am still waiting
for a response I sent last week which
asked for the report plus answers about
the choice of the Little Rock travel
agency. Now guestions have arisen as
to the Peat Marwick audit team. Was
it headed by someone already on board
in the White House as part of the Vice
President's review of the Government
team. Was this audit initiated as a re-
sult of a request for proposal, a stand-
ard procedure for instituting outside
work of an accounting office or audit-
ing agency to assist the Government.

David Watkins, who actually did the
firing, initially said that the World-
wide Travel choice was interim and
that it would be competitively bid
soon, although no mention of when.

Now it turns out that he was affili-
ated with Worldwide Travel, and given
that he is the one who will decide on
any future bids, certainly there are
questions as to whether he was likely
to change his mind once they got in
and got started.

Perhaps the White House finally fig-
ured this out, as now Worldwide Travel
has been dropped, to avoid the appear-
ance of impropriety, is the White

House line. But even more questions
have come up now, not the least of
which is using Air Advantage to help
choose who will get the bids, an inap-
propriate use of an outside contractor.

But we ought to spend a minute or
two thinking about the memo. This
was the President’s cousin’s memo of
February 14 to David Watkins. Mr.
Watkins now said while he received it,
he never read it. Well, perhaps. But it
is passing strange that the basic memo
said: Fire the staff, put me in charge of
charters, and then get Worldwide Trav-
el out of Little Rock to handle the
rest. This way we can better coordinate
with the Democratic National Commit-
tee and we will not be so pro-press

What happened? Well, the travel staff
was fired with the twist of adding
charges of gross financial mismanage-
ment, the President’s cousin was put in
charge, and Worldwide Travel was cho-
sen. So there we have it. Harry
Thomason is happy; the President's
cousin is happy; Worldwide Travel is
happy.

But that is not the end of the story.
In fact, it is just the »eginning. For
now we find that the Attorney General
was out of the loop when the FBI was
called in. Worldwide Travel has been
taken out of the loop and that five of
those who were charged with gross fi-
nancial mismanagement were not real-
ly fired at all. They were just told by
the White House that the administra-
tive leave has been extended. They
were not told they were being put on
administrative leave. The White House
did not say when it was to expire or
when it had been extended to, only
that, contrary to their earlier state-
ments for the past week, the folks were
not really fired at all.

So what is really going on? Who is in
charge? Mr. President, I think when we
talk about reinventing Government, we
should not be reinventing it to return
to patronage statehouse politics.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask my
colleague if I could have 2 minutes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I cannot. We are up
against a deadline. Senator DANFORTH
has to comment on the budget.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, then I ask
unanimous consent to print in the
RECORD several questions which I
would like to have answered before we
act on the appropriations for the White
House.
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There being no objection, the gques-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

QUESTIONS

Why was the FBI asked to change their
statement?

Why wasn't Attorney General Reno in-
formed of the use of the FBI?

Why did the White House release the FBI's
statement rather than let the FBI release it?

Why were the employees fired without any
opportunity to know about the potential
charges—much less defend against them?

What kind of financial arrangement was
there between Worldwide Travel and the
travel office? Were any contracts signed? For
what duration?

Is Worldwide Travel owed any money {rom
the campaign?

If another outside travel agency is brought
in, will they be on call 24 hours a day as the
current office? Will FBI checks be needed for
any employees for security purposes?

What is the current status of the five em-
ployees called by the White House and told
that their administrative leave had been ex-
tended? Will they be given an opportunity to
review charges against them? Are any
charges pending against them?

When will the internal review be com-
pleted? And how can a decisionmaker in the
process be expected to conduct an independ-
ent review?

If no misconduct is found, will the White
House make an effort to clear the employees
and either reinstate them or help them relo-
cate?

And most important of all, why didn’t any-
one in the White House question the impro-
priety of the entire affair—before it hap-
pened?

Mr, PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield the remainder of the time we
have to Senator DANFORTH.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
remainder of the time being 9 minutes,
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. DAN-
FORTH] is recognized for 9 minutes.

DEFICIT REDUCTION PROGRAM

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, last
week Senator BOREN, Senator JOHN-
STON, Senator COHEN, and I offered our
suggestion for the best way to go about
dealing with the terrible problem of
the budget deficit. I would like to de-
scribe for the Senate the reasoning
that went into the program that we an-
nounced last week.

The first principle that was agreed on
by the Senators who were part of this
effort was that we should propose a def-
icit reduction program which was at
least as good in total deficit reduction
as the President’s program and as the
budget resolution that has been adopt-
ed. We met that target. In fact, we ex-
ceeded that target by some $46 billion.

Then the second premise was that in
addition to at least matching the tar-
get that had already been set for defi-
cit reduction, the ratio of spending
cuts to tax increases should be dra-
matically changed from the program
that was before us. We have heard
speeches already this morning describ-
ing what the ratio, in fact, is. There
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are various analyses of that ratio. Most
everybody agrees that it is somewhat
less than $1 of spending cuts for $1 of
tax increases. Some say it is 2 or 3 or
4 to 1 in tax increases over spending
cuts. We believed that the figure given
by Leon Panetta, now the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget,
during his confirmation hearings
should be the target that we shot for;
that is, we thought the best program,
as far as the economy was concerned,
was to have at least $2 of spending cuts
for every $1 of tax increases.

The third general principle that we
agreed to was that entitlement pro-
grams must be controlled. It was our
view that it was not possible to come
up with the necessary numbers for
spending cut reduction without con-
trolling the growth of the entitlement
programs, the automatic programs in
the budget that do not require appro-
priations.

These entitlement programs have
been the fastest growing part of the
Federal budget. They have grown from
about 30 percent of the budget in the
1960's to about 50 percent of the budget
today. And in 10 years, on the present
growth pattern, the entitlement pro-
grams will constitute just short of 70
percent of the Federal budget.

Under the budget resolution that has
been adopted, nothing of significance is
done to control the growth of the enti-
tlements. And, as a matter of fact,
under the budget resolution over a 5-
year period of time, the entitlement
programs will grow by 25 percent.

It was our position that as difficult
as it is to take on the entitlement pro-
grams, they are uncontrollable today,
they are growing at an enormous rate
and that the entitlement programs
have to be reined in.

We have some further points of
agreement. We agreed that we should
reduce the tax burden in the Presi-
dent's program, and we agreed on how
we should do it. There were two spe-
cific points that I think deserve special
attention this morning.

The first is that the so-called Btu
tax, the energy tax, should be deleted
from the program. A lot of newspaper
commentary on this proposal of ours
said, well, two of the Senators are from
oil-producing States, so that is obvi-
ously the reason that the Btu tax was
deleted in this program. That is really
not correct. Two Senators were from
oil-producing States, but my State of
Missouri is not an oil-producing State
and the State of Maine, which is rep-
resented by Senator COHEN, is not an
oil-producing State.,

We believe that the Btu tax should be
deleted not because we are from oil-
producing States, but rather because
we think the Btu tax is bad for our
economy.

It is a very regressive tax, and be-
yond that it is a tax on the production
of goods manufactured in the United
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States. It is a tax which is particularly
injurious to America's competitive po-
sition. That was really an easy decision
for all four Senators. The Btu tax
must go.

The second easy decision, but it has
received a lot of comment on the press,
was that we should delete the repeal of
the cap on the payroll tax for health
insurance that was proposed by the
President.

Now, the way that has been written
up by the editorial writers was, well,
this was a desire on the part of the four
Senators to provide a tax break for the
rich. That is why they wanted to delete
that idea of doing away with the repeal
of the cap on the payroll tax.

Mr. President, if we wanted to help
the rich, we would have reduced the
tax rates. We would not have done this.
The reason we did this, the reason we
made this suggestion was not to help
the well-to-do but to help the small
businesses of this country, because the
problem with doing away with the cap
on the payroll tax is that the effect is
to tax 100 percent of the earnings of un-
incorporated businesses. So that indi-
vidual proprietorships and partnerships
would have all of their earnings sub-
jected to the HI tax under the program
that has been suggested by the Presi-
dent.

We thought that small business is
the big growth area in this country,
this is the job-producing part of our
economy, and this was just too hard a
hit on the small businesses, on the un-
incorporated businesses, and that that
part of the President's program should
be abandoned.

There were also some similarly held
views among all the four participating
Senators in the area of the entitle-
ments. The first had to do with the an-
nuity programs, including Soecial Secu-
rity, the so-called third rail of Amer-
ican politics. And we said that the first
$600 a month should get the full adjust-
ment for inflation, but after the $600 a
month it should be the Consumer Price
Index minus 2 percent.

For the average Social Security ben-
eficiary, that means $1 per month.
Now, people say, well, we should not
touch them at all. This should just be
totally off limits. That is the conven-
tional political position. It is a justi-
fied position. As a matter of fact, So-
cial Security does stand on its own
merits. It is a separate trust fund.

Why did we make this proposal, Mr,
President? We made it simply because
we have a national crisis, and we be-
lieve that when the question is really
put to the senior citizens of this coun-
try, they, too, would be willing to
make a modest contribution for the
sake of their grandchildren. That is
really what the question is.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be given 1
more minute.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? The Chair hears no ob-
jection. The Senator is recognized.

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, on
the other point relating to the control
of the entitlement growth, also there
was no real difficulty in reaching con-
clusions among the four Senators. But
let me conclude by making just two ad-
ditional very short points.

We agreed among the four Senators
that whatever is done about the budget
deficit has to be bipartisan. The
gridlock in this country is not just
caused by Republicans, and it is not
just caused by Democrats. It is caused
by people who are afraid of the next
election. And we believe that Repub-
licans and Democrats absolutely have
to get together in a common approach
in order to deal effectively with the
budget deficit. Ours is the first effort
in a bipartisan approach.

The second point we thought about
was that there are really only three al-
ternatives which are now before the
country: We can either raise taxes, or
we can control entitlements, or we can
simply forget about the budget deficit
and let the country get weaker and
weaker and weaker.

We believe that controlling entitle-
ments and some increase in taxes is the
best approach for America.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All

time under the control of Mr. PACK-
WOOD has expired.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be 45
minutes under the control of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. DASHLE]
or his designee.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be Senator DASCHLE'S des-
ignee for this time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator will be so recognized.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have
listened very carefully to my Repub-
lican colleagues this morning, and I
will say they are certainly filled with
spirit. They are angry. They are spir-
ited. But, with the exception of one of
the Senators, they have offered noth-
ing to lead us out of the fiscal mess in
which we find ourselves.

Yes, they have launched a very spir-
ited attack against the President's eco-
nomic plan, and they are quite worked
up about it, Mr. President, as you can
see. I respect my Republican friends,
and I respect their opinions. I respect
their right to speak out in a spirited
way against this plan. But I have to
ask a few questions.

Where was this spirit, Mr. President,
when you led the fight for a jobs bill
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for our people? Where was this spirit
for our people and their families?
Where was the spirit for America’s
children, who would have been so much
better off if we had passed the jobs bill?
And I would have to ask, Mr. Presi-
dent, Where was this spirit as Presi-
dents Reagan and Bush borrowed and
spent our deficit from $50 billion in 1980
to $300 billion at its peak? Where was
this spirit, Mr. President, when the na-
tional debt went from $1 to $4 trillion?

It was not there, Mr. President, I
served in the other body, in the House,
for 10 years, and somehow I did not see
this anger as that deficit rose. I did not
see this anger as our children went into
poverty. I did not see this anger as our
families saw their incomes level off and
drop.

I did not see this anger from my Re-
publican friends because they were
happy with the way things were going.
The wealthiest among us saw their in-
comes rise 115 percent in that decade of
neglect. Republicans liked that just
fine. And that is when I find that my
Republican friends are at their
happiest, when the wealthiest Ameri-
cans see their incornes rise. And, aver-
age incomes did rise during the
Reagan-Bush years. They went up from
$314,000 in 1977 an average to $675,000 in
1992.

So, yes, there will be changes. The
American people voted for change. The
American people said enough is
enough. CEQO's, Mr. President, getting
million-dollar bonuses. Enough is
enough. Feathers are being ruffled, and
suddenly we see spirit on the other side
of the aisle which we have not seen in
a long time.

But, for the most part, we have heard
nothing but criticism. Yes, we heard
the Senator from New Mexico, who is a
real leader in deficit reduction, offer to
sit down with the President. But I be-
lieve the time for sitting down has
passed and the time for action is now.

This reconciliation bill should and
must be passed. We all know this econ-
omy is in trouble. It is easy to point
fingers and blame, but we know now
that we need to reduce this deficit and
make sound investments in our people.

We do know this is going to mean
some very, very tough choices—choices
that I do not like, Mr. President;
choices that you do not like, I am sure;
choices that many of us hate to make.
But I think there is one choice we can-
not make, and that is we cannot do
nothing. If we continue on the present
course, it is clear we would see deficits
in 10 years in excess of $600 billion and
ruination for our country.

We have a President who has brought
that home to Americans. That is the
irony of all this. He has brought it
home to Americans, and yet he is criti-
cized by the other side of the aisle for
not doing enough about the deficit
when they, over all those years, never
got excited or angry about the kind of
increases we saw in the deficit.
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We have just come out of a decade of
neglect. We saw the people in the mid-
dle getting squeezed and the rich get-
ting richer and the poor getting poorer.
We just came out of a decade of politics
of greed and divisiveness. And the peo-
ple watch the deficit and the interest
on the debt rise, and they see now a
very weak economy, and, yes,
consumer confidence is down. Of course
it is down. When we bicker here, when
the forces of delay and filibuster rear
their heads again on this floor, of
course consumer confidence is going to
be down.

This is not a time to be proud of, but
we can turn it around. We can move
this country forward. We need to revive
this economy. We need to take bold
steps, and President Clinton has pre-
sented us with a plan to do that. It is
the most ambitious deficit reduction
plan in history. I believe, Mr. Presi-
dent, it has been distorted on this Sen-
ate floor. People say 6 to 1 taxes over
spending cuts. Those are not the num-
bers that I have been given. The point
is we know we cannot tip the scale too
far in any one direction. If we put too
much on the tax side, we will hurt the
middle class. If we put too much on the
spending cut side, we will lose more
jobs and sink into a deep recession. It
is a wvery delicate economic balance,
Mr. President. It is like a puzzle. The
pieces must be kept intact.

So when we talk about the Presi-
dent’'s plan, we need to talk about it as
a whole. And, again, I must say, I
would write it differently. Other Mem-
bers of the Senate would write it dif-
ferently. But we have one President,
and his plan deserves a chance. Ronald
Reagan's plan got a chance. George
Bush’s plan got a chance. I did not see
Democrats stopping their plan. We
criticized it. We said it would lead to
deficits. We said it was too generous to
the wealthiest among us, those earning
over $300,000. We said that, Mr. Presi-
dent. I think we were right. But those
Presidents got their chance. People
liked what President Reagan did and
they reelected him. They did not like
what President Bush did, and they
turned to President Clinton.

We can look at the polls, and polls
will go up and down. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, polls are not what leadership is
about. Leadership is really about mak-
ing choices. It is about standing up
when the going gets tough. It is about
not tearing things down without offer-
ing something in its place. We have a
chance to show that kind of leadership,
as tough as it may be. If we continue
this debate and this tearing down, my
own State of California will see its un-
employment rate stick at an unaccept-
able 9 percent. That is too much suffer-
ing, Mr. President. We cannot afford to
continue to see this economy faltering.
We would have failed the people we
were sent here to represent.

President Clinton said it over and
over again. If you have a better idea,
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put it on the table. We did have a group
of five—some Democrats, some Repub-
licans—put an idea on the table. That
is fine. But if you really look at it,
that plan hurts the poor. That plan
hurts the middle class. That plan hurts
the elderly through cuts in Medicare.
When we compare it to President Clin-
ton's plan, it does not match up.

We know that we are going to have
to look at Medicare. When Congress
considers health reform, we will look
at Medicare. But let us not do it in a
vacuum. Let us look at Medicare and
Medicaid in the context of a com-
prehensive health care reform package.
That debate is coming soon.

Now it is time to focus on the com-
prehensive plan that is before us. We
need to focus on the only plan that
meets this Nation's challengers head
on. It is the only plan that really ac-
knowledges new priorities. Yes, we can
criticize the plan and debate it, but let
us move on with it, Mr. President.

The President’s plan will reduce the
deficit by almost $500 billion over 5
years. It will do so with a delicate com-
bination of spending cuts and tax in-
creases. You will hear squawking and
complaining that there will be tax in-
creases and you will hear squawking
and complaining that some spending
priorities are taking a lower peg on the
ladder. You will even hear those on the
other side of the aisle defend the mo-
hair subsidy. Many of those who defend
it are those who say we have to cut
more spending, but not in my back-
yard, not the mohair subsidy. As I have
heard Senators say that my Texas goat
ranchers would not like to lose their
subsidy. The mohair subsidy goes back
to the war years, Mr. President, when
we needed wool for the uniforms of our
fighting men. This subsidy is out of
date. We hear a lot of people say we
have to do away with the sacred cows.
I say do away with the sacred goats
while we are at it. Yet even with these
other subsidies, you will hear those on
the other side of the aisle who keep
complaining that this President does
not cut enough spending. They keep
speaking out for these kinds of sub-
sidies for their own backyards. It is
time to put all that aside. We tried
that strategy in the eighties. It did not
work.

President Clinton proposes to cut
spending by $175 billion. Roughly $60
billion of these cuts are in entitlement
programs, and those cuts are not easy.
These are tough choices, and President
Clinton has made them.

And the taxes. I want to talk about
the taxes. Not one Senator or one
Member of Congress wants to raise
taxes. It is not pleasant. It is not
happy. You do not get rewarded for it.
It hurts you. But once in a while you
have to do something tough.

Again, during the last decade,
wealthy Americans saw their average
income skyrocket from $314,000 in 1977
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to $675,000 in 1992, a 1l5-percent in-
crease in their incomes. I ask you who
paid the price for that? I say the mid-
dle class. The middle class was hit by
taxes, and they found themselves work-
ing harder and making less.

But this time, as we look at these
sorry deficits, we must look at fair-
ness. And this President has done so.
Yes, he says it is time that the
wealthiest among us pay their fair
share of the burden. Mr., President, I
know people in my State who did very
well in this last decade, and they want
to help.

I am not saying they are going to sit
down and write a check on their own to
lower the deficit, but they are ready
and willing to see their tax rates go up
a little. And I know that my friends on
the other side of the aisle get very
upset at this thought. They like the
trickle-down theory. They believe that
if you give to the wealthiest, then,
hopefully, the crumbs will eventually
wind there way on down to everybody
else. They think that with trickle-
down economics we will all become
richer and better, and the deficit will
go down. They think that spending us
into prosperity is the answer.

But what did the wealthy Americans
do with all the money they made in the
1980’s? Many of them used it to buy up
companies and then break them apart,
costing many Americans their jobs.

So it is time that we see a fair tax
bill. And, it is time that those who ben-
efited the most in the 1980’s pay their
fair share, I think that is what you will
see in this President’s tax program.
Seventy-five percent of President Clin-
ton's proposed tax increases fall on
those who can afford to pay more. And,
these Americans will feel better when
they see our children doing better;
they will feel better when they see our
families doing better; they will feel
better about this country when every
one is brought along.

Mr. President, that is what America
is about—bringing everyone along. We
do not guarantee things for people we
do not guarantee certain results, or
guarantee money. But we should guar-
antee people a chance, an opportunity.
To do that, we need to make invest-
ments in the American people, and
that is what the President does.

The President has even offered to set
up a deficit reduction trust fund so
that we are sure that increased taxes
will go toward deficit reduction.

Yes, the President must raise some
taxes. Yes, he increases some spending.
But, we need to increase spending in
some cases in order to invest in our
people. In order to invest in our indus-
tries, so that we will have prosperity in
the future. With President Clinton’s
economic plan, the deficit will come
down from 5 percent of GDP to 2.5 per-
cent of GDP. That is what is impor-
tant, the percentage the deficit is of
the gross domestic product. It must
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come down in order for Americans to
be competitive.

So, let us resist the easy answer of
tearing everything down, Mr. Presi-
dent. The time is past for that. Let us
resist the answer of hitting our elderly,
as the so-called bipartisan compromise
does. Let us adopt the basic concepts in
the President’s plan. It is going to go
through committee; it is going to
change. But we must begin to move
forward with the President’s plan. I be-
lieve the plan is a blueprint for fiscal
responsibility and sound investment. I
think it will bring us closer to revers-
ing a decade of neglect of our people,
and our children, and to reversing a
decade of fiscal irresponsibility.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of the time to the Senator from South
Dakota.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE] has 27 minutes 18 seconds.
Mr. DASCHLE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, before
the Senator begins, I wanted to men-
tion one thing to him. First, I want to
thank him for organizing this morning.

I wanted to mention that one of our
colleagues was deriding the reconcili-
ation bill, saying it was more than
1,000 pages, as if this was something
unusual. So we did a little research and
found out that in 1987, the Ronald
Reagan reconciliation bill was 1,100
pages; and the George Bush reconcili-
ation bill was 2,000 pages; and in 1990, it
was 1,100 pages. I thought it was impor-
tant to put that on the record.

e

THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC
STRATEGY

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, that is
important, and I thank the distin-
guished Senator from California. She is
an articulate advocate for her State
and, once again, has enlightened us
with her description of the reconcili-
ation package and the need for it. I ap-
preciate very much her willingness to
come to the floor this morning, as she
has, and as she does so often, to rep-
resent not only the interests of her
people, but the interests of this coun-
try, as she articulates what so many of
us have also attempted to describe as
an important part of the President's
economic strategy.

Mr. President, I, too, come to the
floor this morning to talk about this
reconciliation package, and I begin by
reading the following list: The Advance
Screw Products Corp.; Acme Manufac-
turing Co.; the American Lawn Mower
Co.; Chicago Flame Hardening Co.;
Clark Grave Vault Co.; Embalmers
Supply Co.; the National Association of
Band Instrument Manufacturers; Phil-
lips Petroleum; the Salt Institute; and
perhaps my personal favorite, Repub-
lican Engineered Steels. That is right,
Republican Engineered Steels, Inc. Ten
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companies and ten more reasons that
America has a $4 trillion national debt.

Each of those companies has just
signed on as a member of the Afford-
able Energy Alliance, which boasts
that it has 823 members, all opposed to
the Clinton economic plan because
they do not like the Btu tax. So the
list represents not just 10, but 823 more
reasons that we have a $4 trillion debt.

Then there are a few thousand mil-
lionaires. They hate Clinton’s tax on
millionaires, so that is a few thousand
more reasons why we have a $4 trillion
debt. Add some city people who do not
like the President's cut in city pro-
grams, and military people who do not
like the cuts in defense spending, and
you get the point.

Nobody likes to have their programs
cut, their taxes increased. There is just
one problem—after all of the complain-
ing, after all of the reasons stated by
so many of our colleagues and so many
of these companies about why we can-
not do this, why we cannot do that,
why we can never do anything to gov-
ern effectively, or deal with what peo-
ple tell us is a serious problem in this
country, getting worse and worse and
worse—everyone has just one reason
why this or that plan is unfair, ineffec-
tive, and not worthy of our support.
And the bottom line is that, today, we
have a $4 trillion debt.

That is up from §1 trillion just 12
years ago, as now everybody knows. It
is a disaster of the first order. We all
know that, too. We all know that it
does not matter who is th