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SENATE—Wednesday, February 23, 1994

(Legislative day of Tuesday, February 22, 1994)

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable BEN
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, a Senator from
the State of Colorado.

PRAYER

Rabbi Paul D. Kerbel, Congregation
Nevey Shalom, Bowie, MD, offered the
following prayer:

Let us pray:

Our God and God of our ancestors: We
ask Your blessings for our country, for
its Government, for its leaders and ad-
visers, and for all who exercise just and
rightful authority. Teach them in-
sights of Your Torah, that they may
administer all affairs of State fairly,
that peace and security, happiness and
prosperity, justice and freedom may
forever abide in our midst.

Creator of all flesh, bless all the in-
habitants of our country with Your
spirit. May citizens of all races and
creeds forge a common bond in true
harmony to banish all hatred and big-
otry and to safeguard the ideals and
free institutions which are the pride
and glory of our country.

May this land under Your Providence
be an influence for good throughout
the world, uniting all people in peace
and freedom and helping them to fulfill
the vision of Your prophet: ‘“‘Nation
shall not lift up sword against nation,
neither shall they experience war any
more."’

And let us say: Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 23, 1994.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable BEN NIGHTHORSE
CAMPBELL, a Senator from the State of Colo-
rado, to perform the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. CAMPBELL thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

RABBI PAUL KERBEL

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, this
morning’s guest chaplain is Rabbi Paul

Kerbel, a leader of the Jewish commu-
nity in Prince Georges County, MD. I
know the Senate joins me in thanking
Rabbi Kerbel for delivering this morn-
ing's prayer.

Rabbi Kerbel is Rabbi of Congrega-
tion Nevey Shalom in Bowie, MD. He is
vice president of the Washington Board
of Rabbis, a member of the board of the
United Jewish Appeal—Federation of
Greater Washington, and a member of
the National Rabbinic Cabinet of the
United Jewish Appeal.

I certainly appreciated Rabbi
Kerbel’s words of inspiration this
morning. I am confident that they will
enlighten our efforts to engage in rea-
soned, respectful debate today.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business until the hour of
10:15 a.m., with Senators permitted to
speak therein for up to 5 minutes each.
The first 45 minutes of morning busi-
ness is under the control of the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. WALLOP] or his
designee.

Mr. WALLOP addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WALLOP] is recognized.

Mr. WALLOP. I thank the Chair. I
will shortly yield to the Senator from
Montana.

| ———

THE EFFECTS OF BUDGET
DEFICITS

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, one of
the things about budget deficits that
ought to concern*Americans is that it
is the tool by which Government can
excessively control the lives of Ameri-
cans. With Congress inattentive and
uncaring about the size of the budget
deficit, we find that we end up funding
an increasingly arrogant bureaucracy
which stretches its influence over the
daily lives of Americans in untold, un-
numbered, and unimaginable ways. The
loss of freedoms that Americans sense
can be directly attributed to the size of
the Federal budget deficit.

If Congress ever got to the point
where we actually accounted for every-

thing we spent, we would then have to
prioritize. And once we started to
prioritize, those agencies of Govern-
ment that are the most offensive, the
most invasive of American privacy,
would clearly come under our purview.

We discuss the deficit in such ab-
stract terms that it is almost impos-
sible to understand fully what impact
the deficit has on the lives of Ameri-
cans. As I travel this country, and as I
travel my home State of Wyoming, I
find an increasing number of Ameri-
cans terrified of their Government, ac-
tively trying to serve it instead of ex-
pecting it to serve them, and actively
trying to stay out of sight lest it
should take notice.

For example, among the other things
Congress does is to increase continu-
ously the funding of an agency, like
the Internal Revenue Service, which,
when it challenges an American on his
or her taxes, can rely on a bottomless
well of money to audit, investigate,
and litigate. Oftentimes, a taxpayer is
placed in the position of literally hav-
ing to admit guilt rather than contest
the TRS’s judgment because it will cost
more to defend than to admit guilt.

The EPA acts in much the same way.
If you attempt to challenge the EPA,
they will very likely declare you a
willful violator and assess a fine, which
will run throughout the litigation, for
your alleged violation. Who dares ex-
pose themselves to that kind of judg-
ment?

This invidious power is the result, as
much as anything, of agencies having
too much money. Of agencies that
themselves do not have to decide
among the priorities under their pur-
view. And so as we casually go along
adding to the budget deficit, we are
also adding to the arrogance of Amer-
ican bureaucratic power.

We have allowed the budget system
to get so complex that even its most
admirable practitioners do not under-
stand it all. That is why the debate on
the balanced budget resolution is so
critical a one to Americans.

It is interesting to listen to those
who oppose the amendment; they say it
would raise taxes on Americans. The
assumption behind such a statement is
that those of us in Congress are such
fools that we are unable to make a
judgment about priorities. Instead of
raising taxes on Americans, we might
select among some of the current
wealth transfer programs, or maybe we
would make a judgment on whether
some of the agencies of Government
were actually serving the needs of the
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people as contemplated by the Con-
stitution.

We do not have to raise taxes to bal-
ance the budget. We have to make deci-
sions. The assumption that our choice
lies among adding to the deficit, con-
tinuing the deficit interminably, or
simply increasing the abuse of Govern-
ment on Americans is a telling state-
ment about the mindset that has set-
tled upon Congress. Why is it that we
can borrow from our grandchildren’s
future or punish Americans with taxes,
but we are unable to make a judgment
to spend less or spend more wisely?

Mr. President, I will have more to
say on the budget as the morning goes
on, but for the moment I yield 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Montana [Mr.
BURNS].

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana [Mr.
BURNS] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend. I
wish to ask a question to my friend
from Wyoming, who will be leaving
this body at the end of this Congress,
and he will be missed for the depth
that he goes into subjects such as this.

For those who would oppose the bal-
anced budget amendment, is that an
indication we have given up, that we
cannot prioritize or quit funding pro-
grams that will not work?

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from Montana, that is the
only conclusion you can draw from the
arguments raised against it. The whole
argument that we are taking from Con-
gress the power of the purse is non-
sense. We will still have the power of
the purse. It will just be a more respon-
sibly defined power, which is not the
type of power we possess at this mo-
ment.

Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend. I am
not schooled in the school of econom-
ics. I was raised in an area where eco-
nomics or your economic well-being
was judged by your accounts receivable
which was in your left front pocket and
your accounts payable were in your
right front pocket. And nothing hap-
pens in the right front until something
happens in the left front.

That is the way we should operate
this Government, because I come out of
local government where we were not
only the people who set the budget, we
were also the same three people who
were on the appropriations. We appro-
priated the money and spent it.

Let us take a look at this budget this
morning. Yes, there are some things
that we like about the budget and some
things we want to work with the Budg-
et Committee on. But there are some
that I think we have forgotten as we
are making our assumptions on how we
do our business. No. 1, it is my opinion
that we have to get away or depart
from baseline budgeting. If we are to
get some kind of control on the spend-
ing side of the ledger, we have to do
something other than baseline budget-
ing.
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We do not assume that we start 6 per-
cent higher this next year based on last
year’s budget. It was my intention
back in 1990 on the 4 percent solution
that would say we can allow the Fed-
eral budget to grow 4 percent based on
previous year's expenditures, and still
maintain proper reserves in the event
that we had a catastrophe or national
emergency that we will take care of.
We have had to take care of some of
those, of course the latest being the
earthquake in California. So deficit re-
duction is one thing. Debt reduction is
quite another.

I have talked about what is really
fueling the economy at this time
which, of course, is small business. Big
business is laying off people. There is
no expansion, no job opportunity right
now like there is in small business.
Yet, that engine that is powering this
new rebirth of the American economy
is under a great deal of pressure right
now.

The small businesses that I am talk-
ing about are on Main Street Montana
which were telling me this: That they
are hiring part-time workers—no full-
time workers—because of the reluc-
tance to accept the fact that this is a
solid rebuilding, that the future is
pretty well intact. But they also see
more rules and regulations coming
down the pike that is going to affect
the way they do business. And they are
worried about that. They are also wor-
ried, and legitimately so, about health
care and which direction it is going to
go while we reform that industry. I
think we should probably tackle wel-
fare reform before we do anything
about health care reform.

I am not particularly enamored with
the President’'s health plan. But I am
also not enamored with the status quo.
There are some reforms that have to be
made. I think we can do that. Let us
take a look at welfare reform.

I cannot blame these small-business
men as they try to make some kind of
commitment to the future not only for
their employees but for themselves and
for the enterprise that they are they
are in.

Let us take one example in the budg-
et. There is a 1,000 percent increase in
fees to be a dealer in firearms; 1,000
percent. That affects almost 3,000 indi-
vidual people in my State of Montana
who probably, more than anything
else, maintain a license for a hobby.

I would say that the engine that is
fueling the economy—small business in
this country—right now has more fears
and reservations about the activities of
this Government and what is coming
down not only in taxes, not only in the
taxes that were retroactively passed a
year ago, but now are doing business
with their CPA’'s and finding out that
their future may be on the line and
they might make it on that dreaded en-
dangered species list.

I thank my friend from Wyoming.
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I yield the floor.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I yield 7
minutes to the Senator from Okla-
homa.,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma is
recognized for 7T minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my f{riend and colleague from Wyo-
ming.

I wish to compliment Senator WAL-
LoOP for his statement and also Senator
BURNS for his statement. I cannot help
but think, when I listen to the Senator
from Montana and he talks about
changing the baseline, that he is really
saying the Federal Government has a
baseline that has built-in escalating
spending. That does not happen in the
businesses in Montana nor in Okla-
homa nor in 99 percent of all the busi-
nesses in America or in families. When
they use budgets, they say what are we
spending this year? What are the ac-
tual dollars this year? And they use
that as a baseline, not what is antici-
pated growth, expecued growth, That is
not the case with the Federal Govern-
ment. That is very unfortunate.

S0 I compliment my friend from
Montana for saying that we should
have some common sense budget re-
form, and we have not seen that yet.

Mr. President, I want to address a
couple of things concerning the Presi-
dent's budget. One is a lot of the rhet-
oric that we have heard from various
administration officials.

I serve on the Budget Committee,
and I have heard people taking great
claim for the deficit that is coming
down. They are saying this administra-
tion is responsible for it largely as a re-
sult of the deficit reduction package
that passed last year. They incorrectly
state it is the largest deficit reduction
package in history. CBO says that is
not the case. CBO says 433, not 3,500.

I think it is important we talk about
facts. CBO says in the deficit reduction
package that there are over $2 in taxes
for every $1 of spending cuts. I contin-
ually hear people in the administration
say it had more in spending cuts than
it had in tax increases. That is not the
case.

Mr. President, there is CBO’s esti-
mates that the deficit for 1995 will be
$113 billion less than what they said it
would be a year ago. I think it is im-
portant that we know why that is.
That is §$113 billion less in debt in-
crease. All of us applaud that. Where
did it come from? Did it come from the
deficit package last year? Part of it.
Did it come from spending cuts? None
of it.

I think that is important to know.
We have $113 billion. CBO now says
that we are going to have a smaller
debt increase than anticipated 1 year
ago. That is a significant reduction.
Where did that come from?

Mr. President, I will insert this in
the RECORD for my colleagues because
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we have done this not only for 1995, but
for 1996, 1997, and for 1998.

CBO says $5 billion will come from
spending cuts. I said none of it from
spending cuts. But CBO did not know
we were going to pass so-called urgent
disaster relief. All of that was off budg-
et. All of that was added to debt. That
more than compensates for the $5 bil-
lion in spending cuts that CBO was
saying was in this package. Forty-six
billion dollars of it was taxes increases.

I do not make any bones about that.
We did pass that. I give President Clin-
ton credit for it. Forty-six billion dol-
lars of the $113 billion was tax in-
creases. The balance of it, $2 billion for
debt service, $15 billion for economic
changes, and $45 billion for technical
and others. That means we are spend-
ing less on S&L bailouts and other as-
sumptions.

The economy is doing better than an-
ticipated, but not through changes
made by this administration or by this
Congress. This Congress either raises
taxes or spends money. That total
amount of effort through those two
things, all of it was done on the tax in-
crease side of it. None of it was done on
the spending cuts.

As a matter of fact, if you look at
this administration and compare CBO’s
number for 1993, how much did we have
in spending cuts for deficit reduction in
1993? Zero. Actually, we had a $4 billion
increase in spending over the baseline.
How much in 1994? How many billions
of dollars in spending cuts did we have
in 19947 None. Actually, we had another
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$4 billion over baseline. We did have $28
billion in taxes increases.

So if you look at this administration
for the first 2 or 3 years, in 1993 there
were no spending cuts. In 1994 there
were no spending cuts. We did have
some tax increases, and in 1995, again,
no spending cuts. All on the tax in-
crease side. And the majority of the so-
called deficit reduction was not
through either spending changes or tax
increases. The majority of it was re-
estimations done by CBO.

I just want to make these facts
known. These are not DON NICKLES'
facts, these are not DON NICKLES' as-
sumptions, this is the information that
came from the Congressional Budget
Office.

So my colleagues can look and see.
Well, if the deficit is coming down, and
certainly it is significantly less this
year, projected for 1995—I say this
year, but we are talking 1995 budget—
at $171 billion. That is a significant re-
duction. I want my colleagues to know
that all of that deficit reduction is in
the form of tax increases or reesti-
mates by CBO. Not one dime comes
from a spending cut.

I know my colleagues have heard the
President and others taking great
claim that, well, they are proposing
over 150 different spending cuts or ter-
minations. President Bush proposed
over 220. What is not often said in the
same statement is that the President is
proposing something like $126.5 billion
in spending increases over the baseline
for the years 1995 through 1999—a $126
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billion increase over and above infla-
tion. These are new spending programs.

I am going to insert this into the
RECORD which details this. Whether
you are talking about the crime bill,
Head Start, housing vouchers—I do not
know if my colleagues are aware of an-
other $10 billion in housing vouchers—
NIH, another $7.6 billion in authority,
$10.5 billion in outlays; title I edu-
cation, $5.17 billion in authority; Na-
tional Service, $5 billion; dislocated
workers, $4.2 billion in budget author-
ity, $5.5 billion in outlays; Goals 2000,
another $4.2 billion in budget authority
and $3.6 billion in outlays.

I could go on and on. It totals $126
billion of new spending over and above
the baseline, which already has infla-
tion built into it.

The Senator from Montana said we
should not have an inflated baseline. If
you do that for 4 or 5 years, you have
an escalated spending curve. He said we
should use last year's real numbers. He
is exactly right. This $126 billion in
new spending is over and above the
baseline.

My point is, Mr. President, that the
so-called deficit reduction we have
heard so many great things about is a
result of President Clinton’s largest
tax increase in history and is a result
of reestimations by the Congressional
Budget Office.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
two tables printed in the RECORD.

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

SOURCE OF DEFICIT CHANGE SINCE PRESIDENT CLINTON TOOK OFFICE

[In biltions of dallars]
Fiscal year 1993 Fiscal year 1994 Fiscal year 1995 Fiscal year 1996 Fiscal year 1997 Fiscal year 1998 Total 1993-98
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent
CBO deficit baseline Uanu-
y 1099 1| R BN smis B i 2 1 R e 39 .7 I S, 1,848
CBO deficit baseline (Janu-
oy 199 i 255 prx] 182 180 1177
Deficit change ....... (55 . (68) . (3n m (671)
Sources of deficil change:
Spending cuts ! < 4 =1 4 -6 (5 4 (20) 17 (39 28 (56) K (112) 17
ax increases 2 0 0 (28) 41 (46) 4] (56) 45 (66) 48 (67) k- 63) 39
Debl service ... 0 0 ) 1 @ 2 m 6 (13) g (20 11 (43) 6
Economic changes ....... 0 0 (13) 19 (15) 13 (12) 10 (14) 10 (25) 14 (79) 12
Technical and other? .. 159) 107 (30 45 (45) @ 2n n 5 1 (t] 5 (176) 26
TR it (55) 100 (68) 100 (113 100 (zn 100 (130 100 um 100 (671) 100
L DBRA 1993 discreti and ing cuts minus higher outiays for I ion and P for food relief,
20BRA 1993 tax increases.
Mechnical imates (deposit revenues, and medicare/medicaid) and OBRA 1993 debt service savings.
Note.—Details may not add due to rounding.
Sources: CBO January 1993 Report, CBO September 1993 Report, CBO January 1994 Report.
NEW SPENDING IN THE CLINTON BUDGET PLAN, INCREASES ABOVE 1994 LEVELS
[In biltions of doltars]
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
Crime bill initiatives:
TR DI .. oinotooinssgm s e A S ot o ST M E GGhdit 2466 4333 5.049 5953 6.581 23.982
Outlays 0.736 234 3925 4982 6.449 18.416
Head Start:
Budget authority 0.700 1400 2100 2800 3.500 10.500
Oullays ......oiceiiees 0.463 1.204 1.872 2567 3.266 9312
Housing vouchers.
Budget authorty ............ccoocn. 1.339 1.408 1.478 2658 3138 10,021
p” L R R dRy Rt B PN o A4 YRR R AR Y MU e R s O e TR L 0.456 1.003 1633 2301 3.064 B.457
i Budget authonity 0517 0.999 1.501 2.024 2.569 1610
Outlays 0.758 1429 2118 2820 3343 10.468
Title 1 education:
Budget authonty ........coocooceeen. 0.667 0.909 1.152 1.397 1642 5767
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NEW SPENDING IN THE CLINTON BUDGET PLAN, INCREASES ABOVE 1994 LEVELS—Continued

[In billions of dollars)
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
Outlays 0.029 0583 0.899 L151 1395 4057
National service:
Budget authority 0.275 0.784 1.012 1.285 1610 4,966
Outiays 0.165 0.504 0.908 L189 1.468 424
Dislocated workers:
Budget authority 0.347 0.746 1.047 1.047 1,095 4282
Outlays 0415 0.797 1184 1497 1.594 5487
Budget autharity 0.354 0.704 0.956 1.035 1184 4213
Dg-llgs 0316 0674 0.925 Lo17 1161 4093
Budget authority ............. 0.595 0.895 0.895 0.895 0895 4175
0.141 0.605 0.916 0.981 0.987 3530
NIST growth:
' Budget authority 0415 0.569 0.859 0.887 0.902 3632
\ 0.157 o041 0.687 0.887 0.986 3128
IRS tax modification:
Budget authority 0.295 0.803 0.841 0.787 0610 3336
Outiays 0.244 0671 0.829 0.849 0.718 3n
S8 processing:
Budget authority 0327 0.156 0.668 0743 0.862 2.756
Outlays 03n 0516 0.700 1.046 L145 mns
Budget autharity 0323 0.323 0.168 0.168 0.168 1150
Qutiays 0.621 1475 1767 1.767 1.846 1476
Homeless programs:
Budget authority 0427 0177 0177 0177 0177 1135
Outlays 0.286 0.408 0.676 0933 1072 3375
All other increases:
get authority 5.809 7.087 8034 8609 9433 wan
lays kL 6435 83712 9871 10.870 38.567
Total-.
Budget authority 14.856 21293 25.937 30,065 31 126.522
Outlays 81 19.039 27411 33858 39.364 127.849

Mr. WALLOP addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming is
recognized.

Mr. WALLOP. I would like to direct
a few questions through the Chair to
the Senator from Oklahoma.

One, is it not the case that President
Clinton said we were going to have
honest figures for a change and we
were going to use CBO figures?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator from Wy-
oming is exactly correct. That is one of
the reasons I felt it was important to
show that CBO says here is where the
deficit reduction figures are coming
from, and that there are no spending
cuts in the first 3 years of this adminis-
tration.

Mr. WALLOP. So this is what we are
hearing from downtown, despite the
credibility given by the President to
CBO in its first State of the Union?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is exactly
correct.

Mr. WALLOP. Is it not also true
that, whether we use OMB or CBO's fig-
ures, the deficit begins to rise dramati-
cally after 19967

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is exactly
right. Not only that, most people are
not aware of this, but in that time pe-
riod, the next 5 years, we are adding
$1.3 trillion to the national debt. Even
though the deficit declined, according
to CBO, for a year or two, it continues
to escalate. Every year, we are adding
hundreds of billions of dollars to the
national debt.

Mr. WALLOP. Is it not also the case
that at no time within this Presidency
is the debt decreasing; that it contin-
ues to increase over the 5-year budget
period? We often get confused with the
concepts of deficit and debt. When we
discuss declining deficits, aren't we

only discussing the decrease in the size
of the increase in the debt, but not the
size of the debt itself?

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is exactly
right. The national debt stands at $4.1
trillion, and it will climb to almost $6
trillion in the next few years. That is
without calculating many of the new,
expensive entitlements this adminis-
tration has proposed, such as subsidiz-
ing—the Federal Government picking
up 80 percent of the health retirement
costs for people retiring between ages
56 and 65—and massive new subsidies
for businesses, and so on, in their
health care proposal. Those will ex-
plode in the future years.

THE BUDGET

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, in his
budget message to Congress and in his
State of the Union Address, Clinton
has painted a very rosy picture of the
U.S. economy. He has said that invest-
ment is up; real investment in equip-
ment grew 7 times as fast in 1993 as
over the preceding 4 years; mortgage
rates are at their lowest levels in dec-
ades; nearly 2 million more people are
working than were working a year ago;
and the deficit is expected to decline.

Clinton was lucky. He was the chief
beneficiary of low interest rates, cor-
porate restructuring, and a recovery
that began long before he took office.

In fact, GAO just this Friday found
that the lower than estimated budget
deficit for fiscal year 1993 was due to
lower than expected outlays for deposit
insurance programs.

If Clinton wants to claim credit for
this rosy economic picture, that's cer-
tainly his prerogative. Presidents take
credit for the good news and are held
responsible for the bad.

But what needs to be made clear is
that this economic story is far from
complete. Job numbers are nowhere as
strong as they should be. And
consumer confidence is weak.

Just this Sunday, buried in the busi-
ness section of the Washington Post,
was a report of a poll conducted by
Money magazine which found that
many households remain concerned
about their finances and future job
prospects. The survey, conducted in Oc-
tober and November, found that few
Americans were optimistic about the
economy, despite signs of its improve-
ment; 42 percent of the 2,154 people
polled thought the economy would
worsen in 1994, while only 27 percent
thought it would improve. Is this the
growing economic confidence the
President is so quick to tout?

The job numbers show that job cre-
ation is underperforming the growth of
the economy. This means that al-
though output [GDP] is growing, em-
ployers are not adding new employees
to the extent suggested by the in-
creased growth rates. Instead employ-
ers have increased workweeks and
hired temporary help where necessary.

In 1993, part-time and temporary em-
ployment increased by 6 percent while
full-time employment only increased
by 1 to 1.5 percent.

Average weekly hours for full-time
workers are at very high levels—over
41 hours per week with overtime. How-
ever, real average hourly earnings have
not changed. Average incomes remain
stagnant.

For all of the administration's criti-
cism of the Reagan years, job growth
during those years was significantly
higher than job growth currently.

Let us compare job creation during
comparable business cycles—which in
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this case is the second calendar year of
economic expansion. In 1993, 2 million
jobs were created. In 1984, 4 million
jobs were created.

In 1984, an average of 300,000 jobs per
month were created. In January, 1994
only 62,000 jobs were created.

But what about economic growth?
The current robust economy is far from
surprising given the timing of Clinton's
tax increases, the passage of NAFTA,
and the success of recent monetary pol-
icy, according to investment consult-
ant Art Laffer.

However, Laffer has found that his-
torically, in periods where there are ex-
pectations of rising tax rates, rising in-
terest rates—the Fed just indicated it
would be raising short-term rates
again—and rising oil prices, taxpayers
will advance their income—thus creat-
ing a false prosperity. '‘Once the tax
rate increases and other anticipated
events finally take effect, however, the
economy will stop dead in its tracks,
leaving growth well below the histori-
cal post-war average,’ said Laffer,

Even CBO, in its economic and budg-
et outlook 1995-99, recognized that
Clinton’s tax increases would depress
economic activity and slow economic
growth. That is why they only predict
a rate of growth of between 2.6 and 2.9
percent. And these rates do not even
take into consideration the adverse ef-
fects that health care reform could
have on economic growth.

Let us not forget that the impact of
Clinton’s tax increases have yet to be
felt. Businesses won't pay estimated
tax payments until mid-March, and in-
dividual taxes don't come due until
mid-April. I urge my colleagues to read
an article in the Washington Post by
James Glassman, dated January 28,
which is entitled *“If the Rich Do Not
Get Richer, Can the Economy Thrive?"
In that article Glassman nominates
taxes for the sleeper issue of 1994. He is
quick to point out that we haven't
really heard from the tax side yet.

And what about the world economy?
Even CBO is concerned if the Japanese
or Germany economies fail to recover—
because our export market will be fur-
ther weakened and could restrict eco-
nomic growth.

Why should the American people be
willing to accept mediocre growth
rates—a growth rate that averages on
or below the average of the post-World
War II economy? What about the 4-plus
percent growth rates of the 1980’s? The
rate of growth of GDP in the second
calendar year of economic expansion in
1984 was 6.2 percent—or more than
twice the current expected growth rate
for 1994.

Why must the American people settle
for so much less? Should we not be pro-
moting pro-growth initiatives? Clinton
himself said during the State of the
Union that:

Many Americans still haven't felt the im-
pact of what we've done. The recovery still
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has not touched every community or created
enough jobs. Incomes are still stagnant, * * *
Let us resolve to continue the journey of re-
newal, to create more and better jobs.

Well, that is what we should be
doing. We need to be finding ways to
promote economic growth, not stifle it.
To create high paying and stable jobs,
not temporary and part-time work.

Instead of pouring money into new
spending programs that are supposed
to retrain and better educate workers,
we should be making sure that there
will be jobs available for these people
to have.

Higher taxes, more regulations, and
health care are all combining to drain
the resources of small businesses—the
very engine of sustained economic
growth. Instead of placing more bur-
dens on employers, we should be look-
ing for ways to lift these burdens to
create more jobs.

As rosy as the economy may seem
today, we should not forget that it can
and will get worse again some day. We
should take action now, when the econ-
omy seems strong, then when it is too
late to react.

I ask unanimous consent that two ar-
ticles be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington Post; Jan. 28, 1994]

IF THE RICH DON'T GET RICHER, CAN THE
EcoNoMY THRIVE?

(By James K. Glassman)

Practically everyone is now predicting
that the U.S. economy will hum along nicely
in 1994, with 3 percent or 4 percent growth.
That's got me worried. Just when the experts
are convinced that things are going well, a
sleeper wakes up and wrecks the party.

My candidate for Sleeper of 1994 is taxes.
Specifically, the big increase in income taxes
on the rich that was approved last year.

While the tax hike was retroactive to Jan.
1, 1993, it started to take cash out of the
pockets of rich folks only this month—
through higher withholding.

Then, on April 15, the big bill will come
due, both for estimated taxes for the first
quarter of 1994 and for total taxes for the full
year of 1993.

The question is: Will the diversion of these
tens of billions of dollars—which used to go
to private investment and consumption and
which will now go to the federal govern-
ment—slow down the recovery?

This week, I asked a lot of the usual Re-
publican suspects this question. To my sur-
prise, they weren't particularly interested.
Certainly, they weren't squawking about the
tax hikes as they were during the debate last
summer over President Clinton’s budget.

Apparently, conservatives have bigger
things on their minds, issues such as family
values.

This is a bad sign. When it comes to the
economy, it's what you aren't worried about
that bites you.

Even Jude Wanniski, who in 1978 wrote a
book called “The Way the World Works," ar-
guing that taxes make or break economies,
says he's much more concerned about the
health care plan and monetary policy.

“A stable dollar is so much more impor-
tant that a small increase in taxes,” he said.
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Small increase?

The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that families with taxable incomes of more
than $200,000 will pay 17 percent more in
taxes this April.

And, using the new tax tables I calculate
that typical withholding taxes for a cor-
porate executive making $360,000 a year will
go up 14 percent for 1994.

The top tax rate on married couples filing
jointly with taxable income of more than
$140,000 (and individuals making more than
$115,000) goes from 31 percent to 36 percent.
The rate on couples with taxable income
over $250,000 goes from 31 percent to 39.6 per-
cent.

.+ . In other words, for every additional
$1,000 they earn those in the very top bracket
will pay Uncle Sam 3396 instead of $310—an
increase of 28 percent.

And that doesn't even count the increase
in the Medicare tax, which takes another
$2,400 a year out of the pocket of a lawyer
making $300,000. :

Or the phase out of deductions, which ef-
fectively boost the 36 percent bracket to 41
percent. Or the increase in the alternative
minimum tax.

Please understand. I'm not shedding tears
over the plight of these rich people. They'll
manage. The issue is whether higher taxes
on the rich will affect the economy as a
whole. And the answer is that no one knows.

But you don’t have to be a supply-side
ideologue to recognize that people can't
spend money they don't have.

For example, an article earlier this month
in the Wall Street Journal cited copious
cases of rich people who are cutting back on
consuming and investing because of the tax
hike.

Alan Graham, head of vascular surgery at
New Jersey medical school, was quoted as
saying his taxes will rise by $23,000. As a re-
sult, “*“We will put off the $30,000 addition to
the house we had planned to begin this
spring, and I will cut back by $6,000 or $7,000
the money I put into my retirement plan.”

But can taxes on the few affect the many?
President Clinton emphasized in his State of
the Union speech Tuesday that ‘‘Only the top
l—yes, listen—only the top 1.2 percent of
Americans, as I said all along, will face high-
er income tax rates.”

Correct. But in an economy like ours,
where wealth is distributed in such a lop-
sided fashion, the top 1 percent of Americans
have an enormous effect on investment and
consumption.

This year, the CBO projects, a family of
four in the top 1 percent will make a mini-
mum of $333,000.

That's more than eight times what the av-
erage American family of four will make.

Currently, the top 1 percent of American
earners pay an astounding 25 percent of all
individual income taxes; the top 5 percent
pay 44 percent.

After they pay for necessities and indul-
gences, rich families have money left over
for significant investment. Average families
don't.

And our low rate of capital formation (less
then half that of Japan) is probably this
country's most difficult economic problem.
Higher taxes make saving less attractive—
for two reasons. First, the money's not there
to save. Second, the return on investment
drops—in this case by 28 percent for the very
rich.

Ultimately, that chain of events can mean
fewer jobs for the not-so-rich.

“They're wounding the geese that lay the
golden eggs,” says Lawrence Kudlow, chief
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economist of Bear Stearns & Co., Inc., and a
former OMB official in the Reagan adminis-
tration.

Kudlow is one of the few economists of any
political bent who seems genuinely worried
about the higher tax rates.

He predicts that investment will suffer, es-
pecially in the second half of the year. One
result may be inflation, since firms will lack
the capital to expand.

The Clinton administration sees the pic-
ture differently: Taxes on the rich will bring
in $100 billion or so over the next five years,
thereby trimming the deficit. The prospect
of deficit reduction cheers the market,
thereby pushing down interest rates.

The beneficial effect of lower interest rates
on investment is more than enough to coun-
teract any ‘‘fiscal drag' caused by higher
taxes.

That’s the way it was explained to me the
day after the election by Roger Altman, now
deputy secretary of the Treasury.

And that's the way it has worked out. So
far, at least. But we haven't really heard
from the tax side yet.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 20, 1994]

PoLL FINDS WORRIES ABOUT FINANCES, JOBS

NEW YORK.—Few Americans are optimistic
about the economy this year, despite its
signs of improvement, and most believe the
country is in a state of decline, Money maga-
zine said in a survey released last week.

The magazine's ninth annual “Americans
& Their Money™ poll revealed many house-
holds are concerned about their finances,
along with future job prospects, even though
the economy appears on the mend.

Based on recent signs of recovery, govern-
ment and private forecasters predict the
economy, as measured by the gross domestic
product, will grow by 3.1 percent this year
and 2.8 percent in 1995.

Yet 42 percent of the 2,154 poll respondents,
who were surveyed by Money in October and
November, thought the economy would wors-
en in 1994. Only 27 percent believed it would
improve.

That's a marked turnaround from the 1992
survey in which 14 percent predicted the
economy would worsen and 56 percent said it
would improve.

More respondents also felt the economy
still was in a recession rather than a recov-
ery—45 percent vs. 40 percent—while 15 per-
cent said the economy was at the beginning
of a depression. The 1992 poll had similar re-
sults.

Perhaps because of their economic gloom,
three out of four respondents reported trim-
ming their expenses in the past year. They
also said they intended to save or invest a
larger portion of pretax income in 1994—7.6
percent vs. 5.9 percent in 1993.

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, I yield 7
minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire.

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator. I
want to commend the Senator from
Oklahoma on his evaluation of the
numbers as this budget goes forward,
with the increased spending which is in
this budget, and for his very fine as-
sessment of those numbers. And I
would like to join in expressing the
concern that I think is generally held
on our side of the aisle that this budget
has some very significant shortcomings
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in it, not only in the projection of what
it is going to spend and the deficits
which it creates, but in what it does
not talk about and what it does not in-
clude.

If you look at this budget, it is really
like a large piece of swiss cheese, rel-
ative to the number of major spending
items which are not accounted for yet,
which we know are coming. Thus, when
this budget talks in terms of its bot-
tom line, it is a bottom line, basically,

-without a hard number to it. Even the

proposals which we have heard here
and the discussions we have heard here
about the rather gigantic amount of
money which is going to be added to
the Federal debt over the next 5 years
is a significant understatement, if you
look at the items which are clearly not
included within this budget, which we
know are going to have to be paid for.
Let us talk about a few of those. These
are the President’s ideas.

The items left out are items being
put forth by the President, which he al-
ready said he is going to pursue, but
which have not been specifically in-
cluded in the budget. You can begin
with a fairly technical item, but it is
going to be a big-cost item to us as a
country, and that is the implementa-
tion of GATT. We have signed the
agreement. We know it is going to go
forward and cost us $11 billion. There is
no accounting for that in this budget.

We can go to the President’s propos-
als on welfare reform. His own esti-
mates from his own people in the HHS
are that the welfare reform package he
will bring forth will cost us somewhere
in the vicinity of $7 billion; again, it is
not reflected in this budget. Go to his
Defense Department numbers. His
former Secretary of Defense, Mr.
Aspin, through the Bottom-Up Review
process, has said that the budget in the
Defense Department is $20 billion
short. It is not accounted for anywhere
in this budget.

You can go to his proposals in
Superfund: $2.5 billion to $3 billion is
going to have to be added in order to
address the Superfund accounts. It is
not accounted for anywhere in this
budget. And then, one of the more sig-
nificant items—although the last few
that I have outlined are fairly signifi-
cant when you add them all up—is the
issue of the cost of his health care pro-
posal.

The CBO, which the President said
was going to be the independent scorer
for the purposes of developing a budget
in the congressional process, and to
which he was going to look as the fair
arbiter of numbers, has said that his
health care package will not save the
$53 or $56 billion that is presently esti-
mated and accounted for in the budget,
but will actually cost an additional $78
billion. That is a shift of $131 billion, or
$130 billion, approximately, which is
again not accounted for in the Presi-
dent’s budget.
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If you take all those numbers to-
gether, you are up to 3$200 billion,
which the President's people are saying
they are going to spend, which is going
to occur as a result of action that the
President is proposing, yet which the
budget the President sent up here does
not account for. It is not a very accu-
rate document, therefore, and one
which is suspect not only for that rea-
son but for a number of other reasons.

Probably the most significant reason
beyond the $200 billion which I have
just outlined is, again, the issue of
health care. The CBO has stated that—
and, again, they have been chosen as
the fair arbiter here by the President—
in order to accurately reflect what the
health care package has in it, the budg-
et and its impact on the budget must
reflect the mandated premium which is
in the President’s health care package.

Now that mandated premium is a
huge number, and on the CBO's assess-
ment it should be accounted for as a re-
ceipt of the Federal Government on the
budget. The cost of paying for the pre-
miums through the health care alli-
ances should be accounted for on the
President's budget as an expenditure of
the Federal Government. And yet they
are not there.

That number may be as high as $5600
billion and yet it is not accounted for
in the budget. Just a great big non-
number as if it does not exist. And yet
we have this budget sent up by the
President and praised by the national
media as a responsible document that
has effectively addressed funding
mechanisms and the accounting for the
Federal Government. It does not.

There are $200 billion in specific
lapses in Federal programs which have
been proposed by the President. It has
hundreds of billions of dollars of lapses
in failing to mention the issue of the
mandated premium.

In addition, there are, as was alluded
to by the Senator from Oklahoma, six
major new entitlements proposed by
this administration—six. That makes
them the entitlement king of all times.
That puts them in a class which even
Franklin Roosevelt and Lyndon John-
son could not have obtained, sort of the
Babe Ruth of entitlement creation—six
major new entitlements proposed by
this administration.

There is the long-term care entitle-
ment, there is the drug entitlement,
there is the early retirement entitle-
ment, there is the small business enti-
tlement, there is the uninsured entitle-
ment, and there is now something
called the job training entitlement.

If you take all six of these entitle-
ments and try to get a handle on how
much they cost, you end up with some
astronomical numbers in the outyears.
Of course, the President’s budget only
runs for 5 years. That is reasonable.
That is the way we have done it around
here. But when you start talking about
when these new entitlements which
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this administration is proposing kick
in and start to fully aggravate the defi-
cit—

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. GREGG. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I ask for another 30 seconds.

Mr. LOTT. I yield the Senator an-
other 1 minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for an
additional minute.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi.

If you look at what the practical ef-
fects of these six major new entitle-
ments are in the Federal budget in the
outyears, they are catastrophic, so cat-
astrophic, that the President’s own
budget, when he sent it up this year,
tells us—and this is the President's
budget—that children born in 1994 will
pay 82 percent of their earnings over
their life to the Government—82 per-
cent. And that is the President's esti-
mate on what the cost is of Govern-
ment as a result of the outyear effect
of what we are doing today in the area
of spending and creating new entitle-
ments.

So, Mr. President, we have serious
problems here, and the President's
budget does not address them. And the
problem is that we are not controlling
spending, but that in fact under the
President’s budget we are adding a lot
of new spending and we are not ac-
counting for it.

I yield back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator's time has expired.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, under the
time under the special order reserved
for Senator WALLOP, I yield 3 minutes
to the Senator from Idaho.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CRAIG] i8 recognized for 3 minutes.

THE BALANCED BUDGET
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me say
that the Senator from New Hampshire
has spoken very clearly about the frus-
trations many of us have or are now
beginning to have when we look at the
President's budget and try to figure
out what it means.

Let me express another frustration
that certainly will be part of the de-
bate that will occur here on the floor of
this Senate over the next week as we
debate a constitutional amendment to
balance the budget, and that is where
does that all fit with this President
and this administration and their
budget and how can we possibly make
that work?

It is my understanding that there
was an interesting internal debate
down at the White House. The Presi-
dent’'s personal adviser said, ‘‘Mr.
President, you ought to be for a bal-
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anced budget,” and yet OMB weighed
in and said, ‘“You cannot be for a bal-
anced budget.’"

Finally, Laura Tyson, the chair-
woman of the President's Economic
Advisers came up and said *“We are not
for a balanced budget."” So when all of
these administration types paraded out
in the last week to say we are against
a balanced budget, what they were
doing was saying, ‘‘My salary depends
on a balanced budget. If my boss had
been for it, I would be for it.”

What kind of fiscal commitment is
that to the long-term economic stabil-
ity of this country? It is not what I be-
lieve, it is who I do my bidding for.

That is why the debate and the vote
that will occur on a constitutional
amendment for a balanced budget be-
comes critical in the coming days. Who
do we do our bidding for?

Well, I hope that this Senate starts
doing its bidding for the taxpayers of
this country, because what the battle
will be here on the floor in the coming
days will be who holds the power? Be-
cause we know that money is power,
whether it is the personal money in
your pocketbook, your checking ac-
count, or whether it is the ability of
the politician to render to his or her
constituency the largess of the Public
Treasury, that is power.

I am one who believes that power in
this representative republic must rest
with the people. That is why Thomas
Jefferson believed in it and said we
ought to have a balanced budget re-
quirement or, in his words, ‘“‘disallow
the ability to borrow."

And then we heard the Senator from
New Hampshire say that the Presi-
dent’s own budget people, when crunch-
ing those numbers, willingly admit
that a child born in 1994 will pay 82 per-
cent of his or her personal income to
Government. Where does that put that
young person 20 years from today in
the prime of their productive years? It
makes them the status of a Third
World working person.

How can this country, how could its
leaders responsibly argue the budget
process today and the one that the
President has handed us and say that is
the direction this country ought to
head in? That is the future we offer the
young people of America.

Let us debate the balanced budget
amendment. Let us look at the context
of the President’s budget. I hope that
the two-thirds, the 67 Senators that are
required to send the balanced budget
resolution to the citizens of this coun-
try, get enough political backbone to
vote yes so that we can begin, over the
course of a 6-year timeframe, to ensure
that the young people of today will
have a productive future equal to or
greater than the one we have had the
opportunity to experience.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Mississippi.
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Mr. LOTT. I yield myself 5 minutes
under the special order.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is recognized for 5
minutes.

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, about 3
weeks ago, with a lot of press fanfare,
we received the President's budget. As
a member of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee I was very interested in getting
the details of this budget that was
going to reduce the deficit and change
priorities.

Well, I have been startled by many of
the things that I found. In fact, I found
that it is pretty much the same thing
that we have seen year after year in
this administration and previous ad-
ministrations. What that is is an in-
creasing deficit that adds to the debt
every year.

There is no balanced budget in sight
any year as far as the eye can see or
any economist could possibly dream.

Let me give you some startling sta-
tistics. The Federal debt at the end of
fiscal year 1993 was $4.356 trillion. The
projected Federal debt at the end of
1997 will be $5.65 trillion. The projected
rate of growth in the national debt for
the next 6 years—fiscal year 1994 to
1999—will be $1.9 trillion. The deficit
may not go up as much this year as it
did last year, but the deficit continues
to go up every year. The debt continues
to grow every year. So over these next
5 years, we will see an increase of
about $1.9 trillion on the debt.

Obviously, enough has not been done.
The net interest payments will be $343
billion by the year 2004. So, Mr. Presi-
dent, we have a lot of work to do.

We have heard a lot about what is in
the President’s budget. We have heard
talk about changing priorities. Let me
give you just one example of the type
of change in priorities we are talking
about.

It is getting to be more and more
common knowledge that our national
parks are deteriorating all over this
country. I saw a program on television
about the tomb of former President
Grant is literally corroding and falling
down. It is not being kept up. I know
that is true in parks in my district.

Yet in the President's budget, 404
personnel were cut in the National
Park Service, reducing the number
that looks after our parks across this
country, but 359 new lawyers were
added to the Secretary of the Interior’'s
office.

Now that is all we need—more law-
yers at the Interior Department and
fewer people to look after the national
parks, those great treasures we have in
this country.

But what really concerns me, and
what I want to talk about this morn-
ing, is what is not in this budget. We
have heard promised over the past few
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weeks a number of things: health care
reform, welfare reform, a GATT agree-
ment—all of these are well and good—
funding for the Bottom-Up Review of
the Department of Defense, a new enti-
tlement program to assist dislocated
workers, and more policemen on the
streets, more prisons, tougher sen-
tences, and deficit reduction.

I believe we would all support a num-
ber of these items, if not all of them, in
some form or another. But the problem
is that the President has said one thing
and done another. The budget he sent
to the Congress that we are reviewing
in the Senate Budget Committee does
not include complete funding for any of
these programs which I just men-
tioned—either none at all or incom-
plete funding. Despite the fact the
budget is 4 volumes, 2,013 pages, and
weighs 6 pounds, it is a porous docu-
ment. If all of these new programs are
enacted with no new offsets, the budget
will have significantly greater defi-
cits—probably wiping out what is now
being claimed as a great reduction in
the deficit for this next year. We see
the deficit projections coming down be-
cause many of the bigger programs we
are going to be dealing with this year
are not included.

There has been much talk about hard
choices in the budget, about how we
are cutting spending. What people do
not understand is that the spending cut
in Washington is not a spending cut
that most people would think about.
Each year we start from last year’s ac-
tual spending plus an additional infla-
tion factor, This, then, becomes the so-
called baseline. In other words, we
allow for an increase before we ever
start figuring what the spending is
going to be that year. Any reduction in
the inflated baseline is considered a
cut. In reality, the budget proposed by
the President proposes higher spending
in each of the next 5 years.

The budget calls for increased spend-
ing on various programs by $127.8 bil-
lion over 5 years, and Federal outlays
will increase by 17.1 percent from fiscal
year 1994 to 1998. So you see we are get-
ting a lot of double talk here in Wash-
ington, talking about the deficit reduc-
tion every year. That is one of the
major reasons why I am for the con-
stitutional amendment for a balanced
budget proposed by Senator CRAIG of
Idaho and Senator SIMON of Illinois,
that we are debating at this very time,
because we have gotten to be very ex-
pert at using the numbers to make
them say what we want them to say.
Yet the thing that is driving the deficit
and the debt is that we never control
spending. That is the problem; not in-
sufficient taxes, not insufficient reve-
nue. We even have economic growth.
What we should be doing is cutting
spending, controlling spending—not
just in the discretionary programs that
the appropriators deal with but in the
entitlements. We should do a few
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things to encourage more growth and
to allow the people to keep some of
their money with their families in this
country.

I do think we need the mechanism of
the constitutional amendment for a
balanced budget. It has been argued by
some of the opponents, ‘‘well, it is just
a gimmick.” And then they say, ‘“‘Oh,
but it will cut so many programs so
drastically.” You cannot have it both
ways. Is it a gimmick or will it really
drastically cut spending?

I think we need to look further at
this budget before we vote on it. I yield
the remainder of my time we have on
this special order to the Senator from
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Iowa has 3 min-
utes and 30 seconds.

THE BUDGET

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the
administration has recently released
its fiscal year 1995 budget which shows
a very rosy scenario regarding the defi-
cit.

Unfortunately, just like a rose, the
bloom has faded quickly and the petals
are falling on the administration’s pro-
jections regarding deficit reduction.

In the past few days since the release
of the budget, several events have
taken place that will substantially in-
crease the deficit beyond the adminis-
tration's projections.

These include:

CBO has estimated that the adminis-
tration’s health proposal will cost $73
billion over the next 5 years, not save
$50 billion as the administration sug-
gested. So that is a $123 billion increase
in the deficit;

There is a gap of over $20 billion be-
tween the administration's defense
budget and the Pentagon's plans;

GATT is projected to cost $11 billion
over 5 years in lost tariff revenue;

The emergency supplemental added
nearly 38 billion to the deficit;

Superfund restructuring is estimated
to cost $3 billion.

Interest rates on Treasury bills have
increased markedly from the adminis-
tration’s estimates. The administra-
tion estimated 10-year T-bills to be at
5.8 percent for the next 5 years. The 10-
year T-bill is already over 6 percent
and climbing. On top of this we still
have not gotten the bill for the Depart-
ment of Labor's Workforce Security
Act or welfare reform.

It seems that the administration
that told us to ‘“‘don’'t stop thinking
about tomorrow' abandons tomorrow
when it comes to a debt that will be $6
trillion within 10 years. It is clear that
we need to make greater efforts now to
reduce the deficit.

I would like to take a moment and
particularly focus on the gap between
the administration's defense budget
and what the Pentagon plans to spend.
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This problem of overprogramming at
the Defense Department is where
spending under the 5-year defense plan
[FYDP] exceeds the administration’s
own guidance for defense. This was a
problem that I along with Senator SAs-
SER raised often during the Reagan and
Bush administration.

Now we see the Clinton administra-
tion facing the same issue. Assistant
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Warner, tes-
tified before the House Armed Services
Committee a couple of weeks ago that
DOD’s future years defense plan will
not be consistent with the President's
top line guidance for defense through
1999.

The DOD official stated that the de-
fense program currently exceeds the
administration’s estimates by $20 bil-
lion.

During hearings of the Budget Com-
mittee, the administration has tried to
portray the problem as one due to esti-
mating inflation. I do not understand
why the administration can estimate
inflation for every other program in
the budget, but not defense.

These defense budget blanks mask
the true picture of defense spending,
and the future of our Armed Forces.

I am concerned that inflation is not
the only answer to this $20 billion gap.
Questions have been raised whether the
administration has underestimated the
growth in weapon systems costs and
overestimated the savings from pro-
curement reform.

To help provide Congress the answer
to these questions, I have asked Mr.
Panetta to provide Congress by Feb-
ruary 28, 1994 the estimates for the
major defense appropriation accounts
for the next 5 years as well as the top
line of the FYDP so we will know the
real answers.

The problems of reality and plans
mismatch for the defense budget are
just part of a deficit problem that has
increased by nearly $200 billion since
the administration released its budget
just a few days ago.

With children born today facing an
81-percent lifetime tax rate, we must
take steps now to address the deficit.
Today we decide tomorrow for our chil-
dren and grandchildren. We must re-
duce the deficit.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. The Senator from Washington
[Mr. GORTON] is recognized.

WALTER JUDD

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, Walter
Henry Judd was born in a small town
in Nebraska late in the year 1898 and
died last week in a suburb of Washing-
ton, DC, at the age of 95. Born to a lov-
ing and religious family, Walter Judd
was educated both as a physician and
as a missionary in the Congregational
Church. That church sent him as a
medical missionary to China in 1925,
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where he served in a hospital far from
the coast for some 5 years, finally driv-
en home to the United States by the
46th attack of malaria which he caught
on that mission.

Even so, after only 2 years at home,
he returned to China with a new wife
and served as the superintendent of a
hospital for another 5 years, succoring
tens of thousands of Chinese refugees
from the Japanese invasion.

Driven out of China for the last time
by the Japanese, he returned to the
United States in the years immediately
preceding World War II and devoted his
entire fortune to a speaking tour
through 46 States of the United States,
speaking 1,400 times about the threat
of isolationism and the aggression of
the Japanese against the people of the
Republic of China.

He was elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives from Minnesota in 1942
and served in that body for some 20
years as perhaps its most eloquent war-
rior against both Nazi and Communist
tyranny, and for freedom and liberty
not only in his beloved China but in
Europe as well. Helping to found the
World Health Organization and organi-
zations dealing with the welfare of
children, he always, as a Member of
Congress, I understand, was devoted
particularly to the poor and the elderly
and those without an organized voice
in Congress.

Even after his defeat for an 11th term
in Congress, he continued to speak out
passionately for liberty all around the
world and continued to speak at reli-
gious retreats, including one remem-
bered vividly by the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Iowa, who has just
spoken. He was awarded the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom in 1981 by
President Reagan who called him ‘*‘an
articulate spokesman for all those who
cherish liberty."

He continued to speak, I understand,
until just 5 years ago when he finally
retired at the age of 90.

Mr. President, I never spoke one on
one with Walter Henry Judd, but I am
here not only to memorialize those ele-
ments of his life which I have briefly
outlined, but to say that I was one of
the hundreds of thousands of people
who heard Walter Judd speak during
that 2-year tour encompassing 46
States and some 1,400 audiences.

During my freshman year in high
school in Evanston, IL, Walter Judd
spoke to a huge student body of some
3,200 and all of the faculty in the gym-
nasium of that high school. While I
cannot repeat to you any single line
presented to us on that morning by
Walter Judd, I remember to this day
his speech at the outset of World War
II as the most inspirational single pres-
entation I have ever heard in my life. I
believe that it, more than any other
single event, inspired this Senator to a
life of public service and, most particu-
larly, to the service of liberty and the
strength and pride in his own country.
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I did have the ability shortly after I
became a Senator to exchange letters
with Walter Judd in retirement a dec-
ade or so ago and to report to him his
impact on my life. I have no doubt, Mr.
President, that he had a similar impact
on the lives of literally thousands of
people whom he never met in person.
Truly an inspiration to thousands,
truly a patriot, truly a servant to the
cause of freedom and liberty in every
corner of the world, Walter Henry Judd
was a great American.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MATHEWS). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. DODD pertaining
to the introduction of S. 1860 are lo-
cated in today's RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.’)

TRIBUTE TO MARY WOODARD
LASKER

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to a national
treasure who passed away on Monday
night, Mrs. Mary Woodard Lasker. All
of us who knew and loved Mary Lasker
for many years were greatly saddened
by the news yesterday of her death on
Monday night.

History tells us that on the day that
John F. Kennedy died, a tailor in New
York City put a sign on the door that
read ““Closed due to a death in the fam-
1y

Mr. President, that is how every
American who cares about saving lives
through medical research feels today.
We have had a death in the family. And
that is what makes it so difficult.

Although most people do not know
Mary Lasker, her tireless and talented
promotion of medical research has
saved and improved the lives of many
children, husbands, wives, and parents
of so many millions who never met
Mary and who now, of course, will
never have that great opportunity.

Right up to her death in Greenwich,
CT, at the age of 93, Mary Lasker was
a leading national force in the medical
research community. Along with her
husband, the late Dr. Albert Lasker,
she created the Mary Lasker Founda-
tion in 1942, a potent and active pro-
moter of private-sector research. Every
year, the Albert Lasker Medical Re-
search Awards have recognized the
world's most outstanding and
groundbreaking medical researchers.
No less than 51 of these scientists have
subsequently gone on to receive the
Nobel Prize.
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In the 1940's, Mrs. Lasker initiated
the research program of the American
Cancer Society.

Thanks to Mary Lasker, we have the
National Institutes of Health, the
world’s preeminent health research in-
stitute. She is truly the mother of the
National Institutes of Health.

In 1969, President Lyndon Johnson
presented her with the Medal of Free-
dom, the Nation's highest medal of
honor for a private citizen. In 1987, the
Senate and the House of Representa-
tives authorized President Bush to
strike a special gold medal in her
honor in recognition of her humani-
tarian contributions in the area of
medical research and education, urban
beautification, and the fine arts.

Dr. Jonas Salk, the man who saved
millions of lives with the discovery of
the polio vacecine, once said, “When I
think of Mary Lasker, I think of a
matchmaker between science and soci-
ety.”

Business Week magazine called her
“the Fairy Godmother of medical re-
search.”

In 1984, a center at the NIH was
named in her honor, the Mary Woodard
Lasker Center for Health Research and
Education.

Mr. President, Mary Lasker's half
century of crusading, which started
with the Presidency of Franklin Roo-
sevelt, the President who brought us
Social Security and who signed into
law the bill that created the National
Institutes of Health, culminated with
her last public appearance under the
Presidency of Bill Clinton, who is going
to help bring health security to all
Americans. Her last public appearance
was in October in New York City at the
1993 Albert Lasker Awards luncheon.
The keynote address at that luncheon
was given by First Lady Hillary Clin-
ton. I suppose you could say that Mary
Lasker was the last great lobbyist for
medical research.

As we all know, the word “‘lobbyist”
is sometimes considered a dirty word.
It wasn't a dirty word to Mary Lasker.
She once called herself a ‘‘self-em-
ployed health lobbyist.™

Here is a glimpse into why she chose
that profession—and a glimpse into
why she made a difference.

Upon dedicating the Mary Woodard
Lasker Center for Medical Research
and Health Education at the NIH in
1984, Mrs. Lasker said:

The reason I am so dedicated to medical
research and have lobbied so many Congress-
men and Senators is that when I was very
young, I was sick a great deal and had severe
infections of the ears, causing the most ago-
nizing pain. 7

In those days polio was still rampant and
there were no antibiotics and no polio vac-
cines. These discoveries obviated the terrible
pain and saved tens of thousands of lives.
When I was about 10 years old I resolved that
I would try to do something when I grew up
for medical research, and this center named
for me symbolizes this early resolve.
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Mr. President, perhaps we can now
appreciate the full extent of that re-
solve. Ninety-three years worth of re-
solve, to be exact. And although those
years may be easy enough for Mary
Lasker's friends to count, we will never
be able to count the number of strang-
ers’ lives that were saved by her rock-
solid resolve, and her unwavering cour-
age, and her unflagging commitment to
the lives and health of others.

Finally, Mr. President, no one has to
guess how Mary Lasker would like us
to honor her legacy. To quote just once
more from her dedication of the NIH
center that bears her name:

It is the duty of everyone who receives
funding from the NIH to work for and fulfill
the goal of medical treatment, cure and pre-
vention and to give this country and the
world the benefit of every penny spent. Now,
we must all go and continue our work.

We can honor her wishes, Mr. Presi-
dent, by continuing to build on the
foundation for health research that she
laid down. To provide a solid corner-
stone for that foundation, Senator
MARK HATFIELD and I are proposing a
bipartisan plan for ensuring that Mary
Lasker's legacy can continue.

We will be proposing a fund for
health research, which I believe must
be a part of whatever health care re-
form bill that passes this body.

We can talk all we want about how
we will change the health payment
structure, how these plans will be set
up, and what the role of the private
sector will be. But there is one element
that must be included, and that is a
fund for health research so we can
build on what we have done in the past
and move forward toward finding more
cures and treatments for the ills that
beset mankind.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FEINGOLD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will indicate to the Senator from
Wisconsin that morning business is
about to conclude and that he should
ask unanimous consent to extend it.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair. I
thank the senior Senator from Illinois
who obviously has a long day ahead of
him on the floor.

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE DR.
HOWARD TEMIN

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay tribute to the life and
work of an outstanding human being—
Dr. Howard Temin of the University of
Wisconsin, who passed away at his
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home on the evening of February 9,
after a long struggle with lung cancer.
Dr. Temin was one of the world’s fore-
most cancer and virology experts, win-
ning a Nobel Prize in 1975 for his work
in those areas.

Dr. Temin was the quintessential sci-
entist. He was also a man with an enor-
mous breadth and depth of knowledge
who wore well the mantle of the Ren-
aissance tradition. As a world traveler,
he studied the history and customs of
the many lands and people he visited.
He was also an avid gardener and ama-
teur botanist. He constantly surprised
learned colleagues in all fields with his
sophisticated knowledge of their dis-
ciplines. He was a marvelous conversa-
tionalist, but also an avid listener. And
on most Saturday mornings, he could
be found in his synagogue, where he de-
lighted in learning and discussing the
Torah—or 0ld Testament.

Howard Martin Temin was born in
Philadelphia in 1934. His father was a
lawyer and his mother was active in
educational affairs. He became inter-
ested in biology and research at an
early age by attending a summer pro-
gram for high school students at the
Jackson Lab in Bar Harbor, ME, and
spending a summer at Philadelphia’s
Institute for Cancer Research. Amaz-
ingly, he published his first scientific
paper at age 18.

He attended Swarthmore College,
just outside Philadelphia and in a re-
markable feat of prognostication, the
yvearbook from his senior year de-
scribed him as, ‘“‘one of the future gi-
ants in experimental biology."”

Dr. Temin went on to earn his Ph.D.
at the California Institute of Tech-
nology where he began a longtime col-
laboration with Prof. Renato Dulbecco.
In 1960, he joined the faculty of the
University of Wisconsin as a professor
of biology. He began his career there as
many junior professors do, in a small
office in the basement under the steam
pipes.

From these humble beginnings he
began a lifelong exploration into the
relationships between viruses and can-
cer. His research into viruses started
with chickens. He discovered, that in
fact there were only tenuous links be-
tween viruses and cancer and it was
during this process that he stood one of
the essential dogmas of biological
science on its head.

It always been thought that
DNA, the coded molecule that carries
genetic information, could produce
RNA, a simpler genetic molecule, but
that RNA could not produce DNA.
Through his research, Dr. Temin dis-
covered that in fact RNA could make
DNA. This discovery and the discovery
of reverse transcriptase, the enzyme
that makes it possible for RNA to
make DNA, got him on the cover of
Newsweek in 1971, earned him the
Nobel Prize in 1975 and sent the world
of genetics spinning in an entirely new
direction.
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The enzyme Dr. Temin discovered is
one of the most important elements of
modern genetic research. It was criti-
cal to the discovery of the HIV virus
and is at the core of much of the ex-
panding biotechnology industry. Re-
verse transcriptase is used today in
some of the most important research
being done on cancer and AIDS.

It is one of the most important tools
geneticists have to alter DNA and dis-
cover more about the mysteries of life
and death. The enzyme has been used
to create human insulin and drugs that
can stop heart attacks. Reverse
transcriptase has led to the saving of
countless lives. Its use is a fitting and
eternal legacy for Dr. Temin.

In addition to winning the Nobel
Prize in 1975, with Professor Dulbecco
and David Baltimore of MIT, Dr. Temin
was a winner of the Albert Lasker
Award, a member of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences, served on the edi-
torial boards of several scientific jour-
nals, was a key advisor to many groups
concerned with AIDS research and the
development of an AIDS vaccine, and
was awarded the National Medal of
Science in 1992 by President George
Bush.

But even with all of this fame and
recognition he never lost sight of who,
what or where he was. He commuted to
his office by bicycle and attended com-
munity events with his friends and
family. Even with all the accolades, he
did his research in an unpretentious
lab on the fifth floor of the McArdle
Laboratory for Cancer Research on the
UW campus.

He kept his Nobel Prize diploma in a
desk drawer, telling a reporter in 1990,
that he hoped it “would not disrupt my
work.” He was a tireless instructor
who demanded excellence and perfec-
tion from his students and his col-
leagues.

One of his earliest theories that was
later proved and proved again was that
there was a link between cigarette
smoking and certain kinds of cancer.
He was an ardent antismoker and in
1975 after being presented with his
Nobel Prize by Sweden's King Carl Gus-
tav XVI, after he bowed to the king he
turned to members of the audience and
admonished them for smoking during
the ceremony.

In 1980, he was excused from jury
duty in an important trial after discov-
ering that jurors would be allowed fo
smoke in the jury room during delib-
erations. He objected to being confined
in such a small space with smokers for
s0 long.

In 1992, Dr. Temin contracted adeno-
carcinoma, a form of lung cancer not
related to cigarette smoking. He
fought the disease valiantly for the
next 2 years, while continuing his re-
search, his teaching and his efforts to
curb smoking. He died of the disease at
his home in Madison on February 9. He
was 59.
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Dr. Temin is survived by his wife
Rayla Greenberg Temin, a geneticist at
the University of Wisconsin, and two
daughters, Mariam Temin of San Fran-
cisco and Sarah Temin of Berkeley.

Another of the many things for
which the people of Wisconsin owe Dr.
Temin thanks, was that he chose to
stay at the University of Wisconsin
even though an entire world of oppor-
tunities lay open before him. In an age
when internationally known academics
and researchers are often lured away
like free agent baseball players, Dr.
Temin remained committed to the ex-
cellence and traditions of the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin. His long tenure at
the university encouraged other sci-
entists to come to Wisconsin and to
stay. Our university is recognized as
one of the top public institutions of
higher learning in the world and the
commitment of people like Dr. Temin
is a big part of the reason why.

The death of Dr. Temin is a tremen-
dous loss not only to his family and the
University of Wisconsin, but to all of
us. Now more than ever we could have
benefited from his intellect and wise
counsel as we grapple with the twin
plagues of cancer and AIDS. His
groundbreaking work has provided
some of the most important tools for
fighting these diseases and the thou-
sands of people he instructed are now
using those tools to continue his work.
And yet, that work would proceed fast-
er and all of us would feel better if we
knew that Howard Temin was still
riding his bicycle, thinking of new so-
lutions to old problems and on his way
back to the lab. He will be missed.

I yield the floor.

RUSSIAN SPY SCANDAL AND RUS-
SIAN BOSNIA SUMMIT PROPOSAL

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it now is
clear that the Russian spy scandal is as
damaging as any in United States in-
telligence history—it may be months,
if ever, before we know how much dam-
age was done to United States security
and how many lives were lost due to
the Ames' treachery. It is also clear
that the United States has moved too
far, too fast in assuming that changes
in Russia have permanently altered the
international landscape. The adminis-
tration has allowed Russia to veto
NATO expansion. The administration
has turned a blind eye to Russian mili-
tary and intelligence activity in the
former Republics of the Soviet Union.
Last week, the administration wel-
comed a Russian military role in the
Balkans. Now, we learn that Russia has
continued and maintained a Soviet in-
telligence asset in the very core of the
Central Intelligence Agency—a situa-
tion known to some administration of-
ficials well before the Moscow summit.

I just guess or surmise that had we
known this when we talked about for-
eign aid to Russia, it would not have
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passed. There is no doubt about it.
There probably would not have been a
vote for it on either side of the aisle.

Russia has tried to minimize the im-
portance of this affair—and that is a
grave mistake. Russia cannot have it
both ways. If they want to pursue cold
war business as usual, the American
Congress and American taxpayers will
not keep sending billions for aid. Rus-
sia can and should take immediate
steps to correct their policies. If the se-
curity services are under the govern-
ment's control, these steps could be
taken immediately. In my view, such
steps are a bare minimum for a recipi-
ent of massive tax dollars from the
United States.

First, Russia must cease and con-
demn efforts to penetrate American in-
telligence. A clear and public assur-
ance from President Yeltsin announc-
ing such a policy must be made.

Second, Russia must cooperate fully
with the United States in assessing the
damage from this episode, including re-
vealing what was learned from the
Ames' and any other moles. Virtually
all U.S. intelligence sources and meth-
ods since 19856 could have been com-
promised due to the sensitive position
held by Mr. Ames. The least Russia can
do is work with our Government to
evaluate the extent of what was com-
promised.

Third, President Yeltsin should re-
move all Russian personnel from the
United States involved in espionage ac-
tivities, including those responsible for
handling Mr. and Mrs. Ames. President
Yeltsin should also publicly announce
who was responsible for the Russian
Republic's decision to keep the Ames
file active, and dismiss all those re-
sponsible. If we are truly in a new era
of cooperation with the Russian Repub-
lic, President Yeltsin should cooperate
in a new way.

Many of us in Congress extended the
hand of friendship to President
Yeltsin's Russia—approving billions in
aid and repealing outdated statutes.
We did so with the expectation that co-
operation would be a two-way street. It
is now time for President Yeltsin to
act.

The administration must give this
priority attention. President Clinton
should immediately dispatch the newly
confirmed Deputy Secretary of State,
Strobe Talbott, to Moscow to press
United States concerns with President
Yeltsin. Deputy Secretary Talbott, be-
cause of his long association with Rus-
sia and Russians, would make an ideal
envoy. Deputy Talbott should make
clear that the United States is not sim-
ply lodging a protest, but that this af-
fair threatens the foundation of our re-
lationship with Russia. Until a satis-
factory Russian response has been
achieved, President Clinton should use
his executive authority to temporarily
freeze United States assistance to the
Russian Government. And he should
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announce that if any further Russian
espionage activities against the United
States are uncovered, an aid freeze will
become permanent. In fact, I think
Congress would see to that, too. Con-
gressional and public support for aid to
Russia will not endure in this environ-
ment.

Russia cannot divert attention from
this travesty. Today, President Yeltsin
called for a 1-day summit with the
United States, Germany, France, and
Great Britain on the former Yugo-
slavia. President Yeltsin indicated that
some document could be signed that
could, and I quote, “‘put a final end to
the bloodshed."

I hope that President Clinton rejects
this idea. Russia’s otjective seems
clear: Blunt the actions of NATO and
protect the gains of Serbian aggres-
sion. Russian officials have not only
criticized the NATO ultimatum—which
was long overdue—but, are increas-
ingly critical of NATO. President
Yeltsin has cited Russian domestic
opinion in opposition to NATO’s recent
decision to relieve the siege of Sara-
jevo.

In response, the administration
should communicate clearly to Presi-
dent Yeltsin that United States policy
and NATO policy on Bosnia will not be
driven by the Russian public’s sym-
pathy for the Serbs; nor will we re-
spond to Communist-style attacks on
NATO. It is ironic that Russia recently
indicated its wish to join the NATO
partnership for peace, and now is criti-
cizing the very institution with which
it wishes to have a closer relationship.

Mr. President, it seems to me that
the last thing we need is to cut a deal
with Russia and a few of our allies and
impose it on Bosnia. The last thing we
ought to do is impose any settlement
on Bosnia. Bosnia is not a colony under
the control of so-called great powers. It
is a member of the United States and
the victim of aggression. We should be
empowering the Bosnian Government,
not dismembering it and disarming its
forces. We should allow the Bosnians to
exercise their right to self-defense
under the U.N. Charter. Moreover, I
would hope that, if a settlement is
reached, it will provide for a viable
Bosnian state capable of defending its
own borders and interests.

Some have said that reform in Rus-
sia—especially in the security policy
area—is moving too slowly. The latest
developments make me wonder if it
was ever moving at all.

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, anyone
even remotely familiar with the U.S.
Constitution knows that no President
can spend a dime of Federal tax money
that has not first been authorized and
appropriated by Congress—both the
House of Representatives and the U.S.
Senate.
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S0 when you hear a politician or an
editor or a commentator declare that
‘““‘Reagan ran up the Federal debt’ or
that ‘““Bush ran it up,” bear in mind
that it was, and is, the constitutional
duty of Congress to control Federal
spending. Congress has failed miserably
in that task for about 50 years.

The fiscal irresponsibility of Con-
gress has created a Federal debt which
stood at $4,540,131,894,166.17 as of the
close of business yesterday, Monday,
February 22. Averaged out, every man,
woman, and child in America owes a
share of this massive debt, and that per
capita share is $17,414.42.

TRIBUTE TO MARY LASKER—A
GREAT AND BELOVED LEADER
IN MEDICAL RESEARCH

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
death of Mary Lasker last Monday is a
great loss to the Nation. She dedicated
her life and career to fighting disease
and promoting medical research and
better health care for the American
people, and what an extraordinary job
she did.

Through her remarkable commit-
ment, she became one of the most im-
portant, influential, and beloved pri-
vate citizens in medical research in the
Nation’'s history. Millions of persons in
this country and around the world have
benefited from her crusade to conquer
disease and enhance the quality of
health care for all people in all nations.

When I first came to the Senate, I re-
member very clearly the advice that
President Kennedy gave me. ‘“‘Have
lunch with medical school professors,
have dinner with Nobel Prize winners,
but if you really want to know about
what needs to be done in medical re-
search in America, have a talk with
Mary Lasker.”

Her accomplishments in advancing
medical research are legendary. For
half a century, the Albert and Mary
Lasker Foundation has honored and
funded many of the world’s greatest
medical researcher scientists. The Al-
bert Lasker Medical Research Awards
are known throughout the world, and
rank very close to the Nobel Prize in
international prestige.

In return for her tireless dedication,
Mary Lasker received numerous well-
deserved awards and honors herself, in-
cluding the Presidential Medal of Free-
dom, the Nation's highest honor for a
private citizen.

In 1984, she was honored by the estab-
lishment of the Mary Woodward Lasker
Center for Health Education and Re-
search at the National Institutes of
Health. Indeed, the NIH would not be
the world-renowned research institute
it is today without the brilliant leader-
ship of Mary Lasker.

She never lost sight of her goals or
the true importance of her work. As
she said at the time of the dedication
of the center, in justifying the cost of
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medical research, “If you think re-
search is expensive, try disease.” And
then she said, at the end of her address,
“Thank you all for coming to this dedi-
cation—now, we must all go and con-
tinue our work."”

The advances and discoveries gen-
erated by Mary Lasker's genius and
dedication will continue to improve
the lives of generations to come. She
was an inspiration to all of us who
knew her and who had the privilege of
working with her. She was a symbol of
hope to people everywhere, and we are
saddened by her loss.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the obituary from this morn-
ing's Boston Globe and a series of other
articles on Mary Lasker may be print-
ed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Boston Globe, Feb. 23, 1994]
MARY W. LASKER, 93;: COFOUNDED LASKER
MEDICAL RESEARCH AWARD
(By Tom Long)

Mary (Woodard) Lasker, a philanthropist
once described by polio researcher Jonas
Salk as “*a match maker between science and
society,” died of heart failure Monday in her
home in Greenwich, Conn. She was 93.

Mrs. Lasker, along with her husband, the
late Albert D. Lasker, founded the Albert
and Mary Lasker Foundation and established
the Albert Lasker Medical Research Awards.

The Lasker Awards are given to honor
medical, biological or clinical work that
leads to significant lessening of a major
cause of disability or death. Since the
Lasker Awards were established in 1944, they
have become one of the most prestigious in
the medical profession and more than 40
Lasker winners have gone on to win the
Nobel Prize.

The daughter of a well-to-do banker, Mrs.
Lasker was born in Watertown, Wis. She at-
tended the University of Wisconsin and grad-
uated from Radcliffe College where she ma-
jored in art history.

Upon graduation, she moved to New York
City, where she sold paintings for gallery
owner Paul Reinhardt, whom she married in
1926. The couple divorced in 1934.

In 1940, she married millionaire Chicago
advertising man Albert D. Lasker.

In a 1965 interview in Time Magazine, Mrs.
Lasker recalled that, early in their court-
ship, when Mr. Lasker asked her what she
most wanted to do in life, she responded, “'I
want to push the idea of health insurance.
Most people can't afford adequate medical
care. And I want to help promote research in
cancer, tuberculosis and other major dis-
eases.

Mrs. Lasker persuaded her husband to de-
vote his promotional skill and some of his
fortune to public health.

In the late 1940s, the couple initiated the
research program at the American Cancer
Society and later turned their attention to
increasing financial support of the National
Institutes of Health.

Mr. Lasker died of cancer in 1952 and willed
half his estate, estimated in excess of $11
million, to the foundation that bears his

name.

After his death, Mrs. Lasker continued her
fight against what she called, ‘“‘the major
cripplers and killers: heart disease, cancer
and stroke.”
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She was a driving force behind the creation
of the National Cancer Institute and several
other health organizations,

In a 1974 interview with the New York
Times, the soft-spoken philanthropist said
her campaign for public health was fueled by
frustration. "‘I'm very good on what we don’t
know in medicine,” she said. *It's not the
will of God, it's the dumbness of man, and
the lack of enterprise and money that's the
problem.

In 1984, the National Institutes of Health
named the Mary Woodard Lasker Center for
Health Research and Education in her honor.

Mrs. Lasker also had a passion for flowers.
As early as 1943 she began brightening up
New York City parks and streets with flow-
ers. In 1956, she instituted the seasonal
planting of tulips and daffodils along Park
Avenue.

She was also active in Lady Bird Johnson's
efforts to beautify America. In 1965, Mrs.
Lasker donated 10,300 azalea bushes and 150
dogwood trees to help brighten Washington,
D.C. She also donated 40,000 daffodill plants
and several hundred cherry trees to beautify
the United Nations in New York City.

In the interview with Time Magazire, she
said. T am mainly interested in medical re-
search. The flowers are just a little thing to
keep.me from being depressed until a cure is
found for diseases like cancer and arterio-
sclerosis.”

Mrs. Lasker was the recipient of more than
60 awards and medals. In 1969, President Lyn-
don B. Johnson presented her with the Medal
of Freedom, the nation’s highest honor for a
private citizen. In 1987, Congress authorized
the striking of a special gold medal in her
honor *‘in recognition of her humanitarian
contributions in the areas of medical re-
search and education, urban beautification
and the fine arts.” In 1992, she was awarded
the Albert Schweitzer Gold Medal for Hu-
manitarianism in Philantrophy from Johns
Hopkins University.

Mrs. Lasker remained vigorous throughout
her life. Her last public appearance was in
October at the 1993 Albert Lasker Awards
luncheon in New York City keynoted by
First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton.

She leaves two stepsons Francis Brody and
Edward Lasker, both of Los Angeles.

Funeral arrangements are private. A me-
morial service will be held in the spring.

[From the Albert and Mary Lasker
Foundation]
MARY WOODARD LASKER, HEALTH CRUSADER
AND PHILANTHROPIST, IS DEAD AT AGE 93

New York, NY, February 22, 19%4.—Mary
Woodard Lasker, the indomitable philan-
thropist who for more than fifty years was a
leading national force in promoting bio-
medical research and better health for Amer-
icans died yesterday, February 21, at her
home in Greenwich, Connecticut. She was 93.

Mrs. Lasker died of heart failure, her neph-
ew, James Woodard Fordyce, said.

Mrs. Lasker created with her husband, the
late Albert D. Lasker, the Albert and Mary
Lasker Foundation and established the Al-
bert Lasker Medical Research Awards as one
of science’s most prestigious awards. These
awards, given for significant achievement in
basic and clinical medical research, have
long been considered second only in prestige
to the Nobel Prizes.

Mary Lasker believed that “money could
buy ideas' and that leadership was needed to
encourage those who have the stuff of genius
to focus their energies on medical research.
She sought to encourage and honor discov-
erers who might otherwise have gone all but



February 23, 1994

unrecognized, and to bring dignity to their
work.

Mrs. Lasker remained vigorous and active
throughout her life. Her last public appear-
ance was at the 1993 Albert Lasker Awards
luncheon, keynoted by First Lady Hillary
Clinton, last October in New York City.

The Lasker Foundation and its awards pro-
gram was founded in 1944 by the Laskers to
draw attention to the major advances in
both medical and clinical medical research
and to stimulate Federal support for the
medical sciences.

Mrs. Lasker was one of the country's most
remarkable women and outstanding citizens.
She was a key architect in this nation’s can-
cer initiatives. With a talent for persuasion,
she was enormously effective in changing the
course of modern science through her cata-
lytic role in obtaining public financial sup-
port for medical research.

Together with her husband in the late
1940s, she initiated the research program of
the American Cancer Society and later
turned her attention to increasing financial
support - for the National Institutes of
Health, whose budget today exceeds $10 bil-
lion.

Dr. Jonas BSalk said, "When I think of
Mary Lasker, 1 think of a matchmaker be-
tween science and society.'' Business Week
called her the ‘“fairy Godmother of medical
research’. She waged an effective behind the
scenes attack on what she called the “‘major
cripplers and killers'—heart disease, cancer,
and stroke in the United States. She was
widely regarded as a driving force behind the
creation of the National Cancer Institute
and of several other of the National Insti-
tutes of Health. Her work urging legislation
to expand federal cancer research cul-
minated in a 1971 bill that made the conquest
of cancer a national goal.

In 1984, Mrs. Lasker was honored by the
naming of a Center at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, the Mary Woodard Lasker
Center for Health Research and Education.
Her life was a demonstration of how one
unelected, unappointed, but highly intel-
ligent and deeply committed private citizen
could work with government officials for the
benefit of all Americans.

Medicine was not the only area in which
Mary Lasker worked to transform life
around her. She had a passion for environ-
mental beautification. As early as 1943 she
began brightening New York City's bleak
parks and streets with flowers. in 1956 she
initiated the seasonal plantings down the
center of Park Avenue in New York City and
funded the planting of 20 blocks of tulips and
daffodils. With her good friend, Lady Bird
Johnson, she worked to stimulate interest in
the beautification of cities and parks around
the country. She generously gave azalea
bushes, daffodil bulbs, dogwood trees, and
cherry trees both in New York City and in
Washington, D.C. to brighten those
cityscapes. But she said, "I am mainly inter-
ested in medical research."”

In 1969, President Lyndon B. Johnson pre-
sented her with the Medal of Freedom, the
nation’s highest honor for a private citizen.
In 1987, the U.S. Senate and the House of
Representatives authorized President Bush
to strike a special Gold Medal in her honor
“in recognition of her humanitarian con-
tributions in the areas of medical research
and education, urban beautification, and the
fine arts."” She used this occasion to urge
President Bush to throw his support behind
augmenting the national research effort.

She was the recipient of numerous honors
and recognition including the Radcliffe
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Achievement Award, that college's highest
honor. In 1987 she received a Doctor of Hu-
manities Degree from Harvard University
and in 1989 the Harvard School of Public
Health established the Mary Woodard Lasker
Professorship of Health Sciences to perpet-
uate her life crusade for the discovery of
knowledge to promote human health.

She was the recipient of more than 60
awards and medals, most recently the Albert
Schweitzer Gold Medal for Humanitarianism
in Philanthropy from The Johns Hopkins
University in 1992, She also served in numer-
ous board and trustee positions for health,
cultural and educational organizations.

Mrs. Lasker, who was born in Watertown,
Wisconsin, was the daughter of Frank Elwin
and Sara Johnson Woodard. She attended the
University of Wisconsin and Radcliffe Col-
lege where she studied art history and grad-
uated with honors. She also studied at
Wadham College, Oxford.

Her first marriage in 1926 to art gallery
owner Paul Reinhardt ended in divorce. In
1940, she married Albert Davis Lasker, the
creative and legendary genius of modern ad-
vertising. When he retired from his business,
Lord & Thomas, the predecessor firm to
Foote, Cone, & Belding, Mrs. Lasker per-
suaded him to divert his promotional genius
and some of his fortune to public health and
she carried on this passionate work until her
death.

In their life together Mrs. Lasker and her
husband amassed an important collection of
art which included Renoirs and the works of
Matisse, Picasso, Dufy, Chagall and others.
Many of these were sold in later years with
the proceeds contributed to Mrs. Lasker's
philanthropic projects.

Mrs. Lasker had no children. She is sur-
vived by her nephew, James W. Fordyce of
Greenwich, and by her step children Francis
Brody and Edward Lasker, both of Los Ange-
les, five step grandchildren, two step great-
grandchildren and three great-nephews.

Funeral rites and burial will be private. A
memorial service will be held in the spring.
In lieu of flowers, contributions can be sent
to the Albert Lasker Medical Research
Awards.

[From Architectural Digest, Oct. 1985]
PROFILES: MARY LASKER
(By Valentine Lawford)

Though human beings who fight for causes
may eventually achieve heroic stature in the
eyes of posterity, they tend by and large to
make their contemporaries feel uncomfort-
able. Mary Lasker of New York is a shining
exception to the rule.

Part of the reason lies in the nature of the
causes she champions. Today, medical re-
search and urban beautification are recogniz-
able as two facets of the same unmistakably
good cause: the enhancement of human life,
But another reason is Mrs. Lasker herself—
her combination of forcefulness and warmth
of heart, efficiency and charm, public spirit
and personal devotion to friends, and her
ability to persuade while giving credit where
it is due. She is a philanthropist in the most
complete sense of the word. Unlike many
would-be reformers who start with an imper-
sonal blueprint and end by trying to impose
it dogmatically on others, she reasons from
the personal to the universal. In short, she is
someone with whom it is impossible not to
identify and empathize.

Of her passionate interest in medical re-
search, Mary Lasker says simply: *'I cannot
bear to see people suffering from
uninvestigated disease. When I was a very
young child in Wisconsin, I suffered from all
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the childhood illnesses. One day I overheard
a friend of the family say to my mother,
‘Sara, I don’t think you will ever raise her,’
and that made me mad! My grandfather was
crippled by arthritis, and both of my par-
ents, who suffered from high blood pressure,
eventually died of heart disease. I decided
that such things just should not be, and that
I would do something myself about it and get
others to do something, too."”

After her marriage in 1940 to advertising
pioneer Albert D. Lasker, she began to put
her ideas into practice—winning the sym-
pathy and support of influential members of
Congress, enlisting the aid of eminent doc-
tors and surgeons and generous private citi-
zens, and stimulating public interest in the
fight against disease. In 1942, she and her
husband established the Albert and Mary
Lasker Foundation—backed solely by their
own funds—for the promotion of medical re-
search, public health and education, and
human welfare. For nearly a half-century,
the Lasker Foundation has achieved na-
tional and international renown. It has given
annual awards since 1944 for outstanding
work in medical research and public health
administration, and for superior reporting on
these subjects. Of the recipients of Lasker
Awards in the course of four decades, no less
than forty have subsequently received Nobel
Prizes.

In May 1984, Congress passed legislation
honoring Mrs. Lasker by naming a new re-
search center at the National Institutes of
Health in Bethesda, Maryland after her.
Speaking at the dedication ceremony, she
sald: *“Medical research saves lives and
eliminates suffering; it also saves over $13
million in our economy for every dollar in-
vested. If you think research is expensive,
try disease.”

Like her battle against disease, Mrs.
Lasker's fight against urban ugliness was in-
spired by childhood experience. Her mother
was instrumental in the establishment of
two public parks in Watertown, Wisconsin,
where the family lived. It was in memory of
her mother that Mary Lasker made her first
contribution, in 1942, to the beautification of
New York City—a gift of millions of hardy
chrysanthemum seeds for massive plantings
in five park areas. After Albert Lasker's
death in 1952, his widow and her stepchildren
gave 300 Japanese cherry trees and 40,000
white daffodils in his memory to the gardens
of the United Nations. Four years later, Mrs.
Lasker donated thousands of daffodils and
tulips to be planted along twenty blocks of
Park Avenue—partly to demonstrate that
they could thrive there, in spite of air pollu-
tion. And she has personally contributed
10,000 azalea bushes, 900 cherry trees, 2,500
dogwoods and over a million daffodils to the
beautification of Washington, D.C.

Since 1981, Mary Lasker's horticultural
benefactions to New York City have centered
on the Park Avenue Malls Planting Project,
a community effort to enhance nearly fifty
blocks of the avenue with tulip bulbs, annu-
als and shrubs, Christmas trees, fields of
wildflowers, and annually seeded and fer-
tilized lawns. The project’s yearly order of
82,000 tulip bulbs from Holland is one of the
largest private orders from Dutch bulb grow-
ers, second only to the queen of England's.
Each spring the tulips burst into bright yel-
low bloom, and are followed in summer by
carpets of begonias—a gardening miracle,
given the smoke and heat from the train
that runs directly beneath the avenue and
the meager two feet of soil in which they are
planted.

It is scarcely surprising that Mary Lasker
should have received so many awards and
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honors, including ten academic degrees, the
Presidential Medal of Freedom, and the cross
of Officier de la Légion d’Honneur from the
president of the French Republic. She is also
a board member of the John F. Kennedy Cen-
ter for the Performing Arts in Washington,
D.C., of the Norton Simon Museum in Los
Angeles and of the Leeds Castle Foundation
in Great Britain.

Despite a hectic schedule—she continues as
president of the Lasker Foundation and
serves as a trustee of several other public-
spirited organizations as well—Mary Lasker
remains genial and easily approachable. She
enjoys parties and has given many notable
ones herself. Important French Impressionist
works of art were a feature of her former
house on Beekman Place, and today she dis-
plays a collection of contemporary American
paintings in her United Nations Plaza apart-
ment and office. Weekends are spent at her
country house in Greenwich, Connecticut,
where she can indulge her passion for roses.
She delights in the company of her family,
especially of her three great-nephews, the
grandsons of her sister and close collabo-
rator, Alice Fordyce. She has taped a series
of messages to them, for delivery when they
reach a suitable age. An excerpt: “Go to good
colleges and universities. Spend a year or
two abroad, at Oxford or in Paris, for exam-
ple. Become really proficient in at least one
foreign language. And to cope with the poli-
tics of the twenty-first century, it may be
useful to have some familiarity with psychi-
atry and psychoanalysis.”

Mrs. Lasker’s emphasis on education ex-
tends naturally to research, her most effec-
tive tool and weapon. Discussing the areas of
research she's especially interested in now,
she says: “We need to find a vaccine against
cancer, and we have to discover more cancer
viruses in order to produce a good vaccine.
We must promote more research into dis-
eases of the heart and all neurological dis-
eases in order to prolong human life. We can
do almost anything today, work untold won-
ders as far as mechanical things are con-
cerned, but we do little or nothing to im-
prove human beings. We are just not using
our brains!™

Mary Lasker drives a hard bargain, and the
Lasker legend of accomplishment, in all its
facets, is widespread. Not long ago, a New
York cab driver, taking a European visitor
downtown to catch a train, proudly gestured
toward the flowers, shrubs and trees along
Park Avenue. “You know who's responsible
for all this?'"" he asked his fare. “‘A lady
called Mrs. Mary Lasker. We could do with a
lot more of her kind.”

[From the Journal of the American Medical
Association, Oct. 2, 1991]
THE LASKER AWARDS—HONORING THE SPIRIT
OF MEDICAL SCIENCE
(By Dennis L. Breo)
Beauty is truth,
Truth beauty.
That is all ye know on earth,
And all ye need to know.
—John Keats

Keats died in 1821 at the age of 25, a victim
of “*‘consumption” in the years before medi-
cine fully understood “contagion’ and knew
how to cure tuberculosis. This has next to
nothing to do with the subject of this article,
the Albert Lasker Medical Research Awards,
which were presented in New York on Sep-
tember 27 and which are the focus of two pa-
pers in this issue of JAMA.

Nothing except to note that Mary Lasker,
who created the awards and named them in
honor of her late husband, has a rare passion
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for beauty and a rare rage against disease. A
mover of mountains to motivate medical re-
search in America, Lasker forced upon oth-
ers the saving truth that the beauty of
science can often cure the ugliness of dis-
ease. A woman of both poetry and power, she
sold the dream.

When the history of 20th-century science is
written, it may well show that two of the
very most important players are a pair of re-
markable sisters from tiny Watertown,
Wis.—Mary Woodard Lasker, now 90, and her
indispensable ally and sibling, Alice Woodard
Fordyce, 84. Neither has ever looked into a
microscope nor would they recognize what
they saw, but their persuasiveness, persist-
ence, and perspicacity have helped cause bil-
lions of dollars to be allocated for thousands
of researchers to benefit millions of patients.

Sam Broder, MD, the director of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute, says, “‘The story of
Mary Lasker is well known, she has been rec-
ognized by essentially everybody, and she
has meant essentially everything not only to
the National Cancer Institute but to the en-
tire National Institutes of Health. She is a
genius who forced the realization that the
federal government must commit itself to
medical research to benefit all Americans.”

Broder's predecessor, Vincent T. DeVita,
presented Lasker with the NCI's “‘Year 2000
Award" in 1987 and noted, “Mary Lasker is
unique, She is this country's First Lady of
science and medicine. In truth, without her
efforts, there would be no National Cancer
Act, no capacity to approach the cancer
problem in any organized way, no capacity
to set our goals for the year 2000 . .. no
mandate to think of a world without cancer.
Like those few people with vision, Mary's
eyes have always been able to look farther
than they can see."”

A SELLER OF DREAMS

Mary Woodard was a successful business-
woman in New York in 1940 when she met
and married Albert Lasker, the father of
modern advertising. Himself a genius and the
owner of a great fortune, Lasker, like his
wife, believed that education and knowledge
could change the world. Within 2 years of
their marriage, he divested his agency, Lord
& Thomas, and joined his wife in a crusade
to breathe life—and dollars—into the mori-
bund American Society for the Control of
Cancer, as the MD-dominated agency was
known in those days, and the National Insti-
tutes of Health. Their remarkable success is
a tribute to the can do American spirit.

From the beginning, the awards program,
which is administered by the Lasker Founda-
tion, was meant to motivate basic and clini-
cal research against this nation’s major erip-
plers and killers—heart disease, cancer, men-
tal illnesses, respiratory diseases, arthritis,
and neurological diseases. Ironically, Lasker
himself died of colon cancer in 1952.

The first Albert Lasker Medical Research
Award was presented in 1944 to Col. William
C. Menninger for his “‘outstanding contribu-
tion to the advancement of mental health in
the field of war psychiatry.” Subsequent
winners have been honored for break-
throughs in everything from making penicil-
lin available to understanding retroviruses.

Since these awards were established, 49
Lasker Award winners have later won Nobel
Prizes. Lewis Thomas, MD, observed in re-
marks upon the 40th anniversary of the pro-
gram, ‘‘the average lag [between a researcher
winning a Lasker and then a Nobel], if it can
respectfully be called that, has been 5 years.
The Lasker juries have been prescient.”

The lion's share of the credit for the
awards and what they have meant quite
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properly goes to Mary Lasker, but Alice
Fordyce, the lady who has directed the pro-
gram and who has handed out the inscribed
“Winged Victory of Samothrace' statuettes
(symbolizing victory against premature
death and disability), has also been a driving
force, though she insists upon staying in the
background.

Indeed, the two sisters deserve their own
Nobel Prize and, perhaps, even a Lasker
Award. In 1942, the United States was spend-
ing virtually nothing on cancer research—
certainly far less than was being spent by Al-
bert Lasker's clients to launch advertising
campaigns for toothpaste! Today, the NCI
has an annual budget exceeding $1 billion.

Fordyce agreed to an interview with this
reporter to discuss the accomplishments of
her sister, but clearly, she too is deserving.
Dr. Thomas, himself a Lasker winner as “‘the
poet laureate of 20th-century medical
science,” once observed of Fordyce: “Both
myself and many other scientists, more stub-
born, busier, and with all their own prior en-
gagements, have found it impossible to es-
cape being organized by this lady .. . she is
an absolutely irresistible force."

Fordyce lives and works in an airy, strik-
ingly appointed and designed apartment in
Manhattan’s United Nations Plaza. The
apartment, which was designed by her late
architect husband Allmon Fordyce, com-
mands a panoramic view of the East River
and is only a few floors below the dramatic
town apartment kept by Mary Lasker, who
on this day, does not feel up to an interview.

The Woodard sisters have come a long way
from Watertown, but Fordyce summarizes:
“In those days, a young woman went East to
college and then got a job in Manhattan.
Things just naturally happened.”” Pointing
out the window, Fordyce observes, ‘‘Mary
planted those chrysanthemums and flower-
ing cherry trees you see below in honor of
our mother, who was a great lover of flowers
and beauty.

The Lasker success story is simple, though
profound. The mother imbued her two daugh-
ters with a passion for beauty. Mary Lasker,
who often says, “I am opposed to heart at-
tacks and cancer and strokes the way I am
opposed to sin,” has always believed that
“the ugliness of disease is not the will of
God,” (Lasker herself had a major stroke in
1981 but has made a remarkable recovery.)
She resolved to persuade others to find the
causes of disease, not just treat the symp-
toms.

Sara Johnson Woodard, the mother of
Mary Lasker and Alice Fordyce, grew up
amid the pastoral beauty of Northern Ireland
as the 11th of 17 children. She came to the
United States in 1880 and was appalled by the
grime and grit of Chicago.

Alice Fordyce says, ‘‘Mother rode into Chi-
cago one day on the Rock Island Railroad
and burst into tears, exclaiming, 'It's just so
ugly.'" Later, after she had married promi-
nent banker Frank Woodard and moved to
Watertown, Wis., to raise her two daughters,
Sara Woodard saw to it that two parks and
a public library were established and that
many flowers were planted. “*She taught us a
love of beauty,”" Fordyce recalls, ‘‘and she
also taught us to cause other people to
bloom.™

This would become the great gift of Mary
Lasker—to recognize and encourage possi-
bilities in others, especially medical policy-
makers and researchers. Famed as the
‘‘Great Persuader," she became a national
resource, like iron and timber. Gifted with a
smile that could warm a room and a com-
puter-like ability to track multiple projects,
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she once moved a scientist to remark that
her presence ‘‘caused us all to perk up, as if
the sun had just come out.”

She often said, “‘It's a personal world and
ideas come from minds in collision. Con-
tinents have been discovered, laws passed,
buildings built, books written because the
right two people met at a party or on a
ship." The meeting of Mary and Albert
Lasker was one such collision, and its shock
waves affected Congressmen, Presidents, and
the American people. Medical research was
the idea she chose to promote. Her deter-
mination was deeply rooted in personal expe-
riences.

Frail and often ill as a child, Mary Lasker
suffered from recurrent ear infections and
was furious that doctors could not help her.
At age 4, she and her mother visited their
cleaning woman, who had just had both
breasts removed because of cancer. The
memory is unforgettable—''that poor woman
lying in bed, suffering so terribly, and noth-
ing could be done."

Both her parents suffered from hyper-
tension, and the only advice given to them
was ‘‘to avoid excitement and stress.'" Later,
as an exceedingly popular coed at the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin in Madison, the pretty
and talented Mary Woodard and many of her
classmates were stricken by the flu epidemic
of 1918, an epidemic for which medicine had
little to offer. Halfway through her sopho-
more year, Mary was taken out of school by
her mother, who stayed with her in a Mid-
western spa until she had regained her
health. Once recovered, she switched to Rad-
cliffe, where she graduated cum laude with a
degree in art appreciation and history.

Many years later, in 1943, the Laskers’
cook was stricken with cancer and consigned
to a ‘‘home for incurables,"” where she even-
tually died. The doctor would not tell Mary
what the problem was, since in those days
demons like *‘cancer” and ‘‘mental illness™
were spoken of in whispers. She was told
that nothing could be done. Mary Lasker
thought to herself, ‘‘Well, that's a fine kettle
of fish . . . all we can do is treat the symp-
toms and send her away. We need to find the
cause and to cure it.”

TAKING CANCER OUT OF THE CLOSET

The rest, of course, is richly known his-
tory. Dr. Howard Rusk, the former director
of the New York University Medical Center’'s
rehabilitation clinic, once said, *“Mary
Lasker has done more to promote medical
research than any other living person.”

Mary and Albert Lasker are the ones who,
in the 1940s, convinced Dawvid Sarnoff, then
the powerful head of the Radio Corporation
of America, that it was OK to mention the
word ‘“‘cancer” on the airwaves. Later, she
persuaded the Reader’s Digest to run a series
of articles on cancers and to include at the
end a chance for readers to contribute money
for research. This helped launch the fund-
raising efforts of the American Cancer Soci-
ety, and she insisted that 25% of all funds be
earmarked for research. Disgruntled doctors
at first threatened to resign at this sign of
lay influence and at her insistence that the
society’s board include nonphysicians, but
the resistance soon capitulated in the wake
of her successful fund-raising. In 1949, she
created the Albert Lasker Medical Journal-
ism Awards and helped put medical stories
on the front page of the nation’s newspapers.

President John F. Kennedy reportedly once
told his brother Edward, then newly elected
to the US Senate; ‘‘Have lunch with medical
school professors, have dinner with Nobel
Prize winners, but if you really want to
know about what needs to be done in medical
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research in America, have a talk with Mary
Lasker." d

Throughout it all, Mary Lasker has walked
with Presidents, lived like royalty in elegant
country and town homes that showcase art
masterpieces and spectacular gardens, and
acted as “Mary Appleseed,” even persuading
the politicians of New York to lay a carpet
of daffodils and tulips down the mall in the
middle of Park Avenue.

At 90, she remains excited about the possi-
bility of a vaccine against cancer, a safe-
guard against the pernicious killer whose
200-plus different forms attack 356 major sites
in the body. As usual, she is leaving nothing
to chance, She told Cancer News, a publica-
tion of the American Cancer Society, ‘‘We're
s0 smart about weapons. We spend billions
and billions for weapons to kill people. Why
not spend to keep people alive? That's what
the American Cancer Society is all about.”

Alice Fordyce says, “When I think of
Mary, I think of her great charm and intel-
ligence and perseverance and persistence and
her great taste. She can thank our Irish
mother for much of this. It's true that she
was extraordinarily persuasive—a seller of
dreams, really—but she also had very good
ideas. And they were not selfish ideas. They
were ideas to help others."

A grateful nation has heaped honors upon
Mary Lasker. In 1984, Congress named a new
center, the Mary Woodard Lasker Center for
Health Research and Education at NIH, in
her honor. Her countless awards include the
Medal of Freedom in 1969 from President
Lyndon Johnson, a personal friend, and a
special Congressional Gold Medal in 1989. She
used the latter occasion to prod President
George Bush to spend more for health re-

h.

“We're Democrats of course,” Alice
Fordyce says, “and in Democratic adminis-
trations, Mary often visited the White
House. The Republicans, I sometimes think,
are allergic to spending for medical research,
and we're fast losing our international lead-
ership in science. It's shocking, and it makes
me very cross. The federal budget process is
beyond me, but I know that we can do
more."

Fordyce has served as the executive vice
president of the Albert and Mary Lasker
Foundation, the director of the Lasker Medi-
cal Journalism Awards (discontinued in
1970), and the director of the Lasker Medical
Research Awards. Dr. Thomas calls her a
‘‘phenomenon . . . a skilled and artistic ar-
ranger of flowers and people.’ Indeed, she de-
veloped many of these skills during her early
career as a public affairs executive for the
Rockefeller Center. Among her many bright
ideas, she counts suggestions to build the
Rainbow Room at the top of the building and
the skating pond at the bottom.

AWARDS STILL VALUABLE

Still, she frets that this article ‘‘must not
put me front and center, because I'm not a
front-and-center person. Make sure you men-
tion Mike DeBakey, who's been chairman of
our jury for 20 years or so and who does a
marvelous job. The Lasker Awards are valu-
able because they're awarded by the re-
searchers’ peers. What has always dazzled me
is that when the chips are down the jurors
vote for scientific merit and not for their fa-
vorites.”

Herself blessed with robust good health,
Alice Fordyce still enjoys travel, especially
to China, and has recently taken up a new
interest—organizing outings to listen to
barge chamber music. Hers, too, is a richly
lived life.

She notes that the Lasker Awards were not
presented in 1990, a development that caused
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great consternation in the scientific commu-
nity. “Well,"” Fordyce says, “I'm a very
unconsulted consultant and I don't know
what was going through Mary's mind, but
she simply decided that, maybe, we had done
enough, that there was no longer a need for
the awards."”

Wrong. “The outcry from the scientific
community was very gratifying,” Fordyce
says. ‘‘Spontaneously, without prompting,
many leading scientists called to say, ‘Mary,
you can't do this . . . it's like closing down
the Metropolitan Museum of Art' and other
comments of this nature. Well, Mary was
persuaded, and the awards were resumed.”

She concludes, ‘“We're not going to be
around forever, of course. I would certainly
hope that somebody will keep the awards
going in Mary's memory."

ADDRESS OF MARY LASKER AT THE DEDICA-
TION OF THE MARY WOODARD LASKER CEN-
TER FOR MEDICAL RESEARCH AND HEALTH
EDUCATION, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF
HEALTH, SEPTEMBER 19, 1984
I am deeply honored that this land for re-

search and training is named in my honor,
but the real honor goes to the scientists who
are dedicating their lives for the benefit of
mankind. We will see to it that there are
many buildings on this site in the future.

The reason I am so dedicated to medical
research and have lobbied so many Congress-
man and Senators in this room is that when
I was very young, I was sick a great deal and
had severe infections of the ears, causing the
most agonizing pain. In those days polio was
still rampant and there were no antibiotics
and no polio vaccines. These discoveries ob-
viated the terrible pain and saved tens of
thousands of lives.

When I was about ten years old I resolved
that I would try to do something when I
grew up for medical research, and this center
named for me symbolizes this early resolve.

1 hope this property and facility and others
like It will inspire young people and old to
dedicate their lives to the furthering of med-
ical knowledge that will alleviate suffering
of people with cancer and other dread dis-
eases,

Yet our mission and purpose in life unlike
any other that I know of has remained non-
partisan, due to a large measure by the ac-
tions of those here today—and by many who
preceeded them in the White House and Con-
gress.

The press pays little heed to what goes on
here, it is slow, grudging but vital work.

The fruits of all our labors throughout the
years will:

Alleviate pain where there is suffering;

Provide the freedom to live in health so
that we can fulfill our promise and quest in
the pursuit of happiness; and

To provide hope where none existed before.

This is our mission—we have already

begun.

It is a terrible thing to envision the lives
lost, the crippling and the pain occurring
while all of us are here.

Our duty is more urgent today than ever
before.

Economically, our leaders must soon real-
ize that funding for medical research saves
lives, and eliminates suffering. It also saves
over $13 in our economy for every $1 in-
vested!

We must all come to the immediate con-
clusion that if you think research is expen-
sive—try disease.

In his own wisdom, Senator Magnuson said
“health is the first wealth of a nation".
Without it we have nothing.
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1 would add that: with it we have hope and
at least the ability to look forward and work
toward a better life.

It is the duty of everyone who receives
funding from the NIH to work for and fulfill
the goal of medical treatment, cure and pre-
vention and to give this country and the
world the benefit of every penny spent.

It is the obligation of everyone to support
this effort and our public leaders so that we
can fulfill our mission.

Do you realize that at least 1,000 people a
day die of cancer? With persistent research
and substantial financial support, we should
be able to further lower the death rate dra-
matically for all diseases!

Thank you for your own contributions to
this coming victory and for coming to this
dedication—now, we must all go and con-
tinue our work.

TRIBUTE TO JOHN HAL “RED"
DOVE

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, a long-
time leader in the Alabama trucking
business, John Hal “Red’ Dove, passed
away after a long illness on February 7
in Dothan. A fine gentleman with an
abiding love in faith and family, Red
made a great contribution. to the
State’s trucking industry.

The founder of AAA Cooper Trans-
portation, Red was best known as a
person who never forgot his roots. He
had a warm sense of humor and was al-
ways at home with all types of people.
He was someone who related well to
other people and who others truly en-
joyed being around.

Red Dove was born on October 7, 1909,
in Shubuta, MI, where he lived during
his early childhood. He married Sybil
Bently in 1931. He began his illustrious
career in the trucking business soon
after moving to Alabama by hauling
pulpwood and timber for local saw-
mills. In 1935, he became a regulated
carrier, operating under the name
“Dove Truck Line.” He later formed
his second company hauling specified
commodities between Pensacola, FL,
and Dothan, later merging this oper-
ation in a partnership that served At-
lanta, Dothan, Andalusia, and Mobile.
Selling this firm in 1950, he purchased
another operation the next year,
changing its nume to AAA Motor Lines
and again in 1970 to the present AAA
Cooper Transportation, greatly expand-
ing its operation.

He served as board chairman for AAA
Cooper as well as on various commit-
tees of the Alabama Trucking Associa-
tion, where he was division vice presi-
dent, vice president, president, and
board chairman. Over the years, he was
active in various civic organizations
including the local Chamber of Com-
merce as well as those in the commu-
nities in which he operated. He was a
member of the Salvation Army’s board
of directors and a member of First Bap-
tist Church.

Red Dove’s lasting legacy is two-fold:
his family and his strong business. He
was always committed to both, and
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was a loyal friend to those who were
fortunate enough to have known him. I
extend my sincerest condolences to his
wife, Sybil, and their entire family in
the wake of their tremendous loss.

THE DEATH OF MARY WOODARD
LASKER

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my sadness at the
passing of a great American woman—
Mary Woodard Lasker. I want to ex-
tend my condolences to her family and
loved ones.

Mary Lasker was a kind and gener-
ous woman who devoted herself to pub-
lic health issues. She sought to garner
funds for the research and development
of cures for various diseases. She spent
30 years energetically lobbying Con-
gress promoting medical research.
Through her persuasion, she convinced
the Radio Corporation of America that
the word cancer could be said on the
air. Reader’'s Digest published a series
of articles about cancer which con-
cluded with a plea for donations. Mrs.
Lasker’s persistence and dedication
had convinced them of the urgency and
importance of educating the American
people about the deadly disease.

Because of the loss of her parents at
an early age to fatal illnesses, Mrs.
Lasker was determined to see medical
research become a priority in this
country. Although private funds were
the real sources of medical research at
the time, Mrs. Lasker was able to con-
vince the Federal Government that its
resources were the only ones large
enough to adequately conduct the kind
of large scale research that could be ef-
fective.

And her influence was great. It was
throungh the tireless efforts of Mrs.
Lasker, with the support of her hus-
band Albert, that the National Insti-
tutes of Health transformed from a
simple set of medical laboratories to
the advanced innovative medical re-
search community that stands today.
Mrs. Lasker’s work led to an increase
in funding for NIH from $2.4 million in
1945 to $5.5 billion in 1986.

As the visionary that she was, Mary
Lasker was even questioned by renown
scientists when she proposed an inde-
pendent national cancer authority.
And again, we owe our thanks to Mary
Lasker that President Nixon signed the
National Cancer Act in 1971. In addi-
tion, Mrs. Lasker and her husband were
avid fundraisers for cancer research
and their efforts led to the creation of
today's American Cancer Society.

Mary Lasker was an inspiration to us
all. Although her name will be carried
on by the prestigious Lasker Medical
Research Awards, Mary Lasker's true
legacy remains in the commitment
that we now have in this country to
funding medical research, to expanding
NIH and our medical technology, and
to the education and awareness that
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Americans now have about public
health.

RUTH VAN CLEVE RETIRES FROM
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President,
today I ask my colleagues to join me in
congratulating Mrs. Ruth Van Cleve on
her retirement as special assistant in
the Office of the Solicitor at the De-
partment of the Interior.

Mr. President, Mrs. Van Cleve is
truly a remarkable and talented per-
son. She will be missed not only by her
friends and colleagues at the Depart-
ment of the Interior but also by innu-
merable staff, Senators, and Congress-
men throughout Capitol Hill and staff
with the executive branch.

Mrs. Van Cleve's departure from In-
terior after almost 43 years of distin-
guished Federal service marks an un-
usual degree of commitment and dedi-
cation to the issues of the U.S. terri-
tories.

She began her career with the De-
partment of the Interior as an attorney
in the Office of Territories in 1950. In
1964, Secretary Udall appointed her Di-
rector of the Office of Territories, mak-
ing her the highest ranking woman in
the Department. She was awarded the
Distinguished Service Award, the De-
partment’s highest honor, in 1968.

Mrs. Van Cleve went on to serve in
the Office of General Counsel for the
Federal Power Commission where she
became the FPC's first woman assist-
ant general counsel as well as receiving
two awards. In 1977, Mrs. Van Cleve re-
turned to the Department of the Inte-
rior as Director of Territorial Affairs.
During this time period, it was a pleas-
ure to have Mrs. Van Cleve testify be-
fore the Subcommittee on Territories,
which was my first subcommittee
chairmanship. She always was an ex-
emplary witness, handling sometimes
difficult situations with ease and
grace. When the Assistant Secretary
position was created in 1980, she be-
came Deputy Assistant Secretary.
Soon after, she moved to the Office of
the Solicitor and began preparing a
three-volume treatise on the applica-
bility of the Federal laws to the terri-
tories and other insular areas. The
treatise was published in early January
of this year. Other highlights of Mrs.
Van Cleve’s long and distinguished ca-
reer include assisting in achieving
statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, and
securing elected Governors in the Vir-
gin Islands and Guam.

Mrs. Van Cleve came to work on ter-
ritorial issues soon after the trustee-
ship was established in 1948, and now
leaves as the trusteeship can be fully
terminated. It was a Herculean task,
but Mrs. Van Cleve was up to it!

I ask my colleagues to join me in
commending Ruth Van Cleve on her re-
tircment and in thanking her for 43
years of dedicated service to the Na-
tion and its territories.
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RETIREMENT OF JAMES M.
“MIKE" LAMBE

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, on
March 2, James M. ‘“Mike” Lambe,
Chief of the National Park Service's
Office of Legislation, will retire after
nearly 40 years of Federal service.
Since 1961, Mike has been with the
Park Service where he has served with
distinction and excellence.

During many of those years in the
Park Service, Mike has been associated
with legislation or legislative affairs,
which is why our paths have crossed on
numerous occasions. As chairman or
ranking minority of the National
Parks Subcommittee in the Senate
since 1979, I have benefited from Mike's
professionalism and vast institutional
knowledge. Whether it was preparing
legislation as a drafting service for me
or other members of the subcommittee,
or responding almost instantly to ques-
tions about even the most obscure
Park Service related law or regulation,
I and my staff could always count on
Mike Lambe. He has made positive and
lasting contributions to almost every
major park-related measure enacted
into law over the past several decades.
The Redwoods National Park and Red-
woods Park Expansion Acts; the Na-
tional Parks and Recreation Act of
1978; the Omnibus Park and Recreation
Act of 1979, the Alaska National Inter-
est Conservation Lands Act [ANILCA];
and countless additions to the National
Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers and
Trails Systems are just a few of the
laws that bear the imprint of Mike
Lambe’s work.

Mr. President, I wish Mike all the
best in his retirement. And on behalf of
all of us who have benefited from his
many talents over the years, I want to
say thank you for a job well done.

TRIBUTE TO MARY WOODARD
LASKER

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today to pay tribute
to a woman who, through her advo-
cacy, changed the face of medical re-
search in this country—Mary Woodard
Lasker.

Mary died Monday night—the close
of a rich and full life that touched
thousands. Once deemed the First Lady
of Science and Medicine, she was
known throughout the medical commu-
nity for her devotion to the cause of
medical research. Clearly, without her
unwavering efforts, the consequences
for the health of this country would
have been devastating.

Mary resolved at a young age to
work for the cause of medical research
in adulthood. When she began her cru-
sade in the 1940’s, the United States
spent only meager sums on cancer re-
search. Today, due in large part to
Mary's efforts, the budget of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute is well over $2
billion. *If you think research is expen-
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sive,”” she argued, ‘‘try disease.”
Through the persistent work of Mary,
her husband Albert, and sister Alice
Fordyce, medical research has been
recognized as a crucial component of
improving human health.

I have been extremely fortunate to
have the benefit of Mary's friendship
through our work together during the
years. Her warmth and compassion
were evident from the moment one en-
countered her. With a background in
art history and a keen business sense,
Mary could have directed her energies
any number of ways. ‘I am really in-
terested in saving lives,” she once said,
simply. And so many have benefited
from her choice.

The selfless spirit of Mary Lasker
continues today through the Albert
Lasker Medical Research Awards, cre-
ated with her husband and given for
achievement in basic and clinical medi-
cal research. ““Mary's eyes have always
been able to look farther than they can
see,” commented one former Director
of the National Cancer Institute. Her
vision helped to guide a country which
has often been slow to follow. We can
only extend to her our heartfelt grati-
tude and thanks.

As many of my colleagues know, I
have a longstanding interest in medical
research because it provides the hope
to perpetuate a high quality of human
life. Next week I will join my col-
league, Senator HARKIN, in introducing
legislation to establish a national fund
for health research. I believe health re-
search should be a key component of
any health care reform plan and I am
hopeful that with the groundwork al-
ready laid by Mary Lasker and others,
this result can be achieved. If it does, I
will be first in line to pay tribute to
Mary Lasker by urging that the fund
be named the Mary Lasker Fund for
Health Research.

JAMES M. “MIKE'" LAMBE RE-
TIRES FROM DEPARTMENT OF
THE INTERIOR

Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, today I
ask my colleagues to join me in con-
gratulating Mr. James M. Lambe on
his retirement as Deputy Assistant Di-
rector of Legislative and Congressional
Affairs for the National Park Service.

Mr. President, Mike has been the
backbone of the NPS legislative pro-
gram. There is not a National Park
Service area that has not benefited by
his work and attention to detail. He
will be missed not only by his friends
but also by innumerable staff, Sen-
ators, and Congressmen throughout
Capitol Hill, and staff with the execu-
tive branch.

Mike’s departure from Interior after
almost 36 years of distinguished Fed-
eral service marks a high degree of
commitment and dedication to the is-
sues of the National Park Service.

Mike began his career with the De-
partment of Agriculture as a forestry
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aide on the Kaniksu National Forest in
Idaho and then moved to the U.S. Geo-
logical Survey until he assumed a posi-
tion with the National Park Service in
1961. Since that time he has been ac-
tively involved on the legislative agen-
da of the Service which has produced
numerous new and expanded park
areas. His assistance to the Congress
has been invaluable. His departure and
the knowledge and history that he will
take with him, will leave a void that
will be most difficult to fill.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
commending James M. “‘Mike' Lambe
on his retirement and in thanking him
for 36 years of dedicated service to the
Nation and its national parks.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
resume consideration of Senate Joint
Resolution 41, a joint resolution pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States to require a
balanced budget, which the clerk will
report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 41) proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require a balanced budget.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the joint resolution.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will
have some remarks shortly. I am wait-
ing for some material from my staff.

I will, at this point, 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. SIMON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr, SIMON. Mr. President, before my
colleague from Idaho yields to Senator
STROM THURMOND, I want to pay trib-
ute to Senator THURMOND, who has
been a pioneer in fighting for this. I be-
lieve Senator THURMOND told me he has
been fighting for this for 356 years, but
it has been a long time. I am proud to
be associated with him in this battle.

When I came to the Senate, Mr.
President, I confess that I thought,
well, maybe I am going to be fighting
with STROM THURMOND on all kinds of
issues. We are on two committees to-
gether. We differ on some things, but it
has been a good relationship, and I
have great respect for my colleague
from South Carolina.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
join my colleague from Illinois in rec-
ognizing Senator STROM THURMOND and
the tremendous leadership he has of-
fered in building the base for this issue,
as it has developed over the years, to
stand on the floor on many occasions



2550

over the last decade and bring this
issue to a vote—once a successful vote
in the mid-1980's. I offer my congratu-
lations to him for his leadership. I am
at this time pleased to yield to him
such time as he may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized.

Mr. THURMOND. I express my deep
appreciation to the able Senator from
Illinois and the able Senator from
Idaho for their kind remarks. I am very
interested in this problem and have
been working on it for over 35 years.

Mr. President, I rise today to voice
my strong support of a constitutional
amendment to require the Federal Gov-
ernment to achieve and maintain a bal-
anced budget.

In the last Congress, as in many Con-
gresses before, I introduced a proposed
balanced budget amendment and also
joined as a cosponsor of a proposal
which was agreed upon with pro-
ponents in the House of Representa-
tives. That proposal was narrowly de-
feated in the House. The defeat was a
direct result of the Speaker’s success-
ful lobby of several Representatives
who were actually cosponsors of the
bill but turned and voted against it
when pressed by the Speaker. We have
reintroduced this proposal as Senate
Joint Resolution 41 which is the bill we
are now considering. This current leg-
islation is gimilar to a balanced budget
amendment passed by the Senate in
1982 while I was chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee. Unfortunately, the
Speaker of the House and the majority
leader led the movement to kill it.
Also, in March 1986, the balanced budg-
et amendment received 66 of the 67
votes needed for Senate approval.

Simply stated, this legislation calls
for a constitutional amendment requir-
ing that outlays not exceed receipts
during any fiscal year. The amendment
does allow Congress to adopt a specific
level of deficit spending if approved by
three-fifths of the whole number of
both Houses. There is also language to
allow the Congress to waive the amend-
ment during time of war or imminent
military threat. Finally, the amend-
ment requires that any bill to increase
taxes be approved by a majority of the
whole number of both Houses.

Mr. President, this legislation would
strengthen our economy imposing the
requirement to reduce and ultimately
eliminate the Federal deficit. The
American people have expressed their
strong opinion on the need for a solu-
tion to the deficit problem. Making a
balanced budget amendment part of
the Constitution is the only—and I re-
peat, the only—effective means of per-
manently addressing our Nation's run-
away fiscal policy.

While Congress could achieve a bal-
anced budget by statute, past efforts to
statutorily achieve this goal have
failed. It is simply too easy for Con-
gress to change its mind and rescind
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any statutory scheme which addresses
Federal spending. The constitutional
amendment is unyielding in its imposi-
tion of discipline on Congress to make
the tough decisions necessary to bal-
ance the Federal budget.

I remember years ago Senator Harry
Byrd, Jr., offered an amendment in the
Senate to accomplish this very thing
by statute. It was passed, but it did not
amount to anything. The Congress
went right ahead and appropriated as it
had before that. The only way to stop
this spending is by a constitutional
amendment.

The Constitution has been amended
only 27 times in our Nation’s history.
Amending the Constitution is a most
serious matter and of such earnest con-
cern that it has been reserved to pro-
tect the fundamental rights of our citi-
zens or to ensure the survival of our
democratic form of government.

Over the past half-century, Congress
has demonstrated a total lack of fiscal
discipline—I repeat, a total lack of fis-
cal discipline—evidenced by an irra-
tional and irresponsible pattern of
spending. This reckless approach has
seriously jeopardized the Federal Gov-
ernment and threatens the very future
of this Nation. As a result, I believe we
must look to constitutional protection
from a firmly entrenched fiscal policy
which threatens the liberties and op-
portunities of our present and future
citizens.

The national debt is now $4.2 trillion.
Paying off this debt would cost every
man, woman, and child in America
over $16,000 each. The national debt
continues to grow. For fiscal year 1993
alone, the Federal deficit was $255 bil-
lion.

Mr. President, in 1957, my third year
in the Senate, the entire national debt
was less than $275 billion and there was
not a deficit, but rather a $3 billion
surplus. The last time our Nation re-
ported a surplus was 1969.

Today, the payment of interest on
the national debt is over 14 percent of
the entire Federal budget.

I want to repeat that statement. The
payment of interest on the national
debt is over 14 percent of the entire
Federal budget. The tax dollars that go
to pay interest on the debt are purely
to service a voracious congressional ap-
petite for spending. Payment of inter-
est on the debt does not build roads, it
does not fund medical research, it does
not provide educational opportunities,
it does not provide job opportunities,
and it does not speak well for the Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. President, deficit spending and
the alarming growth of the Federal
debt have brought us to this moment.
Congress has balanced the Federal
budget only once in the last 31 years.

I want to repeat that sentence. Con-
gress has balanced the Federal budget
only once—once—in the last 31 years.
During my service in the Senate of
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nearly four decades, I have been
amazed and deeply concerned over the
continued growth of Government
spending. Federal spending continues
to eclipse Federal receipts and this will
only worsen the deficit problem. A bal-
anced budget amendment as part of the
Constitution will mandate the Con-
gress to adhere to a responsible fiscal
policy.

The American businessmen and busi-
nesswomen have become incredulous as
they witness year in and year out the
spending habits of the Congress. Any
business person clearly understands
that you cannot survive by continuing
to spend more money than you take in.
The Federal Government, like any
other institution, should not spend be-
yond its means. It is time the Congress
understands this simple yet compelling
principle.

For many years, I have believed, as
have many Members of Congress, that
the way to reverse this misguided di-
rection of the Federal Government's
fiscal policy is by amending the Con-
stitution to mandate—I repeat, to
mandate—balanced Federal budgets.
The balanced budget amendment is a
much needed addition to the Constitu-
tion and it would establish balanced
budgets as a fiscal norm, rather than a
fiscal anomaly.

Mr. President, today's deficits will
place staggering tax burdens on future
generations of American workers. Who
are the future generations of American
workers? They are our children and our
children’s children. We are mortgaging
the future of generations yet unborn.
This is a terrible injustice we are im-
posing on America’s future and it has
been appropriately referred to as fiscal
child abuse,

In 1798 Thomas Jefferson, one of the
great leaders of our country, expressed
his opinion of deficit spending, and I
quote:

The question whether one generation has
the right to bind another by the deficit it
imposes is a gquestion of such consequences
as to place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should consider
ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity
with our debts, and morally bound to pay
them ourselves.

Those are the words of Thomas Jef-
ferson, the third President of the Unit-
ed States, and one of our greatest
Presidents of the past.

It is time we demonstrate the fiscal
discipline which Mr. Jefferson called a
fundamental principle of government.
It is time we adopt a balanced budget
amendment. For 31 years, the Congress
has failed and refused to keep spending
within income. It is apparent that if we
are going to operate on a balanced
budget then we must compel the Con-
gress, mandate the Congress, make the
Congress refrain from deficit spending
year in and year out.

If the Congress adopts this proposal,
1 predict that three-fourths of the
State legislatures will swiftly approve
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and the balanced budget mandate will
then be a part of the Constitution as
the 28th amendment. I urge my col-
leagues to adopt this measure and send
it to the American people.

The American people deserve it, and
we should not deny them that oppor-
tunity. "

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me re-
spond to the remarks made last
evening by the distinguished President
pro tempore, one of the finest Members
to have ever served in this body, Sen-
ator ROBERT BYRD. I have great respect
for Senator BYRD and I ordinarily
agree with Senator BYRD. But this
time we are in sharp disagreement.

First of all, when I said that a con-
stitutional amendment expresses phi-
losophy and prevents Government
abuse, he said that a constitutional
amendment—if I am quoting him cor-
rectly—does not express philosophy. I
differ. And what we are saying with
this amendment is we have to have
pay-as-you-go Government.

But I think there is a philosophy be-
hind almost all amendments. The first
amendment giving us freedom of
speech—that expresses, really, a philos-
ophy that if we have ideas out here
freely flowing about, that in the proc-
ess we are going to pick the best ideas.
I think that is a philosophy.

The sixth amendment, calling for
speedy trial for anyone charged with
an offense, that expresses a philosophy
that we have to have justice for people.

The 13th and 14th amendment, get-
ting rid of slavery, clearly represents a
change in philosophy for this country.

The 15th amendment, saying every-
one can vote—everyone did not include
women at that point—but that was a
philosophical decision,

The 16th amendment on the income
tax—I do not think it could carry
today in the U.S. Senate, but it became
an amendment and it expressed a phi-
losophy in terms of how we get revenue
from people, that it ought to be on the
basis of people's income to a great ex-
tent.

The 19th amendment that gave
women the right to vote, that clearly
expressed a philosophy.

And one of the little known amend-
ments, one of the most important
amendments in the Bill of Rights that
is frequently ignored, the ninth amend-
ment.

James Madison put together a bill of
rights. In fact he had 11 amendments
he wanted for a bill of rights, rather
than 10. And he wrote to Alexander
Hamilton, and Alexander Hamilton
wrote back and said if you spell out
these rights there will be people who
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say these are the only rights people
have. So the ninth amendment was
added which says other rights not
spelled out here are reserved to the
people. Very fundamental—that ex-
presses a philosophy about liberty in
this country.

Clearly, there is a philosophy in back
of this proposal that we move to pay-
as-you-go Government, and I think
there is a philosophy in back of other
amendments.

Then, the second criticism is that fi-
nancial matters should not be included
in the Constitution. There are a great
many matters that are financial mat-
ters that are included in the Constitu-
tion. We have a list here, I will not go
through them all, but about 15 or so,
here, are included. They include: Coin-
ing money—that is in the Constitution;
to borrow money on credit; to regulate
commerce with foreign nations; to fix
standards on weights and measures—
that certainly is a detail that is no-
where near as significant as what we
are talking about here; to establish
uniform laws for bankruptcy—that is
part, clearly, of the financial side. And
the example that I think is the most
clear-cut example: The Constitution
talks about patents. That is something
that is clearly a financial matter with
nowhere near the kind of overall im-
pact of this.

Then I would add, and this gets back
to the philosophical side of it, what
was the one phrase that came out of
the revolution, the American revolu-
tion, more than any other phrase? It
was, ‘‘taxation without representa-
tion." You talk about taxation without
representation—what we are doing to
future generations with this burden
that we are giving them, that really is
taxation without representation.

The distinguished President pro tem-
pore said majority rule is being taken
away. Majority rule is not being taken
away. What we are saying is we are
going to put some barriers in there so
the majority cannot abuse the public
privilege and impose debts on future
generations. So long as we have a bal-
anced budget there is nothing here that
prevents a majority in this Senate
from doing anything we want on fiscal
matters. But we have to recognize the
majority in this Senate and in the
House has abused the public privilege.

We have other areas where we indi-
cate the majority cannot automati-
cally prevail. There are several of
them: One, two, three, four, five, six,
seven—eight instances in the Constitu-
tion where it requires more than a reg-
ular majority to see that something
takes place. And I do not object to
that.

On the constitutional amendment,
clearly a majority of the people in this
country favor this amendment more
than anything that we have ever done,
in terms of a constitutional amend-
ment. In this Senate we clearly have a
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majority. Whether we have two-thirds
is less clear. But we clearly have a ma-
jority. But we say to protect the Con-
stitution, one-third plus 1, in either
body, can stop this. So we permit a mi-
nority to prevent abuses by the major-
ity.

Senator BYRD also said this is an
empty promise. You cannot have it
both ways, incidentally. You cannot
say this is an empty promise, it is not
going to do any good, and then at the
same time say there is no wiggle room
here; that it is too confining.

Actually, I think neither extreme is
accurate. The truth is we have fash-
ioned something that does make sense.
And when he says if we pass this then
we are all going to go back home and
say we have really done something, we
are not going to do anything, there will
be a let down in effort—I think I speak
for my colleague, Senator HATCH, and
Senator CRAIG, and my cosponsors on
this side also: If this passes we know
we are going to have to go to work.
Senator MATHEWS, who is the Presiding
Officer, is a cosponsor of this. I regret
he is not going to be in Senate for a
longer time. But I know Senator
MATHEWS well enough to know that he
is not going to just sit back and say,
‘‘Well, we have done this, let us forget
about it." He will be willing to sit
down and help fashion a package.

Then Thomas dJefferson came up.
Why did he not promote this constitu-
tional amendment as President? He did
not promote it as President because
there was a different atmosphere then:
7 of the 8 years he served as President
he had a surplus. And yesterday, I
thought it was really significant that
my colleague, Senator CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN, came in here on Washington's
Birthday, with Washington's farewell
address, and she read a portion of it.
But let me reread it.

This is the mood of the time when
the most revered person of that time,
George Washington, said, in his Fare-
well Address to the Nation:

As a very important source of strength and
security, cherish public credit. One method
of preserving it is to use it as sparingly as
possible, avoiding occasions of expense by
cultivating peace, but remembering, also,
that timely disbursements, to prepare for
danger, frequently prevent much greater dis-
bursements to repel it; avoiding likewise the
accumulation of debt, not only by shunning
occasions of expense, but by vigorous exer-
tions, in time of peace, to discharge the
debts which unavoidable wars may have oc-
casioned, not ungenerously throwing upon
posterity the burden which we ourselves
ought to bear.

And he goes on for a few more sen-
tences. That was the atmosphere. That
was George Washington, the Father of
our country, and what he had to say.

The Louisiana Purchase was men-
tioned. Very interesting. We say you
have to have a 60-percent vote to have
a deficit. The Louisiana Purchase was
approved by this body by a vote of 24 to
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7, way more than a 60-percent major-
ity. The great complaint by the Sec-
retary of Treasury Albert Gallatin at
the time was Napoleon and the French
worked out the Louisiana Purchase so
that interest would be paid every year
for 15 years but the principal could not
be paid off until the 15th year. One of
the great complaints of the Secretary
of the Treasury and of our Government
after the deal was consummated with
Napoleon was we wanted to pay this off
earlier. That is a very different spirit
than we have today.

Senator BYRD says this amendment
would impinge on the power of the
President because we require the Presi-
dent to submit a balanced budget. I
think that just makes no sense. I think
if we require the President to submit a
balanced budget, and if that President
says this is the balanced budget I am
required by the Constitution to submit
to you but because of the emergency
we face, because of economics, or some-
thing else, I recommend that we devi-
ate from this in this way, there we are
not taking any powers away from the
President, but we are protecting the
people and that is what a Constitution
should do.

There is also the complaint that we
require a constitutional majority for
tax increases. Almost all tax increases
have that. The big thing that we pre-
vent, and I think a legitimate thing,
we prevent a midnight voice vote tax
increase by this; again, a protection for
the people.

Then Senator BYRD complains that
the language '‘Congress shall imple-
ment relying on estimates’ opens the
door wide, and if that were there in iso-
lation, then we would have some prob-
lems, though I have to say we would
still be better off than we are today.
But when you say Congress shall im-
plement and rely on estimates, what
we also have is that three-fifths major-
ity that you have to have to extend the
Federal debt. So we cannot play games.
I think that is very significant.

What I will recommend in terms of
implementation is that we, first of all,
generally aim for a 1- or 2-percent sur-
plus so we can deal with recessions
and, second, that we have a 2- or 3-per-
cent leeway because you cannot tell to
the exact dollar what is going to hap-

n.

Then let us just say we are 2 percent
under, though if we aim for a 1- or 2-
percent surplus—that should be rare—
but if we are 2 percent under, then that
2 percent goes into the next fiscal year.
I think this is workable. I think the
Supreme Court in years to come can
read our debate and see what we had to
say.

But when you compare that 2 per-
cent—or whatever it is—with the last
year that is now projected by CBO, the
last year of their projection now is a
deficit of $365 billion and going up from
there. These are relatively minor prob-
lems compared to that.
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The question is: Why do we need
something to force us to do the right
thing? We have shown for 25 years we
need something to force us to do the
right thing. As I mentioned yesterday,
we are celebrating the 25th anniversary
of spending more money than we take
in. I have not noticed any big celebra-
tions scheduled for that. I do not see
anyone bragging about that. Why? Be-
cause we know it is hurting our coun-
try and our future.

In terms of recession, Fred Bergsten,
former Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury and, in my opinion, one of the
finest economists in this Nation, said a
balanced budget amendment will help
us deal with recessions because we can
build in a 1- or 2-percent surplus and
then use that while we are so con-
strained by our present situation that
we are not able to respond to reces-
sions.

As my colleague from Utah will re-
call, we tried to get $11 billion for a
jobs program in a $6 trillion economy
and we could not get it; $11 billion
would not do much but it would have
been some help, but we were already so
overloaded with debt that we could not
get it. If we need a 60-percent vote for
something that is needed, we can get
that. We got that to extend unemploy-
ment compensation on an emergency
basis in this body. We can get that.

One final point that he made, and
that is the big States—California and
over to Illinois—can control things
over in the House because they will
have 40 percent of the vote. I did some
fast work last night. I could not find a
single instance of any matter of con-
troversy where the Illinois delegation
in the House voted together, and I
think you will find that for New York
and California and the other delega-
tions. There is no such unanimity on
anything of controversy. That really is
not a problem.

But the fundamental question that
Senator BYRD did not answer is, What
is the alternative? Where do we go if
we do not adopt this? I suggest the les-
son of history is something we cannot
forget. I brought from my apartment a
book that probably sold 200 copies. I do
not know. “Mountains of Debt” by Mi-
chael Veseth. It is about ancient Flor-
ence and how ancient Florence started
piling up debt and then debased their
coins in order to take care of the debt.
You do not need to go to ancient Flor-
ence. Go to Adam Smith in *“The
Wealth of Nations,” and he talks about
this is the tradition of nations that
start getting into debt; they start
printing money and ruining their econ-
omy. That is the road we are headed
down. No question about it.

As you look at those projections and,
again, the OMB projections—people
say, ‘“Well, GAO may not be accurate.”
Let us just take the projections of this
administration, OMB.

Mr. President, on this graph is life-
time net tax rates under alternative
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policies, and I do not think my col-
league from Utah was here when I men-
tioned this last night. In 1930—I was
born in 1928—I will spend 30 percent of
my lifetime income on taxes. My col-
league from Idaho maybe 1940—1945. He
is in the middle of this. He will spend
around 32 or 33 percent of his lifetime
income on taxes. But what do we do
when we get down to future genera-
tions? Here is what OMB says—and this
is put in here to show the great accom-
plishments that we have made, and we
have made some accomplishments—to
the credit of President Clinton.

Before reconciliation, future genera-
tions will spend 93 percent of their in-
come on taxation. After reconciliation,
it will be 82 percent. But assuming
health care passes and it does every-
thing the administration hopes that it
will—and I am a cosponsor of it and I
hope it does—assuming every optimis-
tic economic forecast, and they fore-
cast 10 years of solid growth and I hope
it happens, but it is not typical of any
decade, if those things happen, future
generations will spend 66 to 756 percent
of their net lifetime earnings on tax-
ation.

Now, my friends, that is not going to
happen. We will start printing money
before it happens. We are headed to-
ward what the economists call mone-
tizing the debt. The most recent exam-
ple that we have seen was right next
door when Mexico got up to 12% per-
cent, the deficit was 12'4 percent of
their national income and they had in-
flation of 114 percent. That means cut-
ting in half all family savings. That
means cutting in half the Social Secu-
rity trust fund.

What is the alternative? I think the
evidence is just overwhelming that we
are drifting toward monetizing the
debt. We can take a gamble that we
will be the first nation in history to
reach debt of this character relative to
income, we will be the first nation in
history to do that without just print-
ing funny money, but that is a huge
gamble on the future of our country.

Mr. President, I hope this body will
do the right thing. I hope the people
out there in this country will contact
their Senators and urge that we do the
responsible thing and protect future
generations and protect the future
economy of this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
LEAHY). Who yields time?

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. I really appreciate the
very cogent remarks of my colleague
from Illinois and the leadership he has
provided on this particular issue. I be-
lieve it has really made a difference,
and I hope people throughout this
country will take heed to what he has
said and get with their Senators and
their Congress people and let them
know it is time for this game called

(Mr.
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budgetary practice in Washington to
get serious. The only way it is going to
get serious, the only way we are going
to solve these problems is with the
type of fiscal discipline the balanced
budget amendment would put into our
system.

So I hope everybody out there watch-
ing this on C-Span and hearing about it
otherwise will contact their Senators
and their Congress people and tell
them we have just got to get that 67-
vote margin in the Senate so that we
can pass this amendment.

Mr. President, I was on the ‘‘Today
Show' yesterday with Leon Panetta,
the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, a friend of both the
distinguished Senator from Illinois and
myself. We were being interviewed by
Bryant Gumbel, and Leon Panetta said
that this balanced budget amendment
is just a gimmick. My favorite quote
responding to that comes from the
Congresswoman from Maine, OLYMPIA
SNOWE, who said that if it were just a
gimmick, if the balanced budget
amendment were just a gimmick, the
Congress would have passed it long

ago.

I do not think anything could exceed
that particular statement, If this were
just a gimmick, you can bet your bot-
tom dollar Congress would have passed
it long ago and then ignored it.

It is not a gimmick. This is an
amendment to the Constitution which
will bring fiscal discipline to this coun-
try that is sadly lacking because the
Congress is institutionally unable
under current circumstances to quit
spending and to guit spending beyond
our means.

I will paraphrase the remark of Mr.
Jim Davidson of the National Tax-
payers Union. He said that the admin-
istration's so-called 5 year deficit re-
duction plan is like putting a 400-pound
man on a diet, and calling it a success
when he weighs in at 500 pounds be-
cause he thought he would be 600
pounds,

Basically, that sums it up. We are
unwilling to do anything about the def-
icit because all of these Cabinet offi-
cials come up here in a hysterical fash-
ion predicting the end of the world and
suggesting that if we have to live with
fiscal discipline, we will not have all
the moneys to spend for the programs
that are essential for this country. But
we all know that if we keep going the
way we are, as the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois has eloquently made
the point, we are going to monetize the
debt through printing money, bringing
inflation, and the people who will be
hurt the worst will be those who are
poor, those who are on Social Security,
those who are on fixed incomes.

We know we have to do something
about this, and I think it is time we do
it. That is why I join with the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois in lead-
ing this fight along with the distin-
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guished Senators from South Carolina
and Idaho and from Arizona, Senator
DECONCINI, I join with these colleagues
in helping to push this through if we
can.

I rise today with a strong feeling
that this is one of the most important
debates to ever take place in the Sen-
ate. The subject matter goes back to
the heart of our Founding Fathers'
hope for a constitutional system, a sys-
tem that would protect individual free-
dom and maintain the integrity of the
Federal Government.

In the latter half of this century,
however, the intention of our Founders
has been betrayed by the inability of
Congress to control its own spending
habits.

What is the problem? Mr. President,
our Nation is faced with the worsening
problem of rising national debt and
deficits and the increased Government
use of capital that would otherwise be
available to the private sector to cre-
ate jobs and invest in our future. In-
creased amounts of capital are being
wasted on merely financing the debt
through spiraling interest costs. This
problem presents risks to our entire
long-term economic growth and endan-
gers the well-being of our elderly, our
working people, and especially our
children and grandchildren. The debt
burden is our mortgage on the future.

Mr. President, the time has come for
a solution strong enough that it cannot
be evaded for a short term gain. We
need a constitutional amendment to
balance our budget.

Mr. President, Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 41, the Simon-Hatch consensus
balanced budget amendment, is that
solution. It is reasonable, it is enforce-
able, and it is necessary to get our fis-
cal house in order.

James Madison, in explaining the
theory undergirding the Government
he helped create, had this to say about
governments and human nature:

Government is the greatest of all reflec-
tions on human nature. If men were angels,
no Government would be necessary. If angels
were to govern men, neither external or in-
ternal controls on Government would be nec-
essary. In framing a Government that is to
be administered by men over men, the great
difficulty lies in this: You must first enable
the Government to control the governed, and
in the next place oblige it to control itself. A
dependence on the people is no doubt the pri-
mary control on the Government; but experi-
ence has taught mankind the necessity of
auxiliary precautions.

That is in Federalist Paper No. 51.

Mr. President, we are here to debate
such an auxiliary precaution, Senate
Joint Resolution 41, proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to require a balanced
budget, because our recent history has
shown us that the primary control on
Congress has stopped working.

The balanced budget amendment
helps to restore two important ele-
ments in the constitutional structure:
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Limited Government and an account-
able, deliberative legislative assembly,
both of which are vital to a free and
vital constitutional democracy. A de-
liberative assembly, the essence of
whose authority is, in Alexander Ham-
ilton’s words, “to enact laws or, in
other words, to prescribe rules for the
regulation of society,’ for the common
good, was considered by the Framers of
the Constitution the most important
branch of government bhecause it re-
flected, or at least should reflect, the
will of the people.

Yet, as the maker of laws, it was also
considered the most powerful and the
one that needed to be guarded against
the most.

Recognizing that ‘‘[in] republican
government the legislative authority,
necessarily, predominates’ and to pre-
vent ‘“‘elective despotism,” James
Madison, the Father of the Constitu-
tion, recommended that the Philadel-
phia Convention adopt devices in the
Constitution that would safeguard lib-
erty. These include: bicameralism, sep-
aration of powers and checks and bal-
ances, a qualified executive veto, limit-
ing congressional authority through
enumerating its powers, and, of course,
the election of legislators to assure ac-
countability to the people.

However, in the late 20th century,
these constitutional processes, what
Madison termed ‘‘auxiliary pre-
cautions,” have failed to limit the vo-
racious appetite of Congress to legis-
late into every area of private concern,
to invade the traditional bailiwick of
the States, and, consequently, to spend
and spend to fund these measures until
the Federal Government has become
functionally insolvent and the econ-
omy placed in jeopardy.

Congress has been mutated from a
legislative assembly deliberating the
common interest into the playground
of the special interest.

The balanced budget amendment, Mr.
President, will go a long way toward
ameliorating this problem. It will cre-
ate an additional constitutional proc-
ess—an auxiliary precaution—that will
bring back legislative accountability
to the constitutional system. The bal-
anced budget amendment process ac-
complishes this by making Federal def-
icit spending significantly more dif-
ficult.

Mr. President, I would like to read
two quotations: First, ‘‘the public debt
is the greatest of dangers to be feared
by a republican government."

Second, ‘‘once the budget is balanced
and the debts paid off, our population
will be relieved from a considerable
portion of its present burdens and will
find * * * additional means for the dis-
play of individual enterprise.”

These quotations are not recent
statements by current proponents of
the proposed amendment. The first
statement was made by Thomas Jeffer-
son and the second by Andrew Jackson.
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These two quotations illustrate an
important truth: No concept is more a
part of traditional American fiscal pol-
icy than that of the balanced budget.
In fact, Jefferson himself wished the
Constitution had included a prohibi-
tion on government borrowing—an
early version of a balanced budget
amendment, if you will—because he
thought that one generation should not
be able to obligate the next generation.

Throughout most of the Nation's his-
tory, the requirement of budget bal-
ancing under normal economic cir-
cumstances was considered part of
what has been called our unwritten
Constitution.

Influenced by individuals such as
Adam Smith, David Hume, and David
Ricardo, the drafters of the Constitu-
tion and their immediate successors at
the helm of the new Government
strongly feared the effects of public
debt. The taxing and borrowing provi-
sions of the new Constitution reflected
a need of the new Republic to establish
credit and governmental notes and ne-
gotiable instruments that would spur
commerce.

Yet, the Founders and early Amer-
ican Presidents were in virtual unani-
mous agreement on the dangers of ex-
cessive public debt. Consequently, for
approximately 150 years of our his-
tory—from 1789 to 1932—balanced budg-
ets or surplus budgets were the norm.

While budget procedures had little of
their present organization, the concept
of a balanced budget was accepted
widely as the hallmark of fiscal respon-
sibility. Those deficits that did occur—
during wartime or during the most se-
vere recessions—normally were offset
by subsequent surpluses.

Between 1932 and 1960, the rigid rule
of annual balanced budgets gave way to
a fiscal policy in which balanced budg-
ets remained an overall objective, but
in which deficit spending was also
viewed as a tool occasionally useful to
affect appropriate economic results.
Nonemergency deficit spending was le-
gitimized in 1936 with the publication
of John Maynard Keynes' ‘‘General
Theory.'' Great weight was placed upon
the ability of the Federal Government
to manage the economy through fiscal
policy, that is, through spending and
taxation.

However, a real turning point in the
history of U.S. fiscal policies occurred
during the 1960’s. Even the Keynesian
objective of balancing surplus years
with deficit years succumbed to the
idea of regular, annual uncompensated
for deficits. In other words, our defi-
cits, which were historically cyclical,
reflecting boom and bust, war and
peace, became structural and perma-
nent.

During the 1960’s, we were paying for
Vietnam war at the same time as the
war on poverty. The Great Society had
noble goals and great intentions. But,
the Great Society, on top of the war,
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was financed through debt and helped
to develop our proclivity for deficit fi-
nancing our national aspirations.

During the past three decades, the
Federal Government has run deficits in
all but a single year. The deficits have
come during good times, and they have
come during bad times. They have
come from Presidents who have
pledged themselves to balanced budg-
ets, and they have come from Presi-
dents whose fiscal priorities were else-
where. They have come from Presi-
dents of both parties.

Even more alarmingly, the mag-
nitude of these deficits has increased
enormously. During the 1960's, deficits
averaged $6 billion per year. In the
1970’s, deficits averaged $36 billion per
year. In the 1980’s, deficits averaged
$156 billion per year. And, in the 1990's
so far, deficits have averaged $259 bil-
lion per year.

The total national debt mow stands
at over $4.5 trillion. While it took us
over 200 years to acquire our first tril-
lion dollars of debt, we have recently
been adding another trillion dollars to
our debt about every 5 years, and will
continue to do so under current projec-
tions at a slightly faster rate as we ap-
proach the end of the decade.

I would like to refer to a few charts.
This first chart regards the Federal
debt. It shows the gross debt between
1990 and 1999. The second one shows the
debt as a percentage of the GDP, gross
domestic product. This chart shows the
projected growth of the Federal debt in
1990 through 1999 along with the growth
of the Federal debt as a percentage of
GDP over the same period. These fig-
ures are taken directly from the Presi-
dent’s own budget, his fiscal year 1995
budget. And they are alarming to me. I
think they would be alarming to any-
body who looks at this chart.

In 1990, the gross Federal debt stood
at over $3.2 trillion. By the end of this
year, 1994, another $1.5 trillion will
have been added, bringing the pro-
jected total to mnearly $4.7 trillion in
national debt.

By 1996, the amount of gross debt of
the Federal Government will be over
$5.2 trillion. That is even assuming the
President’'s optimistic projections.
These are his budgetary figures. And
by 1999, more than $6.3 trillion.

These numbers are staggering; abso-
lutely staggering. Just as staggering as
the estimates of gross debt are the esti-
mates of debt as a percentage of GDP.
In 1990, $3.2 trillion in debt represented
58.5 percent of the country's GDP for
that year. This year, in 1994, just look
at it, the projected debt of $4.7 trillion
will equal over 70 percent of our GDP.
By 1999, the projected Federal debt of
$6.3 trillion will represent 72 percent of
a projected $8.7 trillion economy. And
72 percent of GDP means that in 1999
the Federal debt will equal 72 cents of
every dollar earned by each person and
72 cents of every dollar sold by every
business that year.
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This mountain of debt must not be
allowed to continue to grow. You can
see why the distinguished Senator from
Illinois is calling for people to contact
their Senators and their Members of
the House and tell them we have to
have this balanced budget amendment.

We cannot live with this. Mr. Presi-
dent, these estimates are based on the
President’s own optimistic estimates of
economic growth and deficit reduction
over the next few years. He might be
wrong. If things are not as optimistic
as he has them, these percentages of
GDP and gross debt could go even high-
er. Should these projections be wrong,
the numbers for the gross debt, as a
percentage of GDP, would surely go
much higher. So I am very concerned
about it.

Let me go to chart number two, be-
cause I think it is important to go into
this. Chart number two shows the
growth in the size of interest costs on
the Federal debt from 1993 right on up
through 1999. It is based on estimates
made by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. As the chart shows, in 1993, inter-
est payments that we have to make
against the debt—which is money down
the drain—equal $293 billion. Next
year, in 1995, interest payments will be
$311 billion. That is assuming the opti-
mistic assumptions of this administra-
tion. And I hope they are right.

In 1997, look how it is going up. In
1997, the Federal Government will pay
$346 billion in interest on its debt, and
in 1999, a staggering $382 billion. It does
not take much to realize that we sim-
ply cannot live with this situation.
That is assuming that the interest is
not going up substantially more than
it is now. It is assuming budget projec-
tions that may or may not come to
pass. I hope with all my heart that we
could even be more optimistic, but his-
tory indicates that we cannot.

This chart is alarming, and it means
we are going to be throwing almost
$400 billion down the drain by 1999 just
in interest payments. As a percentage
of the budget, it becomes bigger and
bigger. Right now, it is at about 20 per-
cent, but it will go much higher as we
go through this decade.

Let me go to chart three now. I have
been parochial on this chart, just talk-
ing in terms of each Utahn, but it
could easily be each citizen’s share of
the Federal debt in the United States.
This is the per capita share in our
country of the Federal debt. It has in-
creased sevenfold from 1975, when it
was $2,500, and we thought that was
horrendous then. I remember that. It is
one of the reasons I decided I would run
for the Senate, hoping to bring about
some change, and it is one reason I
have fought so hard for a balanced
budget amendment every day since we
have been here. We have not been suc-
cessful. It rose from $2,500 that each
person owed as their share of the na-
tional debt—per capita share—seven-
fold to $18,000.



February 23, 1994

One other thing that is important is,
last year, in 1993, this figure was
$16,700. In 1 year, each individual's debt
in our society has gone up $1,300. How
many of us can afford another $1,300 in
debt in this society? It is going up very
fast, and sooner or later debts have to
be paid. If we do not control these in-
creases, we are going to pay the piper,
because we are going to have a rough
time getting by.

Let us go to chart number four. The
core of this debate can be summed up
by this particular chart, which shows
the tax burden we are passing on to our
great grandchildren and great grand-
children. Elaine and I have 14 grand-
children, and we are some time away
from having great children, but prob-
ably not more than 7 or 8 years, to be
honest with you. The fact is that we
are very concerned about our grand-
children.

Again, the estimates on this chart
are taken directly from the President's
1995 budget. So we are not trying to
hurt the President here. We are taking
his budget; we are taking his figures. I
think they are optimistic under the
circumstances. I hope he is right, and I
certainly know that Leon Panetta in-
tended to be right. I have a high regard
for him, But taking his own figures,
the figures of this administration, they
show an alarming trend, these figures
on what a generation’s lifetime net tax
burden is. A lifetime net tax burden is
taxes paid minus the value of Govern-
ment benefits received during a life-
time.

As the chart shows, the net tax rate
has steadily increased during this cen-
tury. A man or woman born in 1900
could expect a net tax burden of 23.6
percent. Right there, 23.6 percent. That
was each individual citizen's tax bur-
den at that particular time.

All they are going to pay in their
lifetime is 23.6 percent if they were
born in 1900. By 1940, the rate had
grown to 31.9 percent. For children
born in 1992, the lifetime rate they will
have to pay is almost 37 percent—36.9
percent. As you can see, that has been
gradual. You go from 23.6 to 36.9. In
1992, 36.3. That is the average net tax
burden a person born in that year will
have over his or her lifetime.

The massive Federal debt we keep ac-
cumulating is going to have to be paid
back, and it is going to be paid back by
those not yet born. Future generations
can expect—using the President's fig-
ures—a lifetime net tax burden of 82
percent. That is virtually everything
they have. The distinguished Senator
from Illinois has made this point again
and again. And we are bipartisan on
this matter. We are concerned about
that sudden jump. We are concerned
about the legacy we are leaving to our
future generations. We are destroying
our children's future inheritance and
burdening them with the expense of
paying off our debts. That is because
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we are unwilling in Congress to do any-
thing about it.

I have to laugh at these people who
say, ‘‘Congress ought to have the guts
to do what it ought to do.”” They have
been saying that ever since I have been
here, 18 years. These people who do not
want a balanced budget amendment
have been saying every year, “We
ought to have the guts to stand up and
do what is right.” Yes, we ought to, but
that is not the history of this institu-
tion. So we need some fiscal discipline
that will enable us to have the guts to
do what is right.

This is a bipartisan effort that we are
taking on here, trying to get that dis-
cipline.

Let me go to the fifth chart here,
This chart shows the results in 10 years
from our present deficit spending poli-
cies, based on CBO estimates. In 1994,
the deficit is $233 billion. In the year
2004, right over here, the deficit is pro-
jected to be $365 billion. At the end of
this year, 1994, the gross Federal debt
will be $4.69 trillion. By the year 2004,
it will have ballooned to almost double
that amount, and it will be about $8.95
trillion. The amount of that debt held
by the public in 1994 is $3.46 trillion. By
2004, the public will hold $5.99 trillion
in Federal debt.

This year, the gross interest paid on
the Federal will be $298 billion. By the
year 2004, the gross interest is going to
be $503 billion,

Finally, this year, the net interest
payment of the Federal Government is
$201 billion—that is net interest—and
by 2004 the net interest payment will
be $334 billion.

So if you look at this chart, the defi-
cit is going to go, even under this so-
called deficit reduction approach of the
current administration, from $223 bil-
lion in 1994 to $365 billion by the year
2004 unless there is some miracle that
occurs.

The gross Federal debt, $4.69 trillion
to $8.95 trillion in the 10-year period;
the debt held by the public, $3.46 tril-
lion to $5.99 trillion; gross interest, $298
billion to $503 billion; net interest pay-
ment, $201 billion in 1994, going to $334
billion by 2004. And many of us believe
it will be much higher than that if we
do not do something to get matters
under control.

I do not know how much more we can
show these things. They are the facts
and people have ignored them. This
country is awash in red ink. We have to
do something about it.

And those of us who have gotten to-
gether for this amendment in a biparti-
san way are trying to do our best to do
something about it and we cannot see
any other way to restore the discipline
in the Constitution, which was always
implied and implicit, but which has
been ignored for the last 3 decades.

Let us go to chart 6. The President
said we are getting our budget deficit
under control. But this chart, based
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upon Congressional Budget Office data,
shows this is not the case. The 1994 def-
icit right here is $223 billion. The defi-
cit is then projected to decline for 2
years to a low in 1996 of $166 billion;
that is, if everything goes according to
plan. How many of you have seen ev-
erything go according to plan in this
country? But even though it is a rel-
ative decrease, it is still $166 billion.

But then the red ink after 1996 starts
to rise again—3$182 billion in 1997; $204
billion in 1999, right here; $256 billion
by the year 2001; $324 billion in the year
2003; and $365 billion in the year 2004.

Now that is the Congressional Budget
Office deficit outlook over the next
decade. These figures do not include
projections for the President’s health
care proposal. But the CBO has already
said that, should it be enacted, that
plan would further widen the deficit.

My fellow citizens, we cannot keep
going this way. Just common sense
says we cannot keep going this way.

Keep in mind, these are not conserv-
ative estimates. These are estimates
done by the current administration,
CBO, and others who are supposed to be
responsible in this society today.

In all honesty, Mr. President, these
charts tell a pretty drastic tale. They
are accurate to the extent that we can
make them accurate. They are based
upon the accuracy of the administra-
tion’s budget, the accuracy of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, to the best of
their ability. And I happen to believe
there is a lot of ability in both institu-
tions.

If you take their best projections,
this is the best we are going to do, our
outlook is horrible. It is just plain hor-
rible.

And then we have people coming on
this floor saying we have to have the
will and the spine to be able to change
these things voluntarily. Well, we do
not have the will and the spine to even
live up to Gramm-Rudman-Hollings,
which is a simple statute which can be
amended by any other simple statute,
or by a mere 51 percent vote of a
quorum. We could not live up to that.
And the reason we could not is because
there is tremendous pressure on every-
body in the Congress to spend because
there is not the fiscal mechanism to
cause them to say, ‘“Hey, wait a
minute. I want to do that, but here is
why we can't.” Or, **If we want to do it,
we are going to have to either cut
somewhere or raise the revenues to do
it," a point which the distinguished
Senator from Illinois often makes,
which is very, very true.

Deficits and the national debt have
grown, in large measure, because Gov-
ernment spending has grown, As total
Government spending has increased, so
has Government's relative share of the
economy. In 1929, Federal expenditures
of $3 billion represented just 3 percent
of GNP. By 1950, the Federal share had
risen to 16 percent of GDP or about $43
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billion. For fiscal year 1993, Federal
Government spending of over $1.4 tril-
lion commanded nearly 23 percent of
GDP.

To illustrate this growth in another
way, the first $100 billion budget in the
history of the Nation occurred as re-
cently as fiscal year 1962, more than 179
years after the founding of the Repub-
lic. The first $200 billion budget, how-
ever, followed only 9 years later in fis-
cal year 1971. It took 179 years to get to
the first $100 billion budget. The first
$200 billion budget was reached just 9
years later in fiscal year 1971. The first
$300 billion budget occurred 4 years
later in fiscal year 1975; the first $400
billion budget 2 years later in fiscal
year 1977; the first $500 billion budget
in fiscal year 1979; the first $600 billion
budget in fiscal year 1981; the first $700
billion budget in fiscal year 1982; the
first $800 billion budget in fiscal year
1983; the first $900 billion budget in fis-
cal year 1985; and the first $1 trillion
budget in fiscal year 1987. The budget
for fiscal year 1993 was over $1.4 tril-
lion.

Under current projections, Govern-
ment spending will continue to rise,
using capital that would be put to bet-
ter use by the private sector to create
jobs. To starve the primary engines of
economic growth of needed capital is
to risk our long-term economic secu-
rity.

Mr. President, one of the most per-
nicious effects of the enormous deficit
beast is the interest cost required to
feed it. Interest on the Federal debt in
1993 amounted to nearly $293 billion.
That is more than total Federal reve-
nues in 1975. Interest alone is more
than all revenues that came to the
Government in 1975. Last year's inter-
est costs took 26 percent of all Federal
revenues and 57 percent of all individ-
ual income tax revenues. If we just
take individual income tax revenues,
this $293 billion takes 57 percent of all
those individual tax revenues.

OMB projects that interest on the
debt will rise substantially over the
next b years—substantially. It will pass
the $300 billion mark in 1995 and reach
$373 billion in 1999. CBO’s estimates are
even higher, with $311 billion in inter-
est in 1995 and $382 billion in 1999.

Opponents of the balanced budget
amendment suggest that we cannot af-
ford to cut the deficit more than the
Clinton plan does because decreased so-
cial spending will have severe adverse
effects. But, think of how much we
could do in crime control, defense, dis-
aster relief, health, science, and edu-
cation if we had that $300 billion in in-
terest available next year. Think of
how much we could do if we had it
every year thereafter.

I do not understand the logic of con-
tinuing to waste over 20 percent of our
entire budget on interest on the ration-
ale that we cannot afford to cut spend-
ing. What we cannot afford to do is to
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continue to throw away one-fifth of our
budget on interest payments.

It is important for everyone to un-
derstand this point: 20 percent of our
entire budget cannot be used to pur-
chase a single textbook, innoculate a
single child against disease, conduct a
single scientific experiment, pave a
single interstate highway, prosecute a
single violator of Federal laws, or keep
a single soldier in MRE's.

Twenty percent of our entire Federal
budget is thrown right down the drain
and is spent for absolutely nothing of
value to the taxpayers. It is interest on
our burgeoning debt.

Mr. President, let me just put one or
two things more in and then I am going
to stop and yield to my colleague. To
help my colleagues put this in even
better perspective, gross interest on
the debt in 1993 amounted to more than
the entire defense budget, which was
$292.4 billion. It was 97 percent of So-
cial Security payments. We spent $302
billion last year on Social Security. It
was 55 percent of all discretionary out-
lays, which were $542.5 billion; and 44
percent of all mandatory programs,
which cost us $666.9 billion.

The nearly $293 billion of gross inter-
est costs in 1993 could have covered our
entire health spending, including Medi-
care and Medicaid—they were $207.6
billion, all veterans benefits and serv-
ices—$19.3 billion, unemployment com-
pensation—$35.5 billion, our entire
international discretionary budget,
$21.6 billion—and could have also cov-
ered the cost of the earned income tax
credit of $8.8 billion. All of that we
could have paid for out of this $293 bil-
lion.

Without the gross interest on the
debt we would not even have had a defi-
cit last year. In fact, we would have
run a budget surplus of $38 billion.

Interest on the debt is wasted money.
Over the next 5 years of deficit reduc-
tion under President Clinton’s plan,
OMB’s own calculation is that interest
on the public debt will total roughly
$1.7 trillion. Over the next 5 years, we
will pay over $1.7 trillion in interest
alone. This amount could fully fund
the entire 1994 budget for us, with
money left over for social programs, or
defense, or whatever else we could de-
cide to use it for.

Interest compounds and it gets larger
by itself, even without new deficits.
And if interest rates go back up, the
problem is going to be increased
exponentially. These figures could go
up dramatically. And if anybody thinks
we are going to have interest rates
stay at the current low levels, they
have to be crazy. In fact just yesterday
Alan Greenspan said we are probably
going to have short-term interest rates
go up. Self-propelled interest costs are
going to eat a larger share of our Na-
tional Treasury, destroying our choices
to fund new programs and eroding our
ability to keep the commitments we
have already made.
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Mr. President, I have taken a lot of
time on this, but these are really im-
portant things. It is important for us
to realize this is not a game here. This
is not a bunch of people coming up
with a gimmick. As I say, if this was a
gimmick, as OLYMPIA SNOWE said, it
would have been passed already be-
cause they would have gotten it behind
us just as they did with some other
gimmicks that were supposed to be
good solutions,

We are talking about amending the
Constitution, putting a rule of budget
discipline into our basic law, which all
of us are sworn to uphold, and which I
believe we will uphold since it will be
in the Constitution. But to get there
we have to have 67 votes in the U.S.
Senate. We just simply have to have
them to pass this amendment.

Frankly, I believe we can get them
but it is not going to happen unless ev-
erybody out there gets on the phone,
starts writing, calling, and doing all
that they should to bring pressure on
the White House, to bring pressure on
my fellow Senators, to bring pressure
on Members of the House, and of course
to let people know in this country
that, by gosh, it is time to put a stop
to this kind of profligacy. If we do not
do it we are going to reap the whirl-
wind. But more important, our kids are
going to get stuck with debts that are
going to make their lives miserable all
the rest of their days.

It is time for us to be responsible.
This is the best way to be responsible.
It is the only way that those of us who
support this amendment can see that
will get us to be responsible, and will
put fiscal discipline into all of our lives
in a way that we will have to do what
is right.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes here.

I thank my colleague from Utah for
his remarks. Those graphs just spell
out why we have to act.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an editorial
from the Chicago Tribune that ap-
peared today. It was just handed to me.
The Chicago Tribune in former years
opposed the balanced budget amend-
ment. But they are now for it and say,
in the final paragraph:

Changing the basic charter of the Nation is
not something to be done lightly or fre-
quently. But if safeguarding the fiscal integ-
rity of the Nation is not a sufficient reason,
what, pray tell, would be?

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an editorial sup-
porting the balanced budget amend-
ment that appeared in the Atlanta
Constitution.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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[From the Chicago Tribune, Feb. 23, 1994)
AN AMENDMENT THE NATION NEEDS

The federal budget deficit next year is pro-
jected at roughly $170 billion. It is a measure
of how distorted our expectations have be-
come that we think of that as progress.

Only $170 billion is to be added next year to
America's $4 trillion-plus mountain of na-
tional debt. Only $170 billion more is to be
handed down as a legacy to our children and
grandchildren.

Of course, when measured against the $250
billion to $300 billion deficits of just a couple
years ago, $170 billion really is progress. And
Congress and the president deserve a meas-
ure of credit for lowering the red ink to that
level.

But they have not thereby demolished the
case for the proposed balanced budget
amendment, which the Senate began debat-
ing Tuesday and—if the proponents can sway
a few more votes—may finally pass later in
the week.

As cussed and discussed as any legislation
in recent American history, the balanced
budget amendment is a desperate but nec-
essary device for restoring discipline to the
management of the nation’s treasury by
Congress and the president.

Just how undisciplined that process has be-
come is indicated by the size of the national
debt and the rapidity of its growth over the
past dozen or so years. In 1981, the debt was
less than one-fourth its current size. In other
words, in 13 years, the nation accumulated
three times as much debt as it did during its
first 200 years. That way lies fiscal ruin.

During the same time, Congress contrived
every manner of statutory gadget to rein in
its prodigality, but nothing could stand long
against the impulse to spend. Even last
year’s Clinton deficit-reduction plan barely
squeaked through—with no votes to spare.

Critics of the balanced budget amendment
made a host of arguments, many specious
but some quite serious. Among the latter are
the possibility that the courts ultimately
will come to control the federal budget, as
litigants spar over the meaning of phrases
like “‘outlays™ and ‘‘receipts” and ‘‘reve-
nue.” But that speculative danger must be
weighed against the demonstrated reality of
a budget process that is out of control and
requires discipline.

Critics also assert, correctly, that a bal-
anced budget is not always desirable as a
matter of economic policy. Nolo contendere.
That's why the amendment allows for its
suspension by Congress during wartime, or
any time three-fifths of the members of each
house can be persuaded to vote for a specific
deficit.

Changing the basic charter of the Nation is
not something to be dome lightly or fre-
quently. But if safeguarding the fiscal integ-
rity of the nation is not a sufficient reason,
what, pray tell, would be?

[From the Atlanta Journal and Constitution,
Feb. 17, 1994]
AMENDMENT WOULD BRING DISCIPLINE,
ACCOUNTABILITY

In the decade-long battle over a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the federal
budget, comes now the Washington Monu-
ment Syndrome. The Clinton administra-
tion, busy adding $1 trillion to the national
debt over the next four years, is pulling out
all stops to defeat the amendment in the
U.S. Senate. In time-honored Washington
fashion, the administration is warning of ca-
lamity—widows and orphans in the streets,
veterans made destitute and perhaps even
the Washington Monument closed.
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But the administration is wrong. The fed-
eral government and Congress need the dis-
cipline of law to rein in the red ink of 25
years of deficits. This time around, support-
ers are led by Paul Simon (D-I11.), whose lib-
eral credentials are impeccable. A two-thirds
vote is needed for passage in the Senate. If
the Hovrse agrees, the amendment would go
to the States.

What's most important in Simon's pro-
posal is its regquirement that any deficit
spending be approved by three-fifths of the
Senate and House. It is likely that the re-
corded accountability of voting for red ink
would force representatives to have a good
reason and to look as hard for spending cuts
as they do for taxes.

It is understandable that the administra-
tion would oppose such discipline. Even in
what the President calls a tough budget, fed-
eral spending is increasing by more than $300
billion, far above the rate of inflation. Dis-
cipline forces innovation. Congress has proof
at hand. When the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
Act was in place, the deficit for the last year
of the Reagan presidency dipped below $170
billion. Even the ill-starred and tax-ridden
deficit reduction plan of the Bush adminis-
tration has had an effect, helping Bill Clin-
ton point to lowering deficit,

A balanced budget amendment would place
meaning in budget debates. It would not be a
straitjacket in times of national emergency,
but a set of guard rails for a Congress speed-
ing on the interstate of spending. With the
conversion of liberals such as Simon to the
cause, it has a chance in the Senate. Let the
chance become reality.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, and ask unan-
imous consent that the time in the
quorum be allocated evenly between
the proponents and the opponents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll. The time for the
quorum will be evenly divided.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished Senator from Idaho,
one of the prime cosponsors of this
amendment who has worked so hard,
such time as he may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho is recognized.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, as we de-
bate this most important issue——

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield just for a suggestion?

Mr. CRAIG. I will be happy to.

Mr. BYRD. It is my suggestion that
the side that puts in a quorum should
charge that quorum to their side. I was
not on the floor when the request was
made that the time be equally charged.
I prefer that we do it the other way,
and I will object to requests that it be
equally charged.

If I see that the floor is not being
used by any Senator I will be here and
I will use some of my time or I will
charge it against my side. I do not
think either side should take advan-
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tage of the other side’s absence from
the floor and get consent that the time
be equally charged. That is all I have
to say.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. CRAIG. I will be happy to yield
to my colleague from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. I certainly do not want
to be taking advantage of the distin-
guished President pro tempore. In fact,
I have not learned yet how to take ad-
vantage of the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia. He seems to know
these rules a little better than all the
rest of us.

I just think it is important that we
somehow balance the time so that we
end up—real candidly, we do not want
to use up our 5 hours and the Senator
from West Virginia get the last 5 hours
here.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator from
Idaho yield for me to respond?

Mr. CRAIG. I am happy to yield.

Mr. BYRD. I agree to what the Sen-
ator has said with respect to the neces-
sity of kind of keeping some balance of
the time here. But if the Senator, when
he feels disposed to do this again,
namely, charging the quorum call to
both sides—if he would kindly give me
a ring at my office, I will try to get up
here.

Mr. SIMON, I will be pleased to do
that. I thank my colleague from Idaho
for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, last
evening, as we began this important
debate in relation to a balanced budget
amendment to our Constitution, there
was some suggestion that economic
policy ought not be a part of our Con-
stitution; that it was bad to place in
the context of the Comnstitution eco-
nomic principles or economic courses
and directions that, in the argument of
the opposition, did not fit or were not
proper in the constitutional setting.

For a few moments this morning, let
me discuss that issue because I think it
is very important that we understand
that economic policy has always been a
part of our Constitution and that, de-
pending on your point of view and how
you read the Constitution, our Found-
ing Fathers were very, very specific in
suggesting that economics was an im-
portant part of the consideration and,
most importantly, rights and freedoms
necessarily clarified in the Constitu-
tion.

Governance inescapably involves ad-
dressing the question of economics.
Moreover, our Constitution is replete
with economic policy. For example, it
refers to private property rights. Of
course, in the days of our Founding Fa-
thers, private property was the essence
of economics. It was the foundation of
wealth. It remains so today. It was spo-
ken to in the Constitution. It pre-
scribes constitutional and executive
roles in Federal fiscal activities, such
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as raising revenues, spending and bor-
rowing, provides for uniform duties,
imports, excises, discusses the regula-
tion of international commerce, dis-
cusses coinage and the value of money,
and deals with counterfeiting and pat-
ents and other economic issues.

Let me tell you, Mr. President, that
is economics. It may not quite be eco-
nomics in the sense that the Wharton
School would discuss it today in some
grand economic scheme or economic
modeling that would come about
through econometrics, but it was the
economics of that day, it is without
question the economics of today, and
what we do as it relates to the Federal
budget is economic policy. I would
argue that the amendment as it has
been crafted is clearly as important
and can be a clear part of our Constitu-
tion.

The test is not whether or not an
amendment is economic policy, but
whether it encompasses a broad and
fundamental principle that it is rel-
evant, not transitory, and its impor-
tance is far-reaching in scope over
time. Those are really the fundamental
tests, Mr. President, as to whether an
amendment, proposed either by this
body or the other or by a constitu-
tional convention, fits the constitu-
tional prescription, the language nec-
essary.

So while some would argue that this
is not fitting, I would clearly argue
that in today's context, as 200-plus
years ago, it is clearly fitting. Our
Founding Fathers spoke to economic
policy and economic principle. It was
embodied within the Constitution in
all contexts that I have just spoken to,
and our amendment today is relevant
and fits, in my opinion.

Then should the Constitution dictate
such details as a budgetary period, a
fiscal year? It was argued last night
that the devil was in the details and
that the details would not work. Some
such reasonable parameters, I believe,
are necessary to provide for an enforce-
able amendment. Our Founding Fa-
thers knew the particulars; they were
clear in their language. We must be
clear in our language if we are going to
be constitutionally responsible in send-
ing forth an amendment for the States’
consideration.

Again, the authors are receptive—I
am receptive—if somebody can come
up with a better way of perfecting
change that would clarify more current
periods of fiscal responsibility, but we
know, the world knows, what a fiscal
year is. While we might by the law of
the majority here decide to change
what a fiscal year meant, we could not
change what it would then provoke,
and that would be a set time for budg-
eting purposes by which we would
judge our performance and allocate re-
sources for such performances. That is
what a fiscal year meant, or we could
call it a fiscal period.
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While I would suggest Senate reports
99-162 and 99-163 suggest using a fiscal
yvear—that does come from the Judici-
ary Committee—it is responsible statu-
tory language; it is, without question,
in my opinion and in the opinion of
constitutional scholars who helped
craft this document, responsible lan-
guage to be used within the Constitu-
tion.

There is another question: A debt
limitation. Why should Senate Joint
Resolution 41 differ with previous bal-
anced budget amendment revisions in
that it requires a three-fifths vote to
raise the limit of the Federal debt held
by the public? There is the important
and operative word. Last night, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee suggested that the three-fifths
vote was not the responsible vote, and
I would argue that if it is referring to
debt held by the public and we are in-
curring debt on the head of the citizen,
I would argue that the right of the citi-
zen to be debt free of its Government
and that economic freedom is a fun-
damental freedom and that public debt
denies that economic freedom, then a
three-fifths vote is very accurate.

It requires a supermajority vote to
amend the Constitution. Therefore, by
amending the Constitution to deny the
right of free speech, to deny the right
of all of the Bill of Rights or any of the
principles embodied in the Constitu-
tion, our Founding Fathers were very
clear that it would take a supermajor-
ity; that it would be extremely dif-
ficult for this Congress to propose to
the citizens of our country any devi-
ation away from the principles em-
bodied within the Constitution.

What we are debating today is a new
principle, a principle of economic free-
dom and, therefore, a procedure by
which this Congress could not encum-
ber public debt or force the public to
hold greater debt unless it was of an
extraordinary nature.

So I would argue that the language
we have used is very clear. When the
Social Security and other trust funds
run surpluses, we have talked about
how that debt will be handled. It does
not register as public debt; it registers
as gross Federal debt when it is bor-
rowed from the trust funds and moved
to the Treasury. That is how this
would operate. We believe it is very
clear in the amendment and, therefore,
it strongly justifies the use of the lan-
guage. We argue that it is constitu-
tional.

Even Professor Laurence Tribe of
Harvard, a leading opponent of the
amendment, told the Senate Budget
Committee in 1992 that the Jeffer-
sonian notion that today's populace
should not be able to burden future
generations with excessive debt does
seem to be the kind of fundamental
value that is worthy of enshrinement
in the Constitution.

Last night you heard that argued dif-
ferently by Senator BYRD. There are
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others who are as strongly opposed to
this amendment as he but would argue
that the principle involved in the
amendment that we discuss is clearly
worthy of constitutional consideration.

We are debating an attitude. We are
debating a philosophy. We are debating
a fundamental change in the principles
that our Government is guided by, and
I believe that they are strongly worthy
of the Constitution and constitutional
language. I think it is appropriate that
we debate it in those contexts, and I
think it is most inappropriate, Mr.
President, for anyone to come to the
floor and argue that it cannot be or
that it should not be a part of our con-
stitutional considerations.

Over the decade and a half that it has
taken to craft this amendment and to
refine it to ensure it meets the test of
cur constitutional scholars in this
country, we believe that test is met.
We think it very, very important that
this language meet those tests and
that we have accomplished that, both
in language and in principle. We talk
about a freedom. We talk about the
freedom from debt. We talk about the
inability of our Government to con-
tinue to incur public debt and, there-
fore, we talk about the responsibility
of the vote of the supermajority and
the extraordinary environment that
would require or call for that kind of
debt creation. That is part and parcel
of the total debate that we are involved
in. Through the course of this debate
over the coming days, I will continue
to point out on a section-by-section
analysis of this amendment that it fits
both the charge that it must be con-
stitutionally worthy and that it is re-
sponsible constitutional language to
propose to the citizens of this Nation
for their consideration.

I retain the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will be
happy to yield such time as he may
consume to Senator HEFLIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Alabama is recog-
nized.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate Senator CRAIG yielding me this
time. I appreciate the ‘‘senior Sen-
ator.” Usually I am introduced as a
senior citizen. But I am sure most Sen-
ators who enjoy that status have had
the same thing happen to them.

I am coming to the floor, as I have on
numerous occasions, as an original co-
sponsor of Senator SIMON's resolution
calling for a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution.

The first bill that I introduced when
I came to the Senate 15 years ago was
a resolution calling for a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. With each Congress since that time,
the first bill I introduced was a con-
stitutional amendment resolution.

When we first started out on this
path toward adopting such a resolution
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to bring about a constitutional amend-
ment, there were a great number of
people who were opposed to it, and
there were different ideas about how to
proceed. But I think Senator SIMON’s
support of the amendment has given it
impetus which can mean success. He
represents an element in the Senate
that looks very carefully at what is in
the best interest of the country. That
is not to say that others do not, but he
is of a philosophy that sometimes
means conservatives do not usually
agree with him. Therefore, I think his
support ras given it additional support
and has picked up votes. That is one of
the reasons we have urged him to as-
sume the leadership role pertaining to
this constitutional amendment requir-
ing a balanced budget.

I am pleased with reports that have
come forth in recent days that the an-
ticipated deficit for 1995 will not be $300
billion, but only $170 billion. Part of
the success for this anticipated reduc-
tion in the deficit is the omnibus defi-
cit reduction plan that was passed by
the Congress and signed by the Presi-
dent, under his leadership. Also, it is
probably due in some degree to a turn-
around in the economy and the in-
crease in commercial business trans-
actions.

But, the anticipated reduction is
based on interest rates that are pretty
well stable today. When we stop and
think of the fact that $295 billion in in-
terest is to be paid from our budget—
$295 billion is what the report of the
committee shows as the interest that
is being paid on the national debt—we
have to stop and look at what would
happen if all of a sudden interest rates
were substantially increased. The $170
billion anticipated deficit would soar.

Interestingly enough, I looked in yes-
terday's Wall Street Journal, and I
read that 3-year Treasury bills which
the Government buys are listed at 3.33
percent. A year ago, they were 2.92 per-
cent; 6-month Treasury bills were 3.43
yesterday. A year ago, they were 3.01.
Treasury bills under a 10-year period
were 6.04 yesterday. A year ago they
were 5.89. These are showing an in-
crease. But it is not out of the realm of
reality, possibility, or probability that
interest rates within a period of time
of 1 year, 2 years, or 3 years may dou-
ble.

If they do double, what does that
mean for the deficit? We could be pay-
ing, instead of $295 billion a year inter-
est on national debt, $600 billion.

Interest rates at 6 percent were nor-
mal for many, many years. It may well
be we will return to that stage of nor-
mal interest rates in the not-too-dis-
tant future. I point this out to show
that that is a real danger here if we as-
sume only the rosiest scenarios.

(Mr. AKAKA assumed the Chair.)

Mr. HEFLIN. Even if the economy
continues to grow and the gross na-
tional product increases tremendously,
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an increase in interest rates would de-
vour the anticipated savings that
would result from the deficit reduction
plan that was passed by Congress. An
increase would eat up the anticipated
reduction that we are anticipating re-
garding the deficit in the 1995 fiscal
year. All of these are not only possible,
but probable.

We are already hearing reports that
interest rates are going to go up. Yes-
terday, Alan Greenspan testified to
that effect. Hopefully, we are not going
to get into an inflationary spiral. But
when you stop and think that some 15
years ago, interest rates were at 20 per-
cent, what would interest rates at a
stage of 20 percent—or even 10 per-
cent—do to the deficit that we would
have to operate under?

Therefore, it comes down to the fact
that the monster out there is interest,
and we have to adopt this constitu-
tional amendment requiring a balanced
budget or else we are going to be faced
with horrendous deficits in the future
if interest rates go up, regardless of
deficit reduction plans, and they prob-
ably will go up.

So I urge my colleagues to think
about the future, to think about inter-
est rates, to think about the amount of
interest that will have to be paid on
the national debt, and the percentage
of the entire budget that will have to
be allocated toward interest payments.

Last summer, when we passed the
largest deficit reduction legislation in
history, we were standing at a unique
place in time and history with regard
to addressing our most pressing struc-
tural economic problems. The Amer-
ican publie, through countless opinion
surveys, consistently ranks deficit re-
duction as one of its paramount con-
cerns, What we did last summer was
the right thing to do. And we are be-
ginning already to see the benefits
from this legislation. But as we all
know too well, this is not nearly
enough. The temptation to spend is
still a mighty one to resist for Con-
gress.

I believe in the inherent good sense
of the American people. I believe that
good sense has opened millions of eyes
and even hearts to the fact that Amer-
ica has been victimized by more than a
dozen years of borrow-and-spend Fed-
eral fiscal policies that have run up a
horrendous $4 trillion national debt.
The public is saying enough is enough.
This irresponsibility must stop. There
is a sense of urgency for protecting the
future of our children and grand-
children. The question is whether we
will act further with an even more bold
step to not only reduce the deficit but
to eventually wipe it out completely.

If we do not seize this opportunity,
the best chance we have had to pass
the balanced budget amendment, we
might not get another opportunity
anytime soon. Make no mistake. The
clock is running on this amendment.
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Unfortunately, our viable alternatives
are few. We must finally begin to serv-
ice and reduce our debt or our Nation
will face the miserable consequences of
bankruptecy.

We are deeply and sincerely commit-
ted to doing something about deficit
reduction. The American people by all
accounts are prepared to do their part.
This is one of the few times in my dec-
ade and a half in the Senate that I have
seen such an array of forces converged
in an attempt to address this pervasive
problem.

Indeed, it is rare that we ever have a
committed public and a majority of
Congress aligned on any economic
issue, much less one that strikes at the
very soul of our free Republic. But we
need more than just a simple majority.
We must get 67 votes to send this reso-
lation to the House of Representatives.
The bottom line is this: For the second
time since the debt began mounting,
we have the momentum to take bold
and decisive action to begin reducing
it. It is an opportunity to build on
what we started last summer. I am
fearful that if we do not act this time
and finally send this amendment to the
States for ratification we will lose that
momentum, perhaps never to regain it.

So we can continue to wring our
hands and play the blame game, or we
can act. There is plenty of blame to go
around in both branches of Govern-
ment, in both parties, about how we
came to this point. But the time has
come for the blame game to end and for
us as a body to accept responsibility.

Winston Churchill once said “If we
open a quarrel between the past and
the present, we shall find that we have
lost the future.” We can argue forever
about what might have been done in
the past to avoid the debt we face. We
do not have the luxury of replaying the
past, but we do have the present. And
the quarreling of the present will only
impact our future security. Let us heed
Churchill's warning and cast a vote for
the future.

I implore all of my colleagues to stop
the blame game and the wringing of
hands, and to vote for a new beginning
with this resolution calling for a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution.

Let us give it to the States, where it
should be fully debated, analyzed, and
voted on. This is as it should be, be-
cause amending the Constitution is
gravely serious business. That is why
the process is so difficult. But the
States should have the opportunity to
decide this issue. I urge you to support
this historic effort at deficit reduction
by stepping up to the plate and accept-
ing responsibility.

It is what we have been elected to do.
The economic future of our Nation de-
pends on fulfilling that responsibility.

Most of the criticism that I have read
recently centers on the concerns that
such an amendment places fiscal policy
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in a straitjacket and upsets the bal-
ance within Congress, and between
Congress and the executive and the ju-
dicial branches of Government. These
two issues are legitimate points of dis-
cussion. But the real point to be re-
membered is that the Nation's budget
deficits are simply out of control, and
a drastic dose of constitutional medi-
cine is required and must be taken in
order to restore this Nation's health.

While we welcome the news a few
weeks ago that our deficit is far below
that which was originally predicted,
this does not in any way negate the
need for a balanced budget amendment.
It just means that our deficits are
growing at a slower rate, a testament
to the effectiveness of the economic
and deficit reduction plan passed and
signed into law last August.

The resolution Senator PAUL SIMON
has offered, and which I strongly sup-
port, would mandate that total Federal
spending must not exceed total re-
ceipts. Our constitutional amendment
would require a three-fifths vote of the
entire membership of both the House
and the Senate to override this require-
ment. Further, the President would be
required to submit to Congress a bal-
anced budget on each fiscal year, and a
majority of the entire membership of
both the House and the Senate will be
required to raise taxes.

Finally, Congress would have the au-
thority to waive the requirement that
the budget be balanced in the event of
a declared war or of eminent and seri-
ous threat to national security. The
truth is that this great Nation can no
longer tolerate running runaway defi-
cits and the exorbitant annual interest
payments which can reach as much as
$315 billion in fiscal year 1993 on the $4
trillion national debt.

Our Nation must recognize that the
adoption of such an amendment will re-
quire that tough decisions will have to
be made by the President and the Con-
gress in order to get its fiscal house
under control. Spending will have to be
cut, taxes may have to be raised, and
certainly we will have to set national
priorities more clearly and deliberately
as we learn to live within our means.

I believe in the good faith and the
good will of the American public. It is
time to enact this proposal and send it
to the State legislatures for debate,
consideration, and ratification.

I want to mention one other thing.
That is the matter pertaining to the
language concerning waiver in the time
of a war.

Section 5 stated:

The Congress may waive the provisions of
this article for any fiscal year in which a
declaration of war is in effect.

In 1982, when we voted and got 69
votes for this, that was the language. I
offered an amendment that failed to
carry by only one or two votes, maybe
four—I am not exactly sure—which
now has been adopted and put into this
constitutional amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

I remember that my colleague at
that time from Alabama, Senator Jere-
miah Denton, was instrumental in
writing that language. It has now come
forward that the provision is in this
proposal, which is as follows:

The provisions for this article may be
waived for any fiscal year in which the Unit-
ed States is engaged in military conflict,
which causes an imminent and serious mili-
tary threat to national security and is so de-
clared by a joint resolution adopted by a ma-
jority of the whole number of each House
which becomes law.

This goes, really, to the problem
dealing with national security in that
we have fought very few declared wars.
Most of the military conflicts that the
United States has been involved in
have been undeclared wars. Desert
Storm was an undeclared war. The
Vietnam war was an undeclared war, as
was the Korean conflict. At the time in
1982, I attached to the debate and made
a part of the RECORD a list of every
conflict we had been involved in where
force had been involved in which the
U.S. Congress had not declared war, I
do not remember the exact number,
but it is in the neighborhood of 200 or
more.

What this would do would be that
you could waive it, but it means that
the waiver would be tougher to obtain
than when you waived it when there
was a declaration of war. What it
means is that, first, there has to be a
joint resolution passed by the House
and Senate and signed by the President
which, in effect, states that the United
States is involved in military conflict
which causes an imminent and serious
military threat to national security.
That would become law. You could
then have a vote to waive the require-
ment of a balanced budget with the re-
quirement of a three-fifths vote in
order to go into some sort of deficit
spending.

But this is designed to endeavor to
make it tough to waive, nevertheless
to waive. To me, it is important that
we have that provision, because we
never know whether we will be faced
with a situation like a Vietnam war or
a Korean war or another type of mili-
tary action similar to that. So I think
that provision is now an improvement.

Another improvement that has oc-
curred to me is a requirement that you
have to have a rollcall vote and a two-
thirds vote in order to increase the
debt of the United States. When you in-
crease the debt of the United States,
the Government continues to operate.
But if the debt limit is not increased,
Government comes to a halt. That is,
to me, the teeth in regard to this con-
stitutional amendment requiring a
three-fifths vote. We have always had
difficulty getting a majority every
time the limit is raised on the national
debt. To me, this is the real guts of the
constitutional amendment, requiring
that the debt limit has to be raised by
a three-fifths vote, and it has to be
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done on a rollcall vote, which is impor-
tant.

Many times in the past, when people
did not want to really face up to the
issue of raising the national debt, it
has been done by a voice vote. But the
idea of having the national debt raised
was to put teeth into the operation, to
give you another instrument with
which to try to control deficit spend-
ing. So that was the reason relative to
that.

Mr, President, I urge that the con-
stitutional amendment to balance the
budget be adopted.

I yield the floor at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to
the distinguished Senator from New
York such time as he may consume.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank our revered
President pro tempore.

Mr. President, I come to the floor di-
rectly from a hearing of the Committee
on Finance at which the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget,
our former colleague from the House,
the very able Leon Panetta, presented
the President's budget in terms that
were, for this Senator, striking and
strikingly reassuring.

May I say, sir, that from the early
1980’s, I found myself often on the floor
of the Senate, sometimes in print, say-
ing that in the White House and in the
Office of Management and Budget a
huge gamble was being made, that a
crisis could be created by bringing
about a deficit that would force the
Congress to cut back certain domestic
programs.

The question of how I knew need not
be discussed here. But may I say that
the person principally involved, Mr.
David Stockman, subsequently wrote a
memoir of his time in Washington
called “The Triumph of Politics,” in
which he described in detail what hap-
pened and how it had gone wrong.
When he began to realize that the cuts
were not being made, that something
awful was happening, he pleaded with
the then President and his Cabinet col-
leagues to do something. Nothing was
done.

Of this period, the able journalist and
historian, Haynes Johnson, in his won-
derful book, ‘“‘Sleepwalking Through
History: America Through the Reagan
Years,"” which was published in 1991,
said this. I will simply quote the foot-
note, and I offer this as credentials.

He says of this Senator:

He first charged that the Reagan adminis-
tration ‘“‘consciously and deliberately
brought about higher deficits to force con-
gressional domestic cuts.”” Moynihan was de-
nounced and then proven correct, except
that the cuts to achieve balanced budgets
were never made and the deficits ballooned
ever higher.
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I offer that as a journalist witness to
the fact of what I was saying was hap-
pening—and it happened.

I began to grow hugely concerned. I
began to share the views and the
alarms of the President pro tempore,
our revered Senator BYRD, chairman
now of the Appropriations Committee.

I am not new to the issue of the
budget. A decade ago, I was standing
on this floor saying, ‘“Do you not see
what they have deliberately done, and
it is not working?' That crisis was out
of control. I found myself, if I may say,
having very little influence. No one be-
lieved what I said. Well, Haynes John-
son said, **MOYNIHAN was denounced
and then proven correct.”

People say, “What do you mean cre-
ate a crisis?"’ I was going around say-
ing Lenin was not a problem solver; he
believed in creating crises. But this
crisis got out of hand. I thought it
would lead to an ever-ascending deficit
in actual amounts and as a proportion
of gross domestic product; that this in
turn would lead us to a trigger point
where the growth in interest on the
debt—now 14 percent, incidentally, of
our budget—would be higher than the
growth of the GDP, and you would be
in an unstable situation. Interest
would start eating up and you would be
led inexorably to ‘‘solving your prob-
lem by inflation.”

A Government such as ours, which
has the reserve currency, can do that
because everybody else's instruments
are denominated essentially in dollars.
The technical term, Mr. President, is
to monetize the debt, just inflate it
away. And we could do that. Oh, we
could do that. Only we wake up and the
Japanese yen would be the reserve cur-
rency and the American currency
would be no more indeed.

But, I come here from the Committee
on Finance, of which I am chairman,
which heard Leon Panetta this morn-
ing, to give you the good news that we
have it under control.

Senator DOLE was there, and very
properly asked if the charts which I
will show you in just 1 minute do not
reflect the effect of the 1990 agreement
which was reached at Andrews Air
Force Base, and at which the President
pro tempore was the leading Senate ne-
gotiator. Mr. Panetta, Senator BYRD
and I would all say—the answer is
‘‘yes.”” A beginning, a process which
began, and then last year in the budget
reconciliation was finally, in effect,
fixed. It fell to me as chairman of the
Finance Committee to find the 50
votes, plus the Vice President to bring
that about, but we did.

Now, here are the numbers. Remem-
ber, the point is, if the deficit as a pro-
portion of gross domestic product—
that is all our wealth produced in a
given year—if it keeps growing, the
time would come when the debt, inter-
est on the debt, would start growing
faster than the growth of GDP and
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then you are unstable. Then you are a
Third World country—a Third World
country, Mr. President.

Here we are. Watch this. In 1989 as a
percentage of GDP, the deficit was a
little below 3 percent. By 1990, it went
to 4 percent, a 28 percent increase in 1
year. Bang, up like that.

Then in 1991, almost 5 percent. Now
we are compounding here. We are grow-
ing. I hate to use the technique of talk-
ing about percentages of percentages,
but this measure of the deficit was
growing at about 25 percent a year.

Then came the impact of the 1990
agreement, painful and distasteful as it
was. And suddenly, from 1991 to 1992,
the growth was slight.

Then came 1993 and it began to come
down. That is the year we adopted $500
billion in increased revenues or pro-
gram cuts and put on a hard freeze—no
adjustment for inflation, a hard freeze.

And here is the projection—down,
down, down, down, down. By 1996, we
will be back at 2.3, well below where we
were in 1989. And OMB projects we are
heading, by 1999, to 2.1 percent. I think
we have it under control. And 2.1 per-
cent is a deficit which you would not
ordinarily notice in macroeconomic
terms.

Let me show you the spending side,
Federal spending itself as a proportion
of GDP. In 1989, 22 percent. Then, bang,
up to 23 percent.

But, look. The 1990 agreement held it
where it was; stayed right there in 1992.
Then down, down, down, down, down.
By 1996, we are back to 21 percent,
which we have not been since the early
1980’s. We have the curve going the way
it was. This is where it would have
been.

If I.could ask the Senator's patience
for just another minute. Here is where
we were going. Oh, my God, in 1993, we
were headed from a deficit of $250 bil-
lion up to $400 billion, no trouble at all.
And then that interest compounding
problem begins. Now, we are going
down, we are going down, we are going
down, under $200 billion, under $200 bil-
lion this year.

Now it took a lot of pain. And before
the President’s budget is in place there
will be more pain. But it is necessary.

We indulged ourselves in the early
1980's of a fantasy of young men who
perhaps had too little experience in the
real world and too much power, who
thought they could play with fire, cre-
ate a crisis. The fire spread. Well, we
put it out. Grown-up time came.

And, having done that, I have to ask
you, are we dealing with a problem of
the American Constitution? Did the
Constitution put those young men in
the Reagan White House in 1981 playing
games with supply side economics and
then finding, ''‘Oh, that would not
work. But great, we will have a crisis*?

First they thought a few reductions
in tax rates would pay for themselves.
Then they realized it would not. They
said, **Oh, a crisis is a good thing."
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And then, of course, I can remember
Mr. George Will once in about 1984
speaking to a group of businessmen and
saying at breakfast: ‘I have a door
prize of a toaster for anyone that will
name one program that President
Reagan said he would cut during the
course of his 1990 Presidential elec-
tion.”

And everybody in the room started
looking around to their neighbor, say-
ing, “Why can't I remember one?"
Finding their neighbor saying, “Why
can’'t I remember one?"’

Mr. Will said, “‘Don't feel bad about
your memory. There was none."

They never intended it, but they cre-
ated a crisis.

But I would like the President pro
tempore to hear me one last moment.
He has brought great philosophical and
historical rigor and insight to this
Chamber. But I would like to add one
thing to him, a line from a French the-
ologian named Georges Bernanos. He
was Parisian, Jesuit trained, a militant
Catholic, who at first was very much to
the right, a royalist, but ended up, with
the rise of fascism, appalled by Franco,
appalled by Munich. Again a supporter
of de Gaulle and the Free French.

He said, “‘The worst, the most cor-
rupting lies are problems poorly stat-
ed.”

We are taking a problem that arose
from the indiscretion and inexperience
and perhaps inflated self-importance of
a group of young people in a new ad-
ministration in 1981 and interpreting
that problem as a problem of the Amer-
ican Constitution. The American Con-
stitution did not do this. We did not
get through two centuries without any-
thing like this problem because of our
Constitution. And it will not make any
difference to our Constitution save
this, and I would like to end on this
note because I know that in a hearing
before the Committee on Appropria-
tions, James Schlesinger, the Honor-
able James Schlesinger, former Sec-
retary of Defense, former head of the
CIA and so forth, spoke of deficit fi-
nancing in the past.

It happens—just autobiographical—
but it happens. Next July 1 will mark
the 50th year from the year in which I
joined the U.S. Navy. World War II was
raging and the prospects were not very
good. Yet we won the war at sea in two
incredible battles. Pearl Harbor was a
blow to us but not nearly—it was a
blow to our pride, perhaps. I am sorry
about the men involved. But what they
mostly sank—the Arizona was a battle-
ship built in 1911 and was not going to
do very much good to anybody. The
carriers were out to sea, and they were
there for Midway.

Do you know when those carriers
were built, sir? Not during wartime
when we could have exempted them.
You cannot build something important
in wartime and have it ready. The
Yorktown was built—the keel was laid
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in 1937, or it may have been launched
in 1937, either way—when Franklin D.
Roosevelt, in the middle of the Depres-
sion, had deficits. The Enterprise, 1938;
the Hornet, 1941. Absent those ships
built in the depression, with a deficit,
we would have lost; Hawaii would have
been occupied; California might have
been. And then came the Coral Sea.
The issue was Australia. We prevailed
in the Coral Sea with, again, the York-
town and the fighting lady, the Lering-
ton.

Boy, I am glad we had Carl Vinson
and his like on this floor to say, “It
may increase the deficit, but I want
the Yorktown built, and I want the Hor-
net, and 1 want the Enterprise.” That is
what we are putting in jeopardy, the
judgment of wise Senators about the
state of the world.

With the greatest respect to my
friend from Illinois, the Constitution is
a precious document. That is where our
rights are enshrined and our duties.
The Constitution is not meant to es-
tablish budget procedures. We are per-
fectly capable of doing that. We have
shown in these last few years since 1990
that, all right, a crisis got out of con-
trol, we finally realized what was going
on, and we did something about it.

Here it is: Down, down, down. I will
speak more on another occasion about
the degree to which this amendment
puts in jeopardy the Social Security
benefits of all Americans. But for the
moment I would like to say it is—I am
happy to say, fresh from a hearing in
the Finance Committee with the Direc-
tor of OMB: The crisis has passed. It is
required of us that we keep to the com-
mitments we made, but we have made
them and they are showing results.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I see
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
is here.

Mr. SIMON. Yes. If my colleague
would stay for just a few minutes?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I am happy to do so.

Mr. SIMON. I wish I could be as san-
guine and optimistic as my colleague
is. This, those down years——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Right, that is what
we are talking about.

Mr. SIMON. That is a great tribute
to Senator PATRICK MOYNIHAN in addi-
tion to being a great tribute to Bill
Clinton. They made some tough deci-
sions. I remember the Senator coming
into the Democratic caucus and saying,
“*‘We did this because we had to.”” I even
wrote down the words when he said
that.

We need some similar compelling ac-
tion.

If I can point out, the real key here
is the percentage of deficit relative to
GDP.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. SIMON. But it is going back up,
according to OMB. You have 1996. But
if you take a look, it goes back up to
3.3 percent in the year 2004, and up
from there, according to GAO.
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The GAO account says, and I will be
happy to give this to the Senator—

Mr. MOYNIHAN. This is OMB. You
have CBO. This is OMB.

Mr. SIMON. All right. But then if you
take GAO’s report of June of 1992—and
I recognize things have changed,
changed somewhat. We have taken the
first step and it was an important step.
I was pleased to support it. But GAO
predicted in June of 1992 that by the
year 2020 we would have in excess of 20
percent deficit relative to GDP.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. In 1992. Before the
1993 legislation.

Mr., SIMON. That is correct. That is
adjusted down somewhat. But GAO
tells me the same basic trends are
there. And no nation has come any-
where close to that without, as the
Senator points out, monetizing the
debt.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator is cor-
rect, it goes to 3.3. This is my col-
league’s document.

Mr. SIMON. Right; 3.3.

If the Senator can take a look, this is
an OMB—part of this four volume
thing we just got. Look at the top
there. “‘Lifetime net tax rates under al-
ternative policies,”” the graph at the
top.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes.

Mr. SIMON. Look down to 1930—I was
born in 1928. You will see I will spend
about an average of 30 percent. The
Senator from New York, born roughly
the same time, maybe a little before
me, roughly the same.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes. Yes.

Mr. SIMON. But down to the bottom.
It says future generations—way down
at the bottom there, next-to-the-last
line. You go over with reconciliation
and with health care reform and with
all the optimistic assumptions, 10
years solid growth, no dip: Future gen-
erations, lifetime net tax rates of 66 to
75 percent.

The Senator from New York knows
that just is not going to happen.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. That is not going to
happen.

Mr. SIMON. What happens before
that, according to history—and maybe
we can be the first country since an-
cient Florence and all the others not to
do this—what happens is then you start
monetizing the debt. You start print-
ing the money.

I think, as you look at these long-
term trends, that is where we are head-
ed. I wish I could be as optimistic as
the Senator from New York, but I
think the hard realities suggest some-
thing different.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Will
yield for a question?

Mr. SIMON. Certainly.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Simply to say I
thank the Senator for the factual way
in which he responded to our facts, the
Office of Management and Budget. I
congratulate the Senator, as I always
do, on a civil discussion here. We have
large issues to be decided.

the Senator
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1 think in the future growing deficits
can be prevented, with the likes of Sen-
ator SIMON on this Senate floor, the
likes of Senator BYRD and Senator
MURKOWSKI, for that matter, by our
own choice as Senators, and we need
not have an amendment to the Con-
stitution. But that is the debate we are
having.

1 thank you for allowing me the
time. The President pro tempore has
been most generous of his time. I will
return to the floor when you have time
for me.

Mr. SIMON. Let me just add, in
terms of amending the Constitution
and on financial things, Thomas Jeffer-
son, of course, favored an absolute pro-
hibition against Federal borrowing,
and Alexander Hamilton later—Thom-
as Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton
did not agree on much but they agreed
that it would have been wise to have
done this.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. May I say, Alexan-
der Hamilton was not present in Phila-
delphia when the Constitution was de-
cided.

Mr. SIMON. Neither was Thomas Jef-
ferson.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I have to agree, and
I regretfully agree, part of the agree-
ment by which Alexander Hamilton ar-
ranged for the Federal Government to
assume the Revolutionary War debt of
the States, which he did—a magnifi-
cent enterprise—the only portrait that
hangs in the back room of the Finance
Committee today is Alexander Hamil-
ton of New York. In order to do that,
he made the supreme sacrifice of mov-
ing the Nation’s Capitol from its natu-
ral site on the banks of the magnifi-
cent, lordly Hudson Valley to a swamp
on the Potomac.

Mr. SIMON. And you have never for-
given him for that.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I have never ceased
to honor the patriotism with which he
put forward fiscal solvency first.
Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. SIMON. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may
take a couple minutes before my friend
from New York leaves the floor, I con-
gratulate him, I salute him, I greatly
admire him. I think he has contributed
enormously to the debate, and I look
forward to the hour and the day when
he will return to the floor and discuss
the matter of Social Security, about
which he has had so much to do over
the years and throughout several ad-
ministrations.

May I ask the distinguished Senator
from New York, with respect to mone-
tizing the debt, at the end of World
War 1I, was not the debt more than 100
percent——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. More than 100 per-
cent of GDP.

Mr. BYRD. Did we monetize the debt
then?
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. No, we paid that.

Mr. BYRD. What is the proportion
today of the debt to GDP?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. About 52 percent at
this point and under the President’s
budget will begin to go down.

Mr. BYRD. Yes. So I think we need to
consider history again, that has been
referred to here and point out, as the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr. MOYNIHAN], has just done, in 1945,
when I was a welder in the shipyard
at——

Mr. SIMON. Baltimore.

Mr. BYRD. Tampa, FL. No, I went
south at that point. I was a welder in
the shipyards, in the McCloskey Ship-
yard in Tampa, FL. I was there the day
the war ended, but we did not monetize
the debt then. And at that time, as the
Senator from New York has pointed
out, the debt was 100 percent or
more——

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Or more.

Mr. BYRD. Of the GDP.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BYRD. Second, may I say to my
friend from Illinois, he is looking at
the budget outlook on page 29 of the
book entitled ‘‘The Economic and
Budget Outlook, Fiscal Years 1995 to
1999.”

Mr. SIMON. That is correct.

Mr. BYRD. He pointed to the deficit
in the year 2004 as being anticipated as
$365 billion; right?

Mr. SIMON. That is correct.

Mr. BYRD. But the distinguished
Senator did not cite the information on
the preceding page, page 28. This is on
my time, Mr. President.

A year ago, CBO projected the deficit
would top $650 billion in 2003; by last Sep-
tember, CBO had chopped its projection to
$359 billion. The enormous improvement dur-
ing that 6-month period was almost wholly
attributable—

Listen to this—
was almost wholly attributable to the enact-
ment of an ambitious deficit reduction pack-
age. The newest projection for 2003, a deficit
of $324 billion—

Coming down as the Senator from
New York aptly, correctly said—
is only a minor revision in comparison. Of
the $35 billion revision, two-thirds stems
from higher revenues as CBO has upped its
estimate of potential growth, and one-third
from lower interest costs as CBO has
trimmed its estimate of Federal deht.

Of course, these extrapolations are not as
detailed as CBO's usual 5-year estimates.
Rather than produce a meticulous 10-year
projection for every program in the budget,
CBO attempts simply to judge the likely
trends in broad clusters of spending and rev-
enues. And great uncertainties surround
such long-range extrapolations. The econo-
my's performance is a big guestion mark;
these projections are predicated on contin-
ued growth in real GDP of 2.3 percent annu-
ally in the year 2000 through 2004, on infla-
tion of 3.1 percent, and on short-term and
long-term interest rates * * * of 4.7 percent
and 6.2 percent, respectively. The economy is
bound to deviate from these assumptions in
ways that cannot be anticipated.

So the estimates cannot be accurate.
They never have been.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Do I not recall a
word: Floccinaucinihilipilification?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, floccinaucinihili-
pilification, meaning valueless; with-
out value; trivial.

I thank the distinguished Senator,
and I thank the distinguished Senator
from New York.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will just
take 1 minute, I say to the Senator
from Alaska, if I could simply point
out to my friend and colleague from
New York before he leaves, I have a let-
ter from Charles Bowsher, the Comp-
troller General of the United States,
dated February 18, in which, among
other things, he says the deficit prob-
lem, of course, has not gone away, the
forces for escalation of the deficit are
here, and it remains a very serious
problem.

Fred Bergsten, you will remember,
former Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury and one of the finest econo-
mists I know, testified last week in be-
half of the balanced budget amendment
and said:

The so-called correction we are seeing is by
no means an up. It will leave us with an
abysmally low national savings rate. Produc-
tivity simply cannot pick up by the requisite
amount. We will continue to have very slow
economic growth, high unemployment, lag-
ging standards of living in the future.

Obviously, there are differences of
opinion.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There are dif-
ferences of opinion.

Mr. SIMON. I respect my colleague
but, again, no matter if he votes wrong
on this issue from my perspective, he
has contributed immensely to this Na-
tion by providing the leadership that
got us to the reconciliation last Au-
gust. That grandchild that he had
about a year ago or so is going to have
a better future because of what he did
last August, and I am proud to be his
colleague.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Senator is very
gracious.

Mr. SIMON. I yield the floor.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed
Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. From whom does the Senator
from Alaska seek time?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. The Senator from
Alaska seeks time on the side of the
Senator from Illinois.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Illinois
yield time?

Mr. SIMON. How much time?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. If the Senator
from Alaska could have 15 minutes.

Mr. SIMON. I yield 15 minutes to the
Senator from Alaska.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 15 minutes.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
rise today as a cosponsor of the pend-
ing resolution and as a Senator who be-
lieves that amending the Constitution
to require a balanced budget is simply

the
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the last remaining option that we have
to contain and ultimately begin to re-
verse the spiral of red ink that has
been hemorrhaging from Washington
for more than 30 years now.

Mr. President, I think if we allow
this opportunity to pass, if we are un-
able to garner the two-thirds majority
necessary to adopt this resolution, we
will have lost a singular opportunity to
move this country in the direction of
long-term fiscal responsibility.

Without this amendment, one thing
is certain. The Federal deficit and the
national debt will continue to erode
our capacity to respond to the eco-
nomic and social challenges of the 21st
century.

Mr. President, as a former banker, it
just astounds me to see this continued
budget process where, after financing
various Federal programs, year in and
year out, we find ways to spend more
and just add to the deficit and debt.
Yet we mandate in our society that
you balance your checkbook. If you do
not have the money, you have to bor-
row it. That is what we have done, Mr.
President. We have borrowed it, and we
have done it over such an extended pe-
riod of time that we have accumulated
over $4 trillion in debt. And we are ob-
viously going to have to pass that debt
on to our children and grandchildren.

Now, Mr. President, there is nothing
inherently wrong when the Federal
Government must turn to the credit
markets to borrow funds to cover a fi-
nancial shortfall resulting from an un-
expected or emergency circumstance.
A review of our Nation’s historical bor-
rowing practices clearly indicates that
for most of our history, Federal defi-
cits have not been the rule but, indeed,
have been the exception. A little his-
torical background, perhaps.

In the first 120 years of our Nation’s
history, Federal outlays exceeded reve-
nues by a mere $1 billion, and even
after the turn of the century, outlays
and revenues were generally in bal-
ance. It was only when we entered the
First World War that the Federal Gov-
ernment was forced to turn to the cred-
it markets in a major way. And that
was in 1918 and 1919, when the Federal
Government ran huge deficits to cover
the cost of our participation in the
war.

But after the war ended, Government
revenues and outlays then returned to
balance. In fact, we ran a surplus in
every year during the decade of the
1920’s. Federal deficits became a tool of
countercyclical fiscal management as
part of the Roosevelt administration’s
efforts to counteract the devastation
wrought by the Great Depression, we
all recall. And when the United States
entered the Second World War, Federal
borrowing exploded. It exploded to the
point where the national debt actually
exceeded our gross domestic product.
But again as soon as the war ended, the
Government began to return to fiscal
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balance with revenues exceeding out-
lays up until the beginning of the Ko-
rean war. And again, in the 1950's, the
Government enjoyed a surplus in sev-
eral years and endured deficits in re-
cessionary years.

But starting in 1961 and continuing,
Mr. President, for 33 out of the last 34
years, the Federal Government has
been running an unbroken stream of
deficits—every single year for the last
33 out of 34 years.

What are the future deficit trends? I
think that is what we have to reflect
on as we begin this debate. There is
simply no end in sight. In fact, CBO
projects that the deficit will more than
double between 1997 and the year 2004
from more than $180 billion to $365 bil-
lion—a billion dollars for each day of
the year. Moreover, contrary to what
the administration has indicated, CBO
projects that if the President’s health
care reform plan is adopted, it could
add another $135 billion to the deficit
over this period.

Mr. President, this unending stream
of deficits has caused us to accumulate,
as I indicated earlier, over $4 trillion
worth of debt, approximately $4.5 tril-
lion, as a matter of fact. That is likely
to exceed $6.3 trillion before the end of
the century, which is less than 6 years
away. Left unchecked, the debt will
double in 10 years to $9 trillion, with
annual debt service costs consuming
approximately $335 billion. That is
what it will annually cost to service
that debt. That is interest on the debt,
Mr. President. That represents more
than half of all the discretionary
spending projected for the year 2004,
more than half will be interest.

Mr. President, we can no longer labor
under the assumption that business as
usual in Washington assumes that
every year we can run deficits of $150
billion, $250 billion, or $350 billion. The
accumulation of this debt has today
brought us to the point where for the
first time in our history we are forced
to borrow, forced to borrow from the
credit markets for the sole purpose of
paying interest on the debt. So we are
borrowing now to pay interest on the
debt, and not paying the principal.

Mr. President, the reality is we are
broke when we have to borrow to pay
interest on the debt. That may come as
a shock to this body, but reality dic-
tates that this Nation is broke from a
cash point of view if called upon to
meet our obligations. And the empha-
sis again, Mr. President, is we are now
borrowing to pay interest on the debt.

It may surprise some people to know
that over the next 5 years, we would be
running a surplus in the Federal budg-
et if we did not have to pay the $200-
plus billion interest bill that has re-
sulted from our inability to bring reve-
nue and spending into balance. But we
are not free of that interest burden. In
fact, we will pay out more than $1.752
trillion in interest over the next 5
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years, and by the end of the century,
interest expense will exceed the cost
we will pay for national defense. I re-
peat, Mr. President: By the end of the
century, interest expense will exceed
our costs for national defense.

Mr. SIMON. If my colleague will
yield on that point.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I will be happy to
yield to my friend from Illinois.

Mr. SIMON. The figure that the Sen-
ator is using is a figure that Senator
FRITZ HOLLINGS points out we should
not use, and that is net interest. There
is no area of Government where we
subtract the earnings before we cal-
culate the interest. So that the inter-
est paid to the Social Security fund,
for example, is not counted as interest
on net interest. The gross interest,
which really is the figure we ought to
use, is already in excess of what we
spend on defense.

So the figures that my colleague
from Alaska is using are very conserv-
ative figures in terms of what the costs
are. I have to believe if the American
people understood that, they would say
we have to do something to get ahold
of this.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
appreciate the point of my friend from
Illinois, and I commend him for his
diligence in leading this effort, which
is in the best interest of our Nation,
not only for our own internal security
but the health and vitality of America.
I say to my friend from Illinois, as a
banker by profession, I can tell you
that interest is like owning a horse
that eats while you sleep. It provides
no jobs. It goes on day and night. Its
productivity is very hard to identify. It
is only identifiable for those who re-
ceive it, but for those who are paying
it, it is a cost of doing business.

The theory of interest is that you can
make money with some borrowed
money by investing it and doing some-
thing like increasing inventory, in-
creasing jobs. But what we are doing
with interest as a Government is sim-
ply mortgaging the future because with
the debt that we are continuing to pile
up and the interest that we are having
to pay, we are finding now that we are
having to borrow to pay the interest.

There are those who say, well, this
can go on. But reality dictates that it
cannot. If there is anything we can
learn from history, it is that what goes
around comes around. And the day of
reckoning will happen. I will explain
very briefly how it is going to happen,
Mr. President.

Because in the last year, the Federal
Government has been able to take ad-
vantage of low short-term interest
rates, it is my understanding that they
have converted more than 20 percent of
the debt into Treasury bills with a ma-
turity of less than a year. That is a
good thing to do because interest rates
are low. Although this short-term
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money management strategy has re-
duced our annual interest bill, it opens
the Federal Government to great finan-
cial risk should interest rates rise. And
what goes up comes down.

Over the next 5 years, Mr. President,
we are going to have to refinance the
vast majority of our outstanding debt.
We are going to have to refinance 82
percent of that debt over the next 5
years. The administration’s budget,
which projects that we will spend more
than $1.172 trillion in interest expense,
assumes that 10-year Treasury notes
will carry interest rates at only 5.8 per-
cent. That is the assumption. Testi-
mony from Fed Chairman Alan Green-
span casts grave doubt on that projec-
tion, and it should be noted that as of
today, 10-year notes are paying more
than 6 percent. So we are already off on
our projection.

Mr. President, I remind those who
have short memories of December 1980.
The prime rate in the United States
was 20.5 percent—as few years ago as
that was.

So to suggest that it cannot happen,
Mr. President, is not reality. It can
happen. As we look at rates today, with
Treasury notes paying more than 6 per-
cent on 10-year notes, and yet an as-
sumption that the rates will be only 5.8
percent, I would again remind my col-
leagues that in December 1980 the
prime rate was 20%2 percent. Where
would we be in this Nation today with
those kinds of rates? We would be com-
pletely broke.

According to CBO, if interest rates
rise only by 1 percent, the Government
will have to pay an additional $150 bil-
lion in interest charges on top of the
$1.1712 trillion projected. That would
mean that by 1999 our annual interest
rate would approach $300 billion, which
is $30 billion more than the entire Fed-
eral budget was barely 20 years ago.

Mr. President, again I say we are
broke. We are borrowing just to cover
our interest costs. We are subject to
shifting winds of international invest-
ment flows where a minor change of
economic policy in Bonn, Tokyo, or
London has a direct effect on the U.S.
Government and our ability to service
this unending sea of debt.

Again, can anyone imagine what
would happen if the owners of our
debt—and I might add that 18 percent
of our debt today is held by foreign in-
terests—called that debt? If they called
in more than the $4.5 trillion of debt
that is held out there both foreign and
domestic? How would we pay the own-
ers off? We could not unless we inflated
our dollars to the point that what $1
buys today would actually be worth
perhaps 10 cents. Let us remember, Mr.
President, money goes to the highest
return and the least risk. That is where
investment goes.

In order to maintain the borrowings
that we need, we simply have to pay
the going rate. We have no other alter-
native.



February 23, 1994

So we are placing ourselves in a very
dangerous position, beholden to those
that can look at the United States and
say the United States has to have this
money at any price, and in competition
with other areas, Bonn, Tokyo or any
other country willing to offer high in-
terest yields.

But we have no leverage. We are sim-
ply going to be dictated at some point
in time by those capital markets that
look at the United States as the high-
est return with the least risk but can
move out tomorrow, and with our
short-term borrowing position, that
could happen in a relatively short
term. That is where we are because
again interest rates will rise.

Some have argued that we do not
need to amend the Constitution to
achieve a balanced budget. It is said
that all we need to do is find a biparti-
san solution that we can enact into law
so that we can achieve the desired re-
sults. But history suggests that legisla-
tion will not resolve this issue. On
three occasions, Mr. President, over
the past 10 years, legislators on both
sides of the aisle sat down with our
President. They hammered out so-
called solutions to solve the deficit,
and on every occasion the promise of a
zero deficit has evaporated because we
in Congress have never had the politi-
cal courage to do the one thing that
would bring down the deficit—reducing
spending. We have voted to raise taxes
on more than one occasion, but we
have never yet cut or frozen spending.

We have never faced up to the chal-
lenge of runaway entitlements which
today account for 52 percent of Federal
spending and will grow to 59 percent by
the end of the century. Quite the con-
trary. We have generally placed enti-
tlement spending off limits in all of the
budget deals that have been negotiated
over the past years.

I am going to go over three charts
very briefly because we have a history
of sounding tough about hudget agree-
ments that we give birth to in this
body. The first chart shows the prom-
ise and reality of Gramm-Rudman one
which we all remember which we
adopted in 1985. As you can see,
Gramm-Rudman was supposed to bring
the deficit down from §171 billion to a
zero over a 6-year period ending in 1991.
The deficit was supposed to come down
basically by $36 billion a year. But in
reality, in 1991, instead of a zero defi-
cit, we were at a record of $269 billion.
So there went Gramm-Rudman, all the
reality, all the dialog, all the promises.

Let us move to chart No. 2.

The second chart shows the revision
we made to Gramm-Rudman in 1987.
Most of you will recall that debate.
This was going to fix everything. In
that year, we revised the original tar-
gets. This time we promised a zero
budget by 1993. Quite frankly, this
agreement was an even more astound-
ing failure than the original Gramm-
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Rudman. But it was not the fault of the
authors, Senator GRAMM and Senator
Rudman. It was the fault of Congress
because Congress found enough ways
around the law that when the deficits
were supposed to be $100 billion in 1990,
it turned out to be more than double.
It was $221 billion, and in 1991 the defi-
cit was supposed to be $64 billion. In-
stead, it was more than 400 percent
higher, a record $269 billion.

In 1992, the deficit was supposed to be
$28 billion. In reality, it was 1,000 per-
cent higher, at $290 billion. Of course it
was clear, Mr. President, that none of
the targets were even remotely met.

So President Bush entered into the
summit agreement that we all recall.
He broke his no tax pledge which I
think was a disaster, and the American
public was again led to believe that we
were finally going to get a handle on
the deficit.

Here is chart No. 3.

This chart shows how the deficit was
supposed to come down as a result of
the 1990 agreement. Unlike the earlier
budget agreements, this time the defi-
cit targets were allowed to be adjusted,
and the deficit targets did not include
off-budget trust fund balances. What
this chart shows is that by 1995, the on-
budget deficit was expected to be only
$83 billion. In fact, the chart shows the
actual deficit is 270 percent higher, at
$225 billion.

What these charts show is that there
is no reason for the public to really put
its trust in the Congress or the Con-
gress’ ability to come up with a budget
plan that will eliminate the deficit.

History repeats itself. There are
three of them, We all remember them.
We were all a party to them. And the
consequences are where we are—we
have not addressed the deficit. Quite
the contrary. In the 10 years since we
enacted the first Gramm-Rudman law,
spending has increased more than 53
percent, from $990 billion to more than
$1.5 trillion. Interest payments in-
creased 57 percent, from $136 to $213 bil-
lion; and the national debt more than
doubled, from $2.1 trillion to more than
$4.5 trillion. So there is the history of
it, Mr. President.

What is the future? What is even
more disconcerting is that the adminis-
tration, which opposes this amend-
ment, and which a year ago was able to
get congressional Democrats to go
along with a $500 billion tax increase,
appears now to have abandoned the
goal of bringing the deficit under con-
trol. Its latest budget shows an
unending stream of rising deficits and
debt, with no solutions recommended.

President Clinton told us his health
care reform program would help bring
down the deficit. But the reality is
that his proposal for massive Govern-
ment intervention in the health care
market does not reduce Government
spending; it adds $135 billion more Gov-
ernment spending, and larger Federal
deficits are in the future.
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Mr. President, our incapacity to seri-
ously address the deficit ensures that
we are going to pass on to future gen-
erations a Government strangled by
debt and incapable of making the in-
vestments in education, public health,
resource development, and scientific
research that will enhance our future
standard of living. The only way to
guarantee that we break our addiction
to debt is to try what is before us—and
I commend the Senator from Illinois
again—which is to amend the Constitu-
tion. The proof is in the pudding. Noth-
ing else has worked.

Mr. President, some of my colleagues
here, including the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
have raised serious questions about the
propriety of including this amendment
in our Constitution. One of the most
important issues that has been raised
is that the amendment could make it
impossible for the Federal Government
to respond to an emergency such as we
recently saw in California; or that the
Federal Government could exacerbate
an economic recession by having to
raise taxes or cut spending at precisely
the most inappropriate moment.

Critics of the amendment fail to rec-
ognize that the amendment has a de-
gree of built-in flexibility. We are not
rigidly locked into achieving balance
in every year. Under the amendment,
Congress has the authority to waive,
by a three-fifths vote, the requirement
for a balanced budget in any year.
There is a safety valve. None of us
would deny victims of a flood or earth-
quake access to relief funds, nor to
turn a mild slowdown into a recession.

Mr. President, I remind my col-
leagues that we have not been in a re-
cession for 33 of the last 34 years; yet,
we have been running deficits for all
those years. A little food for thought.
What this amendment aims to do is to
make deficit spending the exception
rather than the rule. When unforeseen
circumstances that affect the national
interest require us to run a deficit, I
am quite confident Congress will re-
spond appropriately.

Much has also been made of the fact
that since the amendment relies on es-
timates of receipts and outlays, situa-
tions will surely develop when esti-
mates turn out to be incorrect. I have
no doubt that will occur since the art
of economic estimating is far from an
exact science. However, when Congress
adopts statutory language to imple-
ment the amendment, we can surely
write into law default mechanisms that
would address the estimating problem.
For example, if it turns out the actual
outlays during the year exceed projec-
tions by more than 2 percent, we can
require that such a shortfall be made
up in the next fiscal year. That is just
one example of how we can address the
problems inherent in economic fore-
casting.

The limitations of economic forecast-
ing should not be allowed to deter us
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from achieving our ultimate goal—to
bring spending into balance with reve-
nue.

Finally, there is no doubt that we are
going to face some very, very hard
choices if this amendment is adopted.
But we have put off those tough
choices for far too long. The price for
our continued inaction will be paid by
our children and grandchildren, and
their grandchildren. We were not elect-
ed to make easy choices, Mr. President.
Let us take the last remaining step we
have to right the course of this Govern-
ment and adopt the pending amend-
ment.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I will just
take 1 minute. I commend my col-
league from Alaska—and particularly
since he is a former banker—for his
comments about interest. We are really
at a fork in the road where we are
going to determine whether we are
going to have higher interest rates in
the future or lower interest rates.

It was very interesting that the
Wharton School, last Thursday, pro-
jected that if this passes, 30-year bonds
would drop from 6.5 to 2.5 percent. That
is a very, very significant thing that I
am sure my friend from Alaska under-
stands. I am not here guaranteeing
that is going to happen, but I do not
think every projection is that interest
rates are going to go down if we pass
this. I think it would be a great boon to
our Nation. I thank my colleague.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, is leader
time reserved?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I congratu-
late my colleagues on the floor, the
Senator from Illinois, Senator SIMON,
Senator CRAIG, and my friend from
Alaska, Senator MURKOWSKI, for mak-
ing a case, which I will be making
later, in support of the balanced budget
amendment,

My view is that it is going to be very
close. There are undecided Senators on
both sides of the aisle out there. Hope-
fully, we will have an opportunity to
listen to some of the statements being
made. I know it may be a difficult
choice for some. I think, as the Senator
from Alaska just pointed out, it is the
right choice. I hope we can prevail, not
just because we want to prevail, but be-
cause we are concerned about the next
20, 30, 40 years in our country and
about future generations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The absence of a quorum has been
suggested. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. BYRD].
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The Senator from West Virginia is
recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, at this
time I wish to address just a few of the
problems that I have with the constitu-
tional amendment that is proposed by
Mr. SIMON and others, and a few of the
points that have been raised during the
discussion.

Mr. President, Mr. SIMON, the very
able and distinguished Senator from I1-
linois, with reference to the provision
that requires a three-fifths majority,
section 1, where total outlays for any
fiscal year may exceed total receipts
for that fiscal year, then a three-fifths
majority of the whole membership of
each House can provide for a waiver.

As I indicated last evening, that
three-fifths majority vote may be pret-
ty difficult to get.

Section 2 again refers to a three-
fifths supermajority.

Section 2. The limit on the debt of the
United States held by the public shall not be
increased, unless three-fifths of the whole
number of each House shall provide by law
for such an increase by rollcall vote.

Mr. President, with reference to sec-
tion 2 in particular, we are talking
about the debt limit, the fact that it
may have to be increased.

What if it is not increased? What if it
is not increased? We are talking about
debt that we have already accumulated
and we are about to have to raise the
debt limit. We already owe the debt
and it is necessary to raise that debt
limit because it is necessary under cer-
tain circumstances to add to the debt.
I have seen that situation arise here in
the Senate a good many times. What if
we do not raise it? Social Security
checks will not go out. The Federal
Government will shut down. Veterans
compensation checks will not go out.
Veterans pension checks will not go
out. S0 what are we going to do? We
have to raise that debt limit.

I can remember the games that were
played here when we were in the mi-
nority. We Democrats would say, ‘‘Let
us let them'—the Republicans who
were then in the majority—‘'‘Let them
produce the votes. We will help them,
but let us make them walk the plank.
So hold back your votes,” we would
say to our colleagues.

As majority leader, I would say to
my colleagues, ‘‘Hold back your votes
and let us make the other side walk
that plank because they have made us
walk the plank in the past when we
were in the majority.”

So those games are played. They are
political games and they are partisan
games. Perhaps they should not be
played but, realistically, they are
played and they will be played in the
future.
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The point I am making is, it is dif-
ficult to produce 51 votes to raise the
debt limit. The debt limit is seen as a
horse which is sure to get through to
the President’s desk. Many Senators on
both sides of the aisle have played
games with that horse and tried to add
this rider or that rider, this amend-
ment or that amendment, knowing
that the amendment will reach the
President’s desk because that is a bill
that has to go, or else Government will
shut down. So, there are games played
with that bill.

Now we have this amendment saying:

The limit on the debt of the United States
held by the public shall not be increased, un-
less three-fifths of the whole number of each
House shall provide by law for such an in-
crease by a rolleall vote.

That means 60 Senators must provide
by law for such an increase by rollcall
vote once this amendment is welded
into the Constitution. We cannot do it
with 51 votes anymore, or with 49 votes
in the event there are only 97 Senators
voting. We have to have 60 votes of the
whole number. If there is a snowstorm
and only 60 Senators are able to get to
the Capitol, we may be able to get a
majority of the 60. We may be able to
get 31 votes but that will not be good
enough. If only 60 Senators can make it
to the Capitol, in a snowstorm, we will
still have to produce 60 votes in order
to raise that debt limit. This is really
playing with fire, playing with dyna-
mite.

If 70 Senators are able to get to the
Capitol we shall have to get 60 of that
70; not 35 plus the Vice President’s vote
to break the tie, 35-35; not 36 out of the
70. We will have to produce 60 votes out
of 70 in the case of one of those Janu-
ary ice storms that we have seen dur-
ing this winter.

Now, that is tough. Let me remind
Senators of a very recent situation in
which it was tough to get a majority
and, as a matter of fact, we did not get
a majority of Senators. That was last
year when we passed the budget deficit
reduction package that had been
worked out between the President and
Members of the House and Senate. We
produced how many votes? We pro-
duced 50 votes in the Senate. We have
100 Senators; we produced 50 votes. We
did not produce a majority. We pro-
duced 50 out of 100 votes, and the Vice
President had to break that tie because
not a single Member on the other side
of the aisle—not one Republican in this
body or the other body—voted for that
deficit reduction package last year for
various reasons. Some of them did not
like the fact that it raised taxes on the
wealthy.

The point I am making is that it is
extremely difficult, if not impossible at
times, to get 60 votes when partisan
politics are involved.

So what did we do? We had the Vice
President of the United States come up
and sit in that chair and cast the vote
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breaking the tie. Vice President GORE
used to be a Member of the Senate, but
he was not a Member of the Senate last
year when he cast that tie-breaking
vote. He was the Vice President of the
United States. He is not a Member of
the Senate. So we had to depend on the
Vice President of the United States,
who is the Presiding Officer over this
body under the Constitution, but not a
Member of this body. We had to depend
upon him to get us across the line, and
he just barely got us across. In other
words, we got 51 votes out of 101 votes
by having the Vice President.

So do not let it be said that getting
a three-fifths vote is always easy. It is
not. It is not easy to get cloture al-
ways. My good friend from Illinois, Mr.
SIMON, will remember the stimulus
package of last year. He and I sup-
ported that stimulus package, but we
were never able to get 60 votes to stop
a filibuster on that stimulus package.
Eight times I tried to get 60 votes when
I was majority leader in the 100th Con-
gress to invoke cloture on legislation
dealing with campaign financing. I was
not able to do it, eight times. Robert
de Bruce, a king of Scotland in the 14th
century, tried the 7th. He succeeded on
the seventh time. ROBERT BYRD tried
eight times and never succeeded. I
knew that we would not produce that
60 votes. So it is not always easy to
produce a supermajority vote.

As I said last evening, and I shall em-
phasize today, placing these new super-
majority requirements into the Con-
stitution is contrary to majority rule,
and majority rule is a fundamental
principle underlying our Constitution.
It is a fundamental principle underly-
ing a representative democracy. In a
democracy, the majority rule. That is a
basic undergirding principle in the
Constitution of the United States. This
amendment would violate that
majoritarian principle.

We have five instances in the Con-
stitution in which there is a super-
majority vote required. Article V of
the Constitution provides for the
amending of that organic document by
a supermajority. The Constitution also
requires a supermajority requirement
to override a Presidential veto. It re-
quires a supermajority vote in the Sen-
ate to approve the ratification of trea-
ties. It requires a supermajority in ei-
ther House to expel a Member, and it
requires a supermajority in the Senate
to convict a President or any other
Federal officer under an impeachment
proceeding.

Well, why can't we add another
supermajority? That is what the distin-
guished proponents of this amendment
are saying: Why can’t we add another
one?

Mr. President, there is a great dif-
ference in the subject matter of the
supermajorities that are required in
the Constitution and the new super-
majority that would be written into
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the Constitution as a requirement
under this amendment. The super-
majorities that are in the Constitution
deal with matters concerning which, if
the supermajority is not secured, then
the status quo remains and the status
quo is acceptable. If we do not get a
supermajority in the Senate, two-
thirds, to approve the ratification of a
treaty, well, we just won't have that
treaty. We will go on as we did before.

If we do not get a supermajority in
the Senate to convict a person who is
impeached, well, things will go on as
they were. The status quo will govern.

If we do not get a supermajority to
override a Presidential veto, the bill
that he vetoed is back at the starting
gate. We were unable to override his
veto. We stick to the status quo. We
start all over again. We try again the
next year to pass the bill. We have
done that before—pass bills in succes-
sive Congresses, bills which were ve-
toed but we came back and tried them
again. So the status quo is acceptable.

In the case of the expulsion of a
Member, if we do not get the two-
thirds, he or she remains a Member.

The underlying status quo remains if
we fail to get those supermajorities
that are written into the Constitution.
In the case of article V, that super-
majority has its own rationale. If we
cannot get two-thirds in both Houses
to adopt a constitutional amendment,
the rationale is self-explanatory. As to
convicting an impeached officer, that
two-thirds requirement is for the pro-
tection of the checks and balances
principle. Who would say that we
should convict the President of the
United States, the Chief Executive, by
a majority vote? The framers did not
believe it ought to be that easy. They
were thinking about checks and bal-
ances.

It would be easy to rupture the
checks and balances between the exec-
utive and the legislative branches if
the House could impeach a President
and the Senate could convict him by a
majority vote. Thus, there is a check-
and-balance principle in that require-
ment for a supermajority to convict
the Chief Executive or any other execu-
tive officer. The same exists with re-
gard to impeaching Supreme Court
members or other Federal courts. A
two-thirds supermajority is required to
convict. Again, that principle derives
from the principle of checks and bal-
ances in our Constitution.

Now, we are talking about nailing
into the Constitution a new super-
majority requirement dealing with eco-
nomic policy. Checks and balances are
not involved.

(Mr. DORGAN assumed the chair.)

Mr. BYRD. In this case, we are talk-
ing about microeconomic policy when
we talk about balancing the budget,
whether we have to raise taxes, wheth-
er we have to cut spending or have
both. And we are talking also about a
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circumstance that may be very desir-
able at one time but very undesirable
at another, a balanced budget at one
time or another is desirable. But there
are times when it is not desirable, as in
the case of a recession. In the Eisen-
hower administration, the Eisenhower
administration went quickly from a $3
billion surplus to a $9 billion deficit. It
did so within four quarters. And so
there are times in a recession when a
balanced budget is not needed or de-
sired.

On another day, I expect to talk
about the power of the purse. I may
wish to talk a little about English his-
tory on that occasion.

Today, I wish to make reference to a
very great fear that I have, the fear
being that if this amendment is adopt-
ed and if it is ratified by the necessary
three-fourths of the States, it will have
the inevitable result of bringing the
courts into the equation.

Oh, you say, they will not come into
it. They do not get into a political
thicket. Well, it is not just that it is a
thicket. It is a political thicket. But
the courts in recent years have been
showing a proclivity to get into those
political thickets.

We would have an amendment to the
Constitution that says in section 1:
““Total outlays for any fiscal year shall
not''—no maybe, no perhaps—‘‘exceed
total receipts for that fiscal year.”

No ifs, ands, or buts.

Total outlays for any fiscal year shall not
exceed total receipts for that fiscal year.

I will pause right there.

So the American people are going to
be told we have balanced the budget
now. We passed the balanced budget
amendment. What a great day this is.
We have at last now had the courage.

I hear it said that we need courage to
vote for this amendment. You talk
about where courage is needed. You
vote against this amendment. That
takes courage. Vote for it. That is
easy, because it sounds good. It does
not raise one dime, not one thin dime,
not one dime that has worn so thin you
can almost see through it. Not one thin
dime in taxes does it raise, nor does it
cut one copper penny out of any pro-
gram. How easy!

Why had I not thought about it be-
fore? My, what a great idea this is. We
Jjust adopt this little piece of paper.

Where is that little piece of paper?
Here it is. How easy that is. Adopt that
little old piece of paper and you mean
to tell me we are going to balance our
Federal budget? Yes, sir, because this
little piece of paper says so. Section 1.

Total outlays for any fiscal year shall not
exceed total receipts for that fiscal year.

Well, let us see what another section
Says.

Now, another section of this amend-
ment says that Congress shall have the
power—section 6 I believe it is—yes,
section 6. All in this same little piece
of paper. Section 6:
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The Congress shall enforce and implement
this article by appropriate legislation which
may rely on estimates of outlays and re-
ceipts.

In the first section, we say:

Total outlays for any fiscal year shall not
exceed total receipts for that fiscal year.

Section 6 says, well, we do not ex-
actly mean what we say in section 1.
Congress is going to have to enforce
this by legislation, and it says, in sec-
tion 6, no, we will not balance the

budget. What we will do is balance the,

estimates. We are going to balance the
estimates. Section 1 says we are going
to balance the budget. We are going to
balance outlays and receipts to the
penny. We go over to section 6. Well,
we do not quite mean that. We need
only to balance the estimates.

“‘Congress shall enforce and imple-
ment this article by appropriate legis-
lation, which may rely on estimates"—
estimates, estimates—'‘of outlays and
receipts.”

The Constitution does not say that a
particular bill requires a different pro-
cedure from any other bill, except it
says that revenue bills shall start in
the House. The House shall initiate
revenue bills. That is the only in-
stance, regarding bills, in which there
is a difference in process required by
the Constitution between the two bod-
ies. Revenue bills shall be initiated in
the other body, the House, but the Sen-
ate may amend such bills, as in the
case of other bills.

We passed a crime bill in this body
last year. It has not been enacted into
law yet. But suppose in that crime bill
there are certain receipts, or in the In-
terior appropriation bill there are cer-
tain fees collected from visiting parks
or whatever. Wait a minute. When is a
fee a fee, and a fee a tax?

I have been reading about some dis-
agreement between the President of
the United States and CBO with re-
spect to health care legislation. CBO
says that an employer mandate would
be a tax. The President says, oh, no,
that would not be a tax.

Now, as Alexander Pope said, ‘‘Who
shall decide when doctors disagree?"
Well, when we have a disagreement of
that nature, and we have this amend-
ment written into the Constitution,
who is going to decide? The courts. The
courts are going to decide. Why? Be-
cause the Constitution is law. It is
positive law. It will trump any other
law passed by the Congress, any law.
The Constitution is the supreme law.
And judges, Federal and State, take an
oath to uphold that Constitution.

While they may sometimes find ways
to avoid getting into thickets dealing
with some political questions, one
thing they will not avoid is the aggran-
dizement of power by one branch over
another. They are sworn to uphold the
law, the law being the Constitution.
And it is the responsibility of the
judges to interpret the law. With this

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

amendment to the Constitution, the
courts will become an active player.
When the judicial branch gets involved
in taxation and appropriations, then
my friend, Mr. SIMON, who spoke about
‘“‘taxation without representation,”
you will have it. When unelected
judges, who are appointed for life, get
into that matter, you will have tax-
ation without representation. The peo-
ple would say, who elected those judges
to impose taxes on us?

So a citizen, or a group that has
standing would go into the court and
say, well, this park fee is a tax, or the
money generated in this crime bill,
that is a tax. And under this new
amendment to the Constitution, bills
raising revenues are required to have a
majority of the whole membership of
both bodies. That crime bill did not
have such a majority. Moreover, they
would allege, if it were the case, that
the Crime bill—which raises revenues—
did not start in the House where the
constitution says revenue bills shall
begin. It started in the Senate. More-
over, it did not have the Constitutional
majority of 51 percent of the whole
membership of both Houses. So, Mr.
Judge, this bill that imposes this tax
on me is not constitutional. Section 7
of article I of the Constitution says
revenue bills are to be initiated in the
House. Well, I think the judges would
have to agree.

In some instances, the President's
advisers would say, well, now, Mr.
President, section 1 of this new amend-
ment that has been riveted into the
Constitution states that outlays shall
not exceed receipts. Those men and
women up on the Hill, they argued,
they went around and around on the
head of a pin, but they have not acted
to bring outlays and receipts into bal-
ance. They have not lived up to the
Constitution. Therefore, it is incum-
bent upon you because you have the
sign on your desk, Mr. President, ‘“The
Buck Stops Here.” You should impound
moneys.

Oh, the President might say, “‘I can-
not do that. Don't you remember the
Budget Impoundment Act of 19747 That
says I cannot impound money."’

Oh, but, Mr. President, his advisors
would respond, the Constitution is the
supreme law. This new provision in the
Constitution trumps the 1974 act. You
have a responsibility to uphold this
Constitution. So you should impound
the funds.

Heretofore, the President's advisors
have said that he had inherent powers
as Commander in Chief to impound or
to exercise a line-item veto or to re-
scind. They will no longer make that
argument. They will say that the new
constitutional amendment gives him
that power.

So, the President may order the So-
cial Security Commissioner not to send
out the Social Security checks or to re-
duce the payments in order to bring
outlays and receipts into balance.
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He may also decide to include veter-
ans' compensation checks, or to close
down a number of veterans hospitals,
or whatever. A recipient of Social Se-
curity payments will say, “By law, I
am entitled to have the full payment I
have been used to getting. And look at
my new check here. It has been reduced
20 percent, or 10 percent, or whatever. I
want what is due me.”

Therefore, the courts may order Con-
gress to raise taxes. Taxation without
representation? Yes. We fought one war
over the principle of “taxation without
representation.”” We may have to fight
another one.

The courts, the most ill-suited
branch of the Government, get into the
complex matter of balancing budgets—
deciding what constitutes an “‘outlay
or a ‘‘receipt,” what is “off budget,”
what is “on budget.” The courts are
most ill-suited for that. They are not
equipped to do that. Those are gues-
tions meant to be left to the elected
representatives of the people.

Judges do not stay in contact with
the people, as do politicians in Con-
gress. They are not like the itinerant
justices in the time of Henry I, who
reigned in England until 1135, or Henry
II, who reigned from 1154 to 1189. Henry
IT increased the number of itinerant
justices from the curia regis who went
out into the shires in the country and
held court. He also increased the num-
ber of writs, because that was addi-
tional money for the crown.

Members of the Federal and State
courts, honorable though they be, are
not equipped for that job. They are
very ill-suited. But, this amendment
places, ultimately, the most ill-
equipped, ill-prepared branch of the
Government in charge of balancing the
Federal budget. I am very, very con-
cerned about that.

We have been quoting Hamilton and
Jefferson and Madison and George
Washington. Well, Hamilton was con-
servative. He liked the idea of having a
strong Executive. He was one of the 39
signatories of the Constitution. What
did he say in the Federalist Papers, No.
78? Hamilton and Jay and Madison de-
cided that in the State of New York
they would need to write essays that
appeared in various papers in New
York State in support of the Constitu-
tion. The vote was going to be very
close in New York on ratifying the
Constitution. In Federalist 78, Hamil-
ton said:

The executive not only dispenses the hon-
ors but holds the sword of the community.
The legislature not only commands the purse
but prescribes the rules by which the duties
and rights of every citizen are to be regu-
lated. The judiciary, on the contrary, has no

influence over either the sword or the purse
* * ok

The judiciary is, beyond comparison, the
weakest of the three departments of power.

That is not ROBERT C. BYRD talking.
That is not the owner of the little dog
Billy Byrd talking. It is Alexander



February 23, 1994

Hamilton. What did he say? He said the
judiciary is, beyond comparison, the
weakest of the three departments of
power.

What would this amendment to the
Constitution do to Hamilton's pre-
scribed role as set forth in Federalist
No. 787 It would stand it on its head
and it would place into the hands of
that so-called weakest of the three de-
partments of power the most complex
matters involving fiscal and budgetary
policy, which were intended to be left
in the hands of the elected representa-
tives of the people. It should give every
Senator cause for concern. A case in
West Virginia would be proceeding at a
certain pace; there would be a case in
Illinois proceeding at a different pace;
there would be a case in North Dakota
proceeding at a different pace. When
one considers all of the things that
happen in court cases—discovery, argu-
ments, appeals, and on and on—one can
understand that those cases, once they
are finally decided, may be different in
their rationale, different in their re-
sults, and it may take years to decide
questions that were intended to be de-
bated and acted upon in Congress with-
in a few weeks or months.

Talk about a mare's nest of confu-
sion; talk about opening a Pandora’s
box—you have it here.

Do we want, ultimately, nine black-
robed judges ordering tax increases?

Oh, you think it will not be done?
Well, just ask former Senator Thomas
Eagleton of Missouri if it can be done.
He will tell you to look up the case of
Missouri versus Jenkins. It is possible
under this amendment.

This amendment will damage the leg-
islative branch, and I will have more to
say about that at another time.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
for a question on the point the Senator
is making?

Mr. BYRD, Yes, just in one moment,
then I will yield. Let me finish my sen-
tence.

This will damage the courts. What
will be the credibility of the courts?
How much respect are the people going
to have for black-robed justices who re-
quire the legislative branch to raise
taxes; unelected justices? Their deci-
sions would meet with cynicism if they
began to order tax increases and fund-
ing cuts to enforce this amendment.

The judiciary is going to be irrep-
arably harmed, the executive will be
harmed, and the legislative branch will
be harmed.

I hope that Senators will not look
upon this vote as a throwaway vote or
as a vote for which they can escape re-
sponsibility. They are going to be sad-
dled with a heavy responsibility if this
amendment is ever adopted.

Yes, I am glad to yield to the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. CONRAD. I have been following
this debate very carefully. I have found
that one of the concerns I have about
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the amendment that is before us tracks
very closely with the concern that has
been outlined by the President pro
tempore with respect to the question of
the courts becoming involved.

One of the things I have thought
about is, as you examine how the
courts handle issues of this complexity,
it is conceivable to me that under the
provisions we have provided in this
amendment we might wind up having a
determination of the fiscal 1994 budget
in 1995.

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely.

Mr. CONRAD. I think it would be
most unwise to have a situation in
which the courts would have the final
power of the purse, perhaps not to de-
cide by line item the budgets of the
United States, but as the Senator from
West Virginia points out, they might
find themselves in a position of order-
ing across-the-board cuts, they might
be in the position of ordering across-
the-board tax increases. Is that not
conceivable?

Mr. BYRD. Indubitably; absolutely.

May I say that as the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee and as
the chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee on the Department of
the Interior, I have found in my experi-
ence that in order to stay under the
caps, in order to stay within the alloca-
tions of my subcommittee, the easiest
way to do that and, as a matter of fact,
the only practical way to do it is to
have an across-the-board cut.

The courts may say, ‘“‘Make it across
the board.”” Then~who says Social Secu-
rity cuts will not result? Who says that
veterans compensation payments will
not be cut? They can all be cut under
this amendment.

Finally, let me say—then I will yield
again—no agency, no department, no
program, no activity of the Federal
Government will be immune from
being cut—defense, domestic discre-
tionary, entitlements; everything ex-
cept interest on the debt.

I yield to the Senator.

Mr. CONRAD. Is it the case in the
legal matter that involved the State of
Missouri that the Federal courts or-
dered tax increases for the purposes of
schools?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. It involved a civil
rights matter in the educational field.
The Supreme Court ruled that tax in-
creases could be required of a school
district. And the Court reserved to the
Court itself the ground of levying that
tax if necessary.

Mr. CONRAD. Of course, no one ever
elected any judge or, for that matter,
selected any judge for the purpose of
making budget determinations in the
Federal Government?

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely not.

And judicial nominees, when they
come up before the Senate, do not want
to answer a question on this or that. If
you ask them how they feel about cap-
ital punishment, they do not want to
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answer the question because they may
have to render a decision on it.

‘‘Now, what is your position, Mr.
Nominee, when it comes to imposing
taxes in order to enforce section 1 of
this new amendment?"’

“Well, I might have a case come be-
fore me."

I daresay, if this amendment is
agreed to, I would be very reluctant to
support any judicial nominee who does
not indicate to me, one way or another,
before I vote, how he is going to stand
on this matter.

Mr. CONRAD. If I could I inquire fur-
ther, I must say I share the Senator's
concern about involving the courts. I
think that would be most unwise. It
would dramatically change what our
forefathers handed to us in terms of a
constitutional document, the separa-
tion of powers which is fundamental to
the success we have enjoyed for 200
years in this country.

Is it conceivable to the Senator that
there is any perfecting amendment
that could be offered to the legislation
before us that would take the courts
out as the final arbiter?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, it is conceivable. I
think it would have to be offered to the
amendment rather than at such time
as the matter comes back to the Con-
gress to be resolved by legislation. Be-
cause if it were put into legislation,
then that would probably be unconsti-
tutional in view of the fact that this
constitutional amendment did not au-
thorize it.

Yes, I think that would be conceiv-
able.

Mr. CONRAD. Could I ask one other
question, and that is on the previous
chart with respect to section 6.

Mr. BYRD. Let me again respond to
this question before we go to another.

Yes, in this constitutional amend-
ment we could include a provision that
would preclude the Federal and State
courts from any such involvement here
or we could lay down certain limita-
tions.

But, Mr. President, as Chief Justice
John Marshall said, ““Let us not forget
that we are expounding a Constitu-
tion."

Let us not forget, if I may para-
phrase, that we are amending a Con-
stitution.

Now, to have an amendment here
limiting the courts and precluding the
courts from becoming involved, would
only deal with half of the problem. It
does not keep the Executive from exer-
cising the power of the purse. If the
courts cannot intervene, it only in-
creases the likelihood that the Presi-
dent himself will take the bull by the
horns and say, “I will impound these
funds. I will line item this out. I will
rescind this and this and this and
this,”” and, as a result, the President
acquires a control over the purse that
he does not have in the Constitution
that has come down to us. Con-
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sequently, I would consider that as
mortal a danger to the separation of
powers and checks and balances as if
the courts intervened.

Mr. HATCH. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD. Let me continue to yield
to this Senator first.

Mr. CONRAD. If I might go to the
second question, because section 6 also
is a great concern to this Senator. It is
a concern to me because the language
says, ‘‘the Congress shall enforce and
implement this article by appropriate
legislation, which may rely on esti-
mates of outlays and receipts.’” I would
like to inguire of the Senator, does
that not put us back much in the con-
dition that we faced with respect to
Gramm-Rudman that held out the
promise of a process which would lead
us to a balanced budget over a 5-year
period? What we found was there was a
gigantic loophole in that legislation.
The loophole was you could base it on
estimates or projections. And we got
‘“‘Rosie Scenario.”

Mr. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. Good old ‘“Rosie Sce-
nario,” in which every year we were
presented with estimates that simply
overestimated revenue, underestimated
expenditures. And for the purposes of
meeting the requirements of the legis-
lation, once we had passed through the
budget cycle and met the projections,
we had done the job. And of course the
result was the deficit grew geometri-
cally.

Does that not subject us to the same
danger with section 6 of this amend-
ment?

Mr. BYRD. It does. But in that in-
stance we were finding a way around a
statute. Here we are finding a way
around the Constitution of the United
States.

In section 1 we say outlays shall not
exceed receipts. In section 6 it says, oh,
well, we do not really mean that. ‘‘Con-
gress shall enforce and implement this
article by appropriate legislation
* * * which will balance—not the
budget, not balance outlays and re-
ceipts, actual outlays and receipts be-
cause they can only be balanced after
the close of the fiscal year, and I mean
a few weeks after the close of the fiscal
year, because it is only then that we
really understand what the outlays and
receipts are—but this will say we do
not really have to balance the budget,
we can just balance the estimates of
outlays and receipts. And we have seen
what happens when we deal with esti-
mates.

Mr. CONRAD. And, perhaps, not de-
livering the promised result at all?

Mr. BYRD. Not delivering the prom-
ised result at all.

Let me cite to the Senator what the
committee report says, the Judiciary
Committee report. When it reported
this amendment to the Senate it also
submitted its report on the amend-
ment. So here is a chart titled, "“"What
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Does Section 6 Mean?" That is the sec-
tion we were just talking about, which
allows the Congress to balance the esti-
mates, which is not what the people
are being told at all. Those estimates
may be off by billions of dollars—tens
of billions of dollars.

Mr. CONRAD. And have been in the
past.

Mr. BYRD. And they have been in the
past. We have never seen any esti-
mate—and this is not the fault of the
CBO or the OMB. It is just impossible.
Only God—only God—and He is not
being called upon in this debate, He is
not going to be asked by the courts—

Mr. HATCH. Yes, he is.

Mr. BYRD. Only God can say, prior
to the end of a fiscal year, what the
outlays are finally going to be and
what the receipts are going to be.

What does section 6 mean, then? The
Judiciary Committee reported this
constitutional amendment which says
two things, balance the outlays and re-
ceipts in section 1; balance the esti-
mates of outlays and receipts in sec-
tion 6.

So there has to be some explanation.
Well, what does section 6 mean? Read-
ing from the report.

‘““This provision gives Congress an ap-
propriate degree of flexibility * * *
Section 1 did not give—

Mr. CONRAD. Any flexibility.

Mr. BYRD. Any flexibility. But *“This
provision gives Congress an appro-
priate degree of flexibility * * *' What
is an appropriate degree? “* * * in
fashioning necessary implementing
legislation. For example, Congress
could use estimates of receipts or out-
lays at the beginning of the fiscal year
to determine whether the balanced
budget requirement of section 1 would
be satisfied, so long as the estimates
were reasonable * * *' What does that
mean? * * * go long as the estimates
were reasonable and made in good
faith.”

Again, let me refer to the all-know-
ing, omniscient, omnipresent, omnipo-
tent God. Only God knows what we are
saying—what is in good faith. I cannot
tell whether the Senator is acting in
good faith. He does not know whether I
am acting or speak in good faith. But
so long as they are reasonable and
made in good faith, Congress, then,
could say that the requirement is satis-
fied.

“In addition, Congress could decide
that a deficit caused by a temporary,
self-correcting drop in receipts or in-
crease in outlays during the fiscal year
would not violate the article.” So Con-
gress can say that the article is not
violated. Congress could say that it is
all right to violate it.

**Similarly, Congress could state that
very small or negligible deviations
from a balanced budget would not rep-
resent a violation of section 1." How
much is small? In a budget this year of
$1.474 trillion, how much is small?
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Fifty billion dollars? Five billion dol-
lars? Ten billion dollars?

Fifty billion dollars would be small
in a $1.474 trillion budget. That is
small, is it not? Fifty billion dollars is
small? It only constitutes 3.3 percent of
total budget. That is small.

We have given you one way to get
around this. We have given you two
ways. We have given you three ways.
Here is another way.

“If an excess of outlays over receipts
were to occur, Congress can require
that any shortfall must be made up
during the following fiscal year."” So
you can just roll it over.

Suppose the following fiscal year
there is a shortfall? Then we merely
compound the problems in that subse-
quent year by rolling over the shortfall
in the preceding year. So the commit-
tee report itself anticipates that the
budget will not be balanced.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I just pursue
this a bit further and ask the Senator
if, in fact, this would not appear to be
ripe for further court intervention?
That is, what is reasonable? What is in
good faith? What represents very
small, or negligible deviations? Would
any citizen have standing to go to the
courts to question whether or not what
was adopted by the Congress rep-
resented, in fact, a constitutionally ac-
ceptable definition of reasonable good
faith?

Mr. BYRD. I do not think that the
standing would necessarily be a major
problem in a matter of this kind. Some
citizens or groups or Members of Con-
gress themselves might have standing.

The point is that somebody some-
where will find a reason to go into
court, and the courts will take that
case. They will take that case. As one
who used to play a few tunes on the fid-
dle, there was a tune called the *‘Fid-
dler's Dream.”’ This amendment is the
lawyer's dream, the litigator's dream.
You talk about improving the econ-
omy. This amendment will really im-
prove the economy insofar as litigators
and lawyers are concerned. A lawyer's
dream. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. In fact, we might have
a whole budget section over at the Su-
preme Court. You might see an exodus
of the budget experts on Capitol Hill.
We would be in a contest with our
courts now to have their own budget
experts.

If I can make one further inguiry,
and that is with respect to what States
that have a balanced budget amend-
ment do to avoid or evade the require-
ments of a balanced budget amend-
ment.

I would be interested in the perspec-
tive of the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee on what States do. I
just had a conversation with a fellow
Senator from another State who said
in his State they have a balanced budg-
et amendment but they get around it
by having off-budget items in which
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they go to a taxing district, or some
other district that is permitted to issue
bonds, to take on debt and then they
service that debt by having payments
made to that other entity. It is not
State government strictly speaking.
By that artifice, they avoid the re-
quirements of a State balanced budget
amendment.

In fact, I just read last night a study
that indicated the wvast majority of
States that had a balanced budget
amendment in fiscal year 1991 actually
spent more than they took in. In other
words, the vast majority found ways
around the balanced budget require-
ments they have in their own Constitu-
tions by this method of taking things
off budget, by shifting the timing of
spending and by other artifices that
they have creatively, I might say, con-
jured up. Is it the Senator's under-
standing that is the case with respect
to States?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, that is my under-
standing. The States—most of them—
operate on two budgets: An operating
budget and a capital budget. The cap-
ital budgets do not have to be balanced
and most of the time probably not bal-
anced, and the operating budgets are
not always balanced either. States do
resort to various gimmicks.

In addition, the States are unlike the
Federal Government. Just lay down
the constitution of the State of West
Virginia and compare that constitution
with the Federal Constitution. In the
first place, the constitution of West
Virginia would be about seven or eight
times longer than the Federal Con-
stitution. It goes into all kinds of de-
tail.

In the second place, the constitution
of West Virginia does not have to deal
with the common defense, the common
welfare of this country, national eco-
nomic policy, international relations,
treaties with other countries, inter-
state and foreign commerce, the rais-
ing and supporting of armies, the pro-
viding and maintaining of navies.
States do not have those things to
worry about.

They do resort to all kinds of ways.
They put items off budget or they will
mandate the counties or the munici-
palities to carry out some function or
program; thus, it does not show up as
an outlay on their budget. The Federal
Government will resort to the same
thing if this is ever included in the
Constitution; it will be. And then what
happens? The lack of confidence that
the American people have today, the
cynicism that is prevalent throughout
this country will be increased
manyfold because they will see that
those Senators did not really mean
what they said when they adopted this
constitutional amendment. They did
not balance the budget.

What did they say? They said it is all
right to balance the estimates. What
did they say? Who will enforce it? This
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amendment says that  the Congress
shall enforce it. Well, that is where it
is right now. My friend, Mr. SIMON, in
essence says: ‘‘These Senators get
around these statutes; they play games
with the statutes; they will amend the
statutes; they will say one thing on
Gramm-Rudman and the next year
they will change that statute and
make it say something else. So we have
to have something to force us,” Sen-
ator SIMON says, and other Senators
who are supporting this amendment
say, “We have something to force us,
we have to have this little piece of
paper here to force us, to give us the
courage, because otherwise we Sen-
ators play games. But if we get this
constitutional amendment, we know
we cannot play games.”

What makes you think so? The
amendment itself says that Congress
shall enforce through appropriate legis-
lation, through statutes which can be
amended by us weaklings who need this
piece of paper to be strong. Why take 7
years to say—the old tune: 7 years with
the wrong woman. Here we are going to
have 7 years sending this amendment
out to the people to be ratified by their
legislatures and after all that time, it
comes right back here, where it is now;
here among we Senators who cannot be
trusted, who do not have the courage,
who do not have the backbone, who do
not have the spine; we will get around
statutes, but the amendment says that
is how it is going to be done, enforced
by the Congress through appropriate
legislation.

Mr. CONRAD. Can I ask, is there any
way, in the Senator’s judgment, that
using estimates, which I think at least
some of us see as the Achille’s heel of
what is before us because of our experi-
ence, bitter experience, with Gramm-
Rudman which held out so much prom-
ise to the American people and failed
so completely, is there any way in the
Senator’s judgment that that defect
could be corrected and be workable?

Mr. BYRD. If this balance is done on
the basis of estimates, there is no esti-
mate that will ever be accurate.

Mr. CONRAD. In fact, this would en-
courage inaccurate estimates?

Mr. BYRD. It would encourage inac-
curate estimates, and all of the esti-
mates going over the past 10 or 12
years, as I showed on the chart earlier,
are off. Some revenue estimates are
overly optimistic, others are not. Some
outlay estimates are overly optimistic,
others are not. The point being that
they are always off, one way or the
other. To depend upon estimates is a
very weak reed upon which to lean.

So the people are going to be cha-
grined and disappointed. We are being
given wiggle room, may I point out to
the Senator, when we can use esti-
mates, when the Congress can use esti-
mates under section 2. The President is
not being given that wiggle room.
There is a section in this amendment
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which says that the President shall
send up a balanced budget. It does not
say anything about using estimates.

So the President is being ordered to
do something that is far different from
what his responsibilities are under the
Constitution. He is being ordered to
say, whether you like it or not or
whether you believe it or not, you have
to send up a balanced budget.

Now, from time to time around here
some of us have voted the President
should send up a balanced budget. The
truth of the matter is we played poli-
tics when we did that. We tried to
point out no President has ever sent up
a balanced budget in the last several
years, so we played politics. Well, that
was a statute. This is the Constitution.
This amendment says the President
cannot send up what he believes is an
honest budget because if he exercises
honesty and truth, he is going to have
to point out the budget is not going to
be balanced. But he is ordered here to
send up a balanced budget, a budget in
which the outlays will not exceed re-
ceipts.

Suppose the President believes that
the economic situation is such that
there needs to be an unbalanced budg-
et; there is a recession coming on and
it will get worse if he does not exercise
the countercyclical fiscal tool that has
been available to him.

So he may think he ought to send up
an unbalanced budget, but he is going
to be ordered by this amendment not
to do that. Send up a balanced budget
in which the outlays do not exceed re-
ceipts. That is going to damage the
President. It is going to make him a
weaker President, and it will do that
harm to the checks and balances and
separation of powers of the Constitu-
tion.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
for his answers.

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SIMON. Will my colleague from
West Virginia yield for 60 seconds,
charge it to my time, to also respond
to my friend from North Dakota?

Mr. BYRD. Yes. Yes, I will be happy
to.
Mr. SIMON. And I will get into the
court matter on my time. But the re-
ality is you have to have some form of
estimates. And the way that becomes
tough—in fact, according to the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, too tough—is
it takes a three-fifths majority to in-
crease the debt limit. So we cannot
play games on this matter of esti-
mates. We are going to have to be real-
istic. And I think that balance is a
good one in this amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I inquire on the
Senator's time?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I did not
mean to be taking the floor from Sen-
ator BYRD.

Mr. BYRD. That is quite all right.

Does the Senator have a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I do. I would not want
it to come off the time of the Senator
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from West Virginia. I really have a
question for the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. BYRD. I will yield my time for
the Senator to ask the question. The
Senator from Illinois may answer it on
his own time or he can use my time,
too.

Mr. SIMON. I will answer it on my
own time, yes. I thank the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. CONRAD. The great concern I
have—and the Senator from Illinois
has been a great ally on the Senate
Budget Committee. We have been two
who have tried to push for reduced defi-
cits in the period that we have served
on that committee together. I just say
to him, one of the great concerns I
have is what appears to be reasonable
on its face, when turned into what we
deal with in the budget process, be-
comes quite different, and that is when
you rely on estimates there is so much
room for monkey business. And we
have experienced it.

With Gramm-Rudman, every year—
every year—they would send us a budg-
et that was a total fiction because we
knew the estimates that were behind
the numbers were false. We knew that
they were ““Rosie Scenario” with re-
spect to interest rates, with respect to
economic growth, with respect to un-
employment. So what appeared to be
something that was in compliance was,
in fact, an absolute fiction and did
nothing more than mislead the Amer-
ican people that somehow we were on a
course that was going to deliver deficit
reduction, and instead resulted in dra-
matic increases in the deficits.

I am very worried that we have the
same prospect here.

We talk about the debt limit. Let me
just say that with respect to the debt
limit, when you get to the crunch, the
question then becomes to every Mem-
ber in this body, are you going to shut
down the Federal Government? Over
and over I have been in the position of
wanting to stand up and say, ‘‘No, fili-
buster a debt limit, stop it dead in its
tracks.” And every time my staff
comes in and says, ‘‘Senator, if we do
that, you shut down the Federal Gov-
ernment. You keep the Social Security
checks from going to your grand-
parents. You stop the person from get-
ting Medicare that is in a life-threaten-
ing situation. You shut down the func-
tioning of America."

So I really wonder at the end of the
day if we have really accomplished
what we think.

Mr. SIMON. If I may respond, first,
this changes the dimensions of what
you do in the Budget Committee. We
are not dealing simply with a statute.
The Senator and I took an oath when
we stood up there to protect the Con-
stitution. This is now part of the Con-
stitution. And when we put that budget
together, we know we are not dealing
with a statutory thing. We are dealing
with requirements that are tough.
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There is no question it is tough. The
Senator from West Virginia said it is
tough.

But that, I think, will force reality
onto us. It does not mean we are al-
ways going to guess right. The Senator
from West Virginia is absolutely cor-
rect. It is difficult. But I think there
will be a different tone of reality in the
Budget Committee with this kind of
provision in the Constitution.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I say
to my friend from North Dakota, the
Senators who are elected today are
supposed to understand reality and
what it means. When we write this
amendment into the Constitution, who
is going to decide what reality is?
Under section 6, the Congress, Sen-
ators, House Members, are going to leg-
islate. They are going to implement
this amendment by appropriate legisla-
tion.

Now, I hope to be around here, and I
expect to be, if it is the good Lord’'s
will—and I am running again this year
so I expect and hope that it will be the
people’s will of West Virginia. What is
there in this little piece of paper, this
is a constitutional amendment we are
debating, what is there in this piece of
paper that will enable me to under-
stand reality more than I understand it
now? What is there in this piece of
paper that will make me face up to re-
ality more in the year 1999 or the year
2000, or the year 2001 than today?

This is the philosopher’'s stone, my
friend would say. This is the magic po-
tion. This is the silver bullet. Somehow
or other we will understand reality
more. Somehow or other we are going
to have more courage in 1999. Somehow
or other we are going to be forced to
face up to reality.

It is somewhat ironic for me to think
that that little bit of paper is going to
make any difference, when it is the
same people who are managing the
budget and fiscal budget in this body
today who are going to be managing it
in 1999. Maybe not to the individual,
but the same group of people.

S0 let me on this point read these ex-
cerpts from testimony before the Ap-
propriations Committee, the hearings
on the balanced budget amendment.
Gimmicks will oceur. Stanley
Collander, director of Federal budget
policy of Price Waterhouse testified as
follows:

The reason a constitutional amend-
ment will fare no better than a deficit
elimination state is that there are too
many ways for the seemingly straight-
forward balanced budget requirement
to be avoided, circumvented, and
evaded.

Of all the gimmicks that would be
used to thwart the amendment’s goal,
Mr. Collander concentrated on 5. The
first one he called ‘‘the return of the
‘Rosie Scenario.”

The Senator from North Dakota re-
ferred to ‘“Rosie” a little earlier, so
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‘“‘Rosie Scenario.” The first one Mr.
Collander called the return of the
““Rosie Scenario.”” That is the use of
overly optimistic economic assump-
tions such as occurred during President
Reagan’s presidency under OMB Direc-
tor Stockman.

Second, he, meaning Mr. Collander,
cited the likely tactic of changes in ac-
counting so that outlays would be
pushed into future years. An example
would be a return to more costly leases
by the Federal Government of its
buildings and equipment in order to
avoid the larger outlays that would
occur from purchasing these items.

Third, shifting of revenues and out-
lays from one year to the next in order
to avoid a deficit, delayed obligations,
a method already used in the budget,
one which Senator BYRD fights against.

Fourth, Mr. Collander says one of the
biggest gimmicks would be for the Fed-
eral Government to do things through
regulations or mandates rather than
through spending or taxing. A strong
incentive would exist to mandate that
State or local government or busi-
nesses do certain things rather than
the Federal Government spending its
dollars for foregoing revenues to ac-
complish the same ends.

Five, would be the gimmicks of sell-
ing Government assets. They, for ex-
ample, would involve sale of our na-
tional parks to private developers and
then leasing them back. This would
allow revenues to go up and thereby
help meet the balanced budget require-
ment.

Mr. Collander is pointing out the
gimmicks that will occur. Yes, in an-
swer to the question of the Senator
from North Dakota, the Federal Gov-
ernment will resort to gimmicks. And
it will mandate to the States—and the
Governors of the States are already
screaming about the Federal mandates.
Well, just wait until this amendment
becomes a piece of that great docu-
ment, the Constitution of the United
States, and see how the Federal Gov-
ernment mandates the States to fund
this program or that program, Medic-
aid, whatever. The Federal Govern-
ment will use the same gimmicks that
the States use.

The distinguished Senator from Utah
asked me to yield. I would be happy to
yield for a question.

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield,
I was concerned.

Mr. BYRD. I will be glad to yield the
floor.

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator would, I
would like to speak for just a few min-
utes on the points the distinguished
Senator made.

Mr. BYRD. I would be happy to yield
the floor. I thank the Senators for
their patience, and I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for his questions.

Mr. HATCH. 1 thank my dear col-
league from West Virginia and appre-
ciate the comments that he has made.
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I also appreciate my colleague from
North Dakota and his concern about
this amendment because we are all
concerned. We want to do what is right
here. We want to get our country back
in order and get spending under con-
trol.

But on a couple of legal matters, I
think it would be well if I addressed
them for just a few minutes because he
has raised some very interesting ques-
tions, and others have raised the con-
cern that the balanced budget amend-
ment will give the courts the power
and authority to raise taxes.

The concern, I believe, lies in regard
to a recent Supreme Court decision,
Missouri versus Jenkins. In that case,
in 1990, the Court in essence approved a
lower court remedial remedy of order-
ing local, State, or county political
subdivisions to raise taxes in order to
support a court-ordered school desegre-
gation order.

That is what happened in that case.
Intentional segregation in violation of
the 14th amendment’s equal protection
clause had been found in the lower
court in a prior case against the school
district. So there was, in effect, inten-
tional segregation found by the lower
court.

The question the distinguished Sen-
ator, it seems to me, has raised is
would this balanced budget amendment
allow a Federal court to order Congress
to raise taxes to reduce the budget? I
think the answer is clearly no. For in-
stance, I would just say first, Jenkins
is a 14th amendment case. Under 14th
amendment  jurisprudence, Federal
courts may issue remedial relief
against the States. However, the 14th
amendment does not apply to the Fed-
eral Government.

So, literally, that is why they can do
it in that case. I do not agree with
what they did in that case. I think it is
a horrendously bad decision. But that
would not be a precedent pursuant to
which courts would be able to force
Federal taxation through the courts on
the American people pursuant to this
balanced budget amendment. That is
No. 1.

Second, Congress cannot be a party
defendant. In order for taxes to be
raised, Congress would have to be a
named defendant, and in this case, of
course, it could not be. Presumably,
suits to enforce the balanced budget
amendment would arise when an offi-
cial or agency of the executive branch
seeks to enforce or administer a stat-
ute whose funding is in question in
light of the balanced budget amend-
ment.

I would point out the Riegle v. Fed-

eral Open Market Committee case,
which said, “When a plaintiff alleges
injury by unconstitutional action
taken pursuant to a statute, his proper
defendants are those acting under the
law—and not the legislators which en-
acted the statute.” And the court cited
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Marbury versus Madison as a precedent
in making that decision.

The executive branch official, how-
ever, cannot be ordered to raise taxes,
because he or she does not have the au-
thority to do so. So there is no way
that the Supreme Court is going to
order the payment of taxes. And the
Jenkins case is distinguished because
of the 14th amendment.

Finally, under section 6 of the bal-
anced budget amendment, which is the
enforcement mechanism, Congress can
limit the type of relief granted by Fed-
eral courts to declaratory judgments
and thereby limit court intrusiveness
into the budget process. This authority
arises out of article IIl's delegation to
Congress to power define and limit the
jurisdiction of the lower Federal
courts.

Having said all of that, let me just
mention that there is much more that
can be said on the role of the Federal
courts that would make it very clear
that there is just no way that they are
going to be able to impose taxes based
upon this particular amendment.

But I want to bring to the attention
of my dear friend from North Dakota
that we are working on an amendment
right now, the distinguished Senator
from Illinois, others, and myself, with
Members of the House. The problem
with the balanced budget amendment
is getting a consensus, and a constitu-
tional consensus at that. If any of us
could write it just exactly the way we
want to, it might be different in one or
two respects. But we are talking about
a consensus amendment that has to get
a two-thirds vote, and it has to be bi-
partisan. We have to work together on
it. In this case, we have to have Repub-
licans in order to get this passed. And
probably a majority of those who vote
for it will be Republican because it has
always been an effort on our side.

But to make a long story short, we
Republicans cannot pass the amend-
ment by ourselves, and neither can any
Democrats do it by themselves. So
what we are trying to do is accommo-
date our colleagues, like the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota,
by finding language that will resolve
this problem in their minds even
though all of the law on the books flies
in the face of the Supreme Court exer-
cising jurisdiction—unwise jurisdic-
tion—in these matters.

In order for courts to exercise juris-
diction, they would have to meet three
standards that they themselves have
set up. They would have to find stand-
ing, and you cannot find any case that
would show they would grant standing
in this type of case. They would have
to find justiciability. And they would
have to avoid ‘“political questions.”
They cannot get by all three of those.
They know it, we know it, and anybody
who studies constitutional law knows
it.

There is room to raise a ‘“‘what if.”" In
the case of Bob Bork, in his letter ex-

2573

pressing concern about the amend-
ment, he basically raises a ‘“‘what if."
He says, ‘I don't think the courts are
going to do this, but what if?"" What if
you get a bunch of judges who are irre-
sponsible who really ignore constitu-
tional law, prior precedents, the Con-
stitution itself, and go ahead and do
this? I guess you could have a ‘‘what
if”’ in every situation under those cir-
cumstances.

But what we were going to try to do
to resolve this—we have been working
with a whole coalition of people, with
one of the prime spokesmen, the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri [Mr.
DANFORTH]. We are trying to get lan-
guage that basically says this: The
power of any court to order relief pur-
suant to any case or controversy aris-
ing under this article shall not extend
to ordering any remedies other than a
declaratory judgment or such remedies
as are specifically authorized in imple-
menting legislation pursuant to sec-
tion 6.

If such language were adopted, any
possible argument that could be made
in this area is gone. I believe we can
bring that about. Certainly the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois and the
Senator from Idaho and myself are
working very hard to bring that about.

I would not mind taking time and ex-
plaining—

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. HATCH. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. I had instructed my
staff to work on an amendment along
these same lines, because I must say I
am very concerned about the concept
and the possibility that the courts
would wind up in a role of being the
final arbiter here. And I understand
what the intentions of those who are
carrying this amendment are. I also,
after having been a tax commissioner
and having dealt with the courts for
many years, know about the law of un-
intended consequences, I am very con-
cerned that we would find ourselves in
a situation, unintended as it might be,
that the courts were the final arbiter.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. HATCH. I hope that helps. But
before this debate is over, both the
Senator from Illinois and I will put in
the RECORD why this is not really an
issue anyway. I think the law is very
clear that we do not have to worry
about that. But, we are probably going
to put language into this amendment
to resolve the problems of some of our
colleagues, like yourself, who have sin-
cere concerns in this area. We think
that language would resolve those
problems, and we hope it will satisfy
the distinguished Senator.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First, in terms of the estimates as-
pect we were talking about before,
there has to be some way for Congress
to have a little flexibility on this. And
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the reason we then have the three-
fifths majority is to make this tough.
The Senator from North Dakota has
some concerns. I simply say to Senator
CONRAD: Balance those concerns
against the huge, huge threat we face
longterm of monetizing the debt and
all of where we are headed, which is
really unknown territory for us. Unfor-
tunately, it is not unknown territory
for many other nations. If we do not
pass this, we are taking a gamble that
we can be the first Nation in history to

have that kind of debt and not mone-

tize the debt.

In terms of this whole thing just
being gimmicks, I do not think my
friend—and I respect him a great deal—
Senator BYRD would be fighting this so
hard if he felt it were just a gimmick,
and I do not think others would. It has
teeth and it should have teeth.

In terms of the court situation and
the possible court involvement, first,
in general, the States restrictions
have—there are loopholes out there.
But the leading scholar in this field, a
faculty member at the Cardozo School
of Law in New York testified before us
last week, and he said that despite the
loopholes, there is no question that
this is a restraint on State govern-
ment, a restraint that we do not have
in the Federal Government. Have the
State courts been involved to a great
extent? You find occasional cases, but,
generally, there has not been much
State court involvement.

Just to make sure we do not have a
problem, we have the language that
“Congress shall implement.”” There was
a letter sent to Senator BYRD by a
group of law professors, and I asked the
distinguished former Attorney General
of the United States, Griffin Bell, who
is both a former Federal judge and a
real scholar, to give his evaluation. I
would like to enter into the RECORD
the letter sent to Senator BYRD, and
Griffin Bell’'s response to me in re-
sponse to that.

I ask unanimous consent that those
letters be printed in the RECORD.

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

FEBRUARY 8, 1994,

DEAR SENATOR BYRD: The undersigned join
in urging the Congress to reject the proposed
Balanced Budget Amendment. Some of us
support the present Administration, others
do not. We disagree about the nature, causes
and cures of our present budgetary situation.
We share the conviction that the Balanced
Budget Amendment now before the Congress
is a serious mistake. We have different rea-
sons for this conviction. They include:

The Amendment would deprive the Con-
gress and the President of needed flexibility.

It would rigidly and permanently bias deci-
sions against spending on social programs.

It would seriously distort the balance be-
tween federal, state, and private institutions
by creating a permanent incentive to accom-
plish national objectives indirectly through
the imposition of mandates and regulatory
burdens on state and local governments and
the private sector.
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It would inappropriately involve the judi-
ciary in intractable questions of fiscal and
budgetary policy.

It would be unenforceable and thus use the
Constitution as a billboard for failed slogans.

Sincerely,

Boris I. Bittker, Professor Emeritus,
Yale Law School: Robert Bork, Esq.,
American Enterprise Institute, Wash-
ington, DC; Haywood Burns, Dean,
CUNY Law School at Queens College;
Archibald Cox. Professor Emeritus,
Harvard Law School; William A.
Fletcher, Professor, University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley Law School; Charles
Fried, Professor, Harvard Law School;
Lawrence M. Friedman, Professor,
Stanford Law School; Walter Gellhorn,
Professor Emeritus, Columbia Law
School; Gerald Gunther, Professor,
Stanford Law School; Louis Henkin,
Professor Emeritus, Columbia Law
School; Burke Marshall, Professor,
Yale Law School; Norman Redlich,
Dean Emeritus, New York University
Law School; Peter M. Shane, Professor,
University of Iowa College of Law;
Geoffrey R. Stone, Dean, Chicago Law
School; Kathleen Sullivan, Professor,
Stanford Law School; Laurence Tribe,
Professor, Harvard Law School, Harry
Wellington, Dean, New York Law
School

KING & SPALDING,
Atlanta, GA, February 21, 1994.
Hon. PAUL SIMON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SIMON: I write in response
to the February B, 1994 letter you received
from a number of legal academicians in op-
position to the Balanced Budget Amend-
ment. I believe that the reasons given by
these individuals for opposing the Amend-
ment are misplaced.

First, the Amendment would not deprive
Congress or the President of Flexibility in
budgetary matters; rather the necessary
flexibility would be preserved by allowing
Congress, by a three-fifths majority in each
House, to permit deficit spending. For exam-
ple, just last week Congress overwhelmingly
passed an emergency supplemental appro-
priations bill to provide much-needed assist-
ance to the victims of the Los Angeles earth-
quake.

Second, the proposed Constitutional
Amendment will not in any way bias deci-
sions against social spending. In fact, it is
the fiscal status quo that biases government
decisions against social spending. Increas-
ingly, Congress and the President are pre-
vented from making real fiscal choices due
to constraints imposed on them by rising in-
terest payments on the national debt and the
growth of entitlement programs. A Constitu-
tional requirement to balance the budget
will restore the viability of governmental de-
cision-making on fiscal priorities by insur-
ing that we stop paying $300 billion a year on
interest payments that do not go to any so-
cial program.

The writers of the February 8 letter also
argue that this Amendment would “‘distort
the balance between federal, state and pri-
vate institutions by ... [imposing] man-
dates and regulatory burdens on state and
local governments and the private sector.”

Unfortunately, this describes not come
fanciful future under a Balanced Budget
Amendment, but the reality facing Congress
today. States and the private sector are reel-
ing from the impact of regulation and un-
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funded mandates. In a fiscal environment
where interest on the debt and entitlements
are crowding out all other spending., Con-
gress is left with little choice.

A Balanced Budget Amendment would re-
quire the federal government to function on
a pay as you go basis, and would gradually
ease the burden on other spending by reduc-
ing interest payments on the debt. It is now,
when the hands of Congress are tied by rising
interest payments and skyrocketing entitle-
ments, that the incentive to push costs on to
the private sector and other units of govern-
ment is greatest.

Congress could, if it wanted, decide tomor-
row to stop this insidious practice, but the
political cost is too great. A Balanced Budg-
et Amendment would force Congress to make
the tough choices that would eventually ease
the burdens on states and the private sector.

Finally, I would like to address concerns
that judicial review of the Amendment
would either (1) embroil the judiciary in ‘‘in-
tractable guestions of fiscal and budgetary
policy’" or (2) prove unavailing. Leaving
aside the fact that these conclusions are ba-
sically contradictory, they are in any event
WTong.

With respect to the first of the above
points, some have said that judicial enforce-
ment of the Amendment would require
courts to involve themselves in the minutiae
of the budgetary process, such as by raising
taxes or by decreeing specific spending limi-
tations. Judicial review would not, however,
lead to this result. To the extent that en-
forcement of the Amendment would involve
the judiciary in deciding specific budgetary
issues best left to the political branches, the
courts would be free to—and would likely—
find the enforcement action to present a
non-justifiable political question and dismiss
the suit. Indeed, as the Supreme Court noted
in United States Department of Commerce v,
Montana, 112 S.Ct. 1415 (1992), questions of
enforceability, and the respect due coordi-
nate branches of government by the courts,
lie at the heart of the political question doc-
trine: “In invoking the political question
doctrine, a court acknowledged the possibil-
ity that a constitutional provision may not
be enforceable.” Even more recently, Justice
Souter's concurring opinion in United States
v. Nixon, 113 S.Ct. 732, 747 (1993) noted that
the political question doctrine reflects ‘‘pru-
dential concerns about the respect [courts]
owe the political departments.”” Therefore,
consistent with current law, where judicial
action to enforce the Amendment would re-
quire the courts to address policy questions
best left to the departments, courts would
refrain from doing so. E.g., Panama Canal
Co. v. Grace Line, Inc., 356 U.S. 1, 15 (1972)
(noting courts’ inability to act “as virtually
continuing monitors of the wisdom and
soundness of” the actions of the political
branches); Harrington v. Bush, 553 F.2d 190,
215 (D.C. Cir. 1977).

Critics are also mistaken when they offer
the opposite claim—that the courts would
have absolutely no role in enforcing the
Amendment. Even without making specific
taxing or spending decisions, a court could—
within the limits of Article III of the Con-
stitution—use its injunctive powers to strike
down legislation that clearly violates the
terms of the Amendment.

Moreover, Section 6 of the Amendment—
which states that Congress shall “enforce
and implement this article by appropriate
legislation"—gives Congress the authority to
limit the kind of plaintiffs who would be able
to sue to enforce the provisions. See Bread
Political Action Committee v. FEC, 455 U.8.
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577 (1982) (noting Congress' right to limit
standing to bring particular federal claims).
Section 6 also empowers Congress to des-
ignate the forum in which such suits could
be brought. See ASARCO, Inc. v. Kadish, 490
U.8. 605, 617 (1989), (holding that Congress
may proscribe state jurisdiction to consider
federal claims). Therefore, while enforce-
ability of the Amendment would be pre-
served, enforcement would not come at the
expense of judicial manageability.
Sincerely,
GRIFFIN B. BELL,
Former Attorney General
of the United States.

Mr. SIMON. Judge Bell basically says
he does not think this would be a great
problem. We do have, very clearly, the
ability to determine who has standing.
We can say there has to be 30 Members
of the Congress, or whatever, so there
would not be a proliferation of suits.

I add that the court precedence on
this—and Senator DANFORTH is very
concerned because of the Jenkins case.
But that does, as Senator HATCH men-
tioned, involve the 14th amendment.
The courts have been very clear on
what they call ‘“‘political matters.” A
great illustration is when a former col-
league of ours, Senator Barry Gold-
water and about a dozen people tried to
knock out what happened on China and
Taiwan. Senator Goldwater and his col-
leagues said this violates a treaty that
we have with Taiwan and, in my opin-
ion, he was correct in saying that vio-
lated the treaty. But the Supreme
Court said:

This is a matter between the legislative
and executive branch. This is a political
matter, and we are not getting involved in
that.

Just to make doubly sure that we are
not going to have a problem, we have
this amendment, and we would be
happy to have the Senator look at the
language. I think it locks it in—and we
would be happy to have Senator
CoNRAD as one of the sponsors of that
amendment—just to make sure we do
not have a Federal judge coming along
and saying you have to cut everything
10 percent, or you have to add this tax.
We all agree that should not be part of
the process. Any future court can read
the record of our discussions here, and
that should help on that.

Let me comment on a few other
things, very briefly, that Senator BYRD
said. When he said we will invite par-
tisan games with this because of the
three-fifths majority; First, there are
—and I have to say that I give credit to
my staff for this, I was not aware of
this—he mentioned five cases in the
Constitution that required super- ma-
jorities. Actually, there are three oth-
ers, for a total of eight in the Constitu-
tion that require supermajorities; this
would add a ninth ome. The super-
majorities are there, for example, on
treaties. Why do we have two-thirds?
Does this result in partisan games?
With rare exceptions. I do not think it
has resulted in partisan games. But we
have that in there to protect the peo-
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ple. And we have illustrated for 25
years now, and you and I have been in-
volved in this fight.

I commend the Senator from North
Dakota for being a champion of fiscal
common sense on the Budget Commit-
tee. But we have been involved in this
fight to try and hold those deficits
down, and we have seen what happened.
The abuse has been massive. As you
look long-term—and I keep pulling this
chart out. We have been shown by the
administration how it is coming down.
This goes back up to $365 billion, ac-
cording to CBO.

The big thing is when youn take OMB
figures—these are the administration
figures—assuming health care saves all
the money they are suggesting, assum-
ing we have 10 years of progress with
no dips in the economy, both of which
are a long way from certain, but they
say then that—well, say I was born in
1930; I would spend 30 percent of my
lifetime earnings in taxes. My col-
league, I believe, is about 15 years
younger than I am, or so. Let us say
you were born in 1950; you will spend
about 34 percent in your lifetime earn-
ings in taxes. Let us get down to future
generations, and they say, assuming all
these ‘‘Rosie Scenarios,” 66 to 75 per-
cent of lifetime earnings will go for
taxation because of debt service.

We are not going to end up with 66 to
75 percent. We are going to start print-
ing money before that happens. That is
the real danger. That is why we need
something here.

In terms of my distinguished col-
league, Senator BYRD, saying we are
getting into microeconomic policy, the
Constitution talks about patents; the
Constitution talks about weights and
measures.

There are all kinds of financial
things mentioned in the Constitution.
And I would add, the lead witness—and
I think you were there when he testi-
fied before the Budget Committee last
year—against the constitutional
amendment was Prof. Laurence Tribe
from Harvard. I have great respect for
him and he still opposes the amend-
ment and I do not want to suggest any-
thing to the contrary.

But he did have one shift. When he
started out his testimony, he said this:

Despite the misgivings I expressed on this
score a decade ago, I no longer think that a
balanced budget amendment is, at a concep-
tual level, an ill-suited kind of provision to
include in the Constitution. The Jeffersonian
notion that today's populists should not be
able by profligate borrowing to burden fu-
ture generations with excessive debt does
seem to be the kind of fundamental value
that is worthy of enshrinement in the Con-
stitution. In a sense, it relates to a struc-
tural protection for the rights of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren.

I think we have to keep in mind that
we are talking about something very
fundamental here.

I see my friend rising and he has a
question or a comment.
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Mr. CONRAD. I do. If the Senator
would yield for a question or two, I
would be grateful.

As you know, this issue concerns me
perhaps more than any other. I am per-
sonally persuaded that one of the most
important things we can do is reduce
this budget deficit, reduce pressure on
interest rates in order to support eco-
nomic growth in this country to re-
store our position as international
competitors.

Mr. SIMON. Absolutely.

Mr. CONRAD. I think last year's
budget deal, in which we did make a
significant reduction in the deficit, has
proven the theory; that is, we have
seen now the lowest interest rates in 20
years, we have seen the strongest eco-
nomic growth in 6 years, we have seen
reduction in unemployment, we have
seen record housing starts, we have
seen record automobile sales. We have
seen this, in part, because of what we
did in getting an economic recovery
underway. So I am personally per-
suaded that reducing deficits is in the
economic interest of the country.

I have concerns that I have outlined
here today with respect to court in-
volvement. I am very pleased to hear
the Senator’s reaction to that.

I am concerned about the use of esti-
mates. I am very concerned about that,
because I have seen through the
Gramm-Rudman process how that can
be used to subvert what is an honest in-
tention.

There are two other areas that I
would like to raise with the Senator
from Illinois with respect to issues
that concern me.

One of those two is the matter of So-
cial Security being included. It strikes
me that Social Security, which is a
separate trust fund, should not be used
to balance other parts of the Federal
budget. ;

My colleague, Senator DORGAN of
North Dakota, I understand, has an
amendment he will offer to eliminate
Social Security from the balanced
budget requirement. As you know, the
underlying rationale for that is Social
Security is in substantial surplus, at
least for the foreseeable future.

I am wondering whether the prime
mover of this amendment will support
that amendment or, if he is in opposi-
tion, what the rationale for that oppo-
sition would be.

Mr. SIMON. Yes, I will oppose the
amendment. I have great respect for
Senator DORGAN who, on a number of
things, has shown real insight, includ-
ing standing up on the issue of intangi-
ble assets, which is one of those issues
someday somebody is going to hear
about that will be important.

I might mention that the former ac-
tuary for 23 years for the Social Secu-
rity Administration, the chief actuary,
Bob Myers has sent a letter to me say-
ing the only way to protect the Social
Security fund is by passage of the bal-
anced budget amendment.
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Mr. CONRAD. I read, by the way, the
letter you sent around from him. I
thought it was an instructive letter.

But your intention is to oppose it?

Mr. SIMON. I oppose it.

Mr. CONRAD. What is the rationale?

Mr. SIMON. Let me tell you the ra-
tionale.

First, originally, when I drafted my
first balanced budget amendment, I in-
cluded that, interestingly.

The reality is that we do have a sur-
plus at this point right now in Social
Security. I would like to balance that
budget without that surplus. It would
make it much tougher, but it would be
a great thing for our country if we
were to do it.

I will join the two Senators from
North Dakota in moving in that direc-
tion. But we also face in the outyears a
point when there is not a surplus but a
loss there. One way of protecting So-
cial Security—not in my lifetime, but
in the lifetime of my children—is to in-
clude Social Security in this.

So long term, I think it is a protec-
tion for Social Security not to have the
exemption.

Mr. CONRAD. Let me, if I might, re-
spond quickly to that question and
then ask another question.

The thing that is disturbing to me, as
I reflect on Rev. Jim Bakker, Rev. Jim
and Tammy Bakker—and I think ev-
eryone remembers the PTL Club show
that was on. I can remember saying in
one of our Budget Committee meetings
during our deliberations, ““Does any-
body remember why Jim Bakker is in a
Federal prison?’’ Nobody could remem-
ber the exact details, but fundamen-
tally he is there because he promised
to raise money for one reason and then
used it for another purpose.

That is precisely what we are doing
to Social Security today—not in the
future, today. We are telling people we
put that payroll tax on in order to fund
Social Security. And, indeed, we are
funding part of Social Security that
way. But we are also funding the oper-
ating expenditures of the rest of the
Federal Government by running a So-
cial Security surplus and taking the
money and using it for another pur-
pose.

By those tests that were applied to
Rev. Jim Bakker, all of us would be in
a Federal penitentiary.

I find it disturbing that for the fore-
seeable future Social Security is in
surplus, and under the terms of the
amendment we have before us, we
would achieve a balance but only
achieve a balance because we would be
using the Social Security trust fund to
make that balance.

Mr. SIMON. First of all, I agree with
everything my colleague from North
Dakota says in terms of Social Secu-
rity. I think it was a mistake when we
got a unified budget.

We talk about this being the 25th an-
niversary of balanced budgets. In fact,
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in 1969, you had a balanced budget be-
cause for the first time you included
Social Security, and without that,
there would not have been a surplus.

1 have been critical, as my colleague
may recall, of our budget for two rea-
sons: First, is we include the Social Se-
curity surplus. I favor putting that as a
separate item in the budget. I will join
my two colleagues from North Dakota
in statutorily trying to do that. It does
complicate getting to a balanced budg-
et very, very much. No question about
it. I recognize that and I recognize we
have to have a two-thirds vote. And
this is a practical compromise.

The second point that I have fought
on is when we list interest we should
list gross interest instead of net inter-
est. It is one of the little games we
play around here. We would never
think of saying to the Justice Depart-
ment, **Well, you collected s0 many
dollars in fines, therefore, your appro-
priation is that much less." It is one of
the games that we play.

But I am eager to join my two col-
leagues from North Dakota in statu-
torily doing everything we can to pro-
tect Social Security.

Mr. CONRAD. May I raise one final
point with the Senator from Illinois?

Mr. SIMON. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. One other concern that
I have is with respect to a question of
when the country is in recession. In ex-
amining the economic history of the
country, I am personally persuaded
that there is a countercyclical role for
Government to play. We have, under
the terms of this agreement, the abil-
ity to deal with a wartime situation.
And I am concerned what if this coun-
try were in recession or headed into re-
cession, and we would be required to
meet the terms of the balanced budget
amendment through a tax increase or
spending cuts that might accelerate
the downturn rather than allowing the
Federal Government to serve as a buff-
er and to provide some economic lift by
way of a budget deficit? That is, I am
personally persuaded we ought to run
balanced budgets over time, but in any
1 year we might want to run a budget
deficit.

I am interested in the view of the
Senator from Illinois with respect to
the possibility of having the Govern-
ment play that kind of role. Is it the
view of the Senator that the three-
fifths test would be used and that when
we are in recession it would be possible
to get 60 votes in the U.S. Senate for
the purposes of countering the effects
of a recession?

Mr. SIMON. The answer is a little
complicated. But, first of all I do be-
lieve that in a real recession we can get
the 60 votes. We got 60 votes for unem-
ployment compensation extension on
an emergency basis because of the
problems that we have had. But I think
there are other answers that are even
more significant than that and they tie
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in with what my colleague just said
about Social Security. If we try to lean
on Social Security less in terms of a
surplus and aim for what Charlie
Schultze, who formerly chaired the
Council of Economic Advisers for
President Carter, and Fred Bergsten,
who was the Assistant Secretary of the
Treasury—Fred Bergsten has said, and
testified last week, that with a bal-
anced budget amendment we will be
much more able to respond to a reces-
sion than we are now, if we use com-
mon sense in building in a little sur-
plus. Then you can respond quickly,
and you do not have the problems that
we have had.

We tried, and with my colleague’s
vote too, I am sure, we tried to get $11
billion for a jobs program. We could
not do it here because we are Sso
strapped by where we are. We could not
come up with that kind of money. If we
built in a surplus then it would be easi-
er to respond guickly and much more
significantly; $11 billion in a $6 trillion
economy is nothing.

Then a second part of this that is
really important. When you talk about
countercyclical. One of the things we
have done, as the Senator and I know
very well, this last year we spent $293
billion on interest. Interest is not
countercyclical. When you give money
to people on Social Security that is
countercyclical. They spend the
money. You give money to people who
are fortunate economically, if times go
bad they save the money. It does not
become countercyclical. So the inter-
est in fact aggravates our recessions.

And this amendment will do one
other thing. The Wharton School last
Thursday announced—and both my
friends from North Dakota, who have
been very active in the financial field
may have seen this, but it is signifi-
cant—the Wharton School says if this
passes, 30-year bonds will drop from 6.5
percent to 2.5 percent. That is going to
make a huge difference in our econ-
omy. And it means we can use funds for
countercyclical things rather than
things that aggravate the counter-
cyclical trend.

Mr. CONRAD. Let me say on this
point, I read the WEFA study last
night. In my interpretation of that—
the Senator mentioned this point the
other day in the caucus—my under-
standing of the WEFA report was they
were talking about the Federal funds
rate going down to 2.5 percent, rather
than the 30-year bond. Perhaps I
missed something in reading it. But my
interpretation was the 2.5 percent they
were talking about was the Federal
funds rate rather than the 30-year
bond.

Mr. SIMON. I have to say I got that
from my staff. My impression is to the
contrary. But the Senator may be cor-
rect.

Thirty-year Treasury bonds, it is 30-
year bonds.
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Mr. CONRAD. Goes to 2.5 percent?

Mr. SIMON. Yes, 2.5 percent from 6.5
percent.

Mr. CONRAD. That would be excep-
tionally good news for the economy, if
we were having 30-year bonds at 2.5
percent.

Mr. SIMON. What a great lift this
would be for housing, construction, in-
dustrial investment—everything.

Mr. CONRAD. The estimate given for
last year by the Treasury Department,
for every l-percent drop in interest
rates that provided a $118 billion lift to
the economy by reductions in con-
sumer debt, corporate debt, Govern-
ment debt. And that in fact that is one
of the reasons we are seeing an eco-
nomic recovery of the dimensions that
we see now. These lower interest rates
are providing a lift to the economy.

Let me just conclude by saying I
hope the Senator from Illinois and the
other movers of this amendment have
not made a determination, a final de-
termination, to oppose all amend-
ments. Frankly, my reading of the sit-
uation is that there are not the votes
now to pass this amendment. That is
my own view. I may be wrong. But I
have talked to many of our colleagues
and I think that is about where it is.
As of today, you do not have the votes.
Senator BYRD does not have the votes.

There are a group of us who have
genuine concerns with respect to the
issues I have raised here. The question
of estimates, the question of court in-
volvement, the question of dealing
with a recession, and the guestion of
Social Security.

I would say to my colleague, it may
be possible to pass an amendment that
would address another concern that
many of us share which is the growth
of debt. Because I feel deeply about it,
very deeply. But I do not want to vote
for a constitutional amendment that I
believe has some flaws. Some of them I
consider to be serious flaws.

This is a very, very serious business
to amend the Constitution of the Unit-
ed States. At least for this Senator. I
believe that is the case for the Senator
from Illinois as well.

S0 I hope and I urge my colleagues
who are the movers of this amend-
ment—and I hope my voice is heard be-
yond this Chamber—not to make a
final decision to oppose all amend-
ments. Because I believe if that is the
course that is taken this will fail. T be-
lieve that. I believe it will fail. I think
there is a chance if we work together
that we might get the votes to have
something that seriously addresses this
matter of the growth of the debt and at
the same time is sensitive to these is-
sues that I have raised this afternoon.

I thank very much the Senator from
Ilinois. ;

Mr. SIMON. I thank my colleague.
Let me say because it is such a serious
matter, amending the Constitution is
not something where one of us can sit

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

down and start scribbling down an
amendment and saying let us do this.
We have to approach this very, very
carefully. For example, the judicial
amendment that we have talked about,
we have had scholars look at it. We
have been looking at this very, very
carefully because we want to do the
right thing.

I am not saying we are automatically
going to be opposed to any amendment,
but when you talk about the Constitu-
tion of the United States we have to be
extremely careful. I can say, on the
matter of estimates, there is no way to
my knowledge of dealing with this
problem without giving Congress the
ability to make some estimates. But
you have to lock it in in some way so
they do not play games, as we have
played games here. That is why the
three-fifths majority is there.

In other respects we will take a look
at amendments. I have to say my pre-
disposition is to reject amendments un-
less they are very, very carefully
drawn because we are dealing with the
Constitution.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I just ask the
Senator from Illinois, does he believe
he has the votes now to pass?

Mr., SIMON. The answer is on the
basis of what I know I do not believe I
have the votes to pass this. I do not be-
lieve Senator BYRD has the votes to
stop it. I think Senators like my col-
league from North Dakota hold the bal-
ance on this.

Mr. CONRAD. I just say to the Sen-
ator and the other people who have an
interest in trying to get a result here
that would accomplish a purpose that I
think is the common goal of many,
that we not get fixed in concrete with
respect to amendments. Because I am
personally convinced, absent amend-
ments, this will not succeed. Unless in
the days ahead there is a chance for us
to address some of these concerns,
which are sincere and genuine on the
part of people who probably hold the
balance with respect to this question,
we will not have a successful conclu-
sion.

Mr. SIMON. Let me just say again in
response, we will take a look at what-
ever is suggested. We felt the judicial
amendment was not necessary, but just
to make sure, because there are genu-
ine concerns, as you have expressed
and others have, I think we are about
to work out something that I think
meets that objection.

So we will take a look at other
amendments. But we also want to be
very, very careful because of the na-
ture of what we are doing. We are not
just amending some statute that I
dreamed up or you dreamed up or
someone else did. We are talking about
the Constitution. I know my friend
from North Dakota has the same feel-
ing of sacredness about the Constitu-
tion that we have to proceed with cau-
tion.
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Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
make a comment to the concerns of the
Senator from North Dakota and other
concerns that have been brought forth
in the last hour on the floor that are
significant. And they are important.

I do not think there is any question
that we are very intent on doing the
right thing. We also understand that
the process has to have an element of
flexibility and, in that element of flexi-
bility, the Congress of the United
States must work its will. Certainly
that is an important part of any budget
process. The Senator from North Da-
kota has been involved in making
budgetary estimates, as have others,
and has used the Gramm-Rudman ex-
ample as a target by which to argue es-
timates. Let us cast estimates in an
entirely different light from which
they have ever been made before.

We all know that estimates before to
project revenue for a Federal budget,
although I am not arguing that they
were not made with a sense of accu-
racy, did not necessarily have to be ac-
curate because they always knew that
there was an open end in that process.
If you missed the estimate, you bor-
rowed. If you missed the estimate,
there was not a drop dead or a very se-
vere process that would be difficult to
get by in the end. So as best you could
guess, you guessed your best.

We also know that State legislatures,
even in States as large as California,
which has an economy one-sixth of the
Nation, because of the nature of their
requirements, become very, very accu-
rate in making estimates. How accu-
rate? Within a couple of percentage
points? Is that so dramatic as to say, if
you cannot make that—well, we had
one Senator on the floor a few mo-
ments ago saying, my goodness that is
a huge amount. My guess is that is
pretty accurate, and I do believe that
we have enough smart people around
here doing econometric modeling to
figure out how to get about that close,
considering all things. But, recognizing
that, we also understand that you can-
not be totally perfect, and the Amer-
ican people know that when you are
guessing in terms of $1 trillion plus. We
grant within this amendment the kind
of flexibility to do so.

But the flexibility is tough. Why? We
do not want the Senator who says 2
percent is difficult to come to the floor
and say, aw, but look at the gaping
loophole; such a gaping loophole Sen-
ators will jump through it and a bal-
anced budget will never be achieved
and, therefore, the Constitution is
being used only as a political surrogate
to a problem that just takes Senators
voting tough votes.

We want to make sure that it is a
real amendment, that it works in real
ways, and that it does force a Senate
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and a House to respond in sincere and
politically honest ways to produce a
balanced budget.

For years, as I worked to craft this
amendment and worked with my col-
league from Illinois and other Senators
and Members of the House, there was a
very conservative side of me that said
we had to put in this amendment an
absolute formula to devise so that Con-
gress could only raise revenue by a cer-
tain amount on an annual basis based
on a percentage of the gross domestic
product. We had to be tough because
you could not trust the Congress; they
would just go out and raise taxes. It
would be easy for them to do and,
therefore, we had to have some form of
tax limitation language in there.

I finally, over the years, decided that
the greatest tax-limiting factor in this
country of ours was the electorate
themselves. They would choose the
Senators or the Congressmen who
failed to respond to their call to be fis-
cally responsible if we could but give
the citizenry the tools by which to
measure, on an accurate basis, whether
in fact that Senator was being fiscally
responsible or not. And I chose to come
with this amendment and to support it.

We heard the Senator from West Vir-
ginia just confirm, in my mind, the
toughness of this issue when he, in
fact, said this is a tough amendment.
Now, he was talking about the three-
fifths vote. In other words, he was talk-
ing about the ability to raise the debt
ceiling. A tough vote. He spent over an
hour explaining how difficult it is to
get that vote. What he tells me and
what I hope he is saying to all who are
listening is that this is a tough amend-
ment; that those of us who have
worked over a decade to craft it, rec-
ognizing that we wanted to make these
kinds of issues tough, may well have
accomplished that. We may well have
put together a process that is doable,
that offers a little flexibility in ex-
traordinary situations but at the same
time truly recognizes that if you pro-
vide the loophole, there is probably 50
plus 1 percent in this body who might
just avoid the tough vote and jump
through the loophole. We did it in
Gramm-Rudman because the loophole
was that, in fact, it was a law and not
a constitutional provision. When the
tough times came, we buckled under.
What we are providing here is a new
environment in which budgeting will
occur. That is why in section 6 we say
that it is the responsibility of the Con-
gress to come forth with that which
will cause us to operate under this new
environment.

I am not saying it is going to be easy.
I am saying it will be tough. It should
be tough because, if it is not tough, we
will continue to do what we have done
because we have never made the tough
decisions around here. That is why the
$4 trillion-plus debt. That is why a $200
billion-plus deficit. That is really what
it is all about.
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How about majority rule? We heard
once again about that today. Let me
tell you, it cannot be a simple major-
ity. The founders of our Constitution
said we will not allow a simple major-
ity to tamper with the Constitution of
this country. What we are saying today
is that our amendment becomes con-
stitutional law. It becomes one of those
inherent rights of the people to be free
of a profligate Government and to be
free of the compounding of debt on the
shoulders of future generations. Now
that becomes a right, a new right in
this country, one that Thomas Jeffer-
son agreed with, one that Alexander
Hamilton agreed with, one that I agree
with, one that the Senator from Illi-
nois agrees with.

S0, do we want a simple majority
just to change it? No, not at all, It is
why we have worked for 10 years using
the constitutional route, and while it
is not ours to fix, it is ours to propose.
It will be 38 States who will decide
whether this becomes the right of the
citizenry, and, therefore, the process
must be tough. It cannot be an easy
walk away if we are going to arrive at
a constitutional amendment that will,
in fact, bring about a balanced budget
with the flexibility to understand that
you can move to fix it and to adjust it
but within a very tough framework
that always keeps us constantly work-
ing to keep the budget in balance. Not
an easy process. Never has been. The
one we are involved in now is not an
easy process. It has become tremen-
dously convoluted. That is why I think
all of us are concerned about it.

For the last day and a half, we have
talked about constitutional language,
we have talked about countercyclical
processes, we have talked about econo-
metric modeling. For just a few mo-
ments, I would like to get away from
that, Mr. President, and talk about
people, because I will bet the average
citizen is sitting out there scratching
their head and saying, ‘“Well, we don't
quite understand what you're saying,
but what we do understand is that the
budget isn’t balanced and it doesn’t
look like Congress is going to balance
it and we've got a President that just
asked for a huge tax increase but his
people don't want to balance the budg-
et, and what is it going to do for me,
average citizen?”

Let me tell you what happens, in my
opinion, to the average citizen in the
small community of Idaho if we fail to
do what we should do and in the proper
form. I remember what happened in the
late seventies and the early eighties
when inflation took off in this country
and this Congress refused to use fiscal
policy to take care of inflation and the
Federal Reserve had to use monetary
policy to take care of inflation. Thou-
sands of Idahoans were out of work. It
was a very real life experience. They
lost their jobs, they lost their life sav-
ings, they lost their families, some of
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them. They lost all they worked for,
and it really was the Congress that
should have been blamed. But the aver-
age citizen out there took it right on
the chin.

I do not care how complicated this
debate is. The bottom line is a govern-
ment that lives within its means, that
does not risk the destruction of an
economy that creates the jobs, that
builds the homes, that puts the food on
the table of the average working men
and women of our country.

Alan Greenspan this morning was in
the national news suggesting that
maybe he had to turn up short-term in-
terest rates just a little bit over the
next little while because inflation just
might be igniting ever so slightly, and
we do not want that to happen.

What he is really saying is I am
going to use monetary policy to guide
this economy again. What he did not
say but is my guess that is in the back
of his mind is that Congress’ fiscal pol-
icy is not working very well.

Now, what does short-term interest
rates do if they go up? Again, they
deny the average citizen in this coun-
try the opportunity to have spending
power to do what? To buy goods and
services for the benefit of families.

So our debate today, as technical as
it may become, as countercyclical or
noncountercyclical as we may argue,
as econometric modeling may or may
not have the type of results that can
and should produce a reasonable reve-
nue projection, or even the very tech-
nical nature of constitutional law, in
the end what this debate is really
about is the right of the average citi-
zen to be free, free of a government
that will constantly move to progres-
sively debt them in a way that they
cannot afford.

This administration, its own agencies
will suggest that the child born today,
in their lifetime, will pay out 82 per-
cent of their gross income in taxation,
and so when we suggest that that may
reduce them to the lifestyle of a Third
World citizen, we are really talking
about a lifestyle that none of this gen-
eration has ever experienced and none
that we would ever want.

Now, I can suggest in closing that
that is a very fundamental part of our
debate. I would hope that Senators as
they listen and as they become in-
volved in this debate over the next
week and as they are concerned about
the technical language of whether the
judiciary is or is not involved and how
they get involved, and whether they
can only make declaratory judgment
or they cannot, or whether we have fig-
ured out the right way to make esti-
mates, many of us believe we have be-
cause this amendment has been 10
years in the crafting. And while we are
willing to be flexible and work with
other Senators because we are not to
suggest that our ideas are the only
ones or are the best, but there are a
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good many Senators here who have
worked with this issue a long time.

After the smoke has cleared, the
question is have we served the citizens
well? Can we proudly stand and say
that we have begun a process that will
produce for this country, for our tax-
payers, for the citizen the unique op-
portunity to be free of a governmental
debt that they as citizens are respon-
sible for in the end.

I believe that is the ultimate debate.
Let us talk jobs and kids and people
and homes and vitality and oppor-
tunity and future. That is just as much
a part of this debate as the very tech-
nical language that all of us are ex-
tremely concerned about today.

I yield back the time.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KERREY). The Senator from Utah is
recognized.

Mr. HATCH. One issue that arises in
terms of the nonjudicial enforcement
of the balanced budget amendment is
whether section 1 of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 41, which mandates that total
outlays for the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed total receipts for that year, im-
plicitly grants to the President author-
ity to impound funds to suspend the
operation of spending measures or to
rescind earmarked funding measures.

This question was raised by the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
in response to some questions of the
distinguished Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr. CONRAD].

I wish to mention just for a few min-
utes some thoughts on this subject.
This contention made by opponents
was echoed by former Solicitor General
Charles Fried, a great friend of mine,
during his appearance at Senator
BYRD's hearing on February 15.

Admittedly, the law of Presidential
impoundment is far from clear. How-
ever, the plain meaning of the struc-
ture of Senate Joint Resolution 41, but-
tressed by its legislative history, indi-
cates that the amendment does not
grant—and I repeat, does not grant—
the President any additional authority
and is in fact intended only to cir-
cumscribe Congress’ taxing, borrowing,
and spending powers.

Specifically, section 1 of Senate
Joint Resolution 41 directs that out-
lays exceed receipts only if three-fifths
of both Houses of Congress vote to so
provide.

The only mention of the President is
in section 3 which requires that the
President submit a balanced budget to
Congress for each fiscal year. This view
is supported by the committee report
and prior floor debates which make it
clear that the amendment grants to
the President no new additional aun-
thority.

Finally, in section 6 of the balanced
budget amendment, it is mandated
that Congress promulgate enforcement
legislation. Now, this is a very strong
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indication that Congress, and not the
President, has the exclusive authority
to establish a mechanism to enforce
the balanced budget amendment which
would resolve a lot of the problems
that Senator BYRD raised here today.

The President's constitutional role
therefore is limited to enforcing that
legislative mechanism which we must
pass for him to enforce. In any event,
impoundment authority is probably ir-
relevant. Although the Supreme Court
has not decided the issue of whether
the President possesses constitu-
tionally inherent Executive impound-
ment authority, it has held that the
President may not impound funds when
Congress mandates that the sums be
spent. And the cases are Kendell versus
United States, ex rel Stokes, State
Highway Commissioner versus Volpe
and National Council of Community
Health Centers, Inc. versus Weinberger.

This implicitly supports the position
that even if the President possesses
only limited impoundment authority,
Congress could protect its constitu-
tional and institutional prerogatives
by promulgating detailed enforcement
legislation pursuant to section 6—and
that is what is going to happen here, as
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
has made so clear on the floor yester-
day and today.

Once passed, such legislation would
trump any conflicting Presidentially
created enforcement procedures such
as impoundment because the President
must enforce any law the Congress cre-
ates.

So I just wanted to spend a few min-
utes on that because it is an important
point. It is one that bothers some
members of the Budget Committee, in-
cluding our own Senator DOMENICI
from New Mexico on our side, and I
think this answers that question about
as well as it can be answered.

This amendment is carefully drafted.
We have come a long way. We have
brought together a maximum of people.
We have a consensus on it. It is the
only one that is likely to pass. And I
guarantee, if this does not pass, it is
only a matter of years until one a lot
more restrictive, with a lot more en-
forcement mechanisms, with much
higher supermajority requirements is
going to pass. This one is tough
enough. This one will do the job. This
one will get us on that glide path to-
wards balancing the budget and, hope-
fully, creating surpluses so we can cut
down on the national debt. Frankly, it
is just something we simply have to do.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Utah for his re-
marks. Let me just underscore his final
comments before I yield to my col-
league from North Dakota, Senator
DORGAN. I heard Senator BROWN the
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other day say if this does not pass,
then we will, before the decade is out
as the situation gets more extreme,
pass a more extreme constitutional
amendment.

I think that is the reality. As my col-
league from Utah knows, I resisted at-
tempts to put some language in here
that is frankly much tougher than this.
I think this is constitutional in nature.
I think it will do the job. But I think
it is designed in such a way that it will
help the country and not harm the
country.

Mr. HATCH. If the Senator will yield
on that point, one of the problems we
have had since I—and a lot of us—have
worked on this Constitutional amend-
ment is that there are a lot of people in
Congress who would like to have a
three-fifths vote requirement not only
for balancing the budget but for in-
creasing taxes.

I agree that would be too restrictive,
although it appeals somewhat to me
when I look at how the country is
going. This amendment is carefully
crafted. It brings together a wide group
of consensus builders. It really will
give us a chance to have some dis-
cipline in the process. It certainly is
better than any statute we could pass.
We have tried statutes in the past.
They have not worked. This will work
without it being so extreme that we
hamper the country. But if we do not
do something like this to put some dis-
cipline into this process, I guarantee
you it is going to be done—when people
get so frightened and so mad out there
and they see this exponential growth of
the deficit and interest against the na-
tional debt.

When that happens, we are going to
have the other side start to take ac-
tion, and we are going to have a much
tougher amendment than this that
could hamstring the country. This
amendment will work.

I want to commend all my colleagues
who have worked on it, particularly
my friends from Illinois and Idaho.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, let me
make one other point that I should
have made to Senator CONRAD earlier
when I talked about countercyclical ef-
fect. I mentioned that those who now
receive the $293 billion in interest are
more likely to save the money than
someone who gets Social Security or
something like that.

What I should also mention is that
we have 17 percent-plus—no one knows
what that plus is—of that interest that
goes to Japan, Great Britain, the Neth-
erlands, Saudi Arabia, and other
places. That does not do anything.
That is roughly $60 billion-plus a year
that is a drain on our economy rather
than a stimulus to our economy.

I am pleased to yield at this point to
my colleague from North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN. He wants how much
time?

Mr. DORGAN. Twenty minutes.
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Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield 20
minutes to my colleague from North
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate very much the courtesy of the
Senator from Illinois.

This is, indeed, an odd group of peo-
ple who have come to the floor of the
Senate to support a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget. If,
as is often the case politically, we di-
vide this Senate into people who are ei-
ther warm-hearted or cold-blooded, I
suppose I fit into the warm-hearted
group. For 14 years I have supported
things that try to help people in this
country, programs that are necessary
and that invest in human potential.
But this debate goes beyond traditional
political lines.

I sat in the chair for a couple of
hours today presiding over the Senate,
and it has been an interesting discus-
sion. We find so often on the floor of
the House or the Senate that what is
said often is not so relevant and prob-
ably often not so important. This is
important.

What has been said by both sides in
this debate has been said in eloquent
ways. I should compliment Senator
SiMoN for his leadership and for his vi-
sion. Let me similarly compliment
Senator BYRD. Everyone in this Cham-
ber knows that Senator BYRD is the au-
thority on the history of the U.S. Sen-
ate. He is a wonderful person. I greatly
respect his opinion.

This has been an interesting debate
to listen to. I have listened with care.

As I said, this is no ordinary debate
because we are not debating a law or a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. We are
debating a proposed change in the U.S.
Constitution.

Not too many years ago I was se-
lected to represent my State at a quite
interesting ceremony at Constitution
Hall celebrating the 200th birthday of
the Constitution. Two hundred years
ago 55 white, largely overweight, men
went into a room in a hot summer in
Philadelphia and wrote a Constitution.
It was a hot Philadelphia summer, and
they had no air conditioning. So they
kept the shades drawn all summer. But
they wrote this Constitution.

Two hundred years later we cele-
brated the Constitution’s 200th birth-
day, and 556 of us were selected to go
into this same room. It was men,
women, minorities. It was a wonderful
group of 55. I was privileged to be
among them.

George Washington's chair still sits
at the front of the room. It is where
George Washington presided. Madison
was there in that room. Franklin was
there. So were the other great Ameri-
cans who created the grounding of our
democratic society, which we call the
Constitution.
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We now discuss changing the Con-
stitution. It is not the first time we
have discussed that. We have changed
it many times, in most cases not on a
whim but after thoughtful debate.

There have been thousands of propos-
als to change it. But the Constitution
is a sacred document, Wise men wrote
it. And in it they set out the three
branches of our Government, distrib-
uted the powers among the branches,
and created a mechanism to protect
the liberties and freedoms of our peo-
ple.

It is a misunderstood document. I
have had constituents who have asked
me to do something and propose some-
thing. You say that would clearly vio-
late the Constitution. They say, "I
don’t care what the Constitution says.
Pass a law.” Well, obviously, the Con-
stitution governs.

But I do not think anyone here mis-
understands the importance of this de-
bate. I have been very reluctant in the
years I have served in Congress to join
those who want to change the Con-
stitution. People want to change it
with respect to abortion. I have not
been willing to cosponsor or join them.
People want it changed to allow prayer
in school. I have declined. I have cho-
sen not to join them. Others wanted to
change it because some scruffy little
guy burns an American flag. They
wanted to change the Constitution to
prevent flag burning. I declined. I did
not think that was what we ought to
do.

I have not been very likely to sup-
port those who want to change our
Constitution.

The proposed change today is about
economic policy. The proposed amend-
ment before us suggests that we should
require our Government's receipts and
expenditures to be in balance.

Why have we come to this point?
Why is a constitutional amendment on
balancing the budget offered today? It
is because this country is now awash in
a sea of red ink. In the last decade-and-
a-half especially, we have seen a tidal
wave of deficit spending, and a substan-
tial increase in the Federal debt. We
now have about a $4.4 trillion debt.

I do not know what $1 trillion is. I do
not reckon any of my constituents
know what is a trillion dollars is.

I could describe it, of course, but it is
a $4.4 trillion debt. We have, up until
the last year or so, been spending a bil-
lion dollars a day that we do not have;
every day we spend $1 billion more
than we take in. We spend our kids’
money and their kids' money; we spend
it and add it to the debt.

Some say, ‘“Well, the debt is what we
owe to ourselves. So it is not all that
important. It is not growing at an
alarming rate.” Well, of course, it is. It
is $4.4 trillion now; 14 years ago, it was
less than $1 trillion; 10 years from now,
it will be $8 trillion. This is not a prob-
lem? Look at the figures to understand
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how serious a problem this is for the
future of this country.

There is a lot of cynicism about the
institution of Congress. Some of it is
fed by all of the news magazine shows
and other folks who want to make a
dollar by creating cynicism about our
institutions. Some of the cynicism is
very real. Some of that cynicism is di-
rected at an institution that people
think cannot manage our affairs very
well. It spends money it does not have.
It saddles this country with a mort-
gage it should not have, and it mort-
gages our children's future.

The question is what do we do about
it? We have tried in many different
ways with different devices to balance
the budget. But we have not succeeded.
Entitlement programs grow. They
mushroom. We have tried dozens of dif-
ferent things.

A year ago, we decided with a one-
vote majority here to take tough medi-
cine in the President's economic pro-
gram. I supported that. There were tax
increases we do not like and spending
cuts nobody liked. But the fact is that
it was $500 billion of medicine that was
necessary. But it was not enough.

Look at the numbers. Let me just
show my colleagues the numbers. The
numbers show that in the year 2004, the
total public debt will be almost $8 tril-
lion—an $8 trillion debt.

Things look pretty good in 1995 and
1996, as a result of the deficit reduction
bill. But what happens beginning in
1997 and every single year from then
on? The deficit continues to increase.

And even then it does not look awful
because the money collected from So-
cial Security taxes is used to offset the
deficit. But, of course, that is dishonest
and we cannot do that. We cannot do it
in the long term and we should not do
it in the short term. No one should
doubt that this is a crisis. The question
is what do we do about it?

Several weeks ago, I spoke on this
floor about economists and ‘‘augurs.”
We have heard debate about the eco-
nomic projections the dire con-
sequences of what would happen if we
pass this, or the consequences if we do
not pass that. I talked about econo-
mists a few weeks ago.

In the year before we went into the
last recession, in 1990, 35 of the 40 lead-
ing economists predicted that we would
continue to see 12 months of economic
growth in the next year. Of course, the
next year we saw a recession. But 35 of
the 40 leading economists had predicted
the next year would be a year of steady
economic growth. Most of the leading
economists were wrong.

So I spoke about augury. In Roman
times, the Romans would read the en-
trails of cattle and view the flights of
birds in order to project the future. I
wondered whether that was so different
from what we do now.

But no one—not the best economists
in this country, and certainly noi the



February 23, 1994

folks back home who work every day—
misunderstands the consequences of
this debt and the difficulty it poses for
our country’s future.

If somebody asked me to spend $500
billion that we do not have in the next
12 months and said, with that, cancer
would be cured, I would say fine. That
would not bother me a bit. It would be
the best investment we ever made. Let
us do it.

But that is not what this deficit is
about. This deficit is not about invest-
ments that yield enormous rewards.
This is an operating budget deficit of,
year after year after year, close to a
billion dollars a day.

Some have raised some concerns
about this balanced budget amendment
proposal. I have some concerns about it
too. In fact, I am going to offer an
amendment, which was discussed on
the floor recently, to exempt the So-
cial Security trust funds from the bal-
anced budget amendment's calcula-
tions. We should not, under any condi-
tion and in any case, use Social Secu-
rity revenues to reduce the Federal def-
icit. Let me explain a bit what I mean
by that.

When American workers pay their
Social Security taxes, it is not vol-
untary, it is mandatory. We say if you
earn a dollar, then part of that dollar
must go into the Social Security Trust
Fund. But this particular tax will only
go to the trust fund.

That is a covenant we have with peo-
ple we tax. It is not a choice. We do not
decide when we get the money to put it
here or there. Putting this money in
the Social Security trust fund is a re-
quirement. It is a law.

But what are we doing now? We say
now and have said for years that we
will tax you and put it in a trust fund
and use it in our charts to show that
the deficit is reduced, because we col-
lect more in Social Security than we
need.

I was part of the group in 1983 that
wrote the Social Security reform legis-
lation in the House Ways and Means
Committee. It was tough medicine. We
increased Social Security taxes. We in-
creased the age from 65 to 67 in the
outyears. We got rid of a number of dif-
ferent kinds of benefits for survivors.

We did all that for a very specific
reason. We knew that when the biggest
baby crop in this country’s history
reached retirement age, we were going
to have trouble. We needed to save
money for that date. We started delib-
erately creating surpluses in the Social
Security Fund. This year, the surplus
is going to be around $66 billion, close
to $70 billion.

But if you look at the back of all of
these budget books describing the
economy, and if you look at the detail
of this balanced budget amendment,
where the deficit is computed, the So-
cial Security revenues are used to re-
duce the operating budget deficits.
That is wrong.
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I am going to offer an amendment to
correct that. I do not know whether it
will be accepted. But nobody, in my
judgment, can stand on the floor of
this Senate and defend this practice. It
simply is not defensible.

If we are going to put this away and
save it for the future, as we must and
should, let us do it. We should not tell
people we are taking it out of your
paychecks and putting it in a trust
fund, and not mention that, by the
way, we'll use it to show a reduced
budget deficit. Under this scheme, you
could conceivably have an operating
budget deficit of $200 billion in a year
and have a surplus in the Social Secu-
rity System of receipts over expendi-
tures of $200 billion and have a bal-
anced budget. Under these current
computations, this proposed constitu-
tional amendment would balance the
budget. We would say we are just fine,
perfectly balanced; we would be at
zero, supposedly, and no action would
be necessary.

But that is not the case.

Whenever we collect Social Security,
deliberately creating a surplus for the
future, we must, in fact, start saving
that for the future. This balanced
budget amendment proposal does not
do that. So I am going to offer an
amendment to try to change this.

Yes, the supermajorities the amend-
ment would require are troublesome to
me. But the fact is, if you do not have
that, you do not have an enforceable
situation with respect to the balanced
budget.

The issue of involvement by the
courts is troublesome, as well. But
many States have constitutional provi-
sions that require balanced budgets. I
do not know of a wave of State courts
being involved in the fiscal affairs of
the States. I might be wrong. I would
like to hear from my colleagues if that
is the case.

At the State level, where you have a
State constitutional requirement for a
balanced budget, the State courts gen-
erally have not been involved in the
fiscal policies of the States as a result.
Why should we expect massive court
involvement at the Federal level? I
would enjoy hearing my colleague re-
spond.

I am happy to yield.

Mr. SIMON. My colleague is abso-
lately on target. The cases are very
rare. There have been a few, but they
are rare indeed. So the combination of
that experience, plus the other amend-
ment should really preclude any prob-
lem along this line.

Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate the com-
ment.

This proposal is not new. The States
have it in their constitutions. Presum-
ably, if there will be a real mess as a
result of this proposal, the State courts
will have already demonstrated that
kind of a mess.

But the other point made is that this
proposal is countercyclical in the
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Keynesian sense. Keynes was an econo-
mist who believed that the Govern-
ment, through its spending patterns,
can really affect our economy. When
things slow down, we can have massive
Government investment to speed them
up.
I studied Keynes. I even taught
Keynes in college a bit. And no one can
convince me that anybody in the his-
tory of humankind has ever been more
Keynesian than this country has been
lately. Can you be more Keynesian or
stimulative than $300 billion deficits? I
doubt it. We had what you would call a
gigantic Keynesian countercyclical
stimulus as we moved into the reces-
sion.

But of course nobody has repealed
the business cycle. Nobody ever will. I
do not demean the argument made by
this amendment’s sponsors that we
need the opportunity to use fiscal pol-
icy at the Federal level, compliment-
ing monetary policy, to respond to the
business cycle. Clearly we do.

But I just say that if one holds out
the hope of some countercyclical
Keynesian stimulus as the method by
which we will improve our economy,
we have demonstrated the absurdity of
that in recent years.

What will really improve our econ-
omy, I am convinced, is for us to dem-
onstrate to all the folks out there who
rely on this Government, to the folks
that run this Government, that we can
exercise some discipline in what we
spend and what we raise, and we can
balance our books.

My colleague from North Dakota,
Senator CONRAD, echoed my sentiment.
I do not believe the budget has to be
balanced every year, but I believe over
time it must be balanced. And I think
there was some testimony before your
committee, Senator SIMON, which I
heard you mention yesterday, in which
some suggested that there are times
when we should have a surplus of 1 or
2 percent.

There are times when your economy
is moving along at a pretty healthy
clip, you have good economic growth,
fundamentals are sound. One would ex-
pect in those periods that one would be
able to accumulate a little reserve so
you could use that reserve for counter-
cyclical investment, when the business
cycle begins to turn the other way. As
I said, we cannot repel the business
cycle. Nobody is going to repel the
business cycle. We had a business cycle
before we had the income tax.

The fact is, we need to be available to
use the devices at our disposal to re-
spond to a recession. But the best thing
we can do for our country, I am con-
vinced, is to get our fundamentals in
order.

Let me compliment this President.
He has done a whole lot more than the
other two. The other two always
claimed they were for a balanced budg-
et. But they didn't do what this Presi-
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dent proposed and this Congress did.
We took tough medicine last year to
try to ratchet down the deficit, and we
have. But the deficit will grow again.

So let me just read a few of the ad-
ministration’s projections about our
economic future. This is page 249 of the
summary tables of the President's
budget. The on-budget surplus or on-
budget deficit are both on this table.
And on-budget means that you take
the Social Security surplus out of the
number, because Social Security is now
legally off budget, although you
wouldn't know it from the numbers the
administration and other people throw
around.

The on-budget deficit for fiscal year
1995 will be $225 billion. That is rel-
atively good news. If last year's bad
news was $350 billion, $225 billion is
better. But in 1996, it will go to $236 bil-
lion; in 1998, it will go to $279 billion; in
1999, to $278 billion.

Even with the Social Security reve-
nues used to reduce the deficit in the
year 2004, the deficit will be $365 bil-
lion. Our total accumulated debt will
be close to $8 trillion.

One can make a case for doing noth-
ing, I suppose. But in my judgment
that would be irresponsible. The ques-
tion is not whether we do something.
The question is what.

We can monkey around with all
kinds of devices or we can have a de-
bate here, as we are, about changing
the Constitution.

Senator BYRD was absolutely correct
when he said changing the Constitu-
tion will not balance the budget. Let us
assume it is voted on here tomorrow
and in the House tomorrow night and it
goes out as ratified. It will not change
by 1 cent the budget deficit, until and
unless men and women take actions to
respond to the constitutional require-
ment.

We will need to consider a range of
options, some of which are probably
easy to do. But some of them will be
agonizing and tough. They will
confront us with some of the most dif-
ficult decisions that American society
has had to confront, in its democratic
way, through the Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask the Senator for 3
additional minutes.

Mr. SIMON. I yield 3 additional min-
utes to the Senator.

Mr. DORGAN. There are going to be
many arguments proposed both for and
against this constitutional amendment
in the days ahead.

I am a cosponsor of the amendment
and I am very likely to vote for the
amendment.

I want to offer a change, as I said. I
want to see the change the Senator is
talking about offering to his own
amendment. But I do not think we
have the luxury of continuing to do
what we have done for the last decade.
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We will hear a lot of fancy argu-
ments. But there is one timeless truth
that existed in this Chamber before
this debate started and will exist after
it is over. That timeless truth is you
cannot forever spend money you do not
have. You cannot forever spend re-
sources that honestly are your chil-
dren’s.

We must somehow confront this
problem. The Senator from Illinois
serves rather than betrays us by bring-
ing this issue to the floor of the Senate
now. None of us would prefer to deal
with it. The easiest approach, I sup-
pose, is to say; ‘‘Well, gee, this is a
tough issue. Let's postpone it.”” But I
am not interested in postponing these
issues until we have an $8 trillion debt.

1 put to bed every night a young boy
and a young girl and tell them a story.
I want that story to have wonderful
messages of hope and inspiration in it.
But, one piece of hope and inspiration
they may not yet understand because
they are too young would be if I could
tell my young son and young daughter
that we have done the things that are
necessary to make their future bright.
I want to be able to give them some no-
tion that in the years ahead this coun-
try will be a strong country, moving
ahead with economic expansion, pro-
viding jobs and opportunity and hope
to families again.

Instead, our country has a mess of
trouble. It is a wonderful place. But to
make it as good as it can be is going to
require all the leadership we can mus-
ter to make these kinds of tough deci-
sions.

I wanted to say a few things about
the constitutional amendment today.
And I would say to Senator SIiMON I
think he has served the interest of this
institution and this country by raising
these questions.

I would also say to those on the other
side of the aisle who joined him, and
colleagues of mine who have joined
him, that this is a debate that has been
too long postponed, and I hope will re-
sult in satisfactory answers for all of
us and good progress for our country's
future.

1 yield back the remainder of my
time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from North Dakota for
his common sense and his wisdom.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
President pro tempore is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 30
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Ohio [Mr. GLENN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague from West
Virginia.

Mr. President, this is a most impor-
tant debate. As the Senate begins to
debate a constitutional amendment to
require a balanced budget, I am sure
that we are not going to hear many
voices in support of increased spending
and spiraling deficits. It is very attrac-
tive, to vote for a balanced budget and
that proposes to take care of our prob-
lems. It forces us into doing something
that we might not otherwise do. It re-
flects the fact that all of us here have
grown so frustrated over the years with
deficit spending, deficit spending that
just seems all too intractable.

Over the past decade, Democrats and
Republicans have pointed fingers at
each other. We pointed fingers at the
White House, the White House has
blamed Congress, the Congress blamed
everybody. While everyone argued, the
national debt has soared out of control.

What led us into this? We had basi-
cally a 12-year experiment with supply-
side economics, and the answer to the
experiment is that it did not work.
During that time our national debt
quadrupled from $1 trillion to over $4
trillion. It led us into deficits and defi-
cit spending beyond anything that we
ever thought possible and into more
debt than we ever thought possible for
this country.

Without arguing the merits of Laffer
curves and supply-side economics, we
looked for what some saw as gimmicks.
We were in gridlock, and many reached
out for simple solutions to what are
very difficalt problems. And they are
difficult problems. They are tough. We
looked at and tried what some saw as
gimmicks and others called tough med-
icine. We are going to show our merit
around here. We tried measures like
Gramm-Rudman. We considered line-
item vetoes and a balanced budget
amendment. They all fit in the same
category of things that reflect the
gridlock we got into and the concern
that we had about this ever-spiraling
Federal deficit.

Our approach to budgeting has been
to say: Look, Ma, no hands. We will put
ourselves on some sort of automatic
track and that will take care of it. It
reflects a deep frustration that has
caused many of us to consider this kind
of approach more and more seriously
over the years; the balanced budget ap-
proach. It is not unattractive. It is a
forcing mechanism. I compliment my
distinguished colleague from Illinois
for bringing this forward because he is
just as concerned as anybody in this
body about the fact that we cannot go
on into the future, mortgaging the fu-
ture of our grandchildren, as he point-
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ed out so eloquently in our Democratic
conference yesterday.

We know that the real solution—
rather than trying to put us into some
sort of legislative solution—the real so-
lution starts with responsible leader-
ship making hard choices and casting
tough votes.

In an attempt to force responsible
leadership, back some years ago I au-
thored legislation—it was twice passed
by the Senate—that would have forced
the President to submit a balanced
budget to Congress and if he did not, to
explain why. In that legislation, we
went back to the 1921 legislation, the
Budget and Accounting Act, where the
President submits a budget and if it is
out of balance, the President will sug-
gest to Congress, and the words were,
‘‘appropriate action.”” And appropriate
action was taken to mean new taxes,
loans, or other.

In other words, it required the Presi-
dent to make recommendations regard-
ing new taxes, loans, or other—as the
way they defined appropriate action—
to meet projected deficits if an unbal-
anced budget was submitted. This sec-
tion was restated in the 1982 recodifica-
tion of title 31 of the United States
Code and the specific references to new
taxes and loans were removed. That is
why I subsequently offered legislation
explicitly requiring that the President
submit a balanced budget and, if not,
explain why. It was my hope that this
would force the kind of responsible
leadership necessary to end budget
gridlock.

Mr. President, although my provision
was passed twice by the Senate, it was
not enacted into law. We debated it on
the floor. I had a lot of support for it.
It was passed. It was not just passed
with some kind of unanimous consent.
It was considered very thoroughly on
the floor, and we passed it. I felt that
that kind of leadership was necessary
to do something about the deficit. I
was proud of that.

While it has been sometimes tempt-
ing in the past to consider a balanced
budget amendment, we have to view it
in light of today and the current cir-
cumstances in which we find ourselves.
What are those current circumstances?

Last year, we saw the inauguration
of a new administration committed to
reducing our budget deficit. In its first
year, the administration proposed and
the Congress passed the largest deficit
reduction bill in the history of this
country. Last year’s bill will reduce
the deficit by $504.8 billion over 5
years. We have seen the deficit esti-
mates drop by 40 percent from a pro-
jected $302 to $176 billion. The deficit is
projected to decline for the next 3 con-
secutive years, something that has not
happened in over 40 years, since the
days of Harry Truman—40 years. We
are now heading in the right direction.

The President's budget proposal for
this year calls for cuts in more than 300

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

programs; 115 programs are targeted
for elimination. For the first time
since 1969, discretionary spending will
actually decline.

Secretary of the Treasury Lloyd
Bentsen, our former colleague in the
Senate, former chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee said, ““There is a lot
of pain in it, a lot of blood on the
floor,” and he was right.

I, for one, think there can be even
more blood on the floor, but now it is
up to us in Congress to spill that blood
to make sure that we keep this trend
going.

At last we are putting the days of
budget gridlock behind us. The Presi-
dent has led the way and the Congress
is making the cuts that need to be
made. OQur economy is starting to re-
cover; housing starts are up; industrial
production is up; unemployment is
going down.

We had testimony just a couple of
days ago from the Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, Alan Green-
span, in which he said he cannot recall
as good an underlying base for the
long-term outlook than we have today.

Just when we are stepping out of the
straitjacket of gridlock, just as we are
beginning to head in the right direc-
tion, we are being asked to step right
back into another straitjacket: the bal-
anced budget amendment.

I think this takes us back to an ear-
lier day. It is a vestige of the days of
finger pointing and inaction; it is a day
when I, too, shared the frustration of
gridlock that forced us in desperation
to look for mechanical means of lead-
ership. But I believe we have passed the
time when that would be an appro-
priate solution. I believe that kind of
activity has no place in today's consid-
eration of what is best for us.

Make no mistake about it, just the
idea, the concept of saying we want a
balanced budget amendment that is
going to force us into something is
very attractive—very attractive.

We do have to cut Government. I am
chairman of the Senate Governmental
Affairs Committee. We had hearings
today on H.R. 3400, the House bill that
starts for the first time to reinvent
Government, as Vice President GORE
has put it. We had a hearing this morn-
ing on that bill, which I chaired. We
had Mr. Charles Bowsher, Comptroller
General of the General Accounting Of-
fice, and Ms. Alice Rivlin, who is Dep-
uty Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget. One of the things we
considered this morning is how we go
about reducing the number of Govern-
ment employees by 252,000 over a 5-year
period.

We are getting into this in depth and
considering some major measures on
how we are going to control Govern-
ment spending.

As to the cutting down of employees
by 252,000, just to give an example and
expand on that just a little bit, the
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Government ratio of managers to em-
ployees is about 1 to 7. In most private
industries, that ratio is about 1 to 12 or
1 to 15. In labor-intensive industries, it
is probably about 1 to 20. We want to
cut out some of this middle manage-
ment bloat that has occurred in Gov-
ernment, the GS-13's, 14's, and 15's.

Will that alone solve the deficit? No,
it will not, but it is indicative that we
are, in fact, not just nibbling around
the edges of this thing; we are taking
substantive action to get the budget
under control. It is going to take some
time and we must, we simply must,
stop this deficit dead in its tracks.

I think we have the chance to do
that, and let us do it right, not in a
way that will place Government in a
straitjacket, eliminating our ability to
respond to, for instance, economic cy-
clical downturns, eliminating our abil-
ity to react to national crises, to make
rational budget choices, and to ade-
quately prepare for military threats.
And inserting instead courts and end-
less litigation into the budget process.

I think it is very important to re-
member how important our national
budget is and what a broad impact it
has on our general economy.

Many have reminded us that most of
the States are required to balance their
budgets. They say, ‘‘If the States can
do it, why can’'t the Federal Govern-
ment do it?”

Let us be clear about exactly what
the States do. Most States, typically,
have separate budgets for operating
and capital expenses. So it is not the
same thing as the Federal Government.
Requirements for balanced budgets
apply only to their operating budget.
Many State investments made in
roads, in bridges, and school construc-
tion can be financed through bonds or
other borrowing measures, and does
not count as it does in the Federal ac-
counting process. In fact, State debt
actually rose to a record high of $372
billion at the end of fiscal year 1992.

Our national budget does have a
broad impact on our general economy,
and our economic policies have had a
favorable impact on the boom and bust
cycles of an unregulated economy. This
Nation once was at the mercy of dev-
astating economic disasters. Look back
through history. Just pick up the ency-
clopedia, pick up the World Book, as I
did in my office a little while ago, and
look at it. I saw a chart that shows the
panic of 1873, the panic of 1893, the
panic of 1907. I can well remember the
catastrophe of the Great Depression. I
was a boy during those days of the
early 1930's, and I remember when we
had to go out and plant a bigger garden
so we could take care of not only our-
selves but some of the other people in
our small town of New Concord, OH,
where I grew up.

I remember those days of the Great
Depression very well. I remember my
parents talking once about whether we
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were going to lose our home or not.
New Government policies were put in
to help with refinancing mortgages. I
was part of that, and I was old enough
that I remember some of those things
to this very day. Federal economic
policies have often relieved the suffer-
ing of a downturn in the economic
cycle.

Now, if you look at that same chart
I referred to just a moment ago, in the
World Book, from the days of the Great
Depression, when new economic poli-
cies were instituted, have we had reces-
sions? Have we had dips? Yes, we have
had dips but nothing that even ap-
proached those days of that Great De-
pression that started in 1929 and ran for
nearly a 10-year period. Movies, such as
*“The Grapes of Wrath,” have depicted
what really happened back in that time
period. Federal economic policies have
often relieved the suffering of the eco-
nomic cycle.

Under the proposed amendment, in
times of economic downturn our econ-
omy would in effect, be placed on auto-
pilot. The economic downturn would
cause an unpredictable hemorrhage of
revenues. Tax increases and. massive
spending cuts would be forced at just
the time a fragile economy could not
sustain them. That is just what turned
a recession into the Great Depression
of the 1930's. Policies instituted back
at that time helped to bring us out of
that depression as well as World War
II, of course. But since that time, we
have had policies that were counter-
cyclical, that operated to stimulate the
economy just at times when needed.
Not to put in tax increases and massive
spending cuts at a time when the econ-
omy would not be able to react.

Because three-fifths of the Senate
would be needed to suspend this
amendment, a minority of legislators,
40.1 percent of legislators, would decide
the fate of all Americans during these
times, during times when we might
want an economic stimulus. That is
less than a majority, obviously. I think
we should be deciding these things not
by requiring a supermajority, but I
think a majority will of the people
should be expressed.

The judicial consequences of the
amendment have brought together an
unexpected alliance of legal scholars
who have linked arms in opposition to
the amendment. Liberals such as Ar-
chibald Cox, Laurence Tribe, and over
on the other side, conservatives such as
Robert Bork and Charles Fried, all
think, to quote Robert Bork, that it is
a serious mistake.

Why? Because as the executive and
legislative branches throw up their
arms and say, in effect, look, no hands;
we can just put this on autopilot, the
courts then will be forced to come into
the process. The courts will be forced
to determine compliance with the
amendment if it is brought into the
courts, which it undoubtedly would be.
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If we pass this amendment, we better
appropriate money for accountants at
the Supreme Court because I think
they are likely to need it. Every inter-
est group that is unhappy with a cut
that is being proposed will file suit and
say that Congress is not complying
with the amendment. This sounds like
a lawyer’s dream, I guess.

If Congress and the Executive should
fail to comply, what next? What is the
next step? Will unelected judges then
mandate tax increases or budget cuts?

The amendment says that Congress
can at some future time enact enforce-
ment legislate to iron out some of
these questions. But I must say I would
feel much more comfortable about
amending the Constitution if some of
these questions were answered now,
not at some later date.

Would the same minority of legisla-
tors decide the fate of Ohioans hit by a
natural disaster or the people of Cali-
fornia or Hurricane Hugo down along
the east coast? Would we be locked
into a straitjacket there? Over the
years tornadoes and floods have rav-
aged parts of Ohio. The Federal Gov-
ernment has come to our aid, as we do
for other States when they have a
problem.

But with the amendment in place,
legislators who have never even been to
Ohio would suddenly have veto power
over Government compassion. “Tough
luck. You are on your own, Ohio. You
did not give us any notice. You were
struck by a tornado but we did not in-
clude any relief in the budget. We
would like a little warning next time,
or have your disaster early in the year
when there is relief money available."

That would be the kind of thing we
have the potential of stepping into
with this kind of straitjacket, it seems
to me. We turn over the hourglass and
frantically begin hopping around try-
ing to figure out what to do next and,
like Houdini, the Congress has always
been very good at finding its way out
of these things, creating some smoke
and mirrors, the same things that
made a mockery out of Gramm-Rud-
man. And that is what America thinks
Congress will do also.

A Wall Street Journal-NBC poll
showed that 77 percent of Americans
think that a balanced budget amend-
ment would not produce a balanced
budget. They think that Congress will
spend more time trying to get out of
the amendment’s requirements than
trying to comply with it. And you
know, they might be right. They know
that the real solution lies in respon-
sible leadership and in tough action.

Let us say Congress earnestly seeks
to comply with the amendment. The
timer goes off and away we go. The
race begins. Congress has until 2001 to
come up with $600 billion, give or take
$100 billion, given the way budget esti-
mates can vary, and it does not matter
what may happen in the meantime,
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what emergencies may arise, what
threats we may face overseas, what our
national priorities may be. In the proc-
ess I fear that the historic health care
initiatives might be one of those things
that would get trampled.

The Clinton administration has
worked very hard to come up with sav-
ings to finance health care reform, and
I expect these savings will be the first
thing grabbed up in the wake of this
amendment. I hope we do not do this,
because with them will go the hopes of
millions of Americans who thought for
the first time they and their families
would have access to basic health care
that they could rely on for the future.

(Mr. CONRAD assumed the chair.)

Mr. GLENN. There is another area
that I have some very serious concerns
about, very serious concerns, and that
is doubts about whether our national
defense might become victim to this
frantic race.

The amendment has a military con-
flict waiver which is extremely impor-
tant, but I do fear that this may not go
far enough. What happens if America
faces a military threat—not a conflict,
a military threat? Will we be able to
gear our forces up from the confines of
a straitjacket?

We have a very interesting cycle that
has gone on in this country ever since
the days of the Spanish-American War.
It is interesting to look at. It shows
that on an average there is a 17-year
cycle in which we have a buildup and
builddown of our military forces. Ever
since the days of the Spanish-American
War we buildup, builddown, buildup,
builddown.

Every time we have been so optimis-
tic that peace has broken out and we
can relax we have cut back on our mili-
tary forces. Later we have turned right
around and built up again on this 17-
year cycle.

This cycle depicted on a chart is in-
teresting to look at. Someone brought
it to my attention one day, and I have
made copies of it and have passed it
out to a lot of people. Every 17 years
we decide the world is safe, we can cut
back on our military and then some-
thing happens that makes us recon-
sider and we begin building up again to
prepare for this new threat.

Military readiness is not something
that just happens overnight. We cannot
wait for a declaration of war to start
building up. It does not work that way.
You cannot produce the equipment
that fast. You cannot train the people
that fast. This concerns me very much
because we are in the process of reduc-
ing our military personnel down to 1.6
million by the end of next year; our ac-
tive duty forces. And it is now proposed
that we take it on down even lower
than that.

I think our worldwide commitments
are beginning to outstrip our military
ability to back up those commitments.
Congress is charged in the Constitution
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with the awesome responsibility of pro-
viding for the common defense. Today
we are debating an amendment to the
Constitution which I fear may not
allow Congress to live up to that re-
sponsibility. There are trouble spots
throughout the world that could erupt
at any time. We have seen that over
and over.

Not only that, what will our allies as
well as our adversaries think if they
know that we have no ability to rise to
the occasion? I do not think our NATO
partners would view us as being that
reliable if we have locked ourselves
into no spending on military matters
unless we have some sort of an emer-
gency, that we cannot be prepared un-
less some eminent or actual conflict is
going on.

The States may balance their budg-
ets but one of the fundamental dif-
ferences between the States and the
Federal Government is providing for
the common defense. States are not
constitutionally required to raise and
support armies or provide and main-
tain a Navy.

What are the possible effects of this
amendment on State and local govern-
ments?

1 have been working hard to reverse
the recent trend of unfunded Federal
mandates. We place many require-
ments on the States to do things and
we share the expenses. But trying to
take care of this problem will be vir-
tually impossible if we pass this. We
look to the Governors of the States
who are so concerned about this, and
the State legislatures, and it seems to
me it is going to be a much tougher
fight to take care of some of those un-
funded mandates if this amendment is
in place. Legislators will seek to carry
out their agendas through mandates
and regulations on State and local gov-
ernments, and nobody can afford that.

Mr. President, if we want a balanced
budget amendment that requires cuts—
that is what this would do, it would re-
quire cuts—I would suggest that it
would be better to figure out what
those cuts would be, make a list of the
cuts, and figure out what areas we are
going to cut. Are we going to cut in
crime prevention, farm supports, or So-
cial Security, or health, or education,
training, employment, emergency
spending, unemployment compensa-
tion, Medicare, Medicaid, Federal de-
posit insurance, international obliga-
tions, national security?

Are we going to cut what we can do
overseas with regard to Somalia,
Bosnia? These are not declared wars.
What are we going to do in these areas?

What if something erupts one of
these days where there are hundreds of
thousands of people who are in danger
or actually dying now in Angola, or
Chad? What if something breaks in
North Korea? Should we be prepared?
Are we going to cut in these areas?

If this is what we are to do, if we are
going to lock ourselves in a straight-
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jacket, then we are going to force our-
selves to cut in some of these areas.
Let us describe right now, ahead of
time, what the cuts will be and where
they come from. Let us total up the
dollars, and maybe we do not even need
a balanced budget amendment. We can
start voting these things one at a time
and see if they are acceptable rather
than placing ourselves in that kind of a
straightjacket.

Mr. President, I think the Cincinnati
Post said it all in a recent editorial:

Despite its superficial appeal, a balanced
budget amendment would exacerbate distor-
tions already present in the political system
without curing the Federal Government of
over commitment. For that the only anti-
dote is political will.

They are right. Mr. President, it is
time we stopped debating these me-
chanical fixes. Let us put the days of
gridlock behind us and get to work.
The President has sent us a budget
that continues the fight. Last summer
we all debated whether we would vote
for the reconciliation bill that made
some very tough cuts. Those were hard
votes. We got the whole thing started.
And the President is continuing it with
this year’'s budget.

The last time we debated the bal-
anced budget amendment we were on
the wrong track with deficits going
steadily uphill. Now we have made a
new start, and the President has sent
us a budget that reduces spending; we
can reduce it more. It cuts some pro-
grams; we can cut a whole lot more. We
do not need constitutional cover to
make the tough choices.

I think those tough choices are what
we were sent here to do. We have a
good start. Let us finish the job.

I regret very much that I must op-
pose the balanced budget amendment.

Mr. President, I ask for 2 more min-
utes please.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 2
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I would
also ask unanimous consent that edi-
torials, one from the Cincinnati Post,
one from the Cleveland Plain Dealer,
three from the Washington Post, and
one that appeared in the Wall Street
Journal on October 28, 1993, called
“Congress v. The Framers and Rea-
son,” be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Cincinnati Post, Feb. 16, 1994]

No WAY To CURE A DEFICIT

In a scant half-page, an impressive collec-
tion of the nation's top legal scholars sum up
the case against the Balanced Budget
Amendment to the Constitution. From Law-
rence Tribe and Archibald Cox on the left to
Robert Bork and Charles Fried on the right,
the 17 jurists blast the amendment—due to
be debated in the Senate next week—as “‘a
serious mistake."
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We agree—for most of the reasons the
scholars recite in their letter to Sen. Robert
Byrd, D-W.Va., an amendment opponent. The
first reason, though—that outlawing deficits
would *“deprive Congress and the President
of needed flexibility—we would put dif-
ferently. The amendment pretends to deprive
Congress of needed flexibility, while actually
changing little since by a mere three-fifths
vote Congress could authorize the same defi-
cit spending it has opted for every year since
1969.

Either Congress would openly vote to cir-
cumvent the ban on new borrowing or it
would use unrealistic budget assumptions
and balance the budget only on paper, Who
would punish it? One possibility, the schol-
ars note, is that the federal courts would
step in, inappropriately called on to settle
intractable budget choices by judicial fiat.

Yet another form of false compliance the
letter cites is passing the buck. The amend-
ment would create ‘‘a permanent incentive
to accomplish national objectives * * *
through * * * mandates and regulatory bur-
dens on state and local governments and the"
private sector.” This incentive already ex-
ists, it would be magnified a thousandfold
under a Balanced Budget Amendment.

In 1995, the president proposes to spend $176
billion more than Washington takes in. If
that deficit had to be erased, what would
Congress and the president be more likely to
do: order painful service cuts, job losses and
new taxes worth $176 billion, or conceal some
of the damage by shifting costs to states, lo-
calities and businesses?

Despite its superficial appeal, a Balanced
Budget Amendment would exacerbate distor-
tions already present in the political sys-
tem—without curing the federal government
of overcommitment. For that, the only anti-
dote is political will.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb. 22,

1994]
BALANCING BUDGETS

It's hard to dispute the central premise of
the many politicians who will argue on the
Senate floor this week in favor of a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the federal
budget. Without a straitjacket imposed from
outside, they say, Congress will never sum-
mon the discipline to restrain its impulse to
spend more money each year than it has.

Who can argue with such a prediction?

Just last week, hoping to sway the close
vote coming soon in the Senate, the Clinton
administration dispatched a phalanx of Cabi-
net secretaries to Capitol Hill to preview the
horrors that would follow enactment of a
balanced-budget amendment.

Among other things, the Cabinet secretar-
ies said, a balanced-budget amendment
would jeopardize economic growth, throw de-
fense planning into chaos, increase crime
and hurt the poor and the elderly. In other
words, a central premise of many opponents
of a balanced-budget amendment is that the
nation would be hurled to the brink of disas-
ter if the government were ever forced to
balance its books. Deficits, in other words,
are healthy.

To those of us who look askance at borrow-
ing, the administration’s arguments were
less than  persuasive. Indeed, they
stengthened the case of respected advocates
of the amendment, such as Sen. Paul Simon
and former Sen. Paul Tsongas, who note the
cost to future generations of the huge inter-
est bills necessary to finance the federal gov-
ernment’s debts.

Still, for all our sympathy toward those
frustrated by federal spending habits, we will
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be siding with the opposition when debate
begins on a balanced-budget amendment
today. Our concern is less with fiscal night-
mares that the ramifications of fiddling with
a document as sturdy and wise as the U.S.
Constitution.

Amending the Constitution is a huge step
that should be taken only after careful con-
sideration of the likely consequences. Cer-
tainly, the recent history of deficit spending
in Washington suggests a need for something
dramatic to change a dangerous habit. But
there is reason to gquestion whether amend-
ing the Constitution would solve the problem
of perennial overspending, and whether it
would do so without damage to important in-
stitutions.

There are grounds for concern on both
fronts. In order to ensure some fiscal flexi-
bility, the proposed amendment would allow
deficits in any year when Congress could
muster a three-fifths majority in favor of
such a move. That exemption would almost
certainly suffice to allow deficit spending in
times of war and recession. But given Con-
gress’ fondness for spending, it probably
would suffice also to allow deficits when
such emergencies are absent.

Congress could sidestep a balanced-budget
amendment in another, less obvious way—by
building budgets on unrealistic economic
forecasts that exaggerate likely revenues or
underestimate expenses. As any observer of
Congress knows, lawmakers are expert at
finding ways around spending limits.

Which raises the question of how a bal-
anced-budget amendment would be enforced.
Who would resolve the dispute if Congress
were accused of approving a phony balanced
budget? Do we want federal courts to become
referees in bruising budget battles that have
traditionally been the province of the legis-
lative and executive branches?

Advocates of the amendment ask poign-
antly what alternative there is to coax Con-
gress to behave more responsibly. The an-
swer is the ballot box.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 8, 1993]
DISTORTING THE CONSTITUTION
President Clinton on Friday took a posi-
tion on the misnamed balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution, on which
Congress is scheduled to vote in the next
couple of weeks. He's opposed, as well he
ought to be; he laid out the principal reasons
in a compelling letter to House Speaker Tom
Foley. You could be forgiven if you failed to
get the news. There was no announcement;
the letter was sent up late Friday afternoon,
which is exactly when administrations gen-
erally take actions they hope won't get no-
ticed. Officials say that wasn't the intent,
and that the administration plans to cam-
paign vigorously against this insidious pro-
posal in the time that remains. We hope so.
This amendment wouldn't require, and
most of the time would likely not produce, a
balanced budget. It would simply require a
three-fifths rather than majority wvote of
both houses to pass an unbalanced one. The
balance it would mostly affect is the balance
of power. It would add to the price that a
president—any president, of any persua-
sion—would likely have to pay each year to
get a budget passed. Every year Congress
searches for the perfect vote on the budget,
the one that will let it stand four-square for
frugality without having to say at whose ex-
pense the frugality is to be achieved. The
amendment has the added virtue of putting
off the frugality until later; it will be an-
other Congress's responsibility to achieve.
The president rightly observed that ‘‘the
amendment by itself would not reduce the
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deficit by a single penny.” But unlike some
of the gimmicks that have preceded it, this
one would tamper with fundamental law and
likely do great harm to precisely the future
ability to make the disciplined choices that
sponsors say it would enhance. It would en-
shrine minority rule, and thereby add to the
chance each year of gridlock. The president
warned that by likely increasing ‘*‘account-
ing subterfuge * * * for example * * * mov-
ing more federal programs off budget or * * *
imposing more unfunded mandates on the
states,” it might well end up producing less
fiscal responsibility rather than more.

It would be *“bad economics,” he said, in
that it would complicate the government's
counter-cyclical role, wherein the deficit
automatically widens when the economy
turns weak; it ‘‘risks turning minor
downturns into serious recessions” and
“would make recovery from recession far
more difficult.” The amendment could do
programmatic harm as well. The goal of
some supporters is not so much to balance
the budget as to shrink the size and role of
government, The president spoke up for re-
ducing the “investment deficit’’ as well as
the budget deficit. He said the amendment
could “make it impossible to pass meaning-
ful health reform legislation.” Aides are pre-
paring to warn backers that other likely ef-
fects could include increased pressure on de-
fense and a greater burden on precisely the
states that would have to ratify the amend-
ment; that's because federal aid to state and
local government would likely be cut.

This amendment, far from facing up to
such choices, closes its eyes to them. It is a
means of deferring precisely the discipline
that it pretends to impose; in the name of
strengthening the government, it would hob-
ble and weaken it. It abuses the Constitution
by using it as a political shield. Mr. Clinton,
whose budget this year was itself a good first
step toward deficit reduction, is right to op-
pose it. Congress should vote it down.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 23, 1993)
CONGRESS V8. THE FRAMERS—AND REASON
(By Albert R. Hunt)

Despite tough competition, Congress may
be on the verge of its dumbest act in years:
monkeying with the Constitution, while ig-
noring the Founding Fathers as well as con-
temporary constitutional scholars, ranging
from liberal Archibald Cox to conservative
Robert Bork. In the process, lawmakers
would display the rankest hypocrisy.

This remarkable feat would be a constitu-
tional amendment to mandate a balanced
budget. The only exceptions would be war or
if a statutory three-fifths of the total mem-
bers of both houses vote for an unbalanced
budget. The chief Senate sponsor, Paul
Simon (D., I11.), says he has a commitment
from the leadership that it will come up
within the next month.

In 1986, the Senate voted on a similar
measure and it lost by one vote; the environ-
ment is more conducive today. Private tal-
lies suggest supporters are only a handful of
senators away from the required two-thirds
support. If it passes the Senate, favorable ac-
tion is likely in the House, where it fell nine
votes short last year, a margin more than
offset by electoral changes.

The prospect is mind-boggling. The same
institution that has approved $2.6 trillion of
red ink over the past dozen years now wants
to cure the problem by amending the Con-
stitution. Many supporters cynically figure
this will divert attention from their coward-
ice in tackling real budgetary issues and pri-
orities. *'To use the Constitution for such a
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purpose not only trivializes it by an
irrelevancy but, in the long run, would re-
duce the respect for, and therefore the effec-
tiveness of, our bulwark of liberty,” charges
Archibald Cox, chairman emeritus of Com-
mon Cause and the former U.S. solicitor gen-
eral and Harvard law school professor.

Even in the short run the people may be
much smarter than these politicians think.
By an overwhelming 77% to 17%, people
don’t think a constitutional amendment ac-
tually would produce a balanced budget, ac-
cording to this week's Wall Street Journal/
NBC News national survey.

Experience is on their side. Take, for ex-
ample, the 65 members of the House who this
year voted against both the Clinton deficit
reduction plan, with many saying it relied
too much on tax hikes, and the Republican
alternative, with many saying it cut spend-
ing too much. Yet these 36 Republicans and
29 Democrats are sponsoring the balanced-
budget amendment.

“We need the forced discipline of a con-
stitutional amendment,” explains Rep.
Sonny Callahan (R. Ala.), one of the 65. Why
did he vote against the GOP budget-cutting
plan? Mr. Callahan says it was too tough on
Medicare and other sensitive entitlements.
In the Senate, the amendment's patron
saint, Paul Simons, last week sent a private
memo to President Clinton advocating an
expansive new program for the inner cities.
It apparently is interesting and meritorious;
it also is totally at odds with his amend-
ment.

It's tough to figure whether this amend-
ment would do more harm economically or
politically. Even most traditionally conserv-
ative economists agree that trying to bal-
ance the federal budget in recessionary
times is crazy. And in a well-reasoned 25-
page analysis, Robert Greenstein, of the lib-
eral Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
convincingly argues that under a balanced
budget amendment—which could take effect
before the end of the decade—the poor would
bear “‘the heaviest sacrifices since they are
the weakest constituency.”

But the political damage might be even
greater. Since a balanced budget often would
be politically and economically disastrous,
the real issue would be how to get a 60% vote
for revenue and spending measures; in both
houses, 40.1% of the members would have an
effective veto power.

There's an illustrative model: California,
where a two-thirds legislative majority is re-
quired to pass a budget. This minority rule
has had the effect of decreasing accountabil-
ity, increasing the influence of special inter-
ests and creating a general chaos that has
served neither the politicians nor the people
well. Whatever reforms are desirable for Con-
gress, becoming more like the California
Legislature isn’t one of them.

This year it would have meant that Presi-
dent Clinton never would have gotten a
budget through, or it would have been one
almost identical to the last Bush budget,
after voters demanded change. The effect, in
the House at least, would be to give Newt
Gingrich veto power over fiscal policy.

Sounds pretty good, some conservatives no
doubt are thinking. Think harder. This mi-
nority rule also would have killed the
Reagan tax cuts of 1981, which fell 23 votes
short of three-fifths of the House. And, if
conservatives really believe that Mr. Ging-
rich has a real shot to be speaker before the
decade is out, how about liberal Democratic
Rep. Barney Frank exercising a similar veto
power?

“This is a conservative measure that con-
servatives haven't thought about,” worries
Robert Bork. ‘It would create a real mess."”



February 23, 1994

He highlights two likely unintended con-
sequences: more regulation and more power
aceruing to unelected judges. Congress al-
most surely would try to get around any
binding fiscal restraints by escalating regu-
latory measures, which, Judge Bork argues,
“could be worse than taxation from a con-
servative point of view.' Moreover, if law-
makers circumvented the limits simply by
adopting wildly unrealistic estimates,
there’'s no enforcement mechanism. The re-
sult: the courts would get deeply into fiscal
policy.

THE HYPOCRITICAL 65

Here are the 656 members of the House who
earlier this year voted against both the Clin-
ton and the Republican plans for reducing
the deficit but now sponsor a balanced-budg-
et constitutional amendment:

Democrats: Browder (Ala.), Coppersmith
(Ariz.), Condit (Calif.), Deal (Ga.), Rowland
(Ga.), Lipinski (Ill.), Long (Ind.), Roemer
(Ind.), Baesler (Ky.), Hayes (La.), Minge
(Minn.), Parker (Miss.), Danner (Mo.), Skel-
ton (Mo.), Swett (N.H.), Andrews (N.J.),
Pallone (N.J.), Mann (Ohio), Traficant
(Ohio), English (Okla.), Johnson (8.D.),
Clement (Tenn.), Chapman (Texas), Edwards
(Texas), Goren (Texas), Hall (Texas),
Laughlin (Texas), Sarpalius (Texas), Wilson
(Texas).

Republicans: Callahan (Ala.), Stump
(Ariz.), Huffington (Calif.), Allard (Colo.),
Hefley (Colo.), MeclInnis (Colo.), Schaefer
(Colo.), Canady (Fla.), Diaz-Balart (Fla.),
Fowler (Fla.), Ros-Lehtinen (Fla.), Stearns
(Fla.), Kingston (Ga.), Burton (Ind.), Grandy
(Iowa), Leach (Iowa), Lightfoot (Iowa), Rob-
erts (Kan.), Rogers (Ky.), Bentley (Md.), Em-
erson (Mo.), Hancock (Mo.), Barrett (Neb.),
Bereuter (Neb.), Vucanovich (Nev.), Boehlert
(N.Y.), Taylor (N.C.), Gillmor (Ohio), Regula
(Ohio), Machtley (R.I1.), Spence (8.C.), Dun-
can (Tenn.), Bateman (Va.), Goodlette (Va.),
Petri (Wis.), Roth (Wis.).

Writing economics into the Constitution
and requiring a supermajority for important
actions aren't new ideas. In the Federalist
Papers, Number 58, James Madison consid-
ered the idea of a supermajority and persua-
sively rejected it: *‘‘the fundamental prin-
ciple of free government would be reversed.
It would be no longer the majority that
would rule; the power would be transferred
to the minority."

Over the next few weeks, as Congress de-
cides whether to profoundly change the Con-
stitution, take your pick: James Madison or
Sonny Callahan.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 1, 1993]
A SLOPPY WAY TO GOVERN

To pass his budget last summer, President
Clinton had to promise some further votes
on fiscal matters later in the year. Those
fuzzy and incautious promises are now com-
ing due. The problem for the president and
the leadership in Congress is that they may
not have control over the terms of the votes.
The anti-spenders are teeing up the choices
in such a way that members will mainly be
able to vote against spending in the abstract,
say yes to cutting without saying how. That
will be fine for the holidays; everyone can go
home having cast the perfect vote, which is
always for virtue without pain. Only later
will they—or someone—have to figure out
how to govern within the limits to which
these showy and unwise propositions could
condemn them.

The most dangerous of the proposals is the
misnamed balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution. It's the granddaddy of false
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promises. It wouldn’t require a balanced
budget, just a three-fifths vote in both
houses to pass an unbalanced one. It would
empower minorities; anyone with an idea
that could command the allegiance of 41 per-
cent of either house could hold the govern-
ment hostage. The theory is that such a sys-
tem would somehow lead to leaner govern-
ment. The effect would much more likely be
the opposite.

There are lots of years when for economic
or social reasons the government ought to
run a deficit. To do so the party in power
would have to win the support of 20 percent
more members in each house than it does
today. The president, or someone, would
have to bargain with more stray members;
who thinks that that would lead to an epi-
demic of self-denial? Last summer, when this
president needed every Democratic vote, is a
case in point. By all means reduce the defi-
cit, the professed fiscal conservatives of the
party came round to say one after the other,
but surely not at the expense
of * * * imposing an energy tax, increasing
grazing fees, cutting farm support as much
as the president proposed, taxing a larger
share of Social Security benefits, cutting de-
fense, cutting Medicare. The president had to
deal for votes and then was condemned for
dealing by some of the very people who
threatened to withhold their votes until he
dealt. Will they change the Constitution to
bar that too?

In the House, meanwhile, some members
now also are proposing what they describe as
$103 billion in further spending cuts over the
next five years. To lock some of these sup-
posed savings in place, they would reduce the
already tight appropriations caps that were
set for the next several years in the budget.
The problem is, they don’t specify enough
new cuts to get the caps down to the new lev-
els they propose; instead they try to snatch
some administration proposals that the
president needs to get spending down to the
existing caps. No fair; by one estimate, to
get total spending down to the point they
propose, they would have to list $70 billion
more in specific cuts that they have. That's
the opposite of a blank check; it's a blank
cut. They would also preempt and pocket as
“‘cuts’ some health care savings that the
president has proposed to use in financing
health care reform.

This is no way to do the government’s
business. The amendment and proposed cuts
both are ragged, slapdash policymaking that
a lot of members think would do them some
short-term political good. They would mean-
while do the country long-term substantive
harm. The Democrats should beat them
back.

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1993]

FAREWELL TO MAJORITY RULE

The Democratic Congress is about to take
up legislation that would basically end the
American system of majority rule. The Sen-
ate is tentatively scheduled to vote some-
time in the next few weeks on a so-called
balanced budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. The sponsors of the simplistic and dan-
gerous idea are said to be within a few votes
of the two-thirds they need to send it to the
House. A similar measure fell only nine
votes short in the House last year, and oppo-
nents doubt that this time they could stave
it off.

The misnamed amendment wouldn't so
much balance the budget as it would destroy
political accountability by creating minor-
ity control of both houses. The budget defi-
cits of recent years have done the country
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enormous damage, but they have been the
result of political, not constitutional,
failings. Such deficits did not exist in earlier
years, when politicians had the courage to
vote no. The right way to reduce them is to
approve the specific tax increases and spend-
ing cut that the goal of responsible policy re-
quires.

This amendment would instead allow the
members once again to postpone the very ac-
tion that they pretend to take. They would
g0 home having virtuously voted to balance
the budget in the abstract and in the distant
future, without ever having had to say how.
They mortgage the future and trivialize the
Constitution in order to preen before con-
stituents without inflicting pain. The Presi-
dent should be the one to speak out against
the travesty, educate the country against it
and provide the nervous members who know
better with the cover they need to vote no.
His aides know the vote is coming; the Sen-
ate leadership is opposed to the amendment.
But st:l far the White House, too, has gone to

und.

Mr. Clinton and the congressional Demo-
crats took a larger step toward deficit reduc-
tion last summer than they have been given
credit for—and perhaps as large a step as a
recovering economy can withstand. Instead
of defending their actions, they seek politi-
cal purposes to give the impression of doing
more than even they think wise. The amend-
ment would not ban unbalanced budgets, just
require three-fifths majorities of both houses
to enact them or to raise the statutory ceil-
ing on outstanding federal debt. The measure
would also make it marginally harder to
raise taxes than to cut spending,

The budget would no longer serve as an
automatic economic stabilizer, wherein a re-
cession creates a wider deficit and the deficit
partly offsets and cures the recession in
turn. The redistribution role of the govern-
ment would also likely be reduced. Demo-
crats, including those who are unaccount-
ably sponsoring the amendment, can like
neither of these likely results. But the worst
is that 40 percent of either house would hold
the country hostage, and you can bet not
just on fiscal policy, either, but on every-
thing that a budget can be made to contain.
You heard it said, and rightly so, that the
country in the last election traded gridlock
for party responsibility. The amenders would
trade us back to gridlock, and in the process
compound precisely the weakness of govern-
ment that they profess to deplore.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished floor manager of the
bill. T say to my friend, PAUL SIMON,
that I regret very much having to op-
pose his amendment. I know how seri-
ously he takes this. He worked on it a
long time. We worked on other things
together. I am sorry I had to oppose
him on this, but I just feel that we are
on the right track now, and I think
that a balanced budget amendment
would lock us into a straightjacket
that we would regret down the way.
For that reason, I must oppose it at
this time.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank
the able Senator from Ohio [Mr.
GLENN] for his excellent statement.

I yield now 15 minutes to the distin-
guished Senator from Washington
[Mrs. MURRAY].
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. President, I rise today despite
the fact I have laryngitis, and it is
hard to speak, I do speak loudly today
in opposition to the balanced budget
amendment.

The senior Senator from the State of
Illinois knows how much I respect him
and the great service he has given this
country. He and I serve on the Budget
Committee together, and he knows I
agree with him more often than not on
budgetary issues.

In fact, we both agree that the deficit
must come down. We agree the Govern-
ment has not been serious in the past
about living within its means.

But, Mr. President, sometimes
friends disagree. And, today we do.

Last year, the President sent to Con-
gress a bold plan to reduce the Federal
deficit. It reversed the course of the
past 12 years of reckless borrow-and-
spend policies. It took the deficit head
on. And, it is working.

It is working, Mr. President, even
better than the most wide-eyed econo-
mists thought possible. It is working
because we made tough decisions to cut
spending programs. It took courage,
discipline, and common sense. And we
need more of it this year, especially as
we consider health care reform.

But the balanced budget amendment
takes no courage, no discipline, and no
common sense. It denies the Federal
Government—in other words, the peo-
ple of this country—the basic practice
most businesses and families use across
this country to stay strong and sol-
vent. It denies us responsible invest-
ments in the future.

There has been lots of talk here al-
ready about the future. About how this
amendment will help American chil-
dren. But, this amendment is likely to
damage the economy more than help
our children. It will tie their hands. It
will raise their taxes. It will cut Gov-
ernment spending to irresponsible lev-
els.

It also teaches our children a dan-
gerous lesson. Mr. President, there is
nothing wrong with responsible bor-
rowing. That is the backbone of our fi-
nancial services industry. Saving and
investing. After all, how many Amer-
ican families could afford to buy their
homes without a mortgage? Or, send
their children to colleges without a
student loan? Maybe the majority in
this Chamber, but only a small minor-
ity across the country.

This amendment destroys the Amer-
ican dream. It tells our kids, if they
come from a family that can’t afford to
pay cash for a home, they shouldn't
try. It reaches them that investment—
even if that means borrowing for educ-
tion—is not an option.

Congress should be setting an exam-
ple by teaching our children how to be
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responsible borrowers. How to think
about their future needs. How to invest
wisely, how to plan and work to pay
back their debts in a timely and orga-
nized manner. This amendment does
not do that.

Mr. President, we all know words on
a piece of paper cannot balance the
budget. But legislators, like you and I
and Senator SIMON, can. It is our job
and responsibility to do so. I have
money concerns about this proposal.
The proponents of this amendment
have not told us how they intend to
balance the budget. Which taxes will
they raise? Which programs will they
cut?

Will the big States with more votes
in the other body be able to dictate the
national budget? Will they be able to
protect their programs, while smaller
States, like mine, will suffer?

I fear the cuts required to balance
the budget will fall disproportionately
on the smaller States. They will also
fall squarely on the backs of the most
vulnerable in our society—our chil-
dren, our elderly, our disabled most in
need of help. If Social Security were to
be cut proportionately to reduce the
deficit, the cost to our Nation’s elderly
would be significant. In my corner of
the country, Social Security payments
will be cut by $1,000 per person. The
total loss in my State will amount to
nearly $1 billion in 1999.

And, I fear the economists will be
proven right. Those at Wharton predict
Washington State will lose 209,000 jobs
2 years after this amendment takes ef-
fect. They predict my State will expe-
rience a 15-percent drop in total per-
sonal income. They tell me hardest hit
will be the manufacturing sector—espe-
cially the aerospace industry—which is
already experiencing massive job
losses.

This amendment will add more polit-
ical game-playing to the very serious
business of forming a national budget.
It will allow 40 percent of this body to
bring our economy to a halt. The
American people are fed up with
gridlock. This amendment will only en-
courage it.

Instead of continuing the courage
this body displayed by passing last
yvear's budget, we would abdicate our
responsibility to the court system.

This amendment will threaten us
with a new power tool for lobbyists
who will say: *'If I do not get my way,
I will challenge this budget in court.”
If the President and the Congress dis-
agree on spending priorities and raising
revenue, does that mean the court sys-
tem will write our budget? Does it
mean unelected jurists, accountable to
no one, will wield incredible power?

And, does it mean lobbyists who
roam these Halls on behalf of rich and
powerful interests will win out over
American families? The weakest
among us will shoulder a dispropor-
tionate share of the impact of this
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amendment. How many children have
you ever seen sue the Congress for
more funding? How many elderly, or
disabled?

So, Mr. President, before we talk
about how much we are helping our
children by passing this proposed con-
stitutional amendment, let's think
about what this amendments forces on
our families, and the bad economic and
political example it sets.

Reducing the deficit is one of the
most important, and challenging goals
we face as legislators. My grandparents
fought a world war and survived the
Great Depression because of this Na-
tion’s ability to invest when necessary.
And, my family has ridden out nasty
recessions, because we were able to
borrow.

I do not want my grandchildren’s
hands tied. It is not fair to tell them—
after we are long since gone—‘‘you
have no say in determining your fu-
ture. Your grandparents have told you
what you must do.”

I believe in budgets which reflect to-
morrow’'s economic needs, not today's
political bargains.

That is why I oppose this amend-
ment.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I hope
that this will be the last time I must
rise and urge my colleagues to support
a balanced budget amendment to the
U.S. Constitution.

Today, Mr. President, it is critical
that this body realize the importance
and necessity of a balanced budget
amendment to this country’s future
fiscal and economic health. And it is a
tough realization too, Mr. President,
because, at base, it is a recognition—an
admission—that Congress lacks the in-
stitutional ability and the political
fortitude to address our pressing deficit
and national debt problems.

In fact, Congress suffers from what is
known as weakness of the will when it
comes to spending taxpayers’' money.
And year after year, it becomes clearer
and clearer that Congress is inherently
incapable of foregoing Federal deficit
spending. Look at the record.

Mr. President, today's call for a bal-
anced budget amendment is but one of
many previous attempts to erect exter-
nal controls over Congress' ability to
spend beyond its means.

From the Congressional Budget and
Impoundment Control Act, to Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings, to the Budget En-
forcement Act—all of these deficit tar-
gets and discretionary spending caps
and pay-as-you-go provisions were sup-
posed to help rein in Federal spending
and lower the deficit.

But, looking at our debt and deficit
today, Mr. President, it is clear that
these controls were not enough. It
would appear that we require some-
thing more—something that Congress
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cannot so easlly ignore,
amend.

Mr. President, that something is a
balanced budget amendment to the
U.S. Constitution—a constitutional
mandate requiring the Congress to
bring Federal spending in line with
Federal revenues by the year 2001.

1 have long been a supporter of such
an amendment. In this Congress and in
past Congresses, I have introduced leg-
islation similar to that which we are
considering today. I continue to believe
that Congress requires such a constitu-
tional requirement if we are ever to ef-
fectively combat our increasing debt
and deficit problems.

While CBO’s most recent projections
show the deficit declining over the next
few years, it predicts that the deficit
will continue to climb steadily after
1997. This is attributed to continuing
increases in spending for Medicare and
Medicaid and expiring discretionary
spending caps.

There is no question that the discre-
tionary spending caps are somewhat ef-
fective in holding down our deficit, but
for the most part, policymakers have
looked to tax increases to lower the
deficit rather than cutting the growth
of Federal spending.

Over the next 5 years, Federal spend-
ing continues to not only exceed ex-
pected revenues, but continues to grow
from about $1.5 to $1.8 trillion—about a
$300 billion increase.

Even with a deficit at $176 billion for
1995, we still expect to pay close to $300
billion just on interest on the debt this
year.

Why is that, Mr. President? It's be-
cause we continue to spend at a higher
rate each year than we collect in reve-
nues. Indeed, while caps and taxes may
slow the growth of annual spending,
they do not affect the fundamental
cause of our problems—Congress' sys-
temic inclination toward progressively
higher Federal deficit spending.

Mr. President, a balanced budget
amendment would give Congress the
political fortitude and institutional
ability it needs to close the ever-ex-
panding black hole of Federal deficit
spending.

It is surprising to me then that the
administration is actively opposing
this legislation. Over the past few
weeks, the President has made it clear
that he intends to work hard to defeat
the passage of a balanced budget
amendment.

In fact, according to the administra-
tion’s position, while deficit reduction
and debt reduction may be good rea-
sons to raise taxes and finance more
Federal spending—they are not suffi-
cient reasons to justify a balanced
budget amendment. :

Mr. President, opponents are cur-
rently waging a full court press against
the balanced budget amendment. Just
last week the administration started
floating around projected State-by-

waive, or
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State impact analysis detailing the
proposed effect the amendment would
have on each State and the average
taxpayer.

They threaten the taxpayer with new
taxes, and the States with new bur-
dens. Again, I ask, why is it that the
taxpayer must always be called upon
first to finance balancing the Federal
Government's checkbook?

And I would also note that the pro-
jected costs to States would not be
nearly so high if they were not bur-
dened with excessive Federal mandates
and regulations that we are all aware
of. So, let us not lose sight of the big
picture here, Mr. President.

Every year, without a balanced budg-
et, it will cost the taxpayer in accumu-
lated debt and interest. We cannot con-
tinue to accept annual deficits that run
from about one-fifth to one-seventh of
Federal spending nor can we continue
to make interest payments on the na-
tional debt that exceed annual deficits.

Otherwise, if we do, an increasing
share of our taxes, now about 14 cents
on the dollar, will go to financing the
debt, and it will go higher.

What that means is that interest
payments will consume more and more
of Federal spending, sacrificing many
of the worthwhile and necessary pro-
grams that opponents cite now as a le-
gitimate reason for defeating a bal-
anced budget amendment.

Mr. President, this country des-
perately needs a balanced budget
amendment. While the most expedient
way to reduce the deficit may be to
raise more taxes—as we can all recall
from the tax bill last summer—I sub-
mit it is not the right way. A surer
way, a more fiscally responsible way, is
to cut back Federal spending until it is
in line with Federal revenues.

Mr. President, this amendment will
make it harder to raise taxes and hard-
er to borrow more money, thus forcing
Congress to face the tough choices nec-
essary for long-term solutions to our
debt and deficit problems.

Mr. President, a balanced budget
amendment is not draconian, it will
not ruin the economy and end democ-
racy as we know it as the naysayers
would have you believe. On the con-
trary, it will simply force Congress
hand on taking control of Federal
spending. Admittedly, the stakes will
be high, because Congress will not just
be breaking Federal law if it fails to
meet the designated balanced budget
date, but I say the stakes are already
high and we cannot afford not to meet
them today.

Mr. President, it is only a matter of
time and courage. And the decision is
really very simple, we can act now or
be forced to act later.

Mr. President, I say we act now, and
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting Senator SIMON's balanced budg-
et amendment.

I yield the floor.
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Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia controls 2
hours and 44 minutes, the Senator from
Illinois controls 10 minutes, and the
Senator from Utah controls 42 minutes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will be
happy to yield some of my time to the
distinguished Senator from Illinois
[Mr. SmMoON] if he wishes. Otherwise, I
do not plan to speak anymore today
and I do not have any speakers for the
rest of the day.

Mr. SIMON. Frankly, we have two
Senators who have indicated they
would like to speak, but I am sure they
would be happy to speak tomorrow. I
think both Senator SIMPSON and Sen-
ator DECONCINI indicated a desire to
speak, but we are checking that.

I do not want to yield back all the
time without checking to see if this is
OK, but my instinct is that it would be
OK because we are under no time con-
straints in terms of tomorrow or after
that.

I see Senator HATCH here on the floor
now. We are talking about the possibil-
ity of closing up for the evening. Sen-
ator SIMPSON and Senator DECONCINI
indicated they would like to speak, but
they could do that tomorrow or some
other time.

Mr. HATCH. They sure could. I do
not see any problem with doing that, if
the distinguished Senator would like to
do that.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, with that
understanding, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. HATCH. I am happy to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

Mr., SIMON. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that there now be a pe-
riod for the transaction of morning
business with Senators permitted to
speak therein for not to exceed 10 min-
utes each.

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

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby
submit to the Senate the budget
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scorekeeping report prepared by the
Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974,
as amended. This report meets the re-
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of
section 5 of Senate Concurrent Resolu-
tion 32, the first concurrent resolution
on the budget for 1986.

This report shows the effects of con-
gressional action on the budget
through February 11, 1994. The esti-
mates of budget authority, outlays,
and revenues, which are consistent
with the technical and economic as-
sumptions of the concurrent resolution
on the budget, House Concurrent Reso-
lution 287, show that current level
spending is below the budget resolution
by $4.4 billion in budget authority and
$0.7 billion in outlays. Current level is
$0.1 billion above the revenue floor in
1994 and below by $30.3 billion over the
5 years, 1994-98. The current estimate
of the deficit for purposes of calculat-
ing the maximum deficit amount is
$312.1 billion, $0.7 billion below the
maximum deficit amount for 1994 of
$312.8 billion.

Since the last report, dated January
27, 1994, Congress approved and the
President signed H.R. 3759, making
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for Los Angeles Earthquake Dis-
aster Assistance and for Other Pur-
poses (Public Law 103-211). These ac-
tions changed the current level of
budget authority and outlays.

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

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, February 22, 1994.
Hon. JiM SASSER,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen-
ate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report
shows the effects of Congressional action on
the 1994 budget and is current through Feb-
ruary 11, 1994. The estimates of budget au-
thority, outlays, and revenues are consistent
with the technical and economic assump-
tions of the Concurrent Resolution on the
Budget (H. Con. Res, 64). This report is sub-
mitted under Section 308(b) and in aid of Sec-
tion 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, as
amended, and meets the requirements for
Senate scorekeeping of Section 5 of S. Con.
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution
on the Budget.

Since my last report, dated February 7,
1994, Congress approved and the President
signed H.R. 3759, making emergency supple-
mental appropriations for Los Angeles earth-
quake disaster assistance and for other pur-
poses (Public Law 103-211). These actions
changed the current level of budget author-
ity and outlays.

Sincerely,
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER,
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THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE L.S. SENATE, FIS-
CAL YEAR 1994, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, AS OF
CLOSE OF BUSINESS FEBRUARY 11, 1994

[in billions of dollars]
Budget res Current
olution (H. Current level over/
Con. Res. level 2 under reso-
64)! Tution
ON-BUDGET
ity .. 12232 12189 —-44
Qutlays ... 12181 12175 =07
Revenues:
1994 9053 9054 0.1
1994-98 . 51531 51228 =303
Maximum deficit amount . 3128 3121 =07
Debt subject to limit ............. 47319 44481 -2838
27148 748 ..
14865 14865 ..
336.3 336.2

18720 18714
1 Reflects revised aliocation under section 9(g) of H. Con. Res. 64 for the

Deficit-Neutral reserve fund.
2 Current leved represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef-

fects of all legisiation that Congress has enacted or sent to the President
for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under cument law
are included for entitlement and mandatory programs raquml annual ap-
i tions have not been made. The cument

the fatest US. Treasury lnfotmlhn on

Note —Detail may not add due to rounding.

THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S.
SENATE, 103D CONGRESS, 2D SESSION, SENATE SUP-
PORTING DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994, AS OF CLOSE
OF BUSINESS FEBRUARY 11, 1994

[in millions of dollars]

B“:hg‘:t:"' Outtays Revenues
ENACTED IN PREVIOUS
SESSIONS
R 905,429
Permanents and other spending
slation! ...... 721,182 694,713
742,749 758,885
(237,226)  (2317,226)
a Gyt B v T -] 1,216,372 905,429
ENACTED THIS SESSION
Emergency Supplemental lo—
p riations, fiscal yea
{Public Law IDE—EIII (2.286) 248) e
ENTITLEMENTS AND
MANDATORIES
Budget resolution baseline eshi-

mates of appropriated enti-

tiements and other manda-

tory programs not yet en-

e, L e (5.562) 1,326
Total current level 34 1,218,857 1,217,451 905,429
Total budget resolution .. 1,223.24% 1,218,149 905,349

Amount remaining:
Under budget resolu-
[ e e 439 7
Over budget resoluti i 80
! Includes budget committes estimate of $2.4 billion in outlay savings for
FCC spectrum license fees.
2Includes changes to baseline estimates of iated mandatories due

to enactment of Public Law 103-66.

In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, the total does not in-
clude $13,308 million in budget authority and $8,596 million in outlays in
emergency funding. :

4 At the request ol committee staff, current level does not include scoring
of section 601 of Public Law 102-391.
mulﬁl_e_—uumhers in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to

ing.

THE ACHIEVEMENTS OF BONNIE
BLAIR

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to congratulate Bonnie Blair—
an exceptional woman from my home
State of Illinois who became the most
decorated woman in U.S. Olympic his-
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tory today by winning her sixth Olym-
pic medal.

Bonnie Blair surpassed the ranks of
swimmer Janet Evans, sprinter Evelyn
Ashford, and diver Pat McCormick by
winning the gold in both the 500 meter
speed skating event on February 19,
and in the 1,000 meter event today at
the 16th Olympic winter games being
held in Lillehammer, Norway.

On skates since the age of 2, Ms.
Blair's life has been an exercise in per-
severance, determination, dedication,
and achievement.

When no company would endorse her,
Ms. Blair went door to door in her
hometown of Champaign, IL, asking for
donations to help finance her Olympic
dreams.

With the support of her family and
community, Ms. Blair has set Amer-
ican records in both the 1,000 and 1,500
meter speed skating events and a world
record in the 500 meter event.

Mr. President, Bonnie Blair has ex-
emplified the spirit of sportsmanship
as a representative of the United
States in the last four winter Olym-
pics.

She has met her victories as well as
her defeats with grace and integrity.

At a time when the Olympic games
have been overshadowed by con-
troversy, Ms. Blair has risen to the
ideals of the Olympic games.

In fact, Ms. Blair has become a role
model for our Nation's youth by vol-
unteering with the national committee
of the Leukemia Society of America
and the Women’'s Sports Foundation
and by showing them that they can
succeed if they follow their passions
and strive to do their best.

We in Illinois thank Bonnie for giv-
ing her time, her energy, and her tal-
ent to her country.

We are proud that she is one of our
own and we wish her the best.

THE DEATH OF MARY LASKER

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, with great
personal sadness, I rise to honor the
memory of an outstanding woman, a
champion of medical research, and a
friend. Mary Lasker, who died Monday
at the age of 93, was a person of deep
commitment, intelligence, and compas-
sion. She devoted her adult life to
bettering the world in a myriad of
ways, ranging from preventing disease
to promoting beauty.

Mary Lasker’s influence on the life of
this Nation began very early. A grad-
uate of Radcliffe College, she never for-
got. a childhood filled with illness and
the early loss of her parents to disease.
She developed a passion for promoting
medical research, and she had far more
than concern and passion to devote to
her cause. Mary had a clear, level-
headed way of thinking, and knew how
to approach people—including Senators
and Presidents. Her advice was invalu-
able, her encouragement undaunting,
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and her followthrough impeccable. If
Mary said she wanted to work on fund-
ing a particular project, she simply did
not give up until it happened.

Her winning attitude and genuinely
noble goals were only part of what
made Mary so effective. Mary had the
good fortune of being able to lend fi-
nancial support to her dreams, and did
s0 with a generosity that is rare and
unstinting.

Perhaps the single most important
thing that Mary did was to make the
Nation—and the world—confront the
existence and the reality of cancer. It
has been widely reported that in the
forties, when no one acknowledged can-
cer, Mary persuaded the Radio Corp. of
America to say the word ‘‘cancer’ on
the air. And she did not give up then. I
remember well how hard Mary worked
to pass the National Cancer Act of 1971,
and to establish and fund the National
Cancer Institute. Through her private
philanthrophy, she was the mother of
the organization that would become
the American Cancer Society, and was
its honorary president at the time of
her death.

Mary’'s commitment to promoting
medical research extended far beyond
cancer, however. She helped persuade
Congress that the Federal Government
must help finance medical research at
a time when such research was gen-
erally funded privately. She devoted
much time and energy to promoting
and funding the National Institutes of
Health, which helped it become the
preeminent medical research institu-
tion in the world, and she was involved
in creating the NIH Institutes that
study heart disease, mental health, and
arthritis. Mary and her husband Albert
created the prestigious Albert Lasker
Medical Research Awards, which are
given annually—51 of these awardees
have gone on to receive the Nobel
Prize.

I would add that I had the pleasure of
knowing Mary Lasker and the privilege
of working with her on a number of
pieces of health care legislation which
she supported. And I can fully attest to
her intensity, her perseverance, and
her strong will. In fact, she played a
very real role in my decision to run
and helped me immensely in that re-
gard.

Mary's interest and influence ex-
tended beyond the area of science and
medical research and into the arts and
environment. She was an avid art col-
lector and a trustee of the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing
Arts and the Museum of Modern Art in
New York, and a past president of the
Society for a More Beautiful Capitol.
For this last achievement, Mary may
be best remembered in the spring, when
the million daffodils she helped pur-
chase bloom along Washington, DC,
streets and parkways, planted as part
of Lady Bird Johnsion's beautification
program. Mary made similar improve-
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ments in New York City, hoping to
bring beauty to inner city urban areas.
In 1985, in recognition of her beautifi-
cation efforts, a new variety of tulip
was named for her.

Mary Lasker's achievements were ac-
knowledged by a grateful Nation on
many occasions. In 1969, she was award-
ed the Presidential Medal of Freedom,
the highest civilian award of the U.S.
Government. And in 1989, she was
awarded a Congressional Gold Medal,
the highest award that the Congress
can give.

Mr. President, as the Senate sponsor
of the 1987 legislation which resulted in
Mary Lasker's Congressional Gold
Medal, I am deeply aware of her innu-
merable contributions during a full,
productive and immensely good life.
We will miss her deeply and hope that
her memory will serve to inspire us to
go forward to make her many dreams a
reality.

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY
AND REHABILITATION ACT OF 1994

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
am pleased to cosponsor legislation
aimed at reforming the Social Security
disability payment system for disabled
substance abusers. This initiative, in-
troduced by Senator COHEN, addresses
the problem of recipients using their
disability payments to finance their
addictions and, in the process, to wors-
en their disability.

I support all provisions of the bill, es-
pecially important provisions expand-
ing to Social Security disability in-
come [SSDI] the current supplemental
security income [SSI] mandatory
treatment and representative payee re-
quirements. To improve accountability
for the proper use of disability funds, a
representative payee would be a li-
censed agency or comparable facility.
Representative payees would no longer
be a friend or relative of the recipient,
as such persons, in the past, have chan-
neled payments directly to the recipi-
ent for purchase of drugs and alcohol.

In addition, beneficiaries would no
longer receive a lump-sum retroactive
payment., Rather, this money would be
placed in a managed trust to protect
the individual from using it to acquire
drugs or alcohol. Finally, the Social
Security Administration would be re-
quired to expand the number of referral
monitoring agencies so that each State
is able to monitor the appropriate dis-
tribution of disability funds and the re-
cipient’'s compliance with treatment.

I am pleased that Senator COHEN has
incorporated two suggestions I put for-
ward to secure adequate treatment.
Perhaps most important is that treat-
ment priority be given to those dis-
abled by addiction. Such treatment
would be provided through the Federal
Substance Abuse Block Grant Pro-
gram. Additionally, individuals would
receive treatment in private facilities
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using their existing Medicaid entitle-
ments where feasible. I believe it is im-
portant to give priority to substance
abusers who receive benefits so that
they can be restored to functional ca-
pacity as quickly as possible and there-
by reduce drain on the SSA disability
system.

Also included is a revision of the cer-
tification procedure for disabled sub-
stance abusers. Currently, recipients
may collect payments indefinitely be-
cause their disability status often is
never reviewed. Under this provision,
these individuals would have to reapply
for disability every 2 years, which cor-
responds to the average treatment pe-
riod. Last, those disabled by substance
addiction would receive SSI and SSDI
payments for a cumulative total of 3
years, during which period they would
be expected to be under treatment.
After 3 years, recipients who have not
responded to treatment could qualify
for continued care and benefits if they
w