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SENATE—Friday, October 20, 1995

(Legislative day of Wednesday, October 18, 1995)

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recess, and was called
to order by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, ultimate judge of us
all, free us from the pejorative judg-
ments that put others down when they
do not agree with us. We develop a lit-
mus test to judge others. Sometimes,
when they don’t measure up, we ques-
tion their value and make condem-
natory judgments of them. Most seri-
ous of all, we think our categorization
justifies our lack of prayer for them.
Often we self-righteously neglect in our
prayers the very people who most need
Your blessing.

Give us Samuel’s heart to say, ‘‘Far
be it from me that I should sin against
the Lord in ceasing to pray for you.”"—
1 Samuel 12:23. Remind us that You
alone have power to change the minds
and hearts of people if we will be faith-
ful to pray for them. Make us
intercessors for all those You have
placed on our hearts—even those we
previously have condemned with our
judgments. We accept Your authority:
“Judgment is mine, says the Lord." I
pray this in the name of Jesus, who
with Moses and the prophets, taught us
to do to others what we would wish
them to do to us. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Virginia is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, speak-
ing on behalf of the majority leader, I
wish to inform the Senate that morn-
ing business on this day shall continue
until the hour of 10:30 a.m. with Sen-
ators FORD, WARNER, BaAuUcuUs, and
KERREY to be recognized for time allo-
cation within that period.

At 10:30 it will be the intention of the
majority leader to proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 207, S. 1322,
regarding the relocation of the United
States Embassy in Israel.

The majority leader wishes to advise
all Senators that rollcall votes, there-
fore, are possible.

Further, the majority leader desires
to bring up the State Department reor-

ganization, if the managers’ amend-
ment can be worked out, or, in the al-
ternative, the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill, again if an agreement can be
reached.

Mr. President, I seek recognition as
one with allocation of morning busi-
ness time.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). Under the previous order,
there will now be a period for the
transaction of morning business not to
extend beyond the hour of 10:30 a.m.
with Senators permitted to speak
therein. Under the previous order, the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] is
recognized to speak for up to 10 min-
utes in morning business.

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

THE SENATE AND THE WORLD
WIDE WEB

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
privileged to be joined this morning by
my distinguished colleague and friend,
Senator FORD. Senator FORD and I have
the joint responsibility for the Rules
Committee, and we come to the floor
today to announce the Senate presence
on the World Wide Web.

As of this morning, nearly 6 million
Americans will have access to edu-
cational information about the U.S.
Senate by way of Internet. We envision
the Senate Home Page as a tool that
can be used by educators all across our
Nation in helping with their teachings
of the constitutional and historical
role of this institution, and its place in
American Government and its underly-
ing responsibilities within our society.

The U.S. Senate World Wide Web
Server provides information from and
about the Members of the Senate, the
Senate committees, and Senate leader-
ship. This evolving service also pro-
vides general background information
about U.S. Senate legislative proce-
dures, the Senate facilities in this Cap-
itol Building, and the history of this
institution. It also includes a wvisual
tour of the Capitol for those of our con-
stituents who may be unable to visit in
person, and particularly for those who
can visit it. It includes many sugges-
tions on how to plan their visits to the
U.S. Capitol Building.

The Capitol Building also has, as we
all know, a permanent art collection of
great renown and of great historical
significance. That too is treated in this
Internet.

I want to thank Senator STEVENS and
my colleague, Senator FORD, and other
members of the Rules Committee who
began this effort early this year. We
have a very valued staff, and this effort
has been led by John McConnell and
Paul Steele, and most recently by the
acting staff director, Grayson
Winterling.

Special thanks to additional staff
persons with technical ability in the
Sergeant at Arms, Tom Meenan, Chris
Lee, Charlie Kirsch, Alex Hobson,
Jenny Yu, Roger Myers, Jim Judy, and
Sara Oursler along with Cherie Allen of
the Secretary of the Senate’s office, for
developing this technical achievement.

Additional thanks to many of those
Senators and their high-technology
staff members who were early adopters
of this emerging technology, and who
indeed gave us the impetus to move
forward to this day.

Further, Mr. President, I would em-
phasize that this is but one step under
the current leadership of the Rules
Committee, myself and Mr. FORD. We
hope to enrich and further expand the
Senate Internet presence in the coming
months with additional information
about the Senate, and its Members.

Further, Mr. President, some of the
additional services that we hope to add
will be a calendar of events in the Cap-
itol and the Senate, video and voice ex-
cerpts of Senate proceedings, and ex-
panded home page percentages.

I yield the floor to my distinguished
colleague.

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. ForD] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senator WARNER,
our new chairman of the Senate Rules
Committee, in announcing that as of
this morning, the Senate is now online
on the World Wide Web.

The Senate Rules Committee first
authorized a Senate presence on the
Internet in September, 1993, with the
creation of the Senate FTP Gopher
Server. In November of that year, the
Rules Committee established policies
and procedures for Senate participa-
tion on the Internet. In the short 2
years since that time, Internet tech-
nology has leaped forward producing
the significantly improved graphics ca-
pability of the World Wide Web. The
Web provides the Senate an improved
opportunity to provide educational in-
formation to the public and I am
pleased that we are able to announce
this step forward today.
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The U.S. Senate World Wide Web
Server is produced under the auspices
of the Secretary of the Senate’s office
with technical advice and input from
the Sergeant at Arms’ Office and the
Rules Committee technical staff. The
Senate Server will provide the public
with general information on the Senate
and how it works. The Senate Home
Page will provide a direct link to Mem-
ber’s home pages located on the Server
and will allow the public to surf such
useful information as visual tours of
the Capitol, committee membership
and jurisdiction, a glossary of fre-
quently used legislative terms, and the
history of the Senate.

While we all recognize the somewhat
limited reach of the Web today, with
an estimated 6 million users nation-
ally, the potential—and I emphasize
“potential”—for this technology to
eventually reach every school child, of-
fice place, and even private home, is
obvious. The Senate needs to move into
the 21st century and our presence on
the Web ensures that the Senate will
not be left behind as this technology
explodes.

The Rules Committee will continue
to monitor the development of the Web
with an eye to ensuring that as tech-
nology moves forward, the Senate
keeps pace with policies and proce-
dures that ensure access to improving
technology on a fiscally sound basis. I
congratulate our chairman, Senator
WARNER, on moving forward with this
initiative and encourage my colleagues
to take advantage of this important
communications tool.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank
my distinguished colleague. I say to
Members of the Senate, Senator FORD
and I have worked together on many
things for now some 17 years and he is
a tough, fair working partner, I tell
you that.

Mr. FORD. Leave the ‘“‘tough’ out.

Mr. WARNER. All right. He is a man
who takes very conscientiously the du-
ties of the Rules Committee and has
for many years. It is a pleasure to work
with him.

TRIBUTE TO THE CAPITOL POLICE

Mr. WARNER. On Monday, October
16, a very significant number—I shall
not make any estimate—of American
citizens came from every corner of our
land to answer a challenge to join in a
day of atonement and brotherhood on
the National Mall and the west front of
the U.S. Capitol. Many visitors jour-
neyed to Washington from distant
States to join in what was character-
ized as the Million Man March, a suc-
cessful occasion, indeed, by all press
accounts.

The Capitol Grounds, which belong
equally to every citizen of this Nation,
was one of the focal points of this gath-
ering. Sometimes those of us who work
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in the Senate, whatever the capacity
may be, tend not to fully appreciate
what happens behind the scenes when
large demonstrations of this magnitude
occur.

I stand today to pay tribute to the
infrastructure of the Senate—indeed, I
think of both the House and the Sen-
ate—that contributed in some measure
to making this an acceptable and safe
event.

Again, I thank all who helped make
it a safe event. It was one of the largest
demonstrations on the U.S. Capitol
Grounds in contemporary history. I
would particularly like to thank our
Capitol Police Department; 1,100 U.S.
Capitol Police officers were on duty on
October 16. All days off were canceled.
Officers were required to work ex-
tended duty hours. Officers provided
routine law enforcement, protective
operations, and traffic control. Their
professionalism assured that our visi-
tors received the services they deserved
and permitted Senators and staff to
continue their work during the day.

There was also significant infrastruc-
ture to provide for health and first aid.

Planning meetings with the organiza-
tions began early in August to assure
this public safety. Senator FORD and I
convened two meetings of the infra-
structure on the Senate side and care-
fully reviewed their plans. We thank
Chief Gary Abrecht, Assistant Chief
Robert Howe, and Deputy Chief James
Rohan for their overall command, and
we are grateful to Lt. Gregg Parman
and Officer Terry Rinaldi for their in-
volvement in all phases of the planning
process.

While the Nation focused its atten-
tion on the west front of the Capitol,
the Capitol Police Department worked
to assure the safety and security of all
who assembled, preserving the tradi-
tion of our first amendment rights.

We thank the Capitol Police for their
good work. We thank many others in
this institution who equally contrib-
uted. And I pay a £pecial recognition to
Mr. Howard Greene, the Sergeant at
Arms, who was sort of the executive of-
ficer of this effort.

RETIREMENT OF SENATOR NUNN

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is a
privilege for me to place into today's
RECORD of the Senate the remarks
made by our distinguished colleague,
Senator NUNN of Georgia, when he an-
nounced his future intentions, which,
to the regret of many, indicated that
he would not seek reelection to the
Senate.

Mr. President, I say it is a privilege
because Senator NUNN has been a very,
very close personal friend, a valued and
respected professional partner—I al-
ways considered him a partner—for a
quarter of a century. I first came to
know Senator NUNN when I, as Sec-
retary of the Navy, worked with Carl
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Vinson. Carl Vinson was chairman of
the House Armed Services Committee.
He served in the House of
Represenatives for 50 years. I had a
role in the naming of a supercarrier
after him, the U.8.8. Carl Vinson.

It was in the process of that naming
procedure that I first came to know
SAM NUNN, who at that time was work-
ing in a capacity with Carl Vinson and
the House Armed Services Committee.
Of course, when I was privileged some
17 years ago to come to the Senate, he
was a member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, and we worked
there together for these many years
and will continue to work for this com-
ing year. I anticipate his contributions
in this coming year to our Nation and
to our Senate will be no less as signifi-
cant in magnitude as the many con-
tributions he hds made over his entire
career in the Senate.

As I say, I value his friendship, and
for 6 years we were privileged to work
together with Senator NUNN as chair-
man of the committee, and I had the
position of ranking member. We spon-
sored many pieces of legislation, coau-
thored them together, particularly in
the areas of personnel and strategic
matters. We journeyed together to
many foreign lands in connection with
our responsibilities on the committee.

So it is with heartfelt thanks that I
say to my friend, in joining many oth-
ers in paying him respect, I wish him
and his family the very best of good
fortune and simply say thank you, Sen-
ator NUNN, for the many things you
have done for our country particularly
in the area of national security.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in today's RECORD
the full text of his statement. Also, I
have a short article which appeared in
the Washington Times entitled ‘‘Inside
The Beltway,” and I will read it. That
would be the final, concluding part of
the entry in today’s RECORD. It reads:

Family values. On Monday, after Senator
Nunn announced that he would not run for
reelection next year, we asked him what he
felt had been his greatest accomplishment
during his 24 years in Congress. Mr. Nunn
thought about our question for several days
and got back to us yesterday. We must con-
cede we were surprised at his response, hav-
ing expected the Georgia Democrat to cite
one of his many legislative accomplish-
ments.

“Keeping my family together,” he said.

Asked to explain, Mr. Nunn said that, with
the multitude of demands on a Senator’s
family, families have to make many sac-
rifices. He said he is especially proud to have
kept his family together.

The Senator and his wife, Colleen, recently
celebrated their 30th wedding anniversary.
They have two children, Michelle, 28, and
Brian, 26.

I think that final comment in con-
nection with his future plans not only
symbolizes the humility of this great
American but it also speaks to the life
and the challenges of every Member of
this institution.
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

SENATOR NUNN'S STATEMENT, OCTOBER 9, 1995

I am honored to be in our beautiful State
capitol building on the floor of the Georgia
house where I began my legislative career 27
years ago. After a lot of thought and prayer,
I have concluded that my rewarding and ful-
filling legislative career should end at the
conclusion of my present term. This has been
a difficult decision made much harder be-
cause of my deep respect for the many people
who have encouraged me to run, but I know
in my heart that it is time for me to follow
a new course.

I believe that both voters and incumbents
have a responsibility for careful assessment
before entering into a new Senate Contract.
For me, an election establishes a sacred
trust between the voter and the elected offi-
cial, Each time I have been elected to the
Senate, I have committed heart and soul to
the full range of duties of a Senator for a full
6 years. The job requires this commitment—
the people deserve it.

Today, I look forward to more freedom, to
more flexibility, more time with my family,
more time in Georgia, and more time to
read, write, and think. While I will not con-
tinue in the legislative arena, I will continue
my involvement in public policy.

The essence of democracy is much more
than just legislators casting votes. It is the
action of men and women who take the time
to wrestle with the problems of individuals
and communites—and do something to solve
them. This is the new arena that I will
enter—that of a private citizen who also is
engaged in the challenges that face our com-
munities and our Nation.

Today, there is no shortage of challenges.
These include issues of national security,
foreign policy, the environment, health care,
and the plight of citizens struggling to fully
participate in the economic opportunity of
our Nation.

Too many of our citizens are being left be-
hind as our economy moves from the indus-
trial age to the age of information and
knowledge because they lack appropriate
education and training. A large part of our
economic challenge is fundamentally an edu-
cation challenge. We must change.

Too many children in America are born
and grow up outside family structures with-
out the attention, nurturing, discipline, and
love that every human soul must have. Too
many parents who are struggling to provide
their children with basic needs have no way
to protect them from street violence and
drugs. If America is to remain the greatest
country on Earth, our children must come
first. We must change.

Too many executives are spending too
many corporate dollars paying for television
programs that bombard our homes with sex
and violence—not thinking or caring about
the effect of this bombardment on our chil-
dren and our Nation's future. Too many of us
as citizens sit by passively while this bom-
bardment takes place. We continue to buy
the products which are advertised and sold
at the expense of our culture—our values—
our children—and our future. We must
change.

We are reaping the harvest from this com-
bination of conditions in soaring rates of
child abuse, drug abuse, teenage pregnancies,
abortions, and unprecented levels of crime
and violence.

These challenges are made more difficult
because our citizens are increasingly con-
cluding that our political system responds
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primarily to money and special interests.
Our system of government is sound, and
most public officials are honorable, but there
are fundamental problems which must be
corrected.

Too much of the time and effort of Mem-
bers of Congress is consumed by fund raising.
The ability to raise big money and buy satu-
ration tv ads has become the dominant
theme of our political races.

Too often the tactics of obsessive polling,
negative and cynical campaigns, and horse
race media coverage overwhelm substantive
debate, dialogue with the voters, and real
leadership. Too much of the time of both
Congress and the executive branch is spent
budgeting—not enough time is spent in over-
sight and evaluation of Federal programs.

The average citizen primarily wants his or
her elected officials to use common sense for
the common good, but too often those voices
are drowned out by the extremes in both par-
ties who are usually wrong, but never in
doubt. Our system of government is the best
in the world, but our political process is in
need of major reform. Continuation of the
two party system, as we know it, will depend
on whether true campaign reform and con-
gressional procedural reform are undertaken
soon.

America is not perfect, but it is the great-
est country in the world. During our 200 year
history, when we have faced economic, mili-
tary, political, or social peril, Americans
have demonstrated the unrivaled ability to
change and to grow stronger in the process.

This is a period of transition for our Na-
tion, similar to the historic periods after
World War I and World War II. After World
War I, decisions and events took place that
led to a devastating worldwide depression,
and an even more deadly war. After World
War II, Americans led the way, in rebuilding
war torn nations, in building international
institutions that endured, and in containing
communism until it collapsed from its own
weakness. American leadership opened the
door to an unprecedented era of prosperity
for the free world.

We too will someday be measured by how
well we meet the challenges we face today at
home and abroad.

I am optimistic about America because the
checks and balances built into our constitu-
tional system have stood the toughest tests
of time, and I am confident they will again.

I am optimistic because our military, with
the world’s best technology, remains ready
and well-led, with men and women who re-
flect our very best in quality and in char-
acter. Our military strength represents a
strong defensive shield against aggression.
Our free society, our free flow of ideas, our
energetic people, and our free enterprise sys-
tem represent a strong offensive sword for
democracy.

I am optimistic because America responds
to major challenges. We have the oppor-
tunity and responsibility to prove to our-
selves and to the world that our ideals of lib-
erty, justice, and human rights can all be
made to work in this land of diversity. In a
world of ethnic and religious strife, America
has no greater mission.

I am optimistic because we are finally rec-
ognizing that our fiscal soundness as a Na-
tion depends on restraining the growth of
our entitlement programs. Entitlement re-
form, including Social Security reform, will
be difficult and must be done over time with
care—but it must be done.

I am optimistic because we are beginning a
serious debate on fundamental tax reform,
and beginning to realize that there is a di-
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rect connection between our savings and our
standard of living.

I am optimistic because we are at long last
discussing frankly the terrible affliction of
family deterioration and illegitimacy. We
must reach out as an extended family to the
millions of neglected and abused children
who desperately need someone who cares.
Government must play a role, but I do not
believe that it will be the decisive role. This
is a battle that must be fought one child at
a time.

I am optimistic because I see our young
people tutoring children, helping flood wvic-
tims, building houses for the homeless, and
working with at-risk youth. I see our young
military personnel on their own time teach-
ing math to inner-city children and
mentoring young students.

I have watched my own daughter, Michelle,
and her young friends in Atlanta create an
organization of 10,000 people of all ages vol-
unteering 20,000 hours per month for chil-
dren, the elderly, the handicapped, and oth-
ers in great need. Volunteers like these are
filling a void in America today. They are our
real heroes.

I am optimistic because we have so many
energetic, innovative and bold young entre-
preneurs like my son, Brian, who are finding
their niche in the dynamic new world of in-
formation and technology—thereby building
jobs and strengthening America's economic
future.

I am optimistic about Georgia's future and
Georgia's leadership in both the public and
private sector. Our State has benefitted from
strong political leadership, sound fiscal pol-
icy, and hard-working people. Our leaders in
the private sector understand the important
role that business must play in strengthen-
ing our education system and our commu-
nities.

When I leave the Senate at the end of next
year, 1 know that whatever I will have ac-
complished during my legislative career will
have been because I had a lot of help. I am
deeply grateful to Colleen, my wife and part-
ner, for her sacrifice, her patience, her wis-
dom and for her love which made my life of
public service possible—to my children,
Michelle and Brian, of whom we are very
proud—to my wonderful mother and my late
father who shaped my life by their love,
their expectations and their example—to my
sister Betty Mori and her husband, Jean, and
to my entire family and close friends for
their sacrifice, their steadfast support, and
for their love.

I am grateful to my friends and supporters
and to the voters of Georgia for their support
in each election—for their encouragement
and confidence—for their constructive criti-
cism and for their forgiveness of my errors.

I am grateful to my staff—past and
present—who have worked with honesty,
skill, and dedication on behalf of the people
of Georgia and the Nation.

I am grateful to the Members of the U.S.
Senate and House—past and present—of both
political parties, who have been my men-
tors—teachers—and friends, and who have
been my partners in many legislative initia-
tives.

I am grateful to my friends in the Georgia
legislature, and to Governor Miller, Gov-
ernor Harris, Governor Busbee, and Governor
Carter, Speaker Murphy and Lt. Gov. How-
ard as well as our State constitutional offi-
cers. They have guided our State with vision,
fiscal prudence and integrity while I have
served in the Senate. I am grateful to our
leaders at the local level who play such an
important role in the daily lives of our citi-
zens.
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I am grateful to Georgia Democrats for
their role in leading our State to a point of
unprecedented economic opportunity. Geor-
gia Democrats have made education our top
priority and brought together people from
every region, every walk of life, and every
race to work for common goals.

I am honored to represent a State where
the vast majority of our people cast their
ballots—not on the basis of one or two is-
sues—but rather on their judgment of a can-
didate's principles and values, integrity and
vision. I can never fully repay the people of
Georgia for the trust and faith they have
placed in me.

I have tried to return this trust and faith
with hard work and effective representation.

I hope that I have played a meaningful role
in making Georgia a better place to live and
to raise our children.

I hope that I have helped build bridges of
understanding and cooperation between peo-
ple of different races, religions and political
beliefs.

I have tried to help make America stronger
at home and abroad. I have tried to help
build a safer and more peaceful world with
freedom and justice.

I have tried to instill in our young people
by word and by example—the understanding
and belief that it remains possible to be in-
volved in the political process and also re-
tain both intellectual honesty and ethical
behavior. In the final analysis, this may be
the single most important responsibility of
public service.

I look forward to continuing these efforts
as a U.S. Senator for the next 15 months, and
after that—as a private citizen of Georgia for
whatever term God may grant.

UNITED STATES TROOPS TO
BOSNIA

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, in re-
cent days, the Nation has focused its
attention on one of the most serious is-
sues to come before this country since
I have been privileged to be in the Sen-
ate, and I say that in all sincerity.
That is the very difficult decision fac-
ing the President of the United States
as to whether or not this Nation will
make a further—and I underline fur-
ther—commitment of our Armed
Forces to the situation in Bosnia.

As I am privileged to address the
Senate this morning, there are still
pockets of combat in that war-torn na-
tion, a nation which I have visited five
times myself, being the first Senator to
go to Sarajevo over 2% years ago.

Since that time, I am pleased that so
many of the Members of the Senate
have found the opportunity to go to
that region so that they can, likewise,
gain a clearer and better understanding
of this historic and tragic conflict.

I would like to focus my remarks
today, Mr. President, on an issue which
has captured the attention of the
American people over the last week,
that is, President Clinton’s decision to
send up to 25,000 United States ground
troops to Bosnia.

Hearings were held this week in the
U.S. Senate, both in the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, of which I am a mem-
ber, and in the Foreign Relations Com-
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mittee. Those hearings revealed the
depth of congressional concerns, both
Republican and Democrat, with this
proposed deployment. May I emphasize,
Mr. President, I do not view this issue
as a political one. I think each Senator
that has spoken out or involved him-
self or herself in this debate has done
s0 very sincerely, as a matter related
to their duties to this Nation, not for
any political reason.

I myself, in traveling through my
State, indeed, not just in the last
month or so, but over the period of the
nearly 3 years of this conflict, have de-
tected perhaps the deepest, the most
sincere concern that I have ever experi-
enced since the closing days of Viet-
nam about this conflict and America’s
role in the conflict.

In my view, the American people are
entitled to a voice in a decision of this
magnitude. The American people have
followed this conflict for over 3 years.
They are well-informed, they under-
stand the complexities involved, they
should have a voice in this decision.
Their voice can best be manifested
right in this institution, the U.S. Con-
gress, with a very thorough and exten-
sive debate. That is the principal rea-
son I rise today to address the Senate.
We, their elected representatives in the
Congress, must ensure that the voice of
the American people is heard.

I call on the congressional leader-
ship, both Senate and House, to estab-
lish a plan for debating and voting on
a freestanding resolution regarding the
authorization for the use of United
States ground troops in Bosnia.

I have consulted with my leader in
the Senate, Senator DOLE. And he, at
this time, is considering this need for
the leadership to establish the proce-
dure and the timing for this debate. In
my view, in this special instance, the
leadership must exercise control—I say
that most respectfully—control over
the procedure by which the Senate
commences this debate to ensure that
it is meaningful, well-informed, and
timely.

I would like to emphasize that the
timing of this congressional debate is
critical. If the Senate considers the
issue too soon, that is, before we know
the outlines of the peace agreement,
before we know all of the details of the
proposed NATO operation, there will be
too many unanswered questions to en-
able this debate to reach an informed
conclusion. If we wait too long, how-
ever, our troops may well be on the
their way, that is, our ground troops,
and Congress will not have performed
the responsible role that I believe the
Constitution requires us to perform.
Only by daily monitoring of this situa-
tion can the leadership best determine
that critical hour when this debate
should be initiated.

I do not see this debate, I repeat, Mr.
President, as a political fight. This is
not Republicans versus Democrats or
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Republicans versus the President. The
misgivings regarding this operation
cross party lines. At issue in this de-
bate is not who scores the most politi-
cal points. What is at stake are the
lives of the men and the women of the
U.S. Armed Forces and the present and
future credibility of America’'s security
policy.

The most important gquestion we
must answer in this debate is whether
or not the United States has a vital na-
tional security interest in this conflict
in Bosnia, which justifies putting Unit-
ed States combat troops in harm’s way
in this operation and justifies imposing
a very significant cost on the American
taxpayer, a cost which cannot be fully
calculated at this time but which
would easily be in the billions of dol-
lars.

We must keep in mind that past mili-
tary operations have taken dollars
from our modernization and O&M ac-
counts in the Department of Defense,
dollars which directly affect the future
readiness, preparedness, and capabili-
ties of the Armed Forces of the United
States.

Again, Mr. President, I focus on the
fact that the use of United States
ground troops in Bosnia would be an
additional step by our- Nation. Our
military forces are already there and
have been there in a very significant
way in those military operations in-
volving airpower, and in those military
operations involving the naval embar-
go. In both the air and the naval oper-
ations, for several years we have been
the dominant military participant.

I question, is this deployment of
United States ground troops the best of
the remaining options for resolving the
fighting in Bosnia? The President and
his negotiators deserve credit for the
achievements they have had to date
with respect to achieving a peace
agreement and lessening the fighting.
So that is definitely to their credit.

But should the United States play a
role on the ground in Bosnia given that
we are already, as I say, playing the
major role in the air operations and
the naval blockade, or are there other
options we should consider which
would not involve such a significant
number of upward of 25,000 United
States ground troops?

Mr. President, Senator LEVIN and I
recently completed a report for the
Senate Armed Services Committee in-
volving the United States military in-
volvement in Somalia. That report, I
think, if I may say, should accomplish
one thing. It should cause the adminis-
tration and this Senate to consider
more carefully the policy decisions
that put men and women who serve in
our Armed Forces at risk.

As the father of one of the young
Rangers killed in Somalia, Col. Larry
Joyce, told the Senate Armed Services
Committee in an open hearing, and I
quote him:
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Too frequently, policymakers are insulated
from the misery they create. If they could be
with the chaplain who rings a doorbell at 6:20
in the morning to tell a 22-year-old woman
she’s now a widow, they'd develop their poli-
cies more carefully.

That is why I emphasize that the
American people need a much stronger
voice in this critical decision. And that
can only be fulfilled, in my judgment,
by a very comprehensive debate here in
the U.S. Senate. I hope that President
Clinton will actively seek such a de-
bate.

I point out that, very wisely, Presi-
dent Bush, when he was faced with the
similar situation in the gulf war, re-
ceived congressional authorization for
the use of force prior to the initiation
of that conflict. That debate, though
difficult and contentious, was, in my
view, one of the finest in the contem-
porary history of this institution.

The final vote taken after, I think,
almost 3 days of debate, was by a nar-
row margin of five to authorize the
President to use force. But the debate
and vote served to unite the Congress
and, indeed, the American people be-
hind our President.

Fortunately, the casualty level in
that conflict was far below the pre-
dictions. But had the Congress not
been on record in support of the Presi-
dent and the war effort, and had that
conflict resulted in greater—there were
significant losses—but had there been
greater losses, I fear the drumbeat
could well have started right here in
the Congress to bring our troops home.
We need only remember the experience
of Somalia.

In calling for this vote, I do not seek
to question the President’s role as
Commander in Chief—in particular, his
authority to deploy United States
troops in emergency situations, such as
we saw in Grenada and Panama, when
the circumstances did not allow for a
protracted, prior debate in the Con-
gress. That was quite appropriate, and
it was that type of action that was con-
templated by the Founding Fathers
when they wrote into the Constitution
the specific roles of the President with
respect to being Commander in Chief.

But that is not the case with Bosnia.
That war has been going on for 3%
years, since April 1992. We are, at best,
weeks away from a peace agreement.
There is plenty of time for the Con-
gress to exercise its constitutional re-
sponsibility for such a deployment by
thoroughly debating the issue and vot-
ing on a resolution.

Although I have traditionally been a
supporter of Presidential prerogative
in the deployment of United States
troops, I have yet to be convinced that
this President’s plan, President Clin-
ton’s plan, for putting this additional
contingent of military forces, namely,
up to 25,000 ground forces in Bosnia, is
the proper option to follow.

I listened carefully to the adminis-
tration’s testimony during the course
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of our hearing in the Armed Services
Committee, but I still cannot identify
a vital United States national security
interest in Bosnia that justifies put-
ting United States ground troops at
risk in that nation. I do not want to
see U.S. troops inserted in the middle
of a civil war, a civil war which is
based on centuries’ old religious and
ethnic hatreds.

I would like to recount just a per-
sonal note. On my last visit, Senator
ROBERT KERREY and I went into the
Krajina region which, just days before
our visit, had been the battleground for
Croatian forces driving Serbian forces
out, Croatian Serbs having taken that
land several years earlier. There was
an enclave of Serbs that had been
trapped and prevented, in one way or
another, from fleeing into Serb terri-
tory. We met extensively with these
refugees. In one particular meeting,
there was a doctor, there was a school-
teacher and there was another very
well-educated individual. As hard as we
pressed them for answers as to why
this conflict exists and continues to
exist, they could give no answers to ex-
plain why well-educated people have
participated all throughout that re-
gion—all sides—in barbaric acts which
those of us in this country find incom-
prehensible.

That is my major concern as to why
we should not put our troops in there
in harm’'s way. President Clinton has
vet to make a convincing case that we
should proceed with this deployment.

In my view, the burden of proof on
the administration to turn public opin-
ion around is virtually insurmount-
able. Therefore, it has to be a joint re-
sponsibility of the Congress and the
President, no matter how definite the
President and others may wish to
make this commitment at this time.
And another thing that concerns me,
how the administration can predict,
should we go in, that this situation
would be of such a nature that we
could pull out all of our forces 1 year
from today. I just find that incompre-
hensible.

So, Mr. President, I shall have more
to say on this subject in the coming
days. I yield the floor and thank my
colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Under the previous order, the
Senator from Montana [Mr. Baucus] is
recognized for up to 10 minutes.

BLM LANDS

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, October
22, which is just around the corner, is a
pretty important day in Montana, and
I will tell my colleagues why in just a
minute. But I will say it is one of the
reasons why I am dead set against S.
1031, a bill to transfer the lands admin-
istered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to the States.

Let me say a word about multiple
use. When Congress passed the Federal
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Land Management and Policy Act of
1976, it defined multiple use as ‘‘the
management of the public lands so that
they are utilized in the combination
that will best meet the present and fu-
ture needs of the American people.”

That is what the statute says.

Let me tell you about what it means
to Montanans—citizens of a State with
nearly 30 million acres of Federal pub-
lic lands. To many Montanans, it
means jobs, jobs from the timber that
we harvest, minerals that we mine, oil
and gas that we extract, livestock that
we graze and city slickers that pay for
a week under the big sky with our out-
fitters and our guides.

And to all Montanans, folks who earn
their living off the land and the major-
ity who live and work in towns, these
lands represent what we love most
about our State. These lands provide
recreation, an escape from work, a re-
minder that we live in the last best
place.

It means teaching your kids to hunt
like your dad taught you. It means
being able to take your family out for
a weekend and hike and camp and ex-
plore in the most beautiful, pristine
places known to man.

Montanans head to the Pryor Moun-
tains hoping to catch a glimpse of the
wild horse herds; they float the histori-
cal Whitecliffs of the Missouri River;
and they fish the blue-ribbon Madison
River.

This weekend in particular reminds
Montanans of just how lucky we all are
to have so much Federal lands avail-
able to us. It is the start of the big
game hunting season.

Montanans head to the Missouri
Breaks in search of trophy mulies, set
up their elk camps in the Centennial
Mountains, or take a trip to their fa-
vorite spot to go antelope hunting,
shoot upland game birds, pheasant, or
ducks.

Montanans are lucky because these
Federal lands are near our homes.
Within an hour's drive from any town
in Montana, these lands provide full ac-
cess and outstanding opportunities for
a successful hunt. In fact, there were
more than 375,000 hunting trips on
Montana's BLM lands in 1994.

Just think of that, 375,000 hunting
trips on Montana's BLM lands in 1994.

There is, however, a bill pending in
the Senate which takes this away from
Montanans. It is S. 1031. It directs the
Secretary of the Interior to give all the
BLM lands to the States who, in turn,
may deal with them as they see fit.

Montana may choose to manage
these 8.8 million acres of BLM lands
much the same way they are currently
managed. Of course, that would mean
coming up with the $34 million in fund-
ing that the U.S. Government cur-
rently spends each year to manage
BLM lands in Montana. Finding an ad-
ditional $34 million a year is a real
stretch to our State when our total
State budget is under $2 billion a year.
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Of course, Montana has other op-
tions, as do other States, under this
legislation. The State could simply not
pay for range improvements, weed con-
trol, recreation, and wildlife projects
that are currently being paid for and
carried out by the BLM.

Montana can also choose to raise
some quick revenue by putting these
lands on the auction block and selling
them to the highest bidder. Sleeping
Giant, the Terry Badlands, the Mis-
souri Breaks, Beartrap Canyon, the
Pryor Range, the Centennial Moun-
tains sold. Once public lands and
streams, then fenced off; ‘‘no trespass-
ing’ signs put out. This bill takes
away what Montanans love most about
our State: Open, easy access to public
lands to hunt, fish, hike, birdwatch,
snowmobile, four-wheel drive.

I want to put my colleagues on no-
tice that S. 1031 is a bad deal. It is bad
for Montana. It is bad for the West. It
is bad for the Nation. Our public lands
are the key to perpetuating our out-
door heritage.

As Teddy Roosevelt said, ‘“The Na-
tion behaves well if it treats the natu-
ral resources as assets which it must
turn over to the next generation in-
creased, not impaired, in value.”

That is what Teddy Roosevelt said.
8. 1031 ignores future generations and
yanks their inheritance out from under
them.

Marion and Rose Coleman of Laurel,
MT, recently wrote me and said this:

Please stop S. 1031 for the benefit of the 22
members of our family who love to hunt,
fish, and camp on public lands.

I am here today to let Marion and
Rose Coleman, and all Montanans,
know that I intend to fight this bill
every step of the way. It is anti-hunt-
ing, anti-Montana.

If it ever reaches the floor in any-
thing close to its present form, it is
dead on arrival. That is something I
will guarantee my colleagues, and,
more importantly, that is something I
will guarantee the people of Montana.

Mr. KERREY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] is recognized
for 20 minutes.

THE BUDGET

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, Tues-
day night in Houston, and last Friday
as well, the President of the United
States made a comment where he said
specifically, I had to raise your taxes
more than I wanted and cut spending
less than I wanted to, which made a lot
of you furious.”

Well, the comment made those of us
who voted for that proposal even more
furious than it made, apparently, the
audience to which the President was
speaking.

Mr. President, the President of the
United States has since said that he
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did not intend to say that the package
was bad. He did not intend to mean
that he was not proud of the people
who voted for it. But he left the unmis-
takable impression that he would have
cut more given the opportunity.

The fact is that, in 1993, Congressman
Penny and Congressman KASICH pre-
sented $105 billion in additional spend-
ing cuts after the budget deficit reduc-
tion bill was passed. I think it has done
a tremendous amount of good for the
U.S. economy. It did reduce the defi-
cit—as now estimated. by nearly a tril-
lion dollars.

But Congressman Penny and Con-
gressman KASICH, and later myself and
Senator BROWN on the Senate side, of-
fered nearly identical proposals to cut
over $100 billion over 5 years, and the
administration opposed it. They did
not just send a letter about it. They
sent various Members up here, saying
this was draconian and it was going to
hurt—all the things that are men-
tioned, typically, when a spending cut
is made. Maybe this is part of a tri-
angulation strategy that we hear about
a lot. But, Mr. President, it is stran-
gulating the confidence that we have in
Congress that whatever it is we do is
going to continue to enjoy the support
of the President.

Now, I do not want to drag it much
farther than that. I actually had a very
harsh speech that I had written yester-
day, and, fortunately, I think both for
myself and the President, there was
not time to get to the floor to give it.
I have calmed down a bit since then.
But a larger point needs to be made
here, rather than, did the President
misstate or not what it was he was try-
ing to do?

Not only did Congressman Penny and
Congressman KASICH and Senator
BROWN and myself present spending cut
proposals, but the President put to-
gether a bipartisan entitlement com-
mission, with 32 people on it. Senator
Danforth and I chaired that effort. We
presented to the President, in 1994, the
recommendations of that commission,
and those recommendations are what I
would like to talk about here today.
They still need the full consideration
of this body.

Mr. President, it is fairly obvious
that this place is still controlled by
men. I am a man myself, and so it does
not bother me most of the time. But we
men behave differently than women in
certain things. One of the things
women have noticed over the years is
that we have a tendency to exaggerate
the size of things sometimes. That is,
in fact, occurring in this entire budget
debate.

The Republicans get up and talk
about this being revolutionary, and we
heard Speaker GINGRICH talking about
a great revolution, and the Democrats
say, no, it is draconian, it is terrible,
destructive, and on and on. The Amer-
ican people get kind of confused and
wonder what is going on.
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Mr. President, these are the facts. We
will spend $1.5 trillion in 1995, the fiscal
year ending September 30. At the end
of 2002, under the Republican budget
resolution, it will be roughly $1.858 tril-
lion. If you use the Congressional
Budget Office baseline, with no change,
it is about $2.1 trillion. So it is some
$240 billion less. That is a lot of money,
but hardly what I would put in the cat-
egory of revolutionary. Nor is it fair to
say they are draconian, and on and on.

In some cases, I have had serious dis-
agreements with the way the money is
being allocated, but it is a relatively
modest change. If you look at the tax
revenue generated and total spending
over the next 7 years compared to the
past 7 years, we will spend nearly $2.4
trillion more, and we are going to have
$3.2 trillion more in tax revenue—a lot
more tax revenue coming in and a lot
more money going out as well.

Mr. President, the goal that has been
set over and over again by the Repub-
licans in this budget resolution and de-
bate—and last night you heard it
again—is that we are going to balance
the budget. Yes, that ought to be one
goal. There is no question that it is ac-
complished under this budget resolu-
tion. I am for balancing the budget. I
would like to be able to vote for the
particular resolution that is going to
come back to us at some point. In its
current form, I will not be able to do it.

Mr. President, there is another goal
this budget resolution ought to ad-
dress, and it was identified by the bi-
partisan budget commission as more
troubling than the budget deficit. That
is, as a percentage of our budget, over-
all entitlements—not to the poor, but
to the middle class—overall entitle-
ment growth is at an unsustainable
level. Today, it is 64 percent of our
budget. In 2002, at the end of this reso-
lution, it will be 74 percent of our budg-
et. In 2008, when my generation—the
biggest generation in the history of
this country—starts to retire, it will
very rapidly go to 100 percent—100 per-
cent, Mr. President. The Federal Gov-
ernment is going to be an ATM ma-
chine. Some will say that is fine, let it
transfer payments out.

Mr. President, there are things that
we appropriate that not only strength-
en our economy but improve the qual-
ity of life. I made a lot of money as a
consequence of my parents helping to
build the interstate highway system.
And as a consequence of their grand-
parents doing the GI bill, I have made
a lot of money. This country has made
investments in the past that have im-
proved the quality of our life. We spend
$1.7 billion a year on parks, and 17 mil-
lion Americans a year enjoy them, but
we are going to cut it back. We are
going to cut $1 billion out of the FAA.
We already have $3 billion a year in in-
creased costs to shippers as a result of
delays. God knows what kind of disas-
ters may occur as a result of under-
funding that program.
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We are going to have a real decline in
education expenditures from $34 to $32
billion over the next 7 years. Transpor-
tation is going to be cut. We will be
spending less on space and research and
all sorts of things that we ought to be
doing. The reason is, of the $358 billion
increase in spending between this year
and the year 2002, that incremental in-
crease—all of it, more than 100 per-
cent—goes for entitlements and net in-
terest on the debt. Almost half of it,
Mr. President, goes for an item that we
have decided we do not want to talk
about—=Social Security.

If you want to have a revolution, let
us bring Senator SIMPSON’'s and my
proposal into consideration. People
say, well, let us postpone that, and ‘‘we
are going to do it in 1997," says Speak-
er GINGRICH. When you are saving
money for retirement, time is not on
your side. You can exercise, jog, watch
your diet, quit smoking, get massages,
or whatever else, but you do not get
the time back. Every year you wait,
that is less wealth you generate. You
may want to generate it in a collective
pool or a individual pool, as Senator
SIMPSON and I are proposing.

Mr. President, to leave Social Secu-
rity off the table makes it impossible
to do what we want to do with this
budget resolution—not only balance
the budget by 2002, but balance the re-
lationship between mandated programs
and appropriated programs. We ought
to decide collectively that it is going
to be some fixed percentage of our
budget, so we have money for schools,
so we have money for roads, so we have
money for Head Start, or whatever else
it is we decide we want to spend it on.

Mr. President, when the former
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee came to this body 35 years ago,
75 percent of the budget was allocated
in appropriated accounts; 30 percent
was entitlements and interest.

The second objective we ought to be
setting for ourselves is a big one. It is
going to require us to change the eligi-
bility age in these programs from 65 to
70, to phase it in. You cannot afford to
do it any other way. It is why I said in
the beginning that we describe it as
big, either on the positive side or a
negative side. But it is kind of a male
sort of thing. The truth is that it is
smaller than it needs to be.

We need to take stock of the growth
of entitlements. Otherwise, we are not
going to have the money to be able to
improve the quality of our lives,
whether it is parks, natural resources
development, or to increase the produc-
tivity of our people and narrow this
widening gap that we see right now
with the economic haves and have
nots.

Next, Mr. President, now that Repub-
licans say they want to preserve and
protect Medicare, what that means is
the market does not work,

When I hear the majority leader say
the market is rational, the Govern-
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ment is stupid, here is one Government
program he does not think is stupid.
For people over the age of 656 who de-
pend upon Medicare, the market does
not work.

The same is true for somebody who is
25, that is out there in the work force
today making $8 an hour, being told
they cannot have health insurance be-
cause they cannot afford it. That is the
principle underneath the Medicare Pro-
gram.

What we need to do is to say that we
are going to radically alter—what a
revolution—radically alter the system
of eligibility and say to every Amer-
ican, if you are a legal resident or
American citizen you are in. You do
not have to doubt that you will have
coverage. The goal of universal cov-
erage is just as desirable today as it
was in 1993 and 1994 when we debated it
all the time.

Medicare, Medicaid, the income tax
deduction, the Veterans Administra-
tion programs are fiscal political and
structural barriers to getting that job
done.

Democrats who for 35 years have sup-
ported Medicare because we understand
the market does not work, need to say
to recent convert Republicans that to
get everybody covered we have to do
things much differently. That would be
a revolution. That would be something
big that men and women would seize
properly.

The last thing I say, Mr. President,
contained in the debate yesterday in
the Finance Committee was lots of
conversation about the need to pro-
mote growing. I am for it. We should
have a debate about fundamental tax
reform.

You cannot cut tax on those who
have stocks and bonds and have a sub-
stantial amount of our income coming
from stocks and bonds while raising
taxes on people that make $7 an hour,
depending on the earned income tax
credit. It is not fair. It does not wash.
All you can hope is they do not notice
and they do not vote as a consequence.

We are not being asked to reduce the
capital gains tax by low-income people
who may benefit when they sell their
home. We are being asked by wealthy
Americans who have stocks and bonds
and who have accurately said, in my
judgment, that the economy does need
to grow through productive invest-
ment. We regard productive investment
as replacing our income tax with a pro-
gressive consumption tax.

It gives Americans an unlimited op-
portunity to save money and accumu-
late wealth over the course of their
working life and promote economic
growth at the same time.

Do not put a capital gains tax cut out
at the same time we cut and raise
taxes for people that are at or below
$25,000 a year, and to use that money—
they do not use it for television sets.

I heard a colleague who is critical of
the program say all they are doing is
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buying television sets. They use that
few dollars to pay medical bills, buy
cars that have 80,000 miles so they can
go to work and drop the kids at the
child care center. Many are using it to
make a downpayment on rental depos-
its. They are using it the way the
working people ought to, to consume
the things that are increasingly mak-
ing it difficult for them to cover their
costs.

Finally, I say it again, I wish that
the Republicans on the other side that
currently control the majority of this
Senate, I wish they would turn across
the aisle and say we should start nego-
tiating. What do you want, Senator
KERREY? My answer is simple. What I
want is to fix the cost of entitlements
as a percent of our budget. What I want
is to say now you support the idea that
the marketplace does not work, agree
that we will get universal coverage so
every American knows they are cov-
ered in health care. You cannot make
the system work any other way.

Rather than block granting Medicaid
to the States, we ought to bring that
and say to the States that $40 billion
we will pay for, but you have to take
$40 billion, whether for education, job
training, transportation—something
you do well. We have agreement; we
will use the marketplace.

We do not have to get down and fill
the air with rhetoric about Govern-
ment taking over health care. We know
the market is doing a good job of con-
trolling cost. There is consensus that
that is what ought to be done. Unless
we change our notion of how people are
going to become eligible for health
care, you cannot get that job done.

Last, I say for my friends on the
other side of the aisle, there is consen-
sus on our tax system, whether it is the
U.S.A. tax that Senator DOMENICI and
Senator NUNN have worked on or other
tax proposals, we know we should not
just be concerned about how much
money we generate to pay whatever is
mandated or whatever we want to ap-
propriate.

We need to think about generating
the money so the economy grows and
so Americans out there who are pro-
ducing the tax revenue have the oppor-
tunity to save enough to accumulate
wealth over the course of their working
life.

Finally, Mr. President, I hear an
awful lot, and I put out a lot myself
from time to time about how bad the
Government is and how terrible it does.
I want to declare to my colleagues and
people I represent in Nebraska that one
of the reasons I stay in the job and am
excited about the job, you can use the
Government of the United States of
American to save lives. It saves lives.

It will be interesting to see what
Colin Powell says when we ask him
about health care. The Government of
the United States of America, the hos-
pitals that provide health care for U.S.
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Army servicemen have saved lives.
Those people are Government employ-
ees. You could change lives, enrich
lives, improve lives. That is what it
ought to be about.

We need to improve the Government
and make it operate more effectively,
but we need to tell the American citi-
zens there is no free lunch in this deal.
This Government in this country can-
not be any better than our people are
willing to make it. Our people are will-
ing to make it a heck of a lot better
than we allow.

We are frightened of universal health
care. We got our brains beat out in 1993
and 1994. We do not want to talk about
it. The American people want to talk
about it. We do not want to talk about
fixing the costs of entitlements based
on facts and truth as the Speaker calls
for, We know if we give the facts and
truth, we have to do Social Security,
we have to change eligibility age, we
have to change the method of eligi-
bility.

Instead of working Republican and
Democrats, I just hope that in the next
60 days or however long it takes to do
this deal, rather than looking to al-
ways negotiate with the White House
and try to cut a deal—I fear that more
than I do anything right now—look
across the aisle and work with us.

We are prepared to cast the tough
votes. We want to embrace the future.
We are not for the status quo. We are
for change. We want to alter the course
of our Nation's future and give invest-
ments to our children and be able to
give them a brighter future than they
have right now.

We are prepared, I believe, to cast the
tough votes to change the course of
this Nation's future, not based upon
some calculation of triangulation, try-
ing to determine whether the President
is more popular or less popular, trying
to figure how to get reelected, but try-
ing to decide what is best for the peo-
ple we represent, and most important
what is best for our future.

Every single day of our lives has
Americans—I do not care what your
status is, what your name is, where
you live—not a bad exercise to do as
opposed to jogging is get up in the
morning and go to bed at night and
thank God for the things we have. We
are a wealthy Nation, blessed with
enormous freedoms and opportunities.

I got out of high school in 1961. The
cold war was on and our class thought
whether we would go in the Army,
Navy, or Marine Corps because we
knew we were likely to go to Vietnam.

That is not the future of today. There
is tremendous opportunity. Seize that
opportunity rather than hyperventilate
and exaggerating each other's position.
Seize the opportunities and try to put
in place a change in the law that sends
this Nation in a different direction,
that does not just balance the budget
but satisfies other needs and concerns
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and.desires that the American people
have today.
I yield the floor.

REGISTRATION OF MASS
MAILINGS

The filing date for 1995 third quarter
mass mailings is October 25, 1995. If
your office did no mass mailings during
this period, please submit a form that
states: ‘‘none.”

Mass mailing registrations, or nega-
tive reports, should be submitted to
the Senate Office of Public Records, 232
Hart Building, Washington, DC 20510~
T116.

The Public Records Office will be
open from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. on the filing
date to accept these filings. For further
information, please contact the Public
Records Office on (202) 224-0322.

THE SOUTH PACIFIC NUCLEAR-
FREE ZONE

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. President, as the
Chairman of the Subcommittee on East
Asian and Pacific Affairs, I come to the
floor to inform my colleagues that at
noon today the administration will an-
nounce that the United States, the
United Kingdom, and France will sign
the three protocols to the South Pa-
cific Nuclear-free Zone Treaty
[SPNFZ], known as the Treaty of
Rarotonga. I wholeheartedly welcome
that decision.

The SPNFZ, which took effect in
1986, is signed by Australia, New Zea-
land, Fiji, Papua New Guinea, Western
Samoa, Kiribati, Nauru, Niue, Tuvalu,
the Cook Islands, and the Solomon Is-
lands. The treaty includes three proto-
cols which are open to signature by nu-
clear countries outside the region. Pro-
tocol I prohibits any nuclear power
with territories in the zone from manu-
facturing, stationing, or testing any
nuclear device within those territories.
Protocol II commits the protocol sig-
natory not to use or threaten to use
nuclear weapons against any treaty
signatory. Finally, Protocol III com-
mits each protocol signatory mnot to
test a nuclear explosive device any-
where in the zone. While no nuclear
power has adhered to Protocol I, both
Russia and the People's Republic of
China have adhered to Protocols II and

I1I.

The SPNFZ is modeled after the
Latin American Nuclear-Free Zone
Treaty, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which
includes two protocols open to signa-
ture by the nuclear powers. While the
United States is a signatory to both
the Tlatelolco protocols, we have not
signed the similar Rarotonga proto-
cols. The reason appears to have been
the tendency of the western nuclear
powers to be hesitant to sign on unilat-
erally. Although both we and the Brit-
ish appeared to be amenable to signing,
because of French interests we re-
frained from doing so.
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The continued obstinacy of the
French, coupled with their decision to
go ahead with France’s announced nu-
clear tests in the South Pacific, caused
me great concern for several reasons.
First, I believed that a resumption of
testing would result in the disintegra-
tion of the current testing moratorium
and a renewal of underground testing
by other states. Moratoria are like
truces—they are only good as long as
all the parties to them observe their
provisions. Second, it called into ques-
tion France's commitment to the ex-
tension of the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty [NPT]. In May, the world’s five
announced nuclear powers persuaded
the rest of the world to extend indefi-
nitely the NPT. To win that consensus,
the five promised to sign a comprehen-
sive test ban treaty [CTBT] by the end
of 1996. I believed strongly that the re-
sumption of French testing, only 4
months after France signed the agree-
ment, called into serious question its
commitment to the CTBT and threat-
ened to undermine international ef-
forts to curb proliferation. Finally, the
decision was vehemently opposed by
most, if not all, of the countries in the
region.

As a result of these concerns, on Au-
gust 10 the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Senator PELL, and I
wrote President Clinton asking him

... to give serious consideration to an
early decision to seek Senate advice and con-
sent to ratification of the protocols to the
Treaty. The timetable of such action would
be consistent with the achievement of a com-
plete ban in 1996. It would send a clear signal
to the French that, while we commend their
decision to join in a complete test ban next
year, they should accede now to the over-
whelming sentiment of the peoples of the
South Pacific that there should be no further
testing of any nuclear explosive devices in
the region. Moreover, it would send an un-
equivocal message to regional nations that
we support them in their desire to make
their zone nuclear-free. Finally, it is impor-
tant to give substance to the commitments
we gave the regional nations when they sup-
ported the U.S. this spring in the effort in
New York to secure the permanent extension
of the [NPT].

The announcement today is an im-
portant step toward achieving a ban by
the end of 1996. While I would like to
think that our letter had something to
do with the decision—and here I would
like to commend the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Rhode Island for his
efforts in that regard—I must realisti-
cally credit the Government of France
with making the agreement possible.
France was the only country testing
nuclear weapons in the zone, and had
maintained that they would not join
the protocols until the entry into force
of the CTBT. Their decision to join us
in signing the protocols represents in
my mind a major step forward in our
drive toward 1996. I would hope that
the parties would move quickly to sign
the protocols, and pledge to respect
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them pending each country’s ratifica-
tion process.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as of the
close of business yesterday, October 19,
the Federal debt stood at
$4,974,014,009,081.49. We are still about
$27 billion away from the $5 trillion
mark, unfortunately, we anticipate
hitting the $5 trillion mark sometime
later this year or early next year.

On a per capita basis, every man,
woman, and child in America owes
$18,881.44 as his or her share of that
debt.

——

IAN DAVIDSON

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, it is
with great respect and admiration that
I rise today to congratulate a friend,
Montana businessman Ian Davidson. As
company president and CEO of D.A.
Davidson & Co. [DADCO], a financial
services company, Ian has ridden a
wave of success in a field where he has
dared to be different. Recently, the Bil-
lings Gazette honored Ian in a tribute
to his tragedy and success. I would like
to do the same.

It has been almost a year since the
D.A. Davidson corporate plane crashed,
killing three of the company’s top ex-
ecutives. On November 8, 1994, Eugene
Lewis, Robert Braggs, and Donald
Knutson died along with pilot Harold
Graf in what Ian described as ‘‘the
worst tragedy of his life.”” But the
Great Falls based company has made
great leaps in the past year. New lead-
ers have been assigned to the vacated
positions, and despite the obvious grief
experienced by the company and com-
munity, 1995 has been a tremendous
year for DADCO. In addition to adding
between 65 and 70 new employees since
the beginning of the year, DADCO
boasts more than 100,000 accounts in
the Northern Rockies and Pacific
Northwest.

Based on record earnings in the last
2 years and total capital of more than
$31.5 million, DADCO is ranked among
the top 60 firms operating outside New
York City. Recognition that solidifies
its corporate slogan—where ‘‘Wall
Street Meets the Rockies."”

Beyond this, while Ian would be the
first to tell you that Montana has been
good to him, he has also been very good
to Montana. He runs a business that
gives a lot back to our State and our
Montana communities. Ian and his
wife, Nancy, have been especially gen-
erous to the University of Montana.

Again, I want to recognize Ian David-
son for his contribution to Montana'
communities. If we could all live our
lives as fully and productively as Ian
Davidson, the world would be a better
place.
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EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
for the transaction of morning business
be extended to the hour of 11 o’clock.

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

THE PRESIDENT'S BUDGET

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
came to the floor this morning to offer
a resolution concerning the President's
budget, and I have been informed that
my offering of this resolution and ask-
ing for its immediate consideration
would be objected to by the other side.

I will not offer the resolution. The
resolution is actually very simple. It
goes to a very important item that is
being discussed in the general public
and by the Members of Congress and
the White House; that is, the Presi-
dent’s budget and whether the Presi-
dent's budget comes into balance, and
whether we as a Congress should be
adopting what the President wants to
do in the area of the budget.

The President has been traveling
around the country for several months
now, talking about, waving around his
balanced budget proposal, saying he
has a budget that will balance over 10
Years.

Incredibly enough, the American
public actually believes what the
President is saying. I say ‘‘incredibly
enough,” because the only person who
has said that the budget balances is the
Director of his own Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, not any other inde-
pendent agency, and certainly not the
Congressional Budget Office.

Nobody believes this budget is bal-
anced. In fact, it does not come to bal-
ance in 10 years or 20 years or 30 years.
It never balances, except in his own in-
terim shop. He has cooked the num-
bers, made all of these ridiculous as-
sumptions about how fast the economy
will go and how low interest rates will
be and, all of a sudden wishes away all
the budget problems.

Yet he goes out there every day and
talks about how he balances the budg-
et: “It is just a matter of whether you
want my balanced budget or the Re-
publicans’ balanced budget,” and the
Republicans’ balanced budget is cruel
and draconian and mean-spirited and
all these sorts of things, “and mine is
kinder and gentler and I really care
about people,” and we can accomplish
the same things.

The fact of the matter is he does not
balance the budget. What I wanted to
do was to present a resolution as a
sense of the Senate that we should
adopt the President’s budget his second
budget.

You may recall his first budget was
voted on here on the floor of the Sen-
ate. His first budget that he came out
with back in February of last year,
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which did not produce a balanced budg-
et, he did not claim it produced a bal-
anced budget, and it was defeated 99 to
0 on the floor of the Senate. He then
went back and revised his budget to
present his new, improved, balanced
budget over 10 years and has been run-
ning around since.

I think it is time for some truth here.
Let us have a debate. Let us have a de-
bate on the President’'s budget. Let us
examine what the President has done
and whether he really does make the
decisions that are necessary to bring
this budget into balance over 10 years.
Now we say he was willing, yesterday,
to accept 9, or 8, or even 7. We do not
know where he is at this time, but his
budget says it balances in 10, so let us
talk about it.

Unfortunately, there are Members on
the other side who do not want to talk
about it, they do not want to debate
the resolution, do not want to vote on
the resolution, refused to give us an op-
portunity to bring it to a vote. I do not
understand why. If they support their
President and believe his budget is in
balance, then why the fear of coming
to the Senate floor and having a good
and open debate about what the Presi-
dent’s budget does?

I am confident that there is someone
on the other side of the aisle who be-
lieves enough in the President's budget
that they will be willing to take up the
mantle and run with it and offer the
President’'s budget. So, what I will do
is I will put this resolution over here
on the desk. If there is someone on the
other side of the aisle who would like
to offer the President's budget and
begin a debate, here is the resolution
that will begin this debate. We can
have a full and open debate on the
President's budget. We can see whether
it brings us into balance. We can see
what cuts he wants to make. We can
see how he is going to accomplish it.
Then we can look at what he wants to
do and what the Republicans are doing
and see what the American public
thinks.

That is the kind of dialog I think the
American public would like to see.
They would like to see what the op-
tions are. And the Senator is right, you
are hearing one side saying one thing,
the other side saying the other. Let us
put them out here on the table. Let us
see what the specifics are with both. I
will give someone on the other side of
the aisle the opportunity to do that.

If, for some reason, no one on the
other side of the aisle picks up that
resolution and decides to offer it, next
week I will find an appropriate vehicle
and offer it as an amendment to a bill
that is coming through and have this
discussion, because I think it is a dis-
cussion that needs to be opened up to
the American public.

There is a lot of tomfoolery going on
in this debate. There is a lot of misin-
formation being spread around in this
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debate. And there is no better place to
straighten it out and talk about the
facts than right here on the Senate
floor.

What are the facts as we know them?
We have a letter from the Congres-
sional Budget Office that says the
President’s budget does not balance. It
does not balance over 5 years, or 6
years, or 7 years, or 10 years, or 20
years, or 50 years. It never comes into
balance. What we hope is the intent
here, of this whole debate, is to balance
the budget. The budget does not do
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 6
minutes under the order for the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has expired.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

AN EMERGING CONSENSUS

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, let me
congratulate my colleague from Penn-
sylvania. I think it is appropriate, at
this very, very historic time—and I
think we all understand the next 2, 3, 4,
5 weeks may be the most important
weeks that any of us ever serve in this
body, or in this Congress, and they may
be some of the most important weeks
for the future of this country—I think
it is appropriate, and I think it is im-
portant we do have a full debate.

As the Senator from Pennsylvania so
eloquently said, you cannot do that,
really, unless you view different op-
tions, unless both sides are willing to
debate the specific facts. Therefore, I
think it is appropriate that the Presi-
dent’s budget be literally on the table
and that we look at that and look at
the assumptions in there and look to
see whether or not that budget does
what the President says, and that is
balance the budget.

There are those of us on this side who
do not think it does. We think it is
based upon assumptions that, frankly,
are very optimistic and that are not
based upon reality and that the sav-
ings, so-called savings that the Presi-
dent achieves he achieves in that man-
ner, a changing of the accounting
rules, in a sense, or changing of the as-
sumptions, at least. So I think it is im-
portant we debate this.

We have, I believe, made some
progress in this country in the tenor of
the national debate. As I travel
throughout my home State of Ohio—
and, I imagine, my colleague from
Pennsylvania finds the same thing in
Pennsylvania—we are seeing emerging
a consensus about the problems that
exist and a consensus that this Con-
gress finally has to do something about
these problems.

There are three areas where I think
really, today, there is a consensus.

A balanced budget: The American
people understand we cannot continue
to do what we had been doing in the
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past. They understand that. So the real
question in this debate is, whose budg-
et is realistic? Whose budget will, in
fact, bring about a balanced budget, as
we believe ours will, by the year 20027

The second area where there clearly
is a consensus is in regard to welfare
reform. We saw this on the floor a few
weeks ago as we looked at the over-
whelming vote. Over 80 Members of
this body of 100 cast a vote in favor of
the final welfare reform bill that
passed. There is a consensus in this
country about welfare reform.

Medicare: A year ago, I do not think
there was really an understanding
about the problems that we have, that
we face in regard to Medicare. Today,
while there is a debate about what we
should do about Medicare, I do not
think there is any longer a debate
about the fact that something has to
be done. The Medicare commissioners
have said clearly that Medicare will, in
fact, be bankrupt in a short period of
time unless we take some very dra-
matic action.

So there is consensus on these three
issues. As my colleague from Penn-
sylvania says, it is important that we
get the facts out and we debate these
facts on this floor.

Let me talk for a moment, in light of
this, about the bill that is going to be
coming in front of us. The American
people may not have heard the term
“‘reconciliation." It is kind of a inside-
the-beltway term, but it is a term that
is going to be used quite often in the
next several weeks. This particular bill
we are going to discuss is going to be
the vehicle for this Congress to bring
about the changes I believe people
voted for last November. This legisla-
tion is bold, it is farsighted, and it is
absolutely necessary for America’s fu-
ture. Furthermore, it is based on sound
data. It is based on facts. It is based on
good budget figures.

The American people decided last No-
vember they wanted a Congress that
was finally willing to put America
back on track towards fiscal solvency.
I believe the American people are
ready for this change. In fact, I believe
the message of 1994, and frankly the
message of 1992, was that the American
people were demanding this kind of
change.

We cannot ignore the basic truth
contained in the report of the biparti-
san entitlement commission. That
commission said, if we do not change
our present course, by the year 2012,
every single penny in the Federal budg-
et will be consumed by entitlements
and interest on the national debt.

Mr. President, I ask consent to speak
for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. DEWINE. If, in the year 2012, we
want Government to have any money
for discretionary spending—money to
run the Army, Navy, Air Force, Ma-
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rines, or the WIC program—it would
then mean a tax increase, because
there would not be any money left, no
money left at all, if we continue to do
what we have been doing.

In the days ahead, I intend to con-
tinue to talk about this issue, to talk
about the need for this reconciliation
bill.

At this point, I yield the floor.

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

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to this morning's
discussion. I would say to my friend
from Pennsylvania, I do not support
the budget plan the President sent to
the Congress. I did not think it was a
good budget when he sent it back in
February. I do not support it now.

But I would say the budget that is
coming, the reconciliation bill that is
coming to the floor, is substantially
worse than the proposal the President
offered, even though I do not support
the proposal of the President. We could
have a vote on a proposal here in the
Senate that does make some sense,
that does balance the budget in the
right way, that does not attack the So-
cial Security trust funds. It can be
done the right way, but the proposals
here we are debating, in my judgment,
steer this country in a direction that is
not healthy.

The Senator from Nebraska a few
minutes ago talked about the proposal
that says to a lot of working families
we are going to increase your taxes.
And that is what this proposal will do.

Yesterday, the Treasury Department
released an analysis indicating that
about 50 percent of the families will
find increased taxes as a result of this
proposal. Then it says, if you are
wealthy enough to get your income
from stocks and bonds, you will get a
tax cut. It will be beneficial to you.
There is a beneficial approach for you.
And the Senator from Nebraska says
that is not what Members said they
wanted.

Is it unusual for people to be skep-
tical when 97 percent of the members of
a political party voted against the
Medicare program saying, We do not
want it, we do not think it is nec-
essary, we do not support it, and then
they now later say, ‘‘We are the ones
that are going to save it.”” And people
are skeptical about that? I think they
have a right to be skeptical.

That is what the debate is about, the
priorities. I do not think we ought to
talk about a tax cut at this point this
year. I think what we ought to do is
balance the budget, do it the right way,
and then when we have done that job
figure out what we should do about the
taxes. But some people here want to
take the popular things first, and say,
Let us serve the dessert first; that is,
wait and serve dinner.
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I watched with some interest earlier
this week people who have been in Con-
gress for 30, 35, 25, or 20 years come to
the floor of the Chamber and cast their
vote saying they would like to have
term limits, and what is wrong with
our country is that there are not term
limits. Somebody who has been here
for 30 years now votes for term limits,
and says the problem with America is
we did not have a limit of 12 years on
their term. What are they telling the
American people—stop me before I run
again?

It is interesting to me that people
say this is about changes and reform.
In many respects, it is the business-as-
usual crowd. Although the priorities
are changing, the way they see it, the
rich have too little, the poor have too
much, and we are going to change that
with this reconciliation bill. We will
take some from the poor and from mid-
dle-income working families and give
some to the more affluent families.

But aside from that, we will debate
plenty of that in the coming days. I
want to point out to my colleagues
that the day before yesterday the ma-
jority party came to the Chamber and
said, We have from the Congressional
Budget Office now a letter, and it says
in the year 2002 with our plan we will
have a budget surplus. They were very
proud of that letter.

So I wrote a letter to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, and said if you
compute this the way you are supposed
to compute it —which is honestly, and
the law requires you cannot use the So-
cial Security trust fund to compute
that because those can only be used for
Social Security—if you compute it
without the Social Security trust fund,
what do you have?

Yesterday I received a letter in re-
turn saying,

. . . including an estimated off-budget sur-
plus of $180 billion, which is the Social Secu-
rity surpluses, the CBO would project an on-
budget deficit of $98 billion for the year 2002.

S0 in 24 hours this proposal has a
slight surplus. Then it has a $98 billion
deficit in the year 2002.

But the point is the only way you can
claim the budget is in balance with
this kind of arithmetic is if you take
money out of Social Security and use
it. People say that has been going on
for a long time. If that is the case, it is
business as usual. This is change? No.
It is not. This is business as usual.

I started in 1983 offering the first
amendment in the Ways and Means
Committee saying if you are going to
put in the trust fund money you in-
tended to save for the Social Security
System, do not raid it, do not pollute
it, do not take the money for any other
purpose, but protect it, keep it out the
of calculation of the operating budget
deficit. I happened to lose in that vote
in 1983, and I have tried a number of
times since. The Senator from South
Carolina actually succeeded in putting
it into the law.
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That is why I said to the Congres-
sional Budget Office that you cannot
add it up this way. If you add it up the
right way, the Director of CBO says
what you get is in the year 2002 a $98
billion deficit. I am most anxious to
hear people explain that to the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. SANTORUM addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
had a question for the Senator from
North Dakota.

Does the Senator from North Dakota
believe that the President’s revised
budget balances the budget in 10 years?
Does the Senator believe that? He is
running around the country saying he
has a balanced budget that balances in
10 years.

Does the Senator agree with that?

Mr. DORGAN. No. But let me ask the
Senator from Pennsylvania a question.
Does he believe that what he is bring-
ing to the floor of the Senate balances
the budget in the year 2002 in light of
what the Director of CBO says she
thinks, that we will have a $98 billion
deficit?

Mr. SANTORUM. I happen to believe,
as I think most Americans do, that the
Social Security program is a Federal
program. Maybe some people do not
think it is. It is a Federal program, and
it should be counted as a Federal pro-
gram. We have the luxury—it is a lux-
ury—over the next several years of
having a surplus in the Social Security
trust fund. But, as the Senator from
North Dakota knows, that luxury is a
short-lived luxury. Those of us who are
going to be working to balance the
budget, over the next several years and
beyond, are going to have to start
working with a Social Security fund
deficit shortly, in the not too distant
future, in about 15 years. So we are
going to have the luxury now. But we
are going to have to face the music.

I think the important thing is to
begin that over a long period of time so
that we can start dealing with those
deficits. And I think it is important to
look at the Government as a whole—
look at all of the Federal Government
programs.

The Senator from Nebraska just a
few minutes ago was saying you should
do what he wants to do on Social Secu-
rity, which is eventually privatize So-
cial Security and change it.

So there are a lot of things out there.
We may have to deal with the Social
Security issue. But all I am suggesting
is that I think it is absolutely appro-
priate to use all Federal accounts, to
look at it as a unified budget as it has
been done in the past to see whether we
balance the budget. Remember, it is a
surplus now, but it will not always be
a surplus. We will have to deal with
this problem over the long term.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

28705

Mr. SANTORUM. Yes.

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder. The Senator,
I think, understands that the Social
Security trust funds are trust funds. If
the Senator says we have a surplus
now, he either assumes that there is
going to be a surplus in the trust funds
and not used for the operating budget
deficit—in which case there is going to
be $100 billion deficit in the year 2002—
or he is not going to have the money in
the trust fund. Either one of the two is
going to happen.

Mr. SANTORUM. If I may reclaim
my time. As the Senator from North
Dakota knows, Social Security issues
the notes, and the notes are paid inter-
est. And we are going to have to pay
the interest back as we continually do
now. We will have to continue to pay
that back. If you want to make the So-
cial Security trust fund argument, you
have to make the highway trust fund
argument, you have to make the avia-
tion trust fund argument, and you have
to make the unemployment trust fund
argument. The Government is made up
of a- bunch of trust funds in many,
many respects. If you want to take
them all out and say just because it is
a trust fund it is not a Federal pro-
gram, that just does not mesh with
how we run our Government. The Gov-
ernment is segregated in the trust
funds because we have certain taxes
dedicated to those funds. That does not
mean they are not part of the Govern-
ment. Of course, these are part of the
Government. If they were not, people
would not pay the Social Security
taxes becaunse they would not have to
because there would not be anybody
there to enforce it. We are there to en-
force it, to make sure that the IRS en-
forces the payment of those taxes. We
can talk to a lot of businesses who
have not paid their taxes. They will
tell you that the IRS is in their pocket
in 2 minutes making them pay that.

If you want to say that somehow is
not a Federal program, or the unem-
ployment program is not a Federal pro-
gram, or the highway trust fund or
aviation trust fund is not a Federal
program, that all of those should be re-
moved and we should balance the rest
of the budget, that to me is a gimmick
where you are trying to get around the
whole issue. The real issue is are we
going to make the changes in law to
get this budget in the balance, not just
for the next 7 years but into long-term
when a lot of these funds are going to
be running deficits? My feeling is that
we have to make the tough decisions.

I am going to be proposing an amend-
ment I think eventually, to offer it as
the President’'s budget because the
President does not make the tough
choices. He does not even come close
with surpluses, and all of these are
fudged. Without them you cannot
achieve a balanced budget. Yet, he runs
around this country talking about his
balanced budget. He has this budget



28706

that is going to balance over 15 years.
There is not anybody in the Congress,
there is not anyone who has studied
this issue in the country, who has
looked at these numbers who believes
they balance., They do not. The only
person that believes they balance is the
President, and the only reason he be-
lieves it is because he wants to fool the
American public into believing that he
has some balanced budget, that he is
accomplishing the same thing we are
when the fact is he is not. And you
have the Congressional Budget Office,
which said back in June, after he intro-
duced this second budget of his that
came into balance, that his budget will
produce in the next 7 years the follow-
ing deficits: 196 in 1996, 212 in 1997, 199
billion—these are all billion-dollar
deficits—a $199 billion deficit in 1998,
$213 billion in 1999, $220 billion in 2000,
$215 billion in 2001, and $210 billion in
the year 2002.

That is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. They are the folks we have to deal
with in trying to get a certification of
whether we balance the budget or not.
Unfortunately, the President is run-
ning around using—I ask unanimous
consent for 30 additional seconds.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, might I ask to be followed by 5
minutes following the presentation by
the Senator from Pennsylvania, the
same unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator from North Da-
kota will be recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. The point I am try-
ing to make is the President in his first
State of the Union Address to the Con-
gress said that he would use the Con-
gressional Budget Office numbers be-
cause they were the most reliable num-
bers. Now, he said he was going to do
it. He is not doing it, and if he did use
it, those numbers would not balance.

We have an obligation to the Amer-
ican public to play straight with them.
The President is not playing straight.
We are going to offer an amendment
that is going to show the President
that nobody here believes his numbers.
Quit going around the country saying
you have a balanced budget when you
do not.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the indulgence of my colleagues
but because we are not able to have a
discussion back and forth very easily—
I hope one day we could put an hour
aside jointly controlled and have a dis-
cussion to figure out where are the
facts. I would love to do that with my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, but because of this discussion I
want to take a couple minutes to try
to clarify this.
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It is not, as my colleague from Penn-
sylvania says blithely, well, this is all
Government spending; it is a Govern-
ment program, Government revenue.
Therefore, it must be counted this way
or that way.

Let me tell my colleagues what hap-
pened. In 1983, it was determined that
we were going to have a problem with
Social Security. Just after the Second
World War, when the war ended, a lot
of folks came back to our country, and
I am told that they were very affec-
tionate, had very romantic notions
about seeing their loved ones again,
and over a period of some years, with
deep affection, this country produced
the largest baby crop in the history of
America: the war babies. And so when
these, the war babies, the largest crop
of babies in American history, reach
retirement rolls just after the turn of
the century in 2010 and 2015, we need to
be prepared for that.

So in 1983 we prepared for it. We said
we are going to build surpluses in the
Social Security trust funds. This year
we will collect $70 billion more than we
need to spend in Social Security. Why?
Because we like to do that? No, be-
cause we are saving for the future.

Now, if instead of the $70 billion that
we collect this year above what we
need to spend in Social Security, if in-
stead of keeping it in the trust fund,
we say we will use it over here as gen-
eral revenue to balance the budget,
have you saved it in the trust fund? Of
course not. It is a fraud.

No business in this country would do
what you propose we do. None. I am
going to take the employees' retire-
ment funds and use them in my operat-
ing budget. No one would do that. And
that is why I asked the Congressional
Budget Office to tell me, if you do not
use the Social Security trust funds,
then what do you have? What you have
is a budget deficit of nearly $100 billion
in the year 2002.

I am telling you this is business as
usual. This is parading around and
masquerading as doing something you
are not. You are not balancing the
budget if you are misusing the Social
Security trust funds. And do not tell
me they are ordinary funds. They are
collected from every worker's pay-
check in this country and they are la-
beled Social Security taxes.

Mr. SANTORUM. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DORGAN. The wage earners are
told they are going to be put into a
trust fund, and they are told the trust
fund is going to be used for only one
purpose. Now, when it is used instead
for the purpose of balancing the operat-
ing budget, that is misusing the trust
fund. It is looting Social Security. It is
fundamentally dishonest. And it is
business as usual, regrettably.

Mr. SANTORUM. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DORGAN. I would be happy to
yield.
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Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the Sen-
ator.

When the gas tax was enacted, did
not the Congress and President, when
they signed that, say that that money
would be dedicated, every penny you
pay at the pump for gas taxes is dedi-
cated to the highway trust fund, to be
used only for construction of highways
and other purposes within that act? Is
that not what the law says?

Mr. DORGAN. No. In fact, the law
has been changed to take part of that
and move it for other purposes.

Mr. SANTORUM. There is
cents——

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator wants
to win a debate we are not going to
have, I say good for you. I will give you
a medal. But we are not going to have
a debate about the gas tax fund.

My interest is in having a debate
about the $70 billion this year in the
Social Security trust fund that we de-
liberately collect above what we need
to save for the future and the fact that
they again will be misused. That is the
question. We could have a debate about
trust funds for others.

Mr. SANTORUM. If the Senator will
continue to yield.

Mr. DORGAN. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. SANTORUM. Is there not a sur-
plus in the highway trust fund?

Mr. DORGAN. Yes.

Mr. SANTORUM. Is that surplus
being used to offset the deficit?

Mr. DORGAN. Yes, by law.

Mr. SANTORUM. Well, only a por-
tion of it is by law. As the Senator
knows, 2.5 cents——

Mr. DORGAN. A portion by law.

Mr. SANTORUM. Is dedicated to defi-
cit reduction. The vast majority of
that fund is dedicated for the purposes
only of improving our highways and
other things related to transportation.
Yet, we use that surplus to offset the
deficit.

Mr. DORGAN. Yes.

Mr. SANTORUM. Just like, as the
Senator suggested, we use the surplus
in Social Security to offset the deficit.

My question is, why are you not here
with a resolution that also deals with
it, and why did not the other side when
they debated the Social Security issue
take all the trust funds that were run-
ning surpluses? But why just pick out
Social Security, if you are really seri-
ous and you want to have fairness, not

2.5

Mr. DORGAN. Let me reclaim
time.

Mr. SANTORUM. It is too small.

Mr. DORGAN. It is a good question. I
happen to feel the same way about
trust funds. But you do not worry
about a mouse in the corner when
there is a gorilla at the door. The 500-
pound gorilla on this issue is the hun-
dreds of billions of dollars of surplus in
the Social Security trust fund. That is
what you want to get at because

the
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accessing that money—to be precise,
about $1.2 trillion of that money—al-
lows you to balance the budget, or
claim you have balanced the budget.
But it is dishonest. It is not balancing
the budget.

The President did the same thing. I
do not disagree with you to say, did he
do it? Yes. It is wrong. It has been
wrong since 1983, and the question is,
when are we going to stop?

When do you stop coming to the floor
and parading around with pocketfuls of
money from the Social Security trust
fund and claim you have done some-
thing to balance the operating budget
deficit?

June O’Neill, the head of the CBO
that you all hired, now says if you do
not include those funds—and you
should not—you do not have a balanced
budget in 2002. What you have is nearly
a $100 billion deficit.

Now, we have a legitimate disagree-
ment about priorities. I do not think
we ought to have a tax cut. I do not
think 50 percent of it ought to go to
families over $100,000 in income. I do
not think you have to take $270 billion
out of Medicare. I do not think we have
to build B-2 bombers or Star Wars or
ships, planes, and submarines the De-
fense Department did not order.

We have a difference in priorities
about what we should invest in and
spend money on. I do not believe you
ought to kick 55,000 kids off Head
Start.

But beyond those differences in prior-
ities, nobody ought to disagree that it
is wrong to take trust fund money to
the tune of $1.2 trillion and claim you
have done something good for the
American people. You have weakened
this country. You have cheated old
folks out of a future they delivered in
Social Security trust funds, and I
would hope one day we will stop this
business as usual and tell the American
people what this budget is about.

Is my time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator's time has expired.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank
you.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from Wyoming.

BALANCING THE BUDGET

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise
also to talk about the budget because I
think the budget is what is on our
minds now, and properly so. I rise be-
cause we have come to a defining time
when we will decide. And I am very in-
terested in the colloquy that has gone
on here. I congratulate my friend from
Pennsylvania for raising this question
about the President’s budget. This is
what we ought to be considering.

Let me say to my friend from North
Dakota that the gentleman is not for a
balanced budget in any time. We are
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not going to get a balanced budget if
we follow that pattern because there is
none there. We are following the pat-
tern that has been followed.

Furthermore, I think it is unfair to
say this money is being used. I do not
know of any trust fund of any kind or
any annuity which the proceeds are not
invested. In this case, they are invested
in the U.S. securities. And the reason
they are invested is because the law re-
quires that. They are not stuffed in the
mattress somewhere. And from an ac-
counting standpoint, they do belong to
that trust fund. And the Senator knows
that, of course.

But I want to talk a little bit about
the President's budget.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for 1 minute?

Mr. THOMAS. Of course.

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous
consent that the transaction of morn-
ing business be extended to 11:15 a.m.,
under the previous terms.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. I certainly would not
want to stop this exciting debate.

Anyway, we do need to talk about
where we are going. Now, there has
been a great deal of activity in the ad-
ministration going about the country
saying, ‘“We have a balanced budget.
We balance the budget in 10 years.”
And so that, then, in our minds is
measured against the Republican pro-
posal to have a balanced budget and do
80 in 7 years.

But there is a substantial difference
between the two. One is that the Re-
publican budget does indeed balance in
T years, as certified by CBO. The Presi-
dent’s budget, what he has talked
about for a 10-year balance, does not
balance at the end of 10 years. So that
is really the issue. And probably we
will become involved in great detail
about it.

But you really start with the ques-
tion, Are we committed to the notion
that we need to balance the budget? We
have not been committed for 256 years
to do that. As a matter of fact, we have
heard this same debate for 25 years, the
same excuses for 256 years, the same
idea that we cannot do it for 25 years.
In the meantime, the debt has in-
creased to $5 trillion. In the meantime,
the interest paid on that debt will be-
come the largest single-line item in the
budget, larger than defense.

So we do not really have now a
choice. We can talk about the idea of
Social Security being off-budget. I hap-
pen to favor that. The fact is that it is
not. The fact is that it has not been.
And the fact is that the folks on that
side of the aisle would not balance the
budget if it is on, let alone if it is off.
It would make it much more difficult.

The President promised a 5-year bal-
anced budget as a candidate. That did
not happen. Instead, we had the largest
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tax increase in history in the 1993
budget.

The original budget by the adminis-
tration this year was brought to the
floor, defeated 99 to 0. So the adminis-
tration sent down a new budget. It uses
OMB numbers, not CBO numbers which
the President told us a year ago, 2
years ago, that these are the numbers
we all ought to use. We all ought to be
on a level field. And I agree with that.
CBO’s are the numbers.

So the budget does not balance.
There are a number of other problems.
The proposition backloads cuts. The
cuts come in after the year 2000.
Eighty-five percent of the cuts come in
in the next century. That is not a very
tough approach to budgeting. It leaves
the tough work for later, increases the
deficit by 31 percent during this 10-year
period. Well, the Republican budget
eliminates it. It adds $2 trillion to the
debt.

So that is the comparison that we
make. We really need to come down to
dealing with the fundamental changes
that have to be made and that, indeed,
will be voted on in the next 2 or 3
weeks,

Protecting Medicare—we have to
make some changes. There is a trust
fund there. The trust fund will go
broke in the year 2002. The trustees say
s0. You have to make some changes if
you want some different results.

Reform welfare—we need to do that.
We needed to do it for a very long time.
We have the opportunity to do it.

Balance the budget—perhaps the
most important. We have an oppor-
tunity to do that. There is legitimate
debate about how you do it, legitimate
debate about the cuts you make or the
reductions you make in growth. But
there is not really a legitimate debate
about whether or not you financially
and morally are responsible to balance
the budget of the United States.

The real question is, what kind of a
Government do we pass on to our kids?
What kind of a financial situation and
Government do we hand on as the new
century comes on us? And those are the
decisions we will answer in the next 2
weeks.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

Mr. GRAMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator in Minnesota.

DEBATING THE PRESIDENT’'S
BUDGET

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I want to
join in and congratulate my colleague
from Pennsylvania for bringing this
issue to the floor today.

I just want to make a few statements
in support of his effort, to put the
President’s so-called balanced budget
on the table for debate, because I think
we do need a healthy debate on both
sides of the issue.

I would like to read from what the
President has had to say in the last 2
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weeks in his radio addresses, when he
talks about continually maintaining
that he does have a balanced budget.

He said on October 7, I am deeply
committed to balance the Federal
budget.” A week earlier, on September
30, he said, “I strongly believe we must
balance the budget.” He said, “Let’s be
clear. Of course, we need to balance the
budget."

Well, of the three budgets that the
President has put on the desk this
year, none actually balances, according
to the CBO, even his 10-year plan which
he again touts as a balanced budget. It
still leaves $200 billion-plus deficits as
far as the eye can see. So the President
really does not have a balanced budget
at all. But at least we would like to
have the opportunity to talk about it.

We would like to give the other side
of the aisle an opportunity to put those
figures on the table. Let us debate
them. Let us talk about them. Let us
let the American people see the dif-
ference between the Republican plan
and the Democratic plan.

As you remember, back in 1993—this
week the headlines have been talking
about the budget of 1993 again. In fact,
the President has been coming from
both sides of the issue again, flip-flop-
ping on whether he raised taxes too
high. Yes, he did raise them too high.
Did he make too many cuts? No. It was
the spendthrift Democrats, that he
could not stop their spending. So he
had to raise taxes in order to balance
the budget.

If you look back at that balanced
budget in 1993, the President has said
many times we did not get one Repub-
lican vote in favor of that budget. And
he is right, not one Republican voted
for the President’s budget.

But what did Republicans do? As a
Member of the House in 1993, I intro-
duced a budget called Families First,
which, by the way, now makes up much
of what is in the Republican budget
this year, including the $500 per child
tax credit. And many of the others—
Congressman JOHN KASICH of Ohio, now
the Budget chairman in the House, also
introduced a budget plan in 1993. Con-
gressman JERRY SOLOMON of New York,
Republican, also introduced a budget of
his own in 1993.

So we had three definite Republican
budgets on the table proposed and were
voted on. We got 178 votes on my alter-
native Families First budget. So what
we are saying is Republicans did not
vote in 1993 for the President’'s plan,
but we did vote for a budget plan that
we had proposed.

So what I would advocate here today,
and my colleague from Pennsylvania
has talked about, let us put the Demo-
cratic or the President’'s plan on the
table so we can have a healthy debate
and at least a comparison of the two
plans. And then, hopefully, let us get a
vote on it so the American people know
where the numbers really lie and where
they are.
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I know we are talking a lot about,
and we are going to hear a lot in the
debate, about the Social Security trust
fund. This is a complicated issue. But
the American people should know that
the way the budget is set up, that all
the funds from the Social Security
trust fund has been used by past Demo-
cratic Congresses for the same purpose.

The President’s proposed budget that
he maintains balances uses every dime,
the same as the Republicans’ do at this
time for the unified budget. But what
remains in the Social Security trust
fund are I0U’'s. As my colleague from
Pennsylvania pointed out, we are going
to have to repay those IOU's in the
very near future. That is going to mean
new tax revenues in order to do it.
That is the only way the Government
can pay it back.

So we do have a problem. We do have
a luxury right now for the next few
years of maintaining a surplus. But it
will be easier to address this problem
that we are going to be confronted with
in Social Security if we stay on course
and balance the budget by the year
2002

So I just hope that over the next cou-
ple days, and probably yet today, we
are going to get a chance to look more
at what the President's plan is, what
he advocates, and get a healthy dialog
and debate going on these budget is-
sues so the American people do get a
very clear picture of what the Presi-
dent has proposed and what Repub-
licans propose, because this is going to
be the most important issue, for not
only this Congress, but for the Con-
gresses to follow, for our children and
grandchildren, because what we cannot
do, morally or financially, is to leave
them our debts. We have to address
this problem with every ounce of en-
ergy that we have.

So I hope we get a healthy debate on
these issues. I thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I yield the floor. And I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the period
for the transaction of morning business
be extended until noon, under the
terms of the previous agreement.

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

THE BUDGET

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
want to get back to some of the points
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that the Senator from North Dakota
was making with respect to the Presi-
dent's budget. I think it is significant
that the Senator from North Dakota
said that the President’'s budget does
not come into balance in 10 years, as he
is claiming it does all over the country.
We should use the congressional budget
numbers. In fact, the Democratic lead-
er, Senator DASCHLE, shortly after the
President introduced his budget, said
that the President should use Congres-
sional Budget Office numbers. They
have been the most reliable. The Presi-
dent addressed a joint session of Con-
gress on February 17, 1993. This was
shortly after he was sworn in, inaugu-
rated as President of the United
States. He said:

The Congressional Budget Office was nor-
mally more consérvative in what was going
to happen and closer to right than previous
Presidents have been. I did this—

In other words, he agreed to use Con-
gressional Budget Office numbers.
s0 that we can argue about priorities with
the same set of numbers. I did this so no one
could say I was estimating my way out of
difficulty. In the last 12 years, because there
were differences over the revenue estimates,
you and I know that both parties were given
greater elbow room for irresponsibility. This
is a tightening of the rein on the Democrats
as well as the Republicans. Let us argue
about the same set of numbers so that the
American public will think we are shooting
straight with them.

The President wanted to shoot
straight back in 1993. In 1995, he wants
to shoot any way he can to hit the tar-
get of getting reelected. He believes he
needs to get reelected by campaigning
that he has a balanced budget when he
knows darn well he does not have one.
He has done exactly what he said he
would not do, which is *“‘estimating my
way out of this difficulty."”

He has reestimated what the growth
of this country will be over the next 7
to 10 years and reestimated what the
interest rates will be. You have to un-
derstand that if you reestimate just a
tenth or two-tenths of 1 percent more
growth, what does that mean? If you
say that instead of having 2.5 percent
growth, actually, we are going to have
2.6 or 2.7 percent, you might say that is
close. Yes, it may be close, but it
means hundreds of billions of dollars in
differences to the Federal budget defi-
cit, because that additional growth
means more people are going to be
working and paying taxes, and less peo-
ple are going to be receiving Govern-
ment benefits. Therefore, the deficit
would be lower.

I think it would be easy for me to
balance the budget in 1 year. All I have
to do is say the economy is not going
to grow at 2.5 percent, but at 5 percent,
interest rates will be at 2 percent, and
I will have balanced the budget. I
would not have to cut a thing or raise
taxes, and just by estimating things
differently for the future, I could bal-
ance the budget. The economy is a lot
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bigger than the Federal budget. When
this  multitrillion-dollar economy
grows by even a little bit more, it has
a tremendous ripple effect on this little
part of the economy, which is the Fed-
eral Government.

So what we are seeing here is the
President trying to involve himself in
debate, to become relevant to this de-
bate, and he is using numbers that just
do not add up. Now we are coming
down to crunch time when we are going
to bring up the budget reconciliation
bill. We have a letter from the CBO
that says it balances the budget. I want
to make this clear, because people are
saying that we have had Gramm-Rud-
man and all these things that were
going to balance the budget. We have
never passed a piece of legislation that,
within its confines, has changes in law
that will result in a balanced budget, if
we do nothing else.

We have passed budget rules that
say, well, we have to do certain things
every year and cut programs in the fu-
ture and reduce spending in the future.
And if we do not, we will have this
mechanism in place to make you do it.
That is what we have passed in the
past. We have had procedures by which
we are forced to make decisions to bal-
ance the budget. That is not what we
are doing here. We have those in place
just in case the economy does not grow
as fast or just in case interest rates are
higher, but what we have in place,
given the conservative assumptions of
the Congressional Budget Office, is a
plan that will, in fact, result in a bal-
anced budget, if we do nothing else. We
do not have to make any more changes
in law or raise any taxes or cut any
programs. We will have done it all in
one bill,

It is fundamentally different than
anything we have done here since 1968,
which I think was the last time we bal-
anced the budget. We will have bal-
anced this budget and put in place a
law that does it—not a procedure that
does it, but changes in programs in
Washington that balance the budget.

That is what the public has asked us
to do. No more gimmicks, no more
processes to do it. We have done it. We
have made the tough decisions, and we
have stepped up to the plate and taken
a good swing at it.

Is it perfect? Absolutely not. Anyone
who suggests that anything that comes
out of the House and Senate is perfect
does not understand the House and
Senate. It is a compromise. It is put-
ting things together to get the number
of votes that are necessary to move the
ball forward.

Are there things I would like dif-
ferent? Absolutely. But we made the
tough decisions. We brought a group of
people, hopefully, I believe, the major-
ity of people, together to pass a budget
and send it to the President.

What we want out of the President is
simply honesty. If the President wants
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to claim he will be involved in this de-
bate, then he better come up with a
budget that is real and quit running
around saying that the Republicans are
mean and Draconian and all these
things. ‘I want to balance the budget.”
He cannot have it both—mean, Draco-
nian, nasty cuts from the Republicans
and say, ‘I want to balance the budget,
too,"” and not do it.

If you want to balance the budget,
balance the budget, put forth a plan
that does it. He has not done that.

I have in my desk, and some may re-
member these numbers, I had a chart
here that had a question about where
the President was in balancing the
budget. The previous campaign, several
on the other side of the aisle were ask-
ing the question, where is George? Why
is he not involved in solving the prob-
lems of this country?

So I asked the same question. I put
up, day after day after day, and the
President refused to come to the table
and balance the budget. Those number
are still adding up. He still has not
done so. Well, he has a chance. He has
a chance. We are willing to sit down
with the President and work through
what it will take to pass a balanced
budget. We understand we cannot pass
a balanced budget on our own. The
President has to sign the budget. He
has to sign the reconciliation package.

We want him to do that. We are not
going through this as a political exer-
cise to get one-upmanship on the Presi-
dent. I can tell you, I am not anxious
to vote for changes in a lot of laws,
many of which I support and do not
necessarily want to see reductions in,
just to see the President veto it and
nothing happen. It is not a particularly
satisfying thing to have happen. If you
are going to make the tough votes, at
least you want to see it happen. You
want to see the changes that you put
forward go into law.

No one over here wants to do this as
a political exercise. We want to do it
because we want to see this country be
saved for future generations. We want
to see that person who is sitting out
there now listening, who is at home
and does not have a job and cannot find
a job, have a better chance to get a job
because the economy will be better.
Everyone—the President, Democrats,
Republicans—knows if we balance the
budget, the economy will be better. In-
terest rates will be lower. Growth will
be higher. More jobs will be created.
We all know that.

The people listening who think, how
am I going to get this employment op-
portunity? What will happen to turn
this economy around? This is probably
the most important thing we can do to
turn that economy around.

This is not an esoteric debate about
balancing the budget, but about affect-
ing people’s lives. This is the young
child who may be sick from high school
and sitting at home at night and
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maybe just surfing around on the chan-
nels and happens to stop here—prob-
ably not long—stop here and listen for
a few minutes. That is for that person
who wonders whether they will have a
job when they get out of high school or
college, whether they will have the op-
portunity to be able to raise a family
and buy a home at a reasonable inter-
est rate.

That is what this is all about. This is
about real people and real lives. This is
not just about balancing budgets and
numbers and charts. It is about real
people, and giving them the oppor-
tunity that this country was founded
on.

We have the chance to do that. That
is what this is about. We need the
President. We need the President. This
should not be about politics. This
should be about working together for
the common good of this country. We
want to do that. We have put forward
planned specifics.

Want to talk specifics? I remember
listening early in the year when the
budget resolution was out there and
they said, “You guys are throwing
these numbers out. You do not have
specifics.”

Folks, the Senator from New Mexico
will come down next week with a whole
bunch of specifics, tell you exactly how
we get from A to Z, how we balance.
The specifics are there. Here is how it
happens.

Want to make some changes? We can
make some changes. We are not going
to make a change on this. We are not
going to make a change on balancing
this budget in 7 years. That is some-
thing we will not change. We are com-
mitted to the American public to do
that.

I implore the President to stop wav-
ing this budget around. I know it may
look good in the polls today. People
may believe he has a balanced budget,
and I know his polls are saying that
people now believe he has a balanced
budget. All he does is go around talk-
ing about it, and unfortunately, the
American public sometimes believes
the President even when he is not tell-
ing the truth. I think it undermines
the credibility of the office.

Tell the truth. Tell the truth. Want
to balance the budget in 7 years? The
opportunity is here, You do not have to
run around the country and campaign
that you will balance the budget. Stay
in Washington and you can sit down
with the people who are working on
this problem and you can balance the
budget. You do not have to go around
and raise money all over the country
for your next campaign and talk about
how you should not raise taxes and all
these things.

You can come here and solve the
problem. This is the time for work.
This is a time when this body, in a bi-
partisan fashion—I think the Senator
from Nebraska talked earlier, Senator
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KERREY. I do not question his sincerity
at all about trying to balance this
budget. I think he is one of the real
statesmen when it comes to dealing
with the problems of entitlement re-
form and changing the way the Govern-
ment does business.

We differ on priorities, but I think he
is one who is sincere about the final ob-
jective. I think he knows the impor-
tance of that final objective. I think he
is someone who we can negotiate with
and sit down with.

But we need the President. We do not
need politics. We do not need waving
around budgets that do not balance. It
is not the time for politics. You have a
whole year, Mr. President, where you
can campaign for reelection. The time
now is to get serious about doing the
business of the country. You were
elected President. It is time to serve
the Presidency. It is time to serve your
Presidency, not politics. Roll up your
sleeves. Come on down here, send your
people down and we can get going. Quit
playing games with the American pub-
lic and trying to manipulate the polls.
You may win this November, but if you
keep playing that game, you will not
win next November.

The country will not win, which is a
heck of a lot more important than ei-
ther of those things. We should get
down to business. We are open. We are
here. We are open for business. We are
ready to go. All we need is someone
who is willing to step to the plate and
make it happen.

Later today if we end up getting an
agreement to have a bill before the
Senate today, I will put forward the
President’s budget and we will have a
debate. I want to make it very clear, as
I think we are hearing from both sides,
that this budget is not real. This budg-
et does not do anything to balance the
budget for the next 7, 10, 20, or 30 years.

Get that out of the way. Get the poli-
tics and the charades and the broken
promises out of the way. Deal with the
facts. The fact is, Mr. President, if you
want to balance the budget, get up here
and do it. Quit running around the
country campaigning on what you do
not have, not telling the truth to the
public about your budget, and get up
here where the action is, where history
is being made, and make a difference.
Serve your Presidency, not your reelec-
tion.

I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may speak
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up to 10 minutes as in morning busi-
ness, ending before the 12 clock dead-
line.

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

THE BUDGET

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, we have
heard much debate this morning, I
think healthy debate, about the budget
that is working its way through the
House and through the Senate. I sit on
the Budget Committee. This afternoon
we were told by the Republicans that
we will have our meeting where we will
then act on the budget bill. As a mat-
ter of fact, we are going to meet in
about an hour and a half.

I worked very late last night and I
never got a copy of the budget. I start-
ed work very early this morning and I
do not have a copy of the budget. And
the American people need to under-
stand that this budget is not just about
numbers. It is about changing laws.

For example, in that budget, national
standards for nursing homes are re-
pealed. Changes in the laws are made
80 it will cost students more for college
loans. Tax laws are being changed so
the working poor will have to pay more
taxes. Indeed, 51 percent of the people
of America will pay more taxes because
of this budget. And they all are on the
middle-income to the poor level of our
society. Champagne bottles are being
chilled in penthouses all across the
country—except in those where some-
one has a conscience. Because if some-
body can explain to me why people who
earn millions of dollars a year deserve
a tax break, I am ready to listen, when
we are trying to balance the budget.

The attack on elderly in our country
is extraordinary. When I was growing
up I learned some basic values. My par-
ents said you have to work hard, you
have to play by the rules, you have to
respect your elders and honor your
children.

This Republican budget is a slam at
every one of those values. We are at-
tacking the working poor. We are rais-
ing taxes on people who work so hard
to bring home $30,000 a year or less, and
we are hurting those people. Honor
work? We are cutting $270 billion out of
Medicare. We need to cut $89 billion, we
are told by the experts, to make it
sound and whole. But the Republicans
are cutting $270 billion out of Medicare
and funneling it into the tax cut for
the rich—the Republican funnel plan.

Medicaid—repealing nursing home
standards so it is easier for nursing
homes to make more money, folks.
That is what it is about. Why else
would you do it? You do not have to be
very old to remember the days in the
1980’s when the scandals erupted about
nursing homes. We found our senior
citizens were being drugged, overdosed
on drugs so they could be controlled in
the nursing homes. They were being
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scalded in hot baths. They were being
sexually abused. They had bedsores.
They were lying in their own excre-
ment.

Well, I made a pledge to my magnifi-
cent and beautiful mother, whom I
love, a few years ago who spent her last
days in a nursing home after she had
spent down every penny she had, and
all of her dignity, that I would not let
this budget go by without telling the
American people the truth, that the
profits of the nursing homes will not be
put over the well-being of the elderly
in our society, those who have given
birth to us, those who have nurtured
us, those who worked so hard so we
could get an education. My mother
never graduated from high school, and
she sacrificed so both her children
could go to college.

Is this what the American dream is
about? Is this what family wvalues is
about? Well, maybe it is popular to
vote for that budget. Maybe I am out of
step. Maybe compassion is out of fash-
ion. Maybe respecting your elders is
out of fashion. Maybe believing in your
children is out of fashion. But not for
this Senator. Six million people voted
to bring me here, and I am going to
stand up and I am going to fight. If it
is popular, it is, and if it is not, it is
not. That is OK, too.

The Republicans have put their budg-
et on a fast track—no time. You tell
me why we have to be on Friday after-
noon waiting for the numbers when we
could take this budget home over the
weekend, examine it, and know what
the heck we are doing on Monday
morning. I will tell you why, folks.
They want this budget to slip through
with the least notice possible. They do
not want the American people to un-
derstand it. And President Clinton is
going to veto it. He is going to veto
their budget. He is going to say no to
their budget. And he might do it in the
name of his mother, a nurse who healed
the sick, a woman who died of breast
cancer, who believed in the values of
this society. He is going to veto this
budget. This budget is not in any way
including those American values that
we learned when we were growing up,
to honor our elders, to believe in our
children.

Do we have to do this to balance the
budget? We do not. That is not even an
argument, I voted for two balanced
budgets in the Senate—one by Senator
BRADLEY and one by Senator CONRAD.
As a matter of fact, they cut even deep-
er into the deficit than that which the
Republicans have produced. But they
contained within them some values—
family values, American values, com-
passionate values, commonsense val-
ues.

So this is not about balancing the
budget. We all want to balance the
budget. We all voted for various
amendments that would do that. It is
about how do you get there and who
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gets rewarded and who gets hurt. I
know this is a cynical time in America.
I know it is a cynical time. When a Re-
publican stands up, they do not believe
the Republican. When a Democrat
stands up, they do not believe the Dem-
ocrat. Look at the numbers. Read the
law. That is why they are rushing these
things through. They do not want you
to see the numbers. They do not want
you to read the law. They do not want
you to know the nursing home stand-
ards are repealed. They do not want
you to know they are going to charge
people who are waiting for their child
support a fee to collect that child sup-
port. Imagine. A woman is desperate
for her child support. They finally get
it. They are going to make them pay a
fee. For what? To give $5,500 a year
back to people who earn over $350,000 a
year. Have they no shame? Have they
no values?

We have a funnel Medicare plan. It
funnels the money from Medicare right
to the hands of the rich. We have a
Medicaid plan that I call the Dr.
Kavorkian plan. I am not doing it to
scare people. I am doing it because it is
the reality. I told you what these nurs-
ing homes looked like before. And I
will tell you, when faced with that
choice, what would you do?

We put a lot of pressure on NEWT
GINGRICH, and he finally changed the
spousal impoverishment law that he
tried to do away with. We are looking
at whether or not he really saved it.
But can you believe they were ready to
do that, too? They were ready to say to
an elderly man who put his loving wife
of 60 years into a nursing home that he
could not keep his house, he could not
keep his car, and he could not keep his
$1,200 a month; the Government was
going to go after it before his wife
could get help in that nursing home.
Family values? I do not think so.

So I am going to walk into that
Budget Committee this afternoon, and
I am going to talk about the values
that I have as a daughter of an immi-
grant mother who never went to high
school but who is as smart as anyone in
this Chamber. I am going to talk about
the sadness I feel that America is turn-
ing its back on who we are and what
made us great as a nation. But I am
also going to fight.

Thank you very much, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for
morning business be extended for 15
minutes and that I be allowed to speak
for as much time as I consume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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THE RECONCILIATION BILL

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened to the Senator from California
and to some others today discussing
the issues of priorities. And this Cham-
ber, while now empty, will be full with
aggressive debate and much interest
next week when we deal with what is
called the reconciliation bill. Frankly,
most people do not know what rec-
onciliation means. It is a long term
that relates to reconciling, to spend-
ing, to revenues, and to what was de-
termined in the budget resolution
passed by the Congress. That is what
reconciliation means. So the bill is
brought to the floor, cuts spending,
changes the Tax Code, and it rec-
onciles.

We have substantial differences in
priorities and differences of opinion
about what is important, and that rep-
resents the debate. Some people get
very upset because there is a debate
going on. I think it is a sign of health.
That is what politics is. Politics is not
a pejorative term. It describes the
process by which we make public deci-
sions.

I said before that John F. Kennedy
used to say every mother hopes her
child grows up to be President, pro-
vided the child does not have to get in-
volved in politics.

Of course, getting involved in politics
is a method by which we make deci-
sions in America. There is nothing
wrong with that. It is a noble, honor-
able thing to do, and I happen to feel
proud and privileged that I am a part
of it in the Senate.

The Senator from California talked
about her heritage, and I was thinking
yesterday about this. I was on a radio
call-in program and someone called
who had read an account of my great
grandmother settling in North Dakota.
I had attended a Scandinavian event
and someone in the press had done a
story about how my grandmother came
to North Dakota.

The story just in thumbnail sketch
was that she, Caroline, and Otto met
and fell in love in Oslo, Norway, and
got married as young Norwegians and
then moved to the New World and set-
tled in St. Paul, MN. After some time
Otto died and Caroline, with her chil-
dren—I believe it was six children—
moved to the prairies of North Dakota
and pitched a tent and with her chil-
dren built a house and homesteaded 160
acres of land.

Someone had read that account in a
press story last week as a result of my
attending a Scandinavian festival and
they called the radio station I was on
and said is it not interesting, the story
about your grandmother, this gritty,
courageous Norwegian woman who
comes from Norway to the United
States, and then her husband dies and
she takes her children to go to North
Dakota to homestead on the prairie—
pitches a tent, builds a house, raises a
family, and homesteads 160 acres.
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And she said, what do you think
would have happened to your grand-
mother had we had a welfare system
back at the turn of the century? Would
there not have been the incentive to do
that?

I thought about the question. It was
an interesting question. I said, who do
you think she got the land from? Who
do you think created the Homestead
Act? Who do you think passed a bill
that said we are going to have a Home-
stead Act to say to people if you go out
and homestead on the prairies and do
the right things, we will give you 160
acres of land?

Yes, that is right, the Government.
The Federal Government. Did it play
an instrumental role in my great
grandmother’s life? You better believe
it did. The Government has played a
constructive role in a lot of lives. We
are the Government, all of us. Every
citizen in America is the Government.
I know people want to just compart-
mentalize and say, boy, everything is
awful, everything is evil, nothing
works.

The fact is, from the Homestead Act
to the GI bill, together, people working
together, people making the right
choices and right decisions about what
is a priority for this country, have had
an enormously important influence in
the lives of people.

It is the Government, us together, we
have built the education system in our
country. We have something like 140
world class universities in this world.
Over 120 of them are stationed where?
In the United States of America. Let
me say that again. We have something
like 140 world class universities. Over
120 of them are located in our country.
Chance? Accident? No, it is people
working together. A lot of them are
public institutions. People working to-
gether doing the right thing, saying
education is important. We not only
have done it at the top level, building
world class universities, the best in the
world, judged by everyone, but where
are people going to school? Are they
rushing to Iraq to go to college? I do
not think so. No, people are coming to
America to attend some of the greatest
universities in the world. We have not
only done it at the top, but we have
done it at the bottom.

We created a Head Start Program,
and we said to little kids 3, 4, 5 years
old, who were in trouble, living in cir-
cumstances of poverty, living in dys-
functional families, we are going to
give you a head start. We are going to
give you an opportunity. And we cre-
ated a Head Start Program to give
those little kids an opportunity. And
guess what? It works. It works really
well. Everybody understands it works.

Now, the majority is saying that we
cannot afford that. We are going to
kick 55,000 kids off the Head Start Pro-
gram. Every one of those kids has a
name, and they have in their hearts



28712

some hope that things are going to
change in their lives. And Head Start
has been helpful to those kids—helped
them to hold on to that hope.

It is a long way of getting to the
point of saying this is all about prior-
ities, this debate. It is not a debate, as
the Senator from Wyoming alleged a
while ago, about people do not want to
balance the budget and people do. What
a bunch of nonsense. That is not what
the debate is. Everybody in here be-
lieves we ought to balance the budget.
The question is not whether. The ques-
tion is how.

I voted for a balanced budget in this
Chamber. I voted for a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution for
that matter. We had two versions, one
that did not raid the Social Security
System and one that did. I voted for
that one that did not. But in any event,
this is not about those who believe we
should balance the budget and those
who do not. All of us want the same
goal. We want to balance the budget.
This is about priorities.

The priorities that have been chosen
by some in this Chamber—and it is
their business. They have a vote. They
have a right to choose priorities—say
this. When the defense bill came to the
floor of the Senate, they said to us we
are conservative, we are frugal, we are
penny pinchers, but when it comes to
defense we want to spend $7 billion
more than the Secretary of Defense
asked for. The Secretary of Defense
says we need a certain number of
trucks. These folks say, I am sorry,
you need a lot more than that. We in-
sist on building you trucks you did not
ask for. Ships, we demand that you buy
ships you say you do not want. Jet air-
planes, F-15's, F-16's, we will write
them in. You did not ask for them.
Well, we are going to build them for
you anyway. How about the B-2 bomb-
er? I supported 20 B-2 bombers. I sup-
ported 100 B-1 bombers. But now we are
told by people who are conservative,
penny pinching, frugal Members of
Congress, we want to build 20 more B-
2 bombers at a cost of $20 billion. It
does not matter the Secretary of De-
fense says he does not want them. We
insist you take them. And the hood or-
nament on this excess is the star wars
program. We insist on an astrodome
over America, a new star wars pro-
gram, and we demand, by the way, that
we go out and put it in the field by
1999, accelerated development—3§7 bil-
lion they want to stuff in the trousers
of the Pentagon that the Secretary of
Defense did not ask for.

Again, is this frugal? Is this penny
pinching? Is this conservative? I do not
think so. I think that is reckless, wild-
eyed spending. This is my judgment.

The same people who say we want to
build star wars, when it comes to talk-
ing about star schools, say we are
sorry; we do not have enough money.
And 55,000 Head Start kids, we are
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sorry, you are out of luck. The poor kid
going to school, we say you are no
longer entitled to a school lunch in the
middle of the day. We are going to re-
move the entitlement. Somebody
might not want to give you lunch. As
far as we are concerned, they do not
have to.

In the whole series of priorities, in-
cluding and especially the issue of
Medicare and Medicaid, do we have to
fix Medicare? Yes. There is no debate
about that. Is there a solvency prob-
lem? You bet. Do we try to address it?
Yes. But should we cut $270 billion
from Medicare? I do not think so. Some
people say, what do you mean, cuat?
There is no cut in Medicare. Of course,
there is a cut—$270 billion less than
what is needed to fund Medicare in the
next 7 years.

Now, who do you think that is going
to come out of? It is going to come out
of somebody. Rural hospitals maybe.
Senior citizens are going to pay more
and get less. That is exactly what is
going to happen—pay higher premiums
and get less health care. Should we cut
health care? Should we cut $270 billion?
Of course not. Why are we doing that?
Why the proposal to cut $270 billion?
Because some feel they erected a tent
with the center pole being a tax cut.
The center pole of this new tent is a
tax cut. And they insist on a tax cut.
In order to pay for a tax cut, you are
going to have to cut Medicare and Med-
icaid and those other things with the
depth that they are discussing.

Let us take the tax cut just for a mo-
ment. We are told that the tax cut is
perfectly appropriate because those
who propose it are proposing to balance
the budget. Well, why then in their
proposal do they add hundreds and
hundreds of billions of dollars to the
debt at the same time they are talking
about a tax cut?

Some of us happen to feel you ought
to deserve less. You say, “Set up the
table. We will serve dessert first.”” Po-
litically, I guess, it is very attractive.
I would like to be one of those who say
my existence here is predicated on the
ability to deliver a tax cut for the peo-
ple whom I represent. My guess is most
of them would prefer much lower taxes.
They would like a tax cut.

But they would also believe, I think,
that, just as in a family budget, you
should deal with your spending prob-
lems first, balance your budget first,
and then deal with a tax cut. I think
that is how they would feel.

Now, with respect to this issue of pri-
orities, I mentioned the other day I
come from a town of 300 or 400 people.
Actually, it was 400, but, like most
rural communities in small counties, it
is shrinking. But let us take this town
of 300 or 400 people and use that as an
example of what we are doing here in
this Chamber. Let us consider this
budget, the budget for my community.

Here is what we do. We get in the car,
and we get all of our little envelopes
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telling people what this is going to do
to them, and we just start driving
around town. First, we come to the
part of town where people do not have
it so good. The houses are not quite so
big. Some people are home because
they cannot find work. Some people do
not have much. They are hungry. But
it is a part of town where there is not
much in resources and people are
struggling to make ends meet, working
hard but not gaining ground.

And we stop at their home and we
say to them, ‘“Here is an envelope. This
tells you what our plan is for you. Our
plan for you is we're going to cut back
on the earned income tax credit. That
means you will pay higher taxes.” In
fact, all families with under $30,000 in
income largely will face higher taxes,
or put another way, 50 percent of the
American taxpayers will end up with a
slightly higher tax bill.

We also say to some of those people
that ‘“Your child is now in Head Start,
but we cannot afford to keep him or
her there. We will have to take your
kid out of Head Start. Your grandma is
on Medicare. Her premiums are going
to be increased and she'll have man-
aged care and she won't have the
choice of a doctor or hospital anymore.
Your daughter who is unemployed is
now on Medicaid. We have a problem
with Medicaid funding.”

We go on down the list in terms of
what the bad news is for those families
who are struggling and not making it
very well.

But then we keep driving around this
same town and when we stop at the
biggest houses in town, the folks who
have the most money, the folks who
have the house on the hill, who have
done very well, we say to them, ‘““Here
is the envelope for you. Here is what
this means. By the way, this is awfully
good news for you because you happen
to get your income from stocks and
bonds. You have been enormously suc-
cessful. And you are very wealthy. You
get your money from stocks and bonds.
So we have decided that people who get
their money from stocks and bonds,
they need a lower tax rate. So you are
going to be blessed with a very sub-
stantial cut in your taxes.”

And then we say that when you add
all of this up, we come out with a bal-
ance. We have taken from those who do
not have very much. We have given to
those who have a lot. And then we have
established essentially a balance. But
no one is told that in order to get to
that point we have taken all the trust
funds out of a pension program that ex-
isted in that town and brought them
over to use them as revenues when we
count whether or not we have reached
a balanced budget.

And that, in a nutshell, is the plan
we have coming to the floor of the Sen-
ate. Some of us feel there is a better
way and a different way and a way with
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better priorities and choices for the fu-
ture of this country to address these
budget issues.

No one disagrees we should reach a
balanced budget. And we ought to
reach a balanced budget, by the way,
without raiding the Social Security
trust funds to do so.

I had a short discussion with my col-
league from Pennsylvania today. I
showed my colleague from Pennsylva-
nia the October 18 letter, which was
Wednesday's letter trumpeted on the
floor of the Senate, which says this
reconciliation bill brought to the floor
is going to have a balanced budget, in
fact, a slight surplus.

Then yesterday, at my request, the
same person, the Director of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, wrote a letter
that said, if you count this the way the
law requires you to count it—she does
not say that, but I asked her that—and
do not use the Social Security trust
funds, because they are not part of the
budget and shall not be counted, what
then do you have? And the answer is,
well, in the year 2002 you do not have
a balanced budget, you have a $98 bil-
lion deficit.

Mr. President, we will have a very
substantial debate on all of these is-
sues. I believe that we have to trim
spending in many areas—Medicare,
Medicaid, they will be trimmed some,
the farm program, yes, somewhat—but
I do not believe that you take the most
vulnerable Americans and put them
right smack in the bull's-eye and say,
‘‘By the way, when all the dust is set-
tled and all is said and done, you are
going to pay up.” And then we say to
others, ‘“You have been so blessed in
this country. By the way, when all the
dust settles and all is said and done,
guess what? You are going to be much
better off because these sets of policies
decide that you are more worthy than
others.”

I think there is a better way. And
many of us will offer amendments next
week, amendments that will get us to a
balanced budget, really get us to a bal-
ance where it is not misusing the So-
cial Security trust funds but really bal-
ancing the budget and doing it with
different priorities. I do not want the
message to be to family farmers, ‘“You
are in trouble? Well, move to town. We
could not care less.” ‘“You are poor?
Tough luck.” “You are poor and old?
That is even tougher luck.”

I mean, I would like our sense of poli-
cies to be to say to people that are im-
portant, little kids going to Head
Start, ‘“You matter. Your life matters
to us. We care about you.” We can
make room in these priorities because
we can shift some of that money, be-
cause we can buy one less B-2 bomber
and maybe not buy the fuel gauge or
landing gear as spare parts for one B-
2 bomber and pay for all of it for 55,000
children. Maybe that is the priority.
Maybe we decide star wars is not the
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priority. Maybe we accept the judg-
ment of the military people and the
Secretary of Defense, who says we
should not do this.

We say, all right, that is $48 billion.
So what could we do with $48 billion?
Maybe we reduce the deficit, first of
all, or, if you insist on spending it, did
not want to do that, if it is not star
wars, how about star schools? How
about deciding kids are as important as
bombers? Those are the priorities that
we will debate next week.

No one in this country should lament
the fact that we are going to have a de-
bate. If we at the end of the day can
maybe reach some understanding be-
tween all of us of what the right prior-
ities are, what really advances Ameri-
ca's interests, which investments make
life worthwhile for all Americans, what
expands opportunities in our country,
if we can develop better understandings
of what achieves all of that, then our
country is better served, in my judg-
ment.

I am not someone who believes the
Republicans are all wrong and we are
all right. That is simply not the case.
All of us have made mistakes in this
country. This country is blessed with
people who make good decisions, Re-
publicans and Democrats. And I hope
at the end of this reconciliation fight
we can find a way to create more of a
bipartisan approach to addressing some
of the wrenching, real problems we
have.

I have often thought it would be use-
ful, perhaps, for us to restrict ourselves
someday, and it would be useful, prob-
ably, for talk radio, for example, to re-
strict themselves, maybe to have a day
a month and talk about what is right
with America, what is right with our
country. Would that not be hard for
some people because there are so many
who are only willing to talk about
what is wrong. The fact is, most people
are coming here, not leaving. Can you
think of someplace you would rather
live? I cannot. This country is the best
place in the world to live.

The question is, What is right with
it? How do we build on what is right
with it? I think it would be nice for
talk radio and, I guess, the U.S. Senate
from time to time to set aside a period
and say, this is a period where we are
going to talk about what works and
what makes it work and how we build
on that. And, I mean, maybe someday
we can get to that kind of discussion,
which I would also like to have.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SMITH). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from North Dakota for his re-
marks. And I will pick up on his last
point.

First of all, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended for 15 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

WHERE IS THE STANDARD OF
FAIRNESS?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President. I appreciate what the Sen-
ator from North Dakota said about our
country. And I would say to my col-
league who is presiding, the Presiding
Officer, that I have said probably every
week, when I go home, to someone that
when I come to the floor of the Senate
I still get goose bumps. It is a real
honor to serve in the U.S. Senate and
for Minnesota. If you look at these
buildings here in Washington, DC, and
you think about what they stand for—
my father was a Jewish immigrant who
fled persecution in Russia. It is a won-
derful country, and we ought to empha-
size the positive.

Mr. President, next week we will
have debate—not hate, but rather a de-
bate. And I would like to lay out my
framework just for really not more
than 10 minutes.

Mr. President, I came to the floor of
the Senate at the beginning of this
Congress, and I had a resolution. It was
nothing more than a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment that it was the sense of
the Senate that we would not take any
action that could create more hunger
or homelessness among children. Actu-
ally, it was defeated twice. Then the
third time it was passed by a voice
vote. I now regret that I accepted a
voice vote, because I think it was a
symbolic vote, because if I look at this
deficit reduction, the issue becomes
deficit reduction based upon what
standard? Is it deficit reduction based
on the path of least political resist-
ance? Are we asking some of the citi-
zens to tighten their belts who cannot?
And are we leaving a lot of special in-
terests untouched? I think we are.

I certainly will be active in the de-
bate next week with amendments to
force some discussions on these issues,
and I want to know where Senators
stand.

We have something like $35 billion
slated for cuts in nutrition programs
for children. Food stamps and the
Women, Infants, and Children Pro-
gram, the WIC Program, is an incred-
ibly important program, because if you
were to ask me as a former teacher
what is the most important education
program, I would say to make sure
every woman who is expecting a child—
I just had a grandson, our third grand-
child, a week ago. That grandson, Josh-
ua Paul, I think is going to have a good
life. He was born healthy, but my
daughter, Marcia, had an adequate
diet. She had the resources to make
sure she did.

My God, children at birth are not
going to have the same chance if their
mothers have not had a decent diet. We
are cutting the Women, Infants, and
Children Program.
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The Food Stamp Program is not per-
fect; we ought to make it more ac-
countable. The fact of the matter is,
imperfections and all, we dramatically
expanded the Food Stamp Program
after the expose on hunger and mal-
nutrition in America, and we did it in
the early 1970’s. We had some national
standards, and we implemented this
program across the country. We do not
have all the children anymore with dis-
tended bellies. We do not have the
same amount of hunger and malnutri-
tion, though we still have too much.
We are cutting into these programs.

When it came to the Pentagon budg-
et, which was $7 billion more than the
Pentagon asked, when it came to the
military contractors, when it came to
star wars or Stealth or Trident, we just
gave the money away. They have the
clout. They are the heavy hitters, they
have the lobbyists, and they did just
fine. But the children in America did
not, especially poor children.

I just do not think there is a stand-
ard of fairness. I think there is consen-
sus that you have to pay off the inter-
est on the debt. That is what this is all
about. There is not a Senator here that
could be proud of the building up of the
debt in this country. The question be-
comes, when you make the cuts and
you do the deficit reduction, where is
the Minnesota standard of fairness?
That is the question.

Mr. President, the Finance Commit-
tee met and came out with $245 billion
of tax cuts. But here is the interesting
thing. If you have family incomes
below $30,000 a year, which is about
half the people in this country, you
have the earned-income tax credit
taken away from you and you pay
more. You are paying a tax all the way
up to families $30,000 a year and under.
But, by golly, if you are in the top 1
percent of this population with in-
comes over $350,000 a year, you get a
$5,626 break. And if it is $200,000 a year,
you get $3,416. This is a subsidy in in-
verse relationship to need.

If you are at the top of the popu-
lation income-wise, the top 1 percent,
you get a huge tax break. If you make
over $200,000 you do, and if you make
over $100,000 you do. But if you make
under $30,000 a year, you do not get any
break; you pay more. This is like a sub-
sidy in inverse relationship to need.
Same issue.

This is what I am going to zero in on
next week: Why have the military con-
tractors got everything they wanted?
Why do the children lose some of their
nutritional programs? Who has the
power in America? Who has power in
the Congress? Special interests domi-
nate.

Why does the top 1 percent of the
population get a huge tax break and
the bottom 50 percent of the population
get an additional tax? Who has power?
Who has the lobbyists? Who are the
special interests? Who is well rep-
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resented here? There is no Minnesota
standard of fairness in this plan.

Finally, Mr. President, I have two
other issues to mention. One is student
financial aid. It is not coming up
enough. I was a teacher for 20 years,
and when we marked up the cuts in fi-
nancial aid out of committee, I asked
colleagues—and maybe they have done
this—but I said to colleagues, ‘‘Have
you had any town meetings on your
campuses? Because the picture you
seem to have of students is not the
same picture I get from holding com-
munity meetings back in my State—
Moorhead State, Inver Hills Commu-
nity College, Minneapolis Community
College, University of Minnesota at
Duluth. Because what happens to me is
fully half the students, if not more,
come up to me and they say, either
publicly or someone who is not good at
speaking in a public meeting will come
up afterwards and say, “‘Senator, I'm a
nontraditional student.” That is the
first sentence.

The next sentence, especially at the
community colleges, is, “I am older
than you''—they always like to say
that—'‘and I lost my job. I am going
back to school. I don’'t have the re-
sources. Don't cut the financial aid. I
am a single parent. I am the welfare
mother you say you want to go into
workfare. Don't cut my financial aid.
Senator, we can't afford it."”

Or if it is the 18-to-22-year-old
group—many of our undergraduates are
going to school 6 years, not 4 years and
they have two and three minimum
wage jobs and we are cutting financial
aid for students. And then, Mr. Presi-
dent, there are the students who sell
plasma to buy textbooks to begin the
semester.

What in the world are we doing end-
ing the grace period on the interest on
loans 6 months after graduation? Why
are we ending the parent plus loan pro-
gram for moderate- and middle-income
families? Why are we putting a tax on
the institutions based on their loan
portfolio? Why do we not understand
that 75 percent of the student financial
aid package are loans now, not grants?
What in the world are we thinking?

The missing piece here is the impact
on people. I have held these town meet-
ings on campuses. I do not know,
maybe other Senators have gotten a
different picture from students, but
that is the picture I get.

So, again, $245 billion of tax cuts, but
cuts in students financial aid; $7 billion
more than the Pentagon wants, but
cuts in student finanecial aid.

Mr. President, I am not talking
about Medicare and Medicaid and
health care today, but I will tell you
this, this is a rush to recklessness and
it will not work in my State of Min-
nesota. We have done something of
which I am proud. We have 300,000 chil-
dren that receive medical assistance. It
is a safety net program. Is that going
to be cut?
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I meet with people from the devel-
opmental disabilities community, and I
have people say to me—I remember a
woman in another town meeting. Are
we holding town meetings? Are we
talking to people back in the States
that are going to be affected by this?
She says to me—and this Chair is a
close friend of mine, I respect the
Chair, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire—she says to me, ‘‘PAUL, the
Americans With Disabilities Act is
going to be a cruel lie for me if I don't
have someone to help me get out of bed
in the morning, a personal attendant. I
can't go and own my own small busi-
ness, and I do own my own small busi-
ness. I am intelligent and I am smart
and I live a life of dignity. Do you
know what you are doing with cuts in
medical assistance? Are you going to
restrict eligibility, less access to per-
sonal attendants? Are we going to have
to be poor to be eligible for any of this?
What are you doing? That is the ques-
tion. Don't be so reckless with our
lives.”

I hear the same thing in rural Min-
nesota. I could go on and on, Mr. Presi-
dent. But the question I have, by way
of summary, because I do not want to
dominate the floor today, is why, if we
are going to do deficit reduction, not
do it based on some standard of Min-
nesota fairness? Why do we have a dis-
proportionate number of cuts that af-
fect the most vulnerable citizens in
this country, the poor, namely women
and children? Why are we cutting fi-
nancial aid for higher education? Why
are we cutting into health care and the
quality of health care that is delivered
to people?

I am willing to argue this issue of
quality later on for 20 hours plus in
terms of what this is going to do for
Medicare and medical assistance. But
at the same time, Mr. President, you
have the tax cuts that mainly go to
people on the top. You have more than
the Pentagon asked for. And then, fi-
nally, and this is going to be the piece
that I am looking most forward to in
this debate, what about all of the sub-
sidies that go to the oil companies and
the tobacco companies and the phar-
maceutical companies and the insur-
ance companies? What about all those
loopholes in deductions and giveaways?

I will tell you something. I think
what makes people more angry about
the political process in the Nation's
Capital is the feeling that some of
these special interests who are the
heavy hitters and hire the lobbyists
and are the big players and the big
givers get their way.

This is a perfect example. I am going
to come out here on the floor and I am
going to say—and we are going to have
votes on these amendments—if you
want to have deficit reduction, why do
you not ask some of these large cor-
porations that get tax giveaways to
tighten their belts? Should they not be
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a part of deficit reduction? You know
what? Every time you do that, all sorts
of colleagues think of a million reasons
why we should continue to give them
special tax breaks. Middle-income peo-
ple do not get these breaks; working
people do not get these breaks; low-in-
come people do not get these breaks.
But, oh, boy, oil companies do, phar-
maceutical companies do, gas compa-
nies do, coal companies do, tobacco
companies do. They all get these
breaks.

So I think the debate next week
ought to be about, where is the stand-
ard of fairness? Who is being well rep-
resented and who is not being well rep-
resented?

We will have a sharp debate, I say to
my colleague from Georgia. It will not
be hate, it will be debate, because I be-
lieve all of us have mutual respect for
one another. We feel strongly about
what we are doing, and I am sure we
are all doing it in good faith. But I
have a lot of indignation about the pri-
orities of this deficit reduction plan. I
believe it goes against the grain of the
basic Minnesota standard of fairness.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

the

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. COVERDELL. I ask unanimous
consent that the period for morning
business be extended for another 15
minutes.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
think everybody would acknowledge
that we are entering a very historical
moment in America's history, cer-
tainly in the context of the Congress of
the United States, because we are, over
the next 4 to 6 weeks, going to be mak-
ing decisions—very significant deci-
sions—about the way the American
people are governed.

Of course, I always appreciate the re-
marks of my colleagune from Min-
nesota. But it is almost as if he has for-
gotten that a nmew Congress was sent
here this past November, and with
startling results. The Congress was not
sent here by any large corporation.
This new majority was sent here by an
overwhelming pronouncement by the
American people—all these folks he is
talking about, such as the workers,
who said, “We want something dif-
ferent done in Washington,' and fami-
lies, saying, ““We do not like what is
happening in Washington.” In over-
whelming numbers, Americans went to
the polls and said, ‘‘We want things in
Washington to change."

Every speech I hear from the other
side of the aisle, including from the
President and the administration, is
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saying, ‘‘Leave everything the way it
is, it is just fine.” Every time you try
to change it, we come out with some
new class of evil Americans who try to
frighten America from the change that
has to be made.

Let us talk about the President for a
moment or two. When the President
ran for President in 1992, he promised
the American people, “‘I will give you a
balanced budget in 5 years.” Well, he
has been here for a little over 2 years
now, and he has not given us a bal-
anced budget in 5 years, in 7 years, in
10 years, in no years. Why did he make
that promise? He made the promise be-
cause he knew that the American peo-
ple overwhelmingly are demanding
that this city, this town, this Congress
balance the budget. But once he got
elected, he started listening to speech-
es like we just heard. We will just keep
everything the same. No one will no-
tice.

But the new Congress came here and
said that we are going to balance the
budget in 7 years. I think, somewhat to
their surprise, that is exactly what we
are doing. What is more—and he knows
this—it is exactly what the America
people want us to do. They want us to
balance the budget.

Well, first, the President said he was
not going to offer any budget at all
after this new Congress got here. Then
he went back out into the country and
found out that the American people did
not like that, so he offered a budget.
That budget did not receive a single
vote in the Senate—from our party or
his. It was 99 to 0. No deal. It is not a
balanced budget, Mr. President.

So then he came and said, well, I am
going to offer a budget that is balanced
in 10 years. The Congressional Budget
Office, who the President says provide
the most reliable numbers we can get,
said, ‘“We are sorry, Mr. President, but
your budget does not balance in 10
years.” In fact, it never balances. The
President has been traveling the coun-
try back and forth saying he is giving
us a budget. “Theirs is 7, mine is 10.”
But that is just not so. His budget
never balances. I know this morning
the Senator from Pennsylvania sug-
gested that the other side of the aisle
go ahead and introduce that budget if
they believe so strongly in it. No one is
willing to introduce the budget. Why?
Because they know it does not balance.
1t does not do what the President said.

And then, last week, he said, ‘‘Well,
maybe I will do one that is 9 years or
8 years.” So now we are on about the
fifth or seventh reincarnation of the
President’s budget. It is not really that
complicated. It either balances or it
does not. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice can tell us. It has now told us that
the Republican budget will balance in 7
years, just like the American people
are asking us to do.

I was fascinated listening to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, because he was
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talking about students and student
loans. I wonder if the Senator is aware
of the fact that if America—if their
Congress—balances the budget, what
happens to students who have to bor-
row money. Let me tell you what hap-
pens. A student that borrowed $11,000,
or the family that had to borrow $11,000
for that student, if we had balanced
budgets, would pay so much less inter-
est for the loan that they would save
$2,000 on the student loan in lower in-
terest payments. If we balance our
budgets, interest rates, according to
DRI/McGraw, interest rates will drop
between 2 and 3 percent. That means
that the American families that the
Senator from Minnesota is talking
about will save billions. Well, billions
gets to be a number that is so big, it is
kind of hard to bring down home. But
let us say we are talking about an
American family that had a $75,000
home and mortgage. That family, be-
cause we balanced the budgets and be-
cause we had lower interest rates,
would save between $1,600 and $1,700
every year. And here you have an aver-
age family. The average family income
in America is $40,000. The Government
is already taking half of that money
between Federal, State, and local, leav-
ing them only half to deal with all
their needs, and we can take an act up
here that will lower their interest pay-
ments on their home $1,500 to $2,000.

We have increased their disposable
income by 10 percent—increased. There
is nothing we could do, there is no Gov-
ernment program, there is no new bu-
reaucracy, no new system taking care
of people from Washington that will do
so much good for the American fam-
ily—the average family—than lowering
the financial burden on that family,
which happens if you balance the budg-
et. It does not happen if you do not bal-
ance the budget.

Mr. President, balancing the budget
will do more for every American than
any Government program we can think
of. We will save them $1,500 on a home
mortgage of $75,000. We will save them
$900 in lower interest rates if they buy
a car. We will save them $2,000 in lower
interest rates if they are borrowing
money to send students to school.

The American family knows this.
That is why 70 to 80 percent of them
have been banging on the door of this
town saying, ‘‘For Heaven's sakes, get
your spending under control. Quit tax-
ing us to death. Quit spending money
you do not have. Quit spending the fu-
ture opportunity of our children."

Balancing the budget will produce a
rainbow and a nest egg in the checking
account of every average family in
America. Make no mistake about it.
The great burden of running this Gov-
ernment falls on the average American
family—not on the rich. You could
take all the money the rich produce
and you could not run this Govern-
ment.
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In the end, it is the average Amer-
ican that bears the burden—not the
poor. It is the average American. The
greatest good that we can do for that
family is to balance our budget.

Now, Mr. President, several days ago
the President admitted—which I was
shocked about, but he did—the Presi-
dent said in speaking to a fundraising
audience, *‘I will surprise you, because
I think I raised taxes too high in 1993.""
That is a pretty big mistake, Mr. Presi-
dent.

We raised taxes at a historical level—
$250 billion-some-odd in new taxes—the
highest in American history, and now
the President says maybe that was a
mistake. Not maybe it was a mistake,
it was a mistake.

Why did he raise taxes? So that the
Federal Government could spend more
so that our deficits would continue to
increase, so that interest rates are
higher on every family, and they are
paying thousands upon thousands of
dollars because we do not have a bal-
anced budget.

The President has now said that tax
increase was a mistake. We agree with
him. What we are saying is we are
going to help the President fix that
mistake. We are going to lower the eco-
nomic burden on the American family.

He raised taxes $2556 billion. We are
going to lower it $245 billion. A lot of
people try to connect that to the Medi-
care argument, which is a totally sepa-
rate thing. The real connection here is
between the President’s tax increase of
1993 and the Republican tax refund of
1995. He raised them $255 billion and we
are going to lower it $245 billion.

He said it was a mistake. It was. It
has affected the economic stability of
every middle-class family. Now we are
going to lower it. We are going to help
those very American families by lower-
ing the economic pressure on them and
relieving them from the pressure that
he exacted in 1993.

We are going to balance the budget.
We are going to lower interest rates in
every American home. We are going to,
therefore, expand the economy and
therefore people are going to have
shorter lines waiting to get a job. We
are going to put hundreds of thousands
of Americans to work because we bal-
anced this budget.

Mr. President, we are going to reform
welfare. Every American knows it
needs to be done. Mr. President, we are
going to secure Medicare for a quarter
of a century. The trustees said it will
go bankrupt in 6 years, but we are
going to change that and strengthen it
and keep it healthy for 25 years, ac-
cording to the CBO yesterday. We are
going to lower the economic burden
and pressure on the American family
by lowering taxes.

Every one of those things that we are
talking about, every one of them, the
American people want to have happen.
Mr. President, it is time the Congress
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did what the American people wanted
up here.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may speak not to
exceed 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As in
morning business?

Mr. BYRD. It does not matter.

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

Mr. BYRD. I did not mean to give the
Chair a short answer. I thought my re-
quest covered the situation very well.

UNITY ON BOSNIA POLICY

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, there has
been substantial movement toward a
peace agreement among the warring
factions in Bosnia, and the President
deserves great credit for exercising
strong leadership for moving this proc-
ess forward in the last 2 months. The
conflict has gone on too long, and the
horrendous spectacle of ethnic cleans-
ing and prolonged, widespread inhu-
manity in the Balkans offends and dis-
gusts all civilized society. It is clear
that our European partners in NATO
have been unable to bring the fighting
to a halt and will be unable, Mr. Presi-
dent, to bring a lasting peace in the
Balkans without strong American lead-
ership. One might well argue that it is
a European problem—and it is—and the
European nations should be able to
achieve a peaceful settlement without
us—and they should. That would be
what I think most people would like to
see. But that has demonstrably not
been the case over the last 2-3 years of
carnage in Bosnia. Therefore, the
President has taken a strong role in
leading our allies to bring the parties
to the peace table. A peace agreement
has not yet been reached, but negotia-
tions, so-called ‘‘proximity talks,"” will
begin at the end of this month of Octo-
ber, in Dayton, Ohio.

Mr. President, Administration offi-
cials have testified that the United
States should participate in any NATO
operation which would implement an
accord that is reached among the war-
ring parties. The Secretaries of Defense
and State, and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, have all testified
that the operation would be a NATO
operation, and that there would be no
so-called ‘‘dual key' command and
control structure which includes a de-
cision-making role by the United Na-
tions. Those command and control ar-
rangements were an abject failure in
the U.N. operation in Bosnia over the
last several years. The United Nations
has tried valiantly to play a peaceful
role in Bosnia, but it is clear that up to
now there has been no peace to keep
and that the ferocity and hatreds
which have consumed the Bosnian fac-
tions have overwhelmed the ability of
the United Nations to operate in a
peace-enforcing role there. Therefore,
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it is appropriate that NATO assume
any peacekeeping responsibility, since
only the clear promise of overwhelm-
ing and swift retaliation against any
group or individual that violates a
peace accord is necessary for such an
accord to work in the environment of
the Balkans.

Mr. President, the question has aris-
en as to what role the Congress will
play in determining the policy and pos-
sible deployment of American forces to
the Balkans in connection with a peace
treaty. There is substantial risk of cas-
ualties there, in spite of the fact that
the purpose of any NATO force would
be to police and implement an agree-
ment among the parties. Cease fires in
the Balkans have been routinely en-
tered into and they have been just as
routinely violated. The parties to the
conflict cannot resist, it seems—cannot
resist the temptation to take advan-
tage of temporary weaknesses of their
opponents to gain more territory or to
commit more atrocities. Furthermore,
the terrain is treacherous, made more
so by the harshness of winter weather,
which is the likely season that this ac-
cord will be reached, and, hopefully,
such an accord will be reached.

I believe that any President, Demo-
crat or Republican, is on dubious con-
stitutional ground in deploying forces
to be at risk abroad without the posi-
tive action in support thereof, by the
Congress.

We could debate this all we want to
debate it. I know we say, on the one
hand, any President does not need Con-
gress’ approval. On the other hand,
there are those who say he needs con-
gressional approval. And there are ar-
guments to be made on both sides. But
I think of the wild animals in the for-
est, the lion, the tiger, the elephant—
the wild animals in the forest. At some
point or another they have to come to
the waterhole. There is a big waterhole
in that forest. Some may have to come
sooner than others. But eventually
they all have to come to the waterhole.

Well, the power of the purse is the
waterhole in the constitutional proc-
ess. The appropriation of money is the
waterhole. So we can argue all we
want, until we are blue in the face. But
in the final analysis, unless that appro-
priation is there, unless the funds are
provided, the use of military forces
would automatically have to be cut off,
you see. So that is the waterhole. We
can argue all we want, but that power
of the purse is the most effective power
in the whole constitutional system—
the power of the purse. That is why I
have stood on my feet many, many
times in the Senate and argued against
shifting that power of the purse to the
executive branch.

Well, I will not go further into that
at this point. But we should all keep in
mind the waterhole. All government
agencies have to come down to the
waterhole, sooner or later.
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Well, only the Congress can fund
such operations, and Congress has the
sole responsibility, under the Constitu-
tion, to raise and maintain land and
naval forces. But, aside from this con-
stitutional requirement, from a com-
monsense political perspective, I think
that any President is well advised to
gain the prior support of the Congress,
and therefore the American people, be-
fore committing forces that risk cas-
nalties, which will result in the ex-
penditure of substantial sums of
money, and which might be employed
over a period of rather extended dura-
tion. Regardless of the differences be-
tween this proposed operation and the
American deployment in 1990 to the
Middle East to counter the aggression
of Iraq against Kuwait, the risks, the
costs, and the duration of peace imple-
mentation in Bosnia argue for the
same need—the same need—for the
President to solicit and gain the sup-
port of the Congress before going for-
ward. As I wrote to the President on
October 13th, I believe he should wel-
come the opportunity to rally the Na-
tion behind him and ask for the ap-
proval of Congress for this proposed
mission. As I stated in that letter,
“while this effort, of course, risks re-
jection, a sure political foundation
seems essential to carry it over the
shoals and storms of difficulties which
could possibly confront our forces dur-
ing an extended period of American
military involvement.” In my letter to
President Clinton, I encouraged him to
seek Congressional support and en-
dorsement of any deployment of U.S.
forces to the Balkans which might be
required to enforce a peace agreement.

I am pleased to report to my col-
leagues that the President has re-
sponded to my inguiry, and he has re-
sponded in a most positive way. He
wrote a letter to me, dated October 19,
1995, in which he says that he ‘“‘would
welcome, encourage, and, at the appro-
priate time, request an expression of
support by Congress promptly after a
peace agreement is reached.”

Promptly after a peace agreement is
reached. Let me say that again. He
states that he “‘would welcome, encour-
age, and, at the appropriate time, re-
quest an expression of support by Con-
gress promptly after a peace agreement
is reached. Such an expression of sup-
port would be in the national interest.”
Mr. President, I congratulate and com-
mend President Clinton for taking this
position. It will require a debate over
the detailed plans adopted by the
President to lead a NATO deployment,
if and when an acceptable peace treaty
is reached among the parties.

I emphasize the preliminary nature
of these assurances. Delicate negotia-
tions are underway among the parties,
with the strong intermediary role
played by this Administration and oth-
ers in the European region. We in this
body, in what we do and say, need to be
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cognizant of the delicacy of this proc-
ess. It would be unfortunate if Congres-
sional action at this time made that
process more difficult. It would be
most unfortunate if the peace process
were to be derailed by premature ac-
tion here as to what we would or would
not do or should or should not do in the
event of an agreement. Let us wait and
see what the Administration can ac-
complish with the parties in the up-
coming negotiations.

Given the preliminary nature of this
process, I certainly cannot say today
what my position will be on an Amer-
ican deployment. The President will
have to make a clear case and a strong
case, and a convincing case for it, if he
desires to employ American forces on
the ground in Bosnia. There will be a
debate. There will be a thorough exam-
ination and understanding as to what
the American national interests are in
that event. I, personally, will approach
such a request for Congressional sup-
port with an open mind.

The President goes on in his letter to
me to say that ‘‘our foreign policy
works best when we are united in pur-
pose ... I intend to work with the
Congress to make this happen.” Mr.
President, there will need to be a very
detailed understanding of the risks, du-
ration, the nature of forces to be de-
ployed, the command and control ar-
rangements, the funding, and many
other aspects of the ingredients of the
participation of our forces in imple-
menting any of these treaties involved.
There undoubtedly will be a major de-
bate, as occurred in the Senate before
President Bush deployed forces in com-
bat against Iraq. Now is not the time
for that debate, or for second guessing.
Let us let history take its course, cer-
tain that the President will, as he has
promised, request Congressional sup-
port, endorsement, and participation
when the details of an accord are
reached and when the allies have deter-
mined whether and how NATO should
implement it.

Mr. President, the President’s letter
is short. I shall read it into the
RECORD.

DEAR ROBERT: Thank you for letter regard-
ing whether or not I will seek Congressional
authorization prior to committing United
States troops to a NATO implementation
force in Bosnia. 1 welcome the opportunity
to set forth my position.

While maintaining the constitutional au-
thorities of the Presidency, I would welcome,
encourage and, at the appropriate time, re-
quest an expression of support by Congress
promptly after a peace agreement is reached.

So, Mr. President, what could be
more clear as to the President’s inten-
tion?

Such an expression of support would be in
the national interest. I believe, however, ac-
tion at this time is premature pending the
proximity peace talks to be held in Dayton,
Ohio at the end of this month. I hope as the
peace talks commence we can continue the
process begun in Congressional hearings to
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brief and consult with Congress so that we
secure the widest support possible for peace.

Those hearings have begun. They
began in the Armed Services Commit-
tee just a few days ago, and the able
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
SmITH], who is presently presiding over
the Senate with a degree of dignity and
grace and skill that is ‘‘so rare as a day
in June," was present at the hearing,
as I was, when we heard testimony.

As you know, our foreign policy works best
when we are united in purpose. We have an
historic opportunity in Bosnia to chang: the
course of events, to prevent the spread c[ the
conflict and to end the human suffer ng that
has plagued the people of the regio) for so
long. I intend to work with Cor ress to
make this happen.

Thank you again for your words of support.

Sincerely,
BILL CLINTON.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD not
only the President's letter but also my
letter addressed to him, and to which I
have alluded earlier in my remarks.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC, October 13, 1995.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR PRESIDENT CLINTON: Press reports
today quote Secretary of Defense William
Perry as stating that your Administration
will 'not seek Congressional authorization
prior to committing United States troops to
a NATO peacekeeping operation in Bosnia,
although such authorization would be ‘“‘wel-
come.” If the reports are accurate, I urge
you to reconsider this decision and actively
seek prior authorization for this mission.

Given the gravity, risks, and costs associ-
ated with an extended peacekeeping oper-
ation in Bosnia, I think it would be wise to
have the support of the American people and
Congress behind you. I believe the Congres-
sional majority should share full responsibil-
ity, from the outset, for any decision to ac-
cept the costs and risks of this proposed op-
eration. As you know, President Bush sought
and received the support of Congress and the
American people for Operation Desert Storm
in Iraq. That support would have been in-
valuable to him had the initial casualty pre-
dictions been realized, or if international
contributions had not reimbursed U.S. costs
associated with the mission.

Without outlining the risks and benefits of
U.8. involvement in Bosnia and gaining the
consent and cooperation of Congress in ad-
vance, it may well be difficult, if not impos-
sible, to sustain or to pay for such involve-
ment, particularly if factional fighting re-
curs. Secretary Perry was also quoted in the
press as saying that it is “not only a possi-
bility, but likely" that paramilitary groups
would target U.S. forces in Bosnia.

I believe you should welcome the oppor-
tunity to use your considerable persuasive
skills to rally the nation behind you, and
that you should ask for the approval of Con-
gress for this proposed mission before it com-
mences. While this effort, of course, risks re-
jection, a sure political foundation seems es-
sential to carry it over the shoals and storms
of difficulties which could possibly confront
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our forces during an extended period of
American military involvement. It should
also serve as a signal to those who might
consider testing our staying power that a
strong measure of bipartisan and popular
support underpins it.

As always, I appreciate your thoughtful
consideration of my views on matters of this
importance to our nation and your Presi-
dency.

With kind regards, I am.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT C. BYRD.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, October 19, 1995.
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR ROBERT: Thank you for your letter
regarding whether or not I will seek Congres-
sional authorization prior to committing
United States troops to a NATO implementa-
tion force in Bosnia. I welcome the oppor-
tunity to set forth my position.

While maintaining the constitutional au-
thorities of the Presidency, I would welcome,
encourage and, at the appropriate time, re-
quest an expression of support by Congress
promptly after a peace agreement is reached.
Such an expression of support would be in
the national interest. I believe, however, ac-
tion at this time is premature pending the
proximity of peace talks to be held in Day-
ton, Ohio at the end of this month. I hope as
the peace talks commence we can continue
the process begun in Congressional hearings
to brief and consult with Congress so that we
secure the widest support possible for peace.

As you know, our foreign policy works best
when we are united in purpose. We have an
historic opportunity in Bosnia to change the
course of events, to prevent the spread of the
conflict and to end the human suffering that
has plagued the people of the region for so
long. I intend to work with Congress to
make this happen.

Thank you again for your words of support.

Sincerely,
BILL CLINTON.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

Mr. GREGG addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I first
want to congratulate the Senator from
West Virginia on his fine remarks rel-
ative to the issue of Bosnia. It is not
my purpose to rise on that issue but I
would make a comment that I think it
is good that the President is willing to
come to the Congress for prior author-
ization, as the Senate is familiar with
the sense of the Senate which passed
last week which I offered requesting
the President to come to the Congress
for prior approval.

1 also suggest, however, that, if we
wait until the agreement is reached on
a peace accommodation or a peace ac-
cord, we may well be past the time
when the Congress can take action ef-
fectively; that there has been discus-
sion of the fact that we would have a
very short time after a peace agree-
ment has been reached to expect troops
to be introduced into the region; in
fact, 96 to 100 hours has been the dis-
cussion. Obviously, that would give a
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very short window for the Congress to
express its views on whether or not we
should be putting American soldiers at
risk on the ground in Bosnia.

S0 I hope that we can take up this
subject more substantively before a
peace agreement is reached, if it is
reached.

THE BUDGET

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to
associate myself with the remarks
made earlier in the day by the Senator
from Pennsylvania, Senator SANTORUM,
who was addressing the fact that we
have heard a great deal from the ad-
ministration on the issue of their budg-
et, and whether or not they have a
budget which reaches a balanced budg-
et.

As we all know, we on the Republican
side of the aisle have produced a budget
that reaches a balance, is scored by
CBO as reaching balance over the next
7 years, and is the first budget to do so
in the last 25 years. It is a budget that
does this by reforming—and, I think,
significantly improving—many of the
functions of Government. We end for,
example, welfare as an entitlement,
and say to people in this country who
seek to receive the support of the Gov-
ernment through welfare payments
that they are expected to work after a
certain amount of time on welfare, and
they will only have the right to be on
welfare for a period of up to 5 years
throughout their lifetime.

It also addresses the issue of Medic-
aid by returning the authority for
managing Medicaid with the dollars to
the States, a major step forward in my
opinion. For example, in the State of
New Hampshire I know that we will be
able to deliver better health care to
our indigent, to our people who are in
need of health care who qualify for
Medicaid, and to the disabled, espe-
cially young mothers with children,
mothers with young children, and our
young men also, in a much more effi-
cient and effective way with probably
more dollars in those programs by hav-
ing the State manage that program at
the State level and not having it be a
Federal program.

We have in our budget reform im-
proved significantly and strengthened
the Medicare Program. In fact, we have
taken the Medicare Program—which is
on the brink of bankruptcy, according
to the Medicare trustees headed in that
direction, and will be there by the year
2002, and will begin next year to spend
more money than it takes in, and thus
starts this death spiral toward bank-
ruptcy—taking that program, reform
it, strengthen it, and will be giving our
seniors dramatic new choices which
they do not have today for alternative
forms of health care delivery while re-
taining their right, preserving their
right, to continue in their pre-Medicare
delivery system, if they wish it, with
their present doctors.
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That Medicare reform and strength-
ening is done in I think a way that is
fairly consistent with what is happen-
ing in the private sector. It is using the
marketplace, saying to the senior citi-
zens of this country, ‘‘Listen, you
should have the same choices those of
us in Congress have. You should not be
limited in your ability to choose other
types of health care.”

So we have put forward plans which I
believe are very aggressive, very effec-
tive, and very positive in reforming
Government, in downsizing the rate of
growth of the Federal Government, and
in delivering a balanced budget.

Why have we done this? Republicans
recognize that, if you do not do some-
thing about the problems of this coun-
try in the area of the deficit, we are
going to be driving this country into
bankruptcy.

This chart reflects that fact. The red
lines represent entitlement spending;
the blue lines discretionary spending;
and, the yellow line is interest on the
Federal debt. You will note that the
green line represents the revenues of
the Federal Government. You will see
from this chart that, if we continue on
our present path with the present rate
of growth as a Government, beginning
in the year 2010 we will only have
enough money as a Government to pay
for interest on the Federal debt and en-
titlement spending. That means all
spending such as defense spending,
spending on education, and spending on
the environment, we will not be able to
afford.

Beginning in about the year 2017, we
will only have enough money to pay for
the entitlement spending of the Fed-
eral Government, which means we will
not be able to pay interest on the Fed-
eral debt.

What does that mean? That means
we end up like Mexico was about a year
and a half ago. We will be insolvent as
a nation. We will have passed on to our
children a country that is essentially
bankrupt. It is not fair, not right, not
appropriate, and it is not something
this Congress is going to allow happen.
That is why, as Republicans, we came
forward with this rather dramatic idea
of balancing the budget, and we deliv-
ered on it. We have produced a budget
that is in balance.

However, the issue is, has the Presi-
dent done the same thing? Has he been
a substantive player in this process?
Has he contributed to it? That is the
issue raised earlier today by the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania when he sug-
gested a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
which would basically allow the other
side, if they felt confident in the Presi-
dent’s numbers, to put forward the
President’'s budget and say, all right,
we stand by the President's budget as
an approach to balancing the budget.

I have not heard anyone from the
other side of the aisle take up the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania on that issue,
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and I do not expect we will because, as
a practical matter, the President has
not come forward with anything that
reflects any type of a balanced budget.

CBO, which is the fair arbiter of scor-
ing in this institution, and which the
President designated as the fair arbiter
of scoring at the beginning of his term
in office in his first address to the joint
session of the Congress, has calculated
that the President’s budget as sent up
in February was out of balance by at
least $200 billion per year as far as the
eye could see, adding $1 trillion of new
debt to the backs of our children over
the next 7 years, and that his most re-
cent submission, which was not sent up
in budget form but was sent up basi-
cally in outline form, is also entirely
out of balance and does not accomplish
any sort of cloture on the deficit over
that same timeframe of 10 years, which
he professes as being the period when
we should be balancing the budget. And
so there is no proposal on the table
from this administration which would
lead us to a balanced budget.

That gets to the core of the issue.
When you hear from the other side of
the aisle, as we heard earlier today
from the Senator from North Dakota
and the Senator from California and
the Senator from Minnesota, that our
budget is insensitive, that we are not
caring, that we are dastardly individ-
uals on this side for trying to balance
the budget because it impacts this
group or that group—many of which
representations, by the way, were inac-
curate, especially in reference to the
WIC Program—but when you hear
those allegations, you have to ask
yourself, what is the true insensitivity
and unfairness in this country today?
Is it not really that we as a generation,
our generation—I am talking now
about the postwar baby-boom genera-
tion, the Bill Clinton generation, of
which I happen to be a member—is run-
ning up a huge debt for our day-to-day
expenses, for expenses which we incur
and enjoy the fruits of today but are
not willing to pay for today, that we
are taking that bill and passing it on
to our children?

Is not the true injustice that is oc-
curring today to the people of this
country, and especially to the children
of this country and to the next genera-
tion of this country, that if we con-
tinue on our present course we will be
the first, the first generation in the
history of this great and wonderful
country—now, again I am referring to
the postwar baby-boom generation—
the first generation to pass on less to
our children than was passed on to us
by our elders.

That is the true insensitivity, and so
we have addressed it, and we have ad-
dressed it in a very positive way, I be-
lieve.

Mr. President, I would simply con-
clude my remarks by saying that I be-
lieve the President of the United
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States has an obligation to engage in
this process substantively rather than
politically. He has engaged very well
politically. There is no question about
that. He has managed to go to almost
every interest group in this country,
including one group in the Midwest, to
this group in the South, to that group
in the West, far West, and represent
that he is on their side in this budget
issue.

I suggest that he come to the Con-
gress and make specific proposals
which do lead to a balanced budget
rather than proposals which are simply
structured for his reelection campaign.
If he were to come to this Congress
with proposals which would lead to a
balanced budget, which were sub-
stantive, where he actually put on the
table a budget with numbers balanced
by CBO, we could close this matter
rather quickly and, as a result, pass a
better opportunity for a good life to
our children, which is our primary obli-
gation as Members of the Senate.

I notice the Senator from Louisiana
has some guests present, and I would
be happy to pause in my comments and
in fact yield back my time so that the
Senator from Louisiana can introduce
his guests.

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished friend.

VISIT TO THE SENATE OF THE
PRESIDENT AND FIRST LADY OF
MONGOLIA

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, on
behalf of Senator HATFIELD and myself,
I would like to introduce to the Senate
the distinguished President of Mongo-
lia, President Ochirbat and the First
Lady, PFirst Lady Tsevelmaa. Mr.
Ochirbat is not only President of Mon-
golia, but he is generally credited with
being the architect of democracy in
Mongolia.

Senator HATFIELD and I, and a num-
ber of other United States Senators,
had the great pleasure and honor of
going to Mongolia in August of this
year, and frankly we were overwhelmed
not only with the friendship extended
to us but with the importance of this
country, its strategic location in Asia
and its friendship toward America.

So we welcome the President of Mon-
golia and the First Lady, and look for-
ward to many years of friendship with
the President and his great country.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
consent that morning business be ex-
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tended for another 20 minubes and I be
recognized for that period

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

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair.

TREATMENT OF THE DEFICIT

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
want to touch on an article in the
morning news relative to how we ave
historically dealt with the prohlem of
budget deficits. But first, let me touch
on the point raised by my distin-
guished colleague from New Ha npshire
relative to the Congressional Budget
Office’s scoring of the Republican
budget as balanced. I hope everyone
within the sound of my ears and the
view of this particular C-SPAN cov-
erage will look at the RECORD. Yes, on
the day before yesterday, on October
18—and you will find it in your CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD at page 15263—a
letter was included in the RECORD from
the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office doing exactly as the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Hamp-
shire claimed. CBO said that not only
was the GOP budget in balance but
that by the year 2002, there would be a
$10 billion surplus.

That was day before yesterday. On
yesterday, October 19, if you please,
Mr. President, another letter was sent
from CBO to Senators CONRAD and
DORGAN. I ask unanimous consent at
this particular point that the letter be
printed in the RECORD.

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

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
U.S. CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, October 19, 1995.
Hon. KENT CONRAD,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: Pursuant to Section 205(a)
of the budget resolution for fiscal year 1996
(H. Con. Res. 67), the Congressional Budget
Office yesterday provided the Chairman of
the Senate Budget Committee with a projec-
tion of the budget deficits or surpluses that
would result from enactment of the rec-
onciliation legislation submitted to the
Budget Committee. As specified in section
205(a), CBO provided projections (using the
economic and technical assumptions under-
lying the budget resolution and assuming
the level of discretionary spending specified
in that resolution) of the deficit or surplus of
the total budget—that is, the deficit or sur-
plus resulting from all budgetary trans-
actions of the federal government, including
Social Security and Postal Service spending
and receipts that are designated as off-budg-
et transactions. As stated in the letter to
Chairman Domenici, CBO projected that
there will be a total-budget surplus of $10 bil-
lion in 2002, Excluding an estimated off-budg-
et surplus of $108 billion in 2002 from the cal-
culation, CBO would project an on-budget
deficit of $98 billion in 2002.

If you wish further details on this projec-
tion, we will be pleased to provide them. The
staff contact is Jim Horney, who can be
reached at 226-2880.

Sincerely,
JUNE E. O'NEILL.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair. Let me just highlight
the pertinent part:

As specified in section 205(a), CBO provided
projections on spending specified in that res-
olution of the deficit or surplus of the total
budget, that is, the deficit or surplus result-
ing from all budgetary transactions of the
Federal Government, including Social Secu-
rity and Postal Service spending and receipts
that are designated as off-budget trans-
actions.

As stated in the letter to Chairman Do-
menici, CBO projected that there will be a
total budget surplus of $10 billion in 2002. Ex-
cluding an estimated off-budget surplus of
$108 billion in 2002 from the calculation, CBO
would project an on-budget deficit of $98 bil-
lion.

So, unlike 2 days ago, when the CBO
scored the GOP budget as having a $10
billion surplus in the seventh year, yes-
terday CBO scored it as leaving us with
a $98 billion deficit. It piqued my inter-
est because the CBO used the expres-
sion in the letter to Senator CONRAD
‘including Social Security and Postal
Service spending and receipts.”

What bothers me about that clause is
that, this Senator, along with my dis-
tinguished colleague from Pennsylva-
nia, the former Senator John Heinz, co-
sponsored an amendment that passed
the Congress and was enacted by the
President—namely, section 13301 of the
Congressional Budget Act, which or-
ders that Social Security funds shall
not be used in citing in deficits or sur-
pluses of the Government. That par-
ticular section puts Social Security off
budget and in trust.

But today we learn that a mistake
was made over at CBO. In considering
the size of the Social Security surplus
in the year 2002, they did not catch the
fact that the Finance Committee had
banked on a small change in the CPI,
otherwise known as the Consumer
Price Index. In turn, a reduction in the
CPI reduces the amount of cost-of-liv-
ing adjustments paid to Social Secu-
rity recipients.

Under the law, this change in Social
Security payments does not divert
money to lower the deficit or to fund
the general budget. Instead, if you save
money in Social Security, the money
merely adds to the surpluses in the So-
cial Security trust fund.

Right now, Mr. President, we have a
surplus of $481 billion in Social Secu-
rity. We have a surplus in Medicare of
$147 billion. And instead of recognizing
that fact, we run around knocking over
desks to get on TV and carry on about
things that will happen 7 years from
now for Medicare, 30 years from now
with Social Security. What we don’t do
is to pay attention to the crisis that is
happening right this minute.

And that brings me to the morning
editorial by our friend, Mr. J. W. An-
derson of the editorial staff of the
Washington Post.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial in its entirety, entitled *This
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Is Leadership?”’ be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

[From the Washington Post, Oct. 20, 1995]
THIS I8 LEADERSHIP?—SINCE 1973, THE DEFI-

cIT HAS BEEN CENTRAL TO AMERICAN POLI-

TICS

(By J.W. Anderson)

President Clinton's repudiation of his 1993
tax increase, followed by his ungainly scram-
ble to repudiate the repudiation, has in-
flicted a severe injury on himself and his
party. It becomes increasingly difficult to
know exactly what he stands for.

His first budget with its tax increase and
its attack on the deficit is arguably the
bravest, and certainly the most useful, of his
accomplishments as president. Now, alas,
he's running after the Republicans’ tax-cut
bandwagon and throwing the best of his own
record into doubt. But it's not unprece-
dented. President Bush, running for reelec-
tion in 1992, repudiated the tax increase that
he had accepted in the very constructive
budget compromise of 1990.

This country seems to be going through a
series of presidencies eroded and diminished
by the savage politics of intractable budget
quarrels. How long will it continue? It's hard
to say. The process has been going on for
more than 20 years, and progress has been
slow.

The origins of today’s budget fights lie in
the pivotal year 1973—the year that the great
postwar boom ended.

For a quarter of a century, from the late
1940s into the early 1970s, standards of living
improved faster than ever before in history.
It happened throughout the world, but most
spectacularly in the developed industrial de-
mocracies. As the long boom continued, gov-
ernments began to think that they had at
last solved the mysteries of economic growth
and that they now knew how to keep their
economies expanding steadily and rapidly.

The only question was the pleasant one of
how best to spend the flood of wealth, pri-
vate and public, that this boom was generat-
ing. Most of the democracies decided to put
much of the new revenues into new and ex-
panded social benefits—mainly pensions for
the elderly and health care. In those years
here in the United States, Medicare and Med-
icaid were enacted, and Social Security was
greatly increased. In Western Europe, where
the war years had created a hunger for secu-
rity beyond anything in the American tradi-
tion, this expansion of benefits went much
farther.

Then, in 1973, the boom suddenly ended.
Economic historians still aren't quite sure
why it happened. The oil crisis had some-
thing to do with it and perhaps the American
decision to take the dollar off the gold stand-
ard, But whatever the reasons, throughout
the rich democracies—here in North Amer-
ica, in Western Europe and in Japan alike—
the economic growth rates dropped to half
the level of the previous 25 years.

The consequences have been huge. One of
them was that high growth no longer pro-
duced the immense increases in tax revenues
on which all those governments had been
counting to finance the new social entitle-
ments. But, having put those pensions and
health insurance laws in place, they couldn’t
retreat from them. The result was the era—
which still continues—of big budget deficits.

The United States is struggling with a def-
icit that now, counting all levels of govern-
ment including states and municipalities,
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comes to about 2.2 percent of gross domestic
product. All of the other big industrial de-
mocracies have bigger deficits—some of
them much, much bigger.

The budget deficit has become central to
American politics. It's the same in Europe,
and more so because all of the European
Union countries have agreed to get their
deficits down as a condition of joining the
common currency at the end of the decade.
Most of them clearly won't make it, and
they fear being shut out of continental pros-
perity. Just as deficit politics is weakening
the American president, it's having the same
effect in Europe. The most notable example
at the moment is France's new president,
Jacques Chirac, who is caught between eco-
nomic reality and a series of unwise cam-
paign promises.

The strongest political leader in Europe is
Helmut Kohl, Germany’s chancellor, who has
responded forcefully to deficit dangers by
slamming a heavy surtax on top of a tax bur-
den that was -already high. It's to pay the
costs of modernizing formerly communist
eastern Germany. Other presidents and
prime ministers don't have the advantage of
a widely accepted public need like that one.

Here in the United States, the past 22
years' record suggests that the country will
coast along, weakened and distracted by its
budget troubles until they produce a real fi-
nancial crisis. Americans, and particularly
American politicians, are good at meeting
crises. Nothing short of a genuine crisis, it
seems, can generate enough public attention
and concern to make a real solution possible
and return the federal budget to the small
deficits of the years before 1973.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Chair.

Summarizing, if you please, Mr.
President, Mr. Anderson states that
“from the late 1940's into the early
1970’s, standards of living have im-
proved faster than ever before” in the
history of this Nation. We had surplus
moneys, and the only question was
““how best to spend the flood of wealth,
private and public. . ."” And, as a re-
sult, we greatly increased Social Secu-
rity, health care, Medicare, Medicaid
and all these particular programs.

Then Mr. Anderson goes on and says,
now wait.

Then, in 1973, the boom suddenly ended. . .
(T)he oil crisis had something to do with it,
taking the dollar off the gold standard had
something to do with it. . . . The budget def-
icit has become central to American politics.

He cites how Europe has confronted
this particular problem whereby the
European countries have agreed that
their deficits must be reduced as a con-
dition of joining the common currency
and, emphasizing, I quote,

The strongest political leader in Europe is
Helmet Kohl, Germany’s Chancellor, who has
responded forcefully to deficit dangers by
slamming a heavy surtax on top of a tax bur-
den that was already high.

Now, that is historic, having the
media praise somebody for increasing
taxes. Let me go to the concluding sen-
tence here of the Anderson article that
I included in the RECORD.

And I quote:

Nothing short of a genuine crisis, it seems,
can generate enough public attention and
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concern to make a real solution possible and
return the Federal budget to the small defi-
cits of the years before 1973.

Now, my point here, Mr. President,
is, we have a crisis right here and now.
The gentleman says, ‘‘Nothing short of
a genuine crisis * * * can generate
enough public attention.” The only
hope we have is to use the free media
to reveal that crisis. The press corps
absolutely refuse to do it. They con-
tinue to report deficits in the terms of
what they call a unified deficit, which,
contrary to the law, includes the bor-
rowing from the trust funds.

I can show you what I mean in arti-
cle after article where $161.4 billion is
cited as last year’'s deficit. The true
deficit was $283.3 billion—because that
is what you get if you subtract out
your BSocial Security moneys, your
civil service and military retirement,
your Medicare and all the rest of the
trust funds that you are going to have
to pay back. And as of this minute, we
owe the trust funds $1.255 trillion.

Now, under the Republican 7-year
budget, we are going to use another
$636 billion of Social Security moneys.
So instead of owing Social Security
$481 billion today, in 2002 we are going
to owe over $1 trillion all the while
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beating our breast and saying that we
are balancing the budget.

We have got to cut out the games-
manship and get down to truth in budg-
eting. Mr. President, it is a heck of a
note to have to write the Congressional
Budget Office and ask, ‘‘In accordance
with the law, would you please cite the
deficit?”’

On one day, they cite a surplus of $10
billion. Then when we asked them to
comply with the law, they said, “Ex-
cuse us, there is a deficit of $98 bil-
lion.”” Now they have corrected that
little mistake and got it up to $115 bil-
lion.

Just the other Sunday, I was listen-
ing to Mr. Russert on ‘“Meet the Press”
asking Mr. Panetta: *“Will you with-
stand those political charges and go
along with this reduction in cost-of-liv-
ing increases in order to balance the
budget?”’

Going along, with lowering cost-of-
living increases in Social Security,
does not balance the budget. It en-
hances the Social Security surplus. He
said time and again on that particular
program to Mr. MOYNIHAN.

My point is that historically we have
gotten into the hands of the Phil-
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istines. I saw this start back in West
Virginia with our friend, President
John F. Kennedy, when he was Can-
didate Kennedy. They never expected
in West Virginia that upbeat Harvard
graduate was going to best the popu-
lous Hubert Humphrey. But Jack Ken-
nedy had Lou Harris and played all the
hot-button issues like a Stradivarius.

He came out on top, and then the
rule of thumb came for all national
elections, *‘Get yourself a pollster.”

Our trouble is that the media act in
complicity with the politicians. They
get irritated or annoyed if you try to
explain an issue. They want a quick,
pithy, confrontational answer to any
particular item. They do not care
about an issue, they do not understand
it, and they continue to report what is
not the fact, namely, that you are bal-
ancing your budget when they know
otherwise.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the budget table be printed in
the RECORD.

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

BUDGET TABLES
[Outlays in billions]
Gavernment llmhul def- o Gross Fed-  Gross inter-
Year budget Trust funds Real deficit " qobt ot

968 178, 3 i —128. 368.7 146
1969 183, = +3.1 +29 365.8 166
1970 195, 12. - =15 380. 193
1971 2102 l -2, =121. 408. 210
1972 230, -4 =27. 435, 218
1973 5.7 15 =14 -304 466. U2
1974 2694 11 -6 =116 483, 29.3
1975 332. 4 -5, -58.0 541, 27
1976 1 134 =13, -8 629, 3.1
1977 409.7 27 -537 =114 71064 LI]
1978 458, 1L -592 =10. 176. 487
1979 504 12. —40.7 =52 829, 59.9
1980 590, 5. -1, =19 909, 148
1981 678.7 6. -9, -85 994, 95.5
1982 745 145 - 128 - 1425 1,137. 1172
1983 808.4 %5 - 207.8 —2344 1371 1287
1984 851.8 16 - 1854 -193.0 1,564.7 1539
1985 9464 405 -2123 ] 1.817.6 1789
1986 990.3 818 -2212 -3030 21206 1503
1987 1,003.9 75.7 -1498 -2255 2,346.1 1953
1988 1,064.1 100.0 -1552 —255.2 2,601.3 2141
1989 1,143.2 1142 —-1525 - 266.7 2,868.0 2409
1990 1,252.7 7.2 —2214 -3386 3,206.6 2647
1991 1,323.8 1227 —-2692 -391.9 35985 285.5
1992 1,380.9 1132 —-2904 —4036 4,002.1 2923
1993 1,408.2 942 -2%5.1 -349.3 43514 2925
1994 1.460.6 83.1 -2132 -3 46437 296.3
1995 .. 1,530.0 1219 -1614 -2833 4927.0 3360
1996 estimate 1,583.0 1218 -1893 =311 52380 3480

Source: CBO's January, April, and August 1995 Reports.

Year 2002 (billion)
1996 Budget: Kasich Conf. Reporl:

p. 3 (deficit) .. o —$108
1996 Budget Outlays {CBO est. ) 1,583
1995 Budget Outlays .. #t 1,530

Increased spending .............. +53
CBO Baseline Assuming Budget
Resolution:

OREIATET .o et T s aa 1,874

BOTONBE «.vvvissisisiissraisnisssrsninivis 1,884
This Assumes:

(1) Discretionary Freeze Plus

Discretionary Cuts (in 2002) ... -121

(2) Entitlement Cuts and Inter-

est Savings (in 2002) ............... — 226

(3) Using 8S Trust Fund (in
2002)

Total reduction (in 2002) —462

Mr. HOLLINGS. You can see how the
spending has gone up. For example,
from 1995 to 1996, spending goes from
$1,530,000,000,000 in spending to
$1,583,000,000,000 in spending. In other
words, while we say that we are cutting
spending, in fact we have increased
spending 53 billion bucks.

Under the GOP plan we are supposed
to cut $45 billion in spending this year.
If you see in the last year of their plan
you have to have a freeze of $96 billion,
additional cuts of $25 billion—cuts in

=116

entitlements of $159 billion and inter-
est savings of $67 billion, for a total of
$226 billion—plus the Social Security
trust fund of $115 billion.

Now those are a lot of facts and fig-
ures, but what I am saying is you have
to have total reductions in 2002 of $462
billion. Let's get real. If you cannot,
with a new group of freshmen spurring
us to cut, get $45 billion, how are you
going to get $462 billion?

That is why I told my colleague, the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, if this particular plan bal-
anced in the year 2002, I would jump off
the Capitol dome. There is no chance of
that. They know it and I know it.
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In the Commerce Committee, for ex-
ample, we have presumed to save $15
billion. The truth is—and we all know
it in the Commerce Committee—that
$4.5 billion of the $15 billion is already
expended in the telecom bill.

That has occurred in a lot of these
other committees. In the Finance Com-
mittee yesterday, they have a mecha-
nism for Medicare called BELT. You
find out that the poor, the sick, and
taxpayers in America are the ones that
are going to be belted. That little
phrase requires that if Congress comes
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in say $40 billion shy, they push off the
heavy lifting on to the next Congress.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that a chart which I compiled
earlier this year with respect to ‘“The
Realities on Truth in Budgeting,” be
printed in the RECORD.

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

HOLLINGS RELEASES REALITIES ON TRUTH IN
BUDGETING

Reality No. 1: §1.2 trillion in spending cuts
is necessary.

Reality No. 2: There aren't enough savings
in entitlements. Have welfare reform, but a
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jobs program will cost; savings are question-
able. Health reform can and should save
some, but slowing growth from 10 to 5 per-
cent doesn’t offer enough savings. Social Se-
curity won't be cut and will be off-budget
again.

Reality No. 3: We should hold the line on
the budget on Defense; that would be no sav-
ings.

Reality No. 4: Savings must come from
freezes and cuts in domestic discretionary
spending but that's not enough to stop hem-
orrhaging interest costs.

Reality No. 5: Taxes are necessary to stop
hemorrhage in interest costs.

19% 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Deficit CBO Jan. 1995 (using trust funds) 207 prl} 25 53 84 297 kr /]
Freeze discretionary outlays after 1998 0 0 0 ~19 -8 —58 -78
Spending cuts -3 - -1l -128 - 146 -163 —180
Interest savings ~1 -5 -1 =20 -2 -4 64
Total savings ($1.2 trilfion) -38 =19 -122 ~167 -216 -267 -3in
Remaining deficit using trust funds 169 145 103 86 30 0
Remaining deficit excluding trust funds 287 264 m 202 185 149 121
5 percent VAT ... % 155 172 184 190 196 200
Net deficit eccluding trust funds 187 97 27 (17 (54) (n 1159)
Gross debt 5,142 5257 5,300 5305 521 ,200 5,001
Average interest rate on debt (percent) 10 1.1 639 68 6.7 6.7 6.7
Interest cost on the debt 367 n 368 368 366 360 354

Note.—Figures are in billions. Figures don’t include the billions necessary for a middie-class tax cut.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr., President, I
showed the cuts necessary at that time
and showed that if you wanted to bal-
ance the budget without using the
trust funds you had to increase reve-
nues as well as cut spending.

Governors pay their bills, mayors
pay their bills, but not us in Congress
and the President. We have no idea of
paying the bills. We blissfully continue
this one grand political charade, this
one grand fraud.

The only way I know to expose it is
through the free press. Thomas Jeffer-
son once commented that between a
free government and a free press, he
would choose the latter. You can have
a free government, but you cannot hold
it long unless you get a free press. But
unfortunately, the free press here is a
pollster press. In today's paper it says
that the best of the best reporters were
out eating supper instead of listening
to the President’s speech in Houston.
They do not care. They get little
snippets and stories, and you cannot
get the truth. The truth is, Mr. Ander-
son, there is no crisis we are going to
have to reach. We are in crisis now.

We have spending on automatic pilot.
Next year we will have to pay $348 bil-
lion in interest costs on the national
debt. That is a billion dollars a day. If
that is not a crisis, I don't know what
is. We can straighten out Medicare, but
we do not have to devastate the Gov-
ernment in doing so. Neither side, in-
cluding the President, has a balanced
budget. The Democrats do not have a
balanced budget, and the Republicans
do not have a balanced budget. So we
should not act like there is a choice at
the present time.

The truth of the matter is that next
year we will pay $348 billion in inter-

est. They say you cannot avoid death
and you cannot avoid taxes. Well, you
cannot avoid interest costs. As such,
you have tax increases on automatic
pilot of $1 billion a day. That is the
hemorrhage we have to stop. That is
the real problem confronting us. And
we are not doing it. We are arguing
whether it is for the middle class or
rich, and who is going to get the politi-
cal credit. We ought to stop these she-
nanigans and get down to the business
at hand.

I thank the Chair.

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. DOLE. 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.

POTENTIAL DEPLOYMENT OF
AMERICAN TROOPS TO BOSNIA

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this week
the Senate and the House began con-
ducting hearings on the potential de-
ployment of American ground forces to
Bosnia and Herzegovina in the event a
peace agreement is reached. This is the
beginning of a very important process
of congressional review and debate. I
am pleased that the administration
sent the Secretary of State, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff to testify on
behalf of the administration's proposal.

Any decision to send American
Forces into harm’s way requires the
utmost consideration. American inter-
ests may justify sending Americans

into Bosnia, but the goals must be
clear and the risks must be understood
and weighed carefully.

Unfortunately, the administration
has not yet made the case for its pro-
posed operation. Many questions re-
main unanswered and many answers
remain ambiguous.

The first task must be to persuade
the Congress that this is the best op-
tion of the options available. And let
me be clear, there are other options.

For over 3 years now, I have called
for American leadership. For over 3
years now, I have called for NATO in-
volvement. But, I am not convinced
that exercising United States leader-
ship and deploying NATO ground forces
in support of a peace agreement that
partitions Bosnia is the best or only
option. We need to know: will Amer-
ican Forces be the guarantors of ethnic
cleansing? Will they be used to prevent
Moslem refugees from returning to
their homes in what becomes the
Bosnian Serb Republic?

With respect to the peace settlement,
the administration must be able to en-
sure that any peace reached is a stable
and sustainable peace—that there are
defensible borders; that the Bosnian
Government structure is viable; that
this is not just the first step toward a
greater Serbia.

If there is a genuine peace, there is a
real question why tens of thousands of
peacekeepers, including Americans, are
needed? Moreover, how did the admin-
istration come up with the number
25,000 for the American ground force
contribution? Is this solely the result
of President Clinton's speech 2 years
ago or is there a military rationale for
it?
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There is a lot of confusion as to what
NATO's role will be. Will NATO ensure
the territorial integrity of Bosnia?
Who will accomplish the tasks that
NATO does not wish to be involved in,
such as facilitating the return of refu-
gees, the conduct of free and fair elec-
tions, humanitarian operations?

What will this operation cost? What
factors are current cost estimates
based on? How does the administration
plan to pay for such an operation? Was
Secretary Perry serious when he said
that the administration would take
funds from missile defense programs—
intended to protect Americans from
the growing threat of missile de-
fenses—for peacekeeping?

What are the criteria for success of
this operation? What is the exit strat-
egy? How do we ensure that the
Bosnians can defend themselves once
peacekeepers leave? Who will arm and
or train the Bosnians?

It seems to me that developments in
recent months have vindicated the
overwhelming majority in Congress
who argued that the Bosnians and the
Croats were capable of defending them-
selves if armed. It has also dem-
onstrated that NATO air power can be
used effectively and that Bosnian Serb
Forces are not invincible. The military
balance began shifting in Bosnia, but I
am not sure that it has stabilized. In
my view, lifting the arms embargo on
Bosnia is as relevant in a post-settle-
ment situation as it is now. This mat-
ter cannot be avoided and must be re-
solved as part of any peace settlement.

The bottom line is that Congress is
not yet in possession of the facts. In-
deed, the administration is not in pos-
session of the facts. There is no settle-
ment yet. But, with that in mind, we
must make sure that we do not deploy
any forces without clear answers to
these critical questions. I am deeply
concerned that since current NATO
plans call for initial deployments with-
in a few days of a settlement being
signed that we may not have all the
answers—and that the administration
will go ahead and deploy forces and try
to figure out what they will be doing
after they are already on the ground.

In view of these many unanswered
questions—and those I have raised are
by no means all-inclusive—I would
strongly urge the administration to co-
operate with the Congress and provide
us with the information we need to
make an informed judgment.

Furthermore, I strongly urge the ad-
ministration to seek congressional au-
thorization for any deployment of
United States ground forces to Bosnia.
This was my view prior to the gulf war,
and it is now. It is essential that the
American people are behind any under-
taking that places thousands of our
soldiers in a dangerous environment
for a prolonged period of time.

Mr. President, let me also express my
deep concern about other aspects of the
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diplomatic process and the talks that
are due to begin on August 31 in Day-
ton, OH. The agenda does not include
Kosova which has been under martial
law for over 6 years mow. This is not
just a matter of human rights, but a
question of Kosova's status. Even in
the former Yugoslavia, Kosova had au-
tonomous status—the people and their
assembly could make their own deci-
sions. Today, there are 2 million Alba-
nians there under an apartheid-like
system—A large majority terrorized
and oppressed by a small minority.

We cannot let Serbian President
Slobodan Milosevic off the hook for
Kosova, or for his continued support of
paramilitary forces which are reported
today to have slaughtered hundreds of
Moslem men and boys in northern
Bosnia. Milosevic is no peacemaker,
rather the mastermind behind ethnic
cleansing, oppression, and aggression
in the former Yugoslavia. As early as
1992, senior U.S. Government officials
accused him of war crimes. But today,
he has been invited by this administra-
tion to the United States to participate
in peace talks. I believe that this was a
serious error in judgment which calls
into question the administration’s
commitment to the prosecution of war
criminals in the former Yugoslavia.
Sure, Milosevic has not yet been in-
dicted by the war crimes tribunal, but,
there is no doubt that he has given sup-
port and safe haven to some of the
most notorious war criminals.
Slobodan Milosevic should not be is-
sued a visa. If the administration in-
sists on this, at the very least, it
should ensure that any visa issued to
Milosevic confines him to Wright Pat-
terson Air Force Base. He does not de-
serve to be treated like other foreign
dignitaries.

Finally, there should be no com-
prehensive sanctions relief on Serbia
until there is a satisfactory resolution
of the situation in Kosova. Unless
there is a comprehensive settlement
including Kosova, there will be no sta-
bility in the region—one of the key ob-
jectives presently being cited by the
administration. The sanctions on Ser-
bia are the only leverage the United
States and the international commu-
nity have been willing to use on the
Belgrade regime.

Mr. President, I hope that the admin-
istration will address my concerns and
those of my colleagues, and cooperate
with the Congress so that together we
can determine what is in the best in-
terest of the United States.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AUTHORIZING TROOPS IN BOSNIA

Mr. FEINGOLD. I, too, am about to
speak about the situation in Bosnia
and am glad to follow on the remarks
of the majority leader and the Senator
from West Virginia, both of whom have
expressed a concern about the role of
Congress as we go forward with this
possible commitment of troops into the
situation in Bosnia.

This week, administration officials
testified before the Senate Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, the Senate Armed
Services Committee, the House Inter-
national Relations Committee, and the
House National Security Committee on
the issue of the deployment of United
States troops as a part of NATO’s im-
plementing force in the Republic of
Bosnia and Herzegovina.

While the testimony laid out some of
the proposals the administration is
contemplating, it opened up many,
many questions for consideration,
some of which the majority leader just
listed. The most constructive forum, in
my view, to debate those issues,
though, is through the constitutional
process embodied by the War Powers
Act by which Congress is required to
authorize the deployment of troops
into imminent hostilities. For that
reason, I am pleased that just today
the President has indicated that he
will seek congressional approval of the
mission, as Senator BYRD just re-
ported. I am not completely satisfied,
however, that the President will re-
quest authorization prior to the time
that he has actually made a commit-
ment. I want to be sure that he does
not sign a peace treaty with that com-
mitment in it and then come back and
say, ‘‘By the way, I need your approval
to go forward.”

If Congress is going to really be a
partner in the process envisioned under
the Constitution then we should either
vote on an authorization prior to the
commitment to deploy is made, or al-
ternatively, the President should clear-
ly state that any commitment he
makes for U.S. troop deployment dur-
ing negotiations is contingent upon
congressional approval. One way or the
other, the President has in effect ren-
dered Congress’ role meaningless.

To ensure that this most necessary
exchange takes place in the most con-
structive sequence, Mr. President, I am
going to introduce a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution today which would ex-
press our intention to vote on a resolu-
tion of approval prior to the commit-
ment to introduce United States forces
in Bosnia as a part of IFOR. My resolu-
tion does not approve or disapprove of
the administration's proposal. Rather,
it requires the Senate to debate and
vote on it before we are presented with
a commitment to deploy. What I am
trying to avoid, Mr. President, is being
presented with a fait accompli to au-
thorize a deployment, and therefore
undermine the important debate that
we should have had.
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Mr. President, in many respects this
is a bit of a rehash of the war powers
debate, the debate about whether this
body has the right and the responsibil-
ity to authorize the use of American
troops. Indeed, the mere fact that this
resolution is needed indicates the insti-
tutional crisis we face in this country
about how we make the gravest of deci-
sions—the decision about whether to
send American men and women in
harm's way overseas.

This is a debate we face every time
American troops are called to active
duty. Unfortunately, it is not a ques-
tion we have seriously sought to re-
solve. Instead, we seem to muddle
through each crisis and try to work out
sort of a case-by-case understanding
between the Congress and the Presi-
dent, somehow hoping that the skele-
ton of war powers will stay hidden in
the closet just until the current crisis
goes away, as if there is not going to be
another crisis in the future.

Mr. President, the issue of war pow-
ers will not go away because its pur-
pose really makes too much sense to
ignore. While the War Powers Act has
certainly failed as a mechanism for im-
plementing article I of the Constitu-
tion, its intention should be heeded,
and Bosnia is a perfect example of why.

The Constitution and the War Powers
Act were both crafted to take advan-
tage of the collective wisdom and
power of both the President and the
Congress in making some of the most
serious decisions we face. Our democ-
racy does not vest in one person so
much power that he or she alone can
use military force to accomplish their
own goals. Rather, our system splits
such an awesome power by charging
the President with commanding the
Army, the Navy, and giving Congress
both the power to declare war and the
responsibility to appropriate funds for
military action.

Mr. President, Congress is not simply
supposed to be consulted on such mat-
ters or just be a rubberstamp for such
actions. Congress is supposed to be an
active partner in this process.

Mr. President, I think this is shared
power worth protecting. While I have
no doubt of President Clinton's mo-
tives in committing 20,000 troops to
Bosnia, I want to ensure that some
other future President does not have
the unilateral authority to send 80,000
troops for some reason that she or he
alone supports. We have to remember
that how we proceed here can and will
set a precedence on how troops are de-
ployed for other peacekeeping or peace-
enforcing missions.

Mr. President, this process is also im-
portant for marshaling public support
for any military operation—which, as
any of our veterans will tell you, is a
critical element for success for any
mission. It is through the authoriza-
tion process that the mission is ex-
plained and refined to the American
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people generally, and specifically for
those folks that are asked to serve
their country and risk their lives. The
questions are answered, fears are alle-
viated, and the American people are
given an opportunity to air their views
on what the mission means and is
worth to them.

In this case, in this case of Bosnia,
there are many, many, unanswered
questions at this point, many good
questions that the President will want
to answer in building support for this
mission.

Mr. President, these are very, very
crucial questions. They are fair ques-
tions, Their answers hold great con-
sequences for this country, for NATO,
for the Balkans, and perhaps for the
world.

Certainly, if we are going to do some-
thing as drastic as deploy U.S. troops,
we have to create a process by which
the Congress and the executive work
together to forge a workable and at-
tainable mission.

Mr. President, my main point is that
consultations are not going to be
enough. Authorization that comes just
after a commitment to the parties has
already been made is not sufficient, ei-
ther. Congress has to have this debate
before the President is authorized to
commit troops, and any commitment
he makes prior to congressional ap-
proval, I believe, has to be explicitly
conditioned upon subsequent congres-
sional consent.

This is the only way to ensure that
article I of the Constitution is re-
spected and that the awesome decision
of placing U.S. troops into imminent
hostility is one that is jointly made by
the executive and the Ilegislative
branches. Our troops must have the
confidence that, if they are going to be
sent to Bosnia, they are doing it with
the support of the American public
through their elected Representatives.
If they cannot get that, then perhaps
we may actually say that their mission
may not be worth the risk.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
CRAIG). The clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. DOLE. 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.

(Mr.

NATIONAL ENDOWMENTS

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I find it
both ironic and disheartening to be
standing here 30 years after the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation
on the Arts and the Humanities—30
years distinguished by success in pre-
serving and nurturing the arts and
scholarship of our Nation—defending
the very principles upon which the leg-
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islation was created. As one of the
founding sponsors of the legislation au-
thorizing the National Endowments, I
am deeply concerned about the future
of these extraordinary agencies.

I am told that the old arguments no
longer work. Opponents dismiss the
overwhelming evidence that a national
infrastructure results in greater public
access to our culture. They gloss over
the fact that American creative excel-
lence influences the way we are per-
ceived as a Nation and remembered
when the history of our civilization is
documented. They ignore the many
studies which demonstrate how the
arts have stimulated local economies
by revitalizing downtown areas, at-
tracting tourism and providing jobs
and taxable income.

Yet, who can deny that Americans of
all ages from every corner of the coun-
try have a tremendous thirst to learn,
enjoy and participate in the great di-
versity of our Nation's culture? The
public is aware that the Endowments
have brought a great value to millions
of Americans. The voices acknowledg-
ing this are no longer silent, but are
being heard in increasing numbers. And
what the people seek is not to be found
in the commercial marketplace.
Throughout the ages, the great leg-
acies of art and scholarship have been
created, sustained and preserved with
some form of patronage. They should
not now be expected to pay for them-
selves.

I am proud when our American art-
ists are recognized for their excellence
with invitations to demonstrate their
work abroad. I am equally proud when
a child remains in school and improves
his grades as a result of the positive ex-
perience he has had with a school-based
arts program., The National Endow-
ment for the Arts fosters American
creativity just as the National Endow-
ment for the Humanities stimulates
learning. I firmly believe that regard-
less of our differences of wealth, race,
religion and political belief, our cul-
tural development binds us together,
develops our character as Americans
and establishes our common heritage.

The Endowments were founded and
have been sustained over the years
with bipartisan support. Hearings be-
fore the full committee earlier this
year demonstrated that the trend can
continue. What has happened to this
bipartisanship elsewhere in Congress?
Why have the divisive tactics of a few
led to so much time being devoted to
such a small amount of money?

While critics eager to further polar-
ize our parties have focused on a very
few controversial grants, perhaps they
have missed the fact that the Arts En-
dowment Design Program led the way
in convening a design panel to plan the
post-bombing redevelopment of down-
town Oklahoma City. Perhaps they did
not know that a world-class American
dance company performed in their
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hometown or that young members of a
string quartet gave a series of work-
shops in their schools. Perhaps they
are unaware that many grateful con-
stituents remember the role of both
Endowments in bringing hope, joy, in-
spiration, knowledge and healing to
their own communities.

Perhaps, too, the critics did not no-
tice the valuable changes in the agen-
cy’s procedures instituted by National
Endowment for the Arts Chairman
Jane Alexander last year that go a long
way toward addressing the public's
concerns by strengthening the Chair-
man's oversight of Endowment grant-
ees and making the Endowment re-
spond more effectively to the needs of
the people. I fully understand that
many Americans are troubled when
they hear of works distasteful to them
that are funded (or rumored to be fund-
ed) in part with their tax dollars. Nev-
ertheless, while the Endowment has
awarded well over 100,000 grants, fewer
than 40 have resulted in any con-
troversy. The remaining 99.96 percent
of all grants made are testament to the
Endowment's success.

As each of my colleagues know from
their own constituents, the public’s in-
vestment in a relatively small Endow-
ment grant is often the key to stimu-
lating the release of large amounts of
State and local funds and private con-
tributions. Unlike most Federal pro-
grams, the National Endowment for
the Arts initiatives leverage 12 non-
Federal dollars for each Federal dollar
invested. Similarly, the National En-
dowment for the Humanities stimu-
lates an average of $70 million in pri-
vate support annually. In all prob-
ability, this money would never have
become available to the recipients
without the initial Endowment rec-
ognition. Donors look to the Endow-
ments for leadership when they decide
how to allocate their funds, and it is
these private funds that guarantee the
survival of the best of our country's
arts and scholarship. In short, removal
of the national recognition and the
stimulation of partnerships offered
through Federal grants will dramati-
cally reduce all forms of State and
local cultural support.

Can we not move beyond the ideology
of a few? Last July, the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources voted 12
to 4 in favor of an amendment in the
nature of a substitute to 5. 856 to im-
prove and extend the National Founda-
tion on the Arts and Humanities Act of
1965, the Museum Services Act, and the
Acts and Artifacts Indemnity Act. The
committee report reaffirms the Gov-
ernment’s commitment to, and interest
in, supporting arts and humanities
projects throughout the Nation well
into the future. After four hearings and
lengthy debate, the committee deter-
mined that the agencies do provide val-
uable service to the American public
and should be maintained.
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October is National Arts and Human-
ities Month. Let us use the occasion to
reflect upon the eloquent words of
President Kennedy delivered shortly
before the Endowments were founded:

I see little of more importance to the fu-
ture of our country and our civilization than
full recognition of the place of the artist.
** % ] look forward to an America which
will reward achievement in the arts as we re-
ward achievement in business and statecraft.
I look forward to an America which will
steadily raise its standards of artistic ac-
complishment and which will steadily en-
large cultural opportunities for all of its
citizens.

I believe that the National Endow-
ment for the Arts has been remarkably
successful in furthering this ideal. Arts
is no longer the privileged domain of a
relatively few practitioners and con-
noisseurs; it no longer exists in a re-
mote and rarefied atmosphere. It can
no longer be considered as incidental or
peripheral to our way of life. It is
central to the life we cherish and to
the beliefs we hold; for as a nation we
are reaching toward maturity, and the
surest sign of maturity lies in the
growing expression of an indigenous
and creative national culture.

The Arts Endowment provides criti-
cal assistance in creating and present-
ing our Nation's music, theater, dance,
literature, painting, sculpture, photog-
raphy, film and video, design arts and
folk arts. Without this funding, many
popular programs would simply not
exist, let alone be made available to
millions. Even the very limited funds
appropriated for the Endowment help
keep ticket prices reasonable, thus en-
abling lower income citizens, young
people, the elderly and the disabled to
gain access to our common culture.

The Humanities Endowment has sup-
ported and preserved the work of an ex-
traordinary group of scholars and his-
torians, and stimulated a wide array of
new scholarship—all of which has
served to expand our Nation's collec-
tive knowledge of history, literature,
philosophy, languages, and religion.
Many know of the agency's role in
sponsoring thrilling interpretive exhi-
bitions and informative films on public
television. It has also helped to fund
such diverse projects as a dictionary of
American language, an encyclopedia of
bioethics, the publication of George
Washington’s papers, the distribution
of the ‘‘Civilization’ series to 2,000 col-
leges, the microfilming of over 600,000
brittle books and repair of 100,000 addi-
tional volumes, training for conserva-
tors, summer seminars for teachers,
the introduction of various new tech-
nologies to the classroom, and repairs
to museum, library, and school collec-
tions damaged by Hurricane Andrew
and the Midwest floods.

Parents and teachers know the im-
portance of arts and humanities curric-
ula; and studies confirm that they
teach young people creativity, increase
self-discipline, develop analytical and
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communication skills, and are a criti-
cal means of passing on an understand-
ing of American culture and civiliza-
tion to the next generation.

I urge my colleagues to stop using
the Endowments as pawns in an ideo-
logical war and move to reaffirm the
Government's support of the arts and
humanities. It is very important that
we act on the reauthorization of the
National Foundation for the Arts and
Humanities Act of 1995 this year and I
fervently hope that our leadership will
schedule a time to consider bill S. 856
as soon as possible.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Thomas, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations
which referred to the appropriate com-
mittees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 12:08 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2425. An act to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to preserve and re-
form the Medicare Program.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The following enrolled bills, pre-
viously signed by the Speaker of the
House, were signed on today, October
20, 1994, by the President pro tempore
[Mr. THURMOND]:

S. 227. An act to amend title 17, United
States Code, to provide an exclusive right to
perform sound recordings publicly by means
of digital transmissions and for other pur-
poses.

S. 268. An act to authorize the collection of
fees for expenses for triploid grass carp cer-
tification inspections, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1111. An act to amend title 35, United
States Code, with respect to patents on bio-
technological processes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 2425. An act to amend title XVIII of
the Social Security Act to preserve and re-
form the Medicare Program; to the Commit-
tee on Finance.
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ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on October 20, 1995, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, the following enrolled bills:

S. 227. An act to amend title 17, United
States Code, to provide an exclusive right to
perform sound recordings publicly by means
of digital transmissions, and for other pur-
poses. r

8. 268. An act to authorize the collection of
fees for expenses for triploid grass carp cer-
tification inspections, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1111. An act to amend title 35, United
States Code, with respect to patents on bio-
technological processes.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on
Governmental Affairs, with an amendment
in the nature of a substitute:

S. 929. A bill to abolish the Department of
Commerce (Rept. No. 104-164).

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr.
HEFLIN, Mr. LoTT, Mr. NICKLES, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. CRAIG, and Mr. KYL):

S. 1346. A bill to require the periodic re-
view of Federal regulations; to the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. COATS:

S. 1347, A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
the vessel Captain Daryl, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

8. 1348. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
the vessel Alpha Tango, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

S. 1349. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Transportation to issue a certificate of docu-
mentation with appropriate endorsement for
the vessel Old Hat, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. FEINGOLD:

S. 1350. A bill to promote increased under-
standing of Federal regulations and in-
creased voluntary compliance with such reg-
ulations by small entities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN:

5. 1351. A bill to encourage the furnishing
of health care services to low-income indi-
viduals by exempting health care profes-
sionals from liability for negligence for cer-
tain health care services provided without
charge except in cases of gross negligence or
willful misconduct, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. D'AMATO (for himself and Mr.
MOYNIHAN):

S. 1352. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to make technical corrections in
maps relating to the Coastal Barrier Re-
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sources System; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr.
BuMPERS, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. LAu-
TENBERG):

S. 1353. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, to require the transfer of cer-
tain Federal highway funds to a State high-
way safety program if a State fails to pro-
hibit open containers of alcoholic beverages
and consumption of alcoholic beverages in
the passenger area of motor vehicles, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

e —

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. FEINGOLD:

S. Res. 187. A resolution to express the
sense of the Senate that Congress should
vote on the deployment of U.S. Armed
Forces in the Republic of Bosnia and
Herzegovina; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself,
Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. LoOTT, Mr.
NICKLES, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
CRAIG, and Mr. KYL):

S. 1346. A bill to require the periodic
review of Federal regulations; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

THE REGULATORY REVIEW ACT OF 1895
e Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Regulatory Review
Act of 1995, which I introduce today on
behalf of myself and Senators HEFLIN,
LoTT, NICKLES, HUTCHISON, CRAIG, and
KyL.

It is only common sense that the
utility of a rule may change as cir-
cumstances change. Under current law,
however, a rule enjoys eternal life un-
less the agency that promulgated it
takes affirmative steps to terminate it.
And in fact agencies rarely choose to
burden themselves with the task of re-
examining the rules they have promul-
gated. As a result, our rulebooks are
littered with rules that are obsolete,
inconsistent with other rules, or just
plain unnecessary.

The weight of this heap of outdated
rules rests most heavily on the small
businesses of this country. Unlike larg-
er firms, small businesses cannot
spread the costs of regulation over a
large quantity of output. Nor can they
pass their regulatory headaches on to
an accounting department, legal coun-
sel, or human resources division. In-
stead, in case after case the entre-
preneur himself must spend innumer-
able hours attempting to comply with
the mandates of Federal regulators. It
comes as no surprise, then, that prob-
lems relating to regulation and Gov-
ernment paperwork were the fastest
growing areas of concern in a recent
survey conducted by the National Fed-
eration of Independent Businesses.
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The Regulatory Review Act would
solve the problems caused by unneces-
sary rules. Under the act, the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs in the Office of
Management and Budget would coordi-
nate and supervise agency reviews of
covered rules, which largely would be
rules that impose annual costs of $100
million or more. Covered rules not re-
viewed by the end of their review pe-
riod would terminate. The duration of
review periods under the act would be
up to T years, plus a possible extension
of 6 months. Finally, the act itself
would sunset after 10 years.

There are several reasons why OIRA
should be given supervisory authority
over the regulatory review process. Ob-
viously, the review process will involve
determinations as to whether the rules
of one agency conflict with or dupli-
cate those of another agency. Those de-
terminations will require a global,
interagency perspective that comes
much more naturally to OIRA than to
the individual agencies themselves. Ad-
ditionally, vesting this authority in
OIRA, rather than scattering it among
the various agencies, will provide a
timely reaffirmation of what Alexan-
der Hamilton called the unity of the
executive in Federalist No. 70.

It is also worth noting that the act
avoids two areas of contention that
arose during debate on S. 343, the regu-
latory reform bill. First, the act con-
tains no decisional criteria; instead,
rules would be reviewed according to
whatever criteria already exist under
current law. Second, the act would not
affect the availability of, or standards
for, judicial review of final agency ac-
tion. Thus, at bottom, the act stands
for the commonsense principle that
agencies should be required to review
their rules periodically.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
address this issue without delay. The
small businesses represented by the
National Federation of Independent
Businesses, which strongly supports
the Regulatory Review Act, demand no
less.e

By Mr. COATS:

S. 1347. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation with appro-
priate endorsement for the vessel Cap-
tain Daryl, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

CERTIFICATION OF DOCUMENTATION
LEGISLATION
e Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1347

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
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SECTION 1. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION.

Notwithstanding section 27 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883),
section 8 of the Act of June 19, 1886 (24 Stat.
B1, chapter 421; 46 U.5.C. App. 289), and sec-
tions 12105 through 12108 of title 46, United
States Code, the Secretary of Transportation
may issue a certificate of documentation
with appropriate endorsement for the vessel
CAPTAIN DARYL, United States official
number 64320.e

By Mr. COATS:

S. 1348. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation with appro-
priate endorsement for the vessel Alpha
Tango, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

CERTIFICATION OF DOCUMENTATION
LEGISLATION
e Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1348

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION.

Notwithstanding section 27 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. 883),
section 8 of the Act of June 19, 1886 (24 Stat.
81, chapter 421; 46 U.5.C. App. 289), and sec-
tions 12106 through 12108 of title 46, United
States Code, the Secretary of Transportation
may issue a certificate of documentation
with appropriate endorsement for the vessel
ALPHA TANGO, United States official num-
ber T23340.¢

By Mr. COATS:

S. 1349. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Transportation to issue a cer-
tificate of documentation with appro-
priate endorsement for the vessel Old
Hat, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

CERTIFICATION OF DOCUMENTATION
LEGISLATION
e Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1349

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CERTIFICATE OF DOCUMENTATION.

Notwithstanding section 27 of the Mer-
chant Marine Act, 1920 (46 U.S.C. App. B83),
section 8 of the Act of June 19, 1886 (24 Stat.
81, chapter 421; 46 U.S.C. App. 289), and sec-
tions 12106 through 12108 of title 46, United
States Code, the Secretary of Transportation
may issue a certificate of documentation
with appropriate endorsement for the vessel
OLD HAT, United States official number
508299.e

By Mr. FEINGOLD:

S. 1350. A bill to promote increased

understanding of Federal regulations
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and increased voluntary compliance
with such regulations by small enti-
ties, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.
THE SMALL BUSINESS FAIR TREATMENT ACT OF
1995

e Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce the Small Busi-
ness Fair Treatment Act of 1995, a
measure designed not only to afford
regularly relief to our Nation's small
businesses, but also to begin to change
the attitude of Government regulators
who are often viewed by small business
as adversaries rather than as sources of
help and guidance.

Mr. President, the regulatory struc-
ture that has developed over the years
performs important safety, health, and
consumer protection functions.

Just 2 years ago, a cryptosporidium
outbreak in the city of Milwaukee's
water supply left 104 people dead and
over 400,000 people seriously ill.

That was a tragic reminder of how
just one small crack in the regulatory
process can have devastating con-
sequences for a community that until
then had never experienced any such
problems.

The need for strong, effective regula-
tions is undeniable.

At the same time, few would dispute
that the current regulatory system
needs meaningful reform.

Mr. President, I have held over 1756
listening sessions in my home State of
Wisconsin during the 2% years that I
have been a Member of this body.

Countless times I have had constitu-
ents stand up at these meetings and ex-
press their tremendous frustration and
anger with a regulatory process that
too often is impractical, impersonal,
and needlessly burdensome.

This body debated a regulatory re-
form proposal earlier this summer that
sought to respond to this widespread
frustration and anger.

But many of the proposals that were
offered on the floor of the Senate dur-
ing that regulatory relief debate ear-
lier this summer focused more on
changes in the actual rulemaking proc-
ess and featured solutions that if not
entirely Washington-based at least
took a Washington perspective in ad-
dressing the issue.

The central devices that evolved in
that debate as the tools by which the
regulatory process would be improved,
such as judicial review and the petition
process, were approaches to regulatory
relief that reflected a large corpora-
tion, Washington lobbyist, Washington
law firm based approach to solutions.

Mr. President, there certainly is a
role for our Nation's larger corporate
citizens to play in the regulatory cli-
mate of this country, but those inter-
ests do not always represent the inter-
ests of all businesses, and the solutions
to the regulatory problems of large
businesses are not always appropriate
or effective for smaller businesses.
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While a multinational corporation
with substantial resources might find
it reasonable to devote funds to an en-
hanced petition process, that kind of
solution might mean little for a small,
family owned business with a fraction
of the resources of a large firm, and lit-
tle working knowledge of the rule-
making process.

As well, Mr. President, solutions pro-
posed during the regulatory relief de-
bate did little to focus on the day-to-
day, practical problems of regulation
with which small businesses must con-
tend.

By contrast, this legislation focuses
on small business, and on the practical
problems of dealing with Government
agencies and regulations.

It contains a number of provisions
that make it easier for small busi-
nesses to comply with Government reg-
ulations, including several that are
similar to some excellent ideas offered
as part of legislation sponsored by the
chair of the Senate Small Business
Committee, Mr. BOND, as well as others
that have been implemented at the di-
rection of President Clinton.

The bill requires agencies to publish
compliance guides that provide a
straightforward, plain language de-
scription of a rule or regulation with
which a small business must comply.

These guides would be required to be
published and disseminated by the
agency before any enforcement action
was brought.

Beyond the obvious help these guides
could be for businesses affected by a
Government regulation, requiring an
agency to think out and describe a new
regulation in a clear and understand-
able way will only enhance the ability
of that agency to administer the regu-
lation.

The bill also requires agencies to es-
tablish procedures for the use of so-
called no action letters. These are let-
ters issued by an agency in response to
a specific request of clarification from
a small business trying to comply with
that agency’s regulations.

The bill requires agencies to make a
timely determination whether or not
to issue such a no action letter, and if
such a letter is issued, the bill estab-
lishes that the business could rely on it
in an enforcement action related to
matters laid out in the letter.

In addition to providing specific di-
rection to a small business in dealing
with subjective interpretations of
agency regulations, a no action letter
also establishes a record to which other
businesses can turn in seeking guid-
ance on how a particular regulation
should be interpreted.

A body of no action letters also en-
sures consistency in the interpretation
of regulations by an agency, something
that can only further enhance compli-
ance.

Mr. President, the bill also allows
small businesses to request an audit
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from a regulator without the fear that
the findings of such an audit would be
used in any enforcement action.

The findings from such an audit
would not be used in any enforcement
action, if correction of any identified
problem were made within 180 days, ex-
cept if the basis of the enforcement ac-
tion were a violation of criminal law,
or if the voluntary audit was requested
for the purpose of avoiding disclosure
of information required for an inves-
tigative, administrative, or judicial
proceeding that, at the time of the
audit, was imminent or in progress.

In listening to small businessmen
and women in Wisconsin, one of the
most troubling complaints that is
raised with respect to Government reg-
ulation is the feeling that Government
agencies too often take a
confrontational or adversarial ap-
proach in dealing with the business.

Whether or not this feeling is justi-
fied in every instance, in many in-
stances, or in only a few, it is honestly
felt and reveals a problem that needs
fixing.

When the relationship between those
who oversee and enforce regulations
and those who must observe them dete-
riorates in this manner, it only hinders
compliance.

By allowing businesses to request a
review of their operations, without fear
that the results would be used against
them, we can begin to improve that re-
lationship, and change the way busi-
ness perceives regulators from adver-
saries to sources of help.

Mr. President, another provision in
the bill allows small business a 6-
month grace period to correct viola-
tions of Environmental Protection
Agency regulations after they have
been identified, unless there is immi-
nent risk to public health or worker
safety.

This proposal has already been imple-
mented at the direction of President
Clinton, and in my own State of Wis-
consin, small businesses have informed
me that this extra time has allowed
them to work with EPA to develop a
plan of action to deal with an identi-
fied problem.

We should codify this directive, and
this bill does just that.

Another Presidential directive that
we should codify is allowing regulators
to waive up to 100 percent of the puni-
tive fines on small businesses for first-
time violations where the firm acts
quickly and sincerely to correct the
problem.

While as a general rule, we should en-
sure that rules and regulations are en-
forced uniformly, it makes sense to
provide regulators some flexibility in
addressing the first-time regulatory in-
fractions of a small business.

Small businesses trying to comply
with regulations should be allowed to
devote scarce resources to correcting
problems instead of paying fines.
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Here again the target of this measure
is not only to provide regulatory relief
to small business, it is to improve and
enhance the relationship between
small businesses and Government agen-
cies.

Though these last two provisions
have been implemented by executive
order, enacting them into law will give
them permanence, and will prevent fu-
ture Presidents from simply rescinding
them through subsequent Executive
order.

An additional directive of the Presi-
dent’s that merits the full force of Fed-
eral law is a prohibition against using
personnel practices that reward agency
employees, directly or indirectly, based
on the number of contacts made with
small entities in pursuit of enforce-
ment actions, or on the amount of fines
levied against small entities to enforce
agency regulations.

The section responds to comments
made to my office by small business
people who have reported that agency
personnel have felt compelled to find
something wrong, even if it is small, in
order to justify their visit to the firm.

This goes to the heart of what the
role of a regulator is. Personnel prac-
tices based on these two kinds of per-
formance incentives may quite natu-
rally provoke adversarial relation-
ships. Regulators need to remain inde-
pendent from the entities they oversee,
but unnecessary antagonism can actu-
ally hinder efforts to ensure compli-
ance with the rules.

Mr. President, I want to reiterate my
sincere and spirited support for reform-
ing the regulatory process that is cur-
rently in place.

The current system is not acceptable;
the need for reform is clear and imper-
ative.

And though the larger regulatory re-
form legislation has bogged down, I
very much hope a compromise can be
worked out and a meaningful reform
package can be enacted into law.

But, Mr. President, even if a com-
promise can be hammered out, it is
likely that it will still reflect a proc-
ess-oriented approach that may provide
large corporate interests with avenues
for relief, but does little to address the
day-to-day problems facing small busi-
ness.

Nor does such legislation address the
very real feeling of small businesses
that Government regulators too often
act as adversaries rather than to pro-
vide guidance in helping firms to com-
ply with the law.

Mr. President, the provisions of this
bill are designed to help do just that.

The provisions outlined in this meas-
ure both provide some practical regu-
latory relief and can improve the rela-
tionship between businesses and agen-
cies. The process reforms of other regu-
latory reform measures merit our con-
sideration, but I urge my colleagues
not to allow that approach to dominate
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a debate which should rightly be fo-

cused on that portion of the business

world that is most severely burdened
by Government regulation—small busi-
ness.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1350

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘““Small Busi-
ness Fair Treatment Act of 1995"".

SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS.

The table of contents for this Act is as fol-
lows:

Sec. 1. Short title.

Sec. 2. Table of contents.

TITLE I-REGULATORY SIMPLIFICATION

AND VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE

Sec. 101. Definitions.

Sec. 102. Compliance guides.

Sec. 103. No action letter.

Sec. 104. Voluntary self-audits.

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Sec. 201. Performance measures.

Sec. 202. Grace period for correction of vio-
lations of Environmental Pro-
tection Agency regulations.

Sec. 203. Waiver of punitive fines for small
entities.

TITLE I-REGULATORY SIMPLIFICATION
AND VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this Act, the following
definitions shall apply:

(1) COMPLIANCE GUIDE.—The term ‘‘compli-
ance guide” means a publication made by a
covered agency under section 102(a).

(2) COVERED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘covered
agency' means any agency that, on the date
of enactment of this Act, has promulgated
any rule for which a regulatory flexibility
analysis was required under section 605 of
title 5, United States Code, and any other
agency that promulgates any such rule, as of
the date of enactment of this Act.

(3) No ACTION LETTER.—The term ‘“‘no ac-
tion letter' means a written determination
from a covered agency stating that, based on
a no action request submitted to the agency
by a small entity, the agency will not take
enforcement action against the small entity
under the rules of the covered agency.

(4) NO ACTION REQUEST.—The term ‘“‘no ac-
tion request’ means a written correspond-
ence submitted by a small entity to a cov-
ered agency—

(A) stating a set of facts; and

(B) requesting a determination by the
agency of whether the agency would take an
enforcement action against the small entity
based on such facts and the application of
any rule of the agency.

(5) RULE.—The term ‘‘rule” has the same
meaning as in section 601(2) of title 5, United
States Code.

(6) SMALL ENTITY.—The term ‘‘small en-
tity'' has the same meaning as in section
601(6) of title 5, United States Code.

(T) SMALL BUSINESS CONCERN.—The term
*small business concern” has the same
meaning as in section 3 of the Small Busi-
ness Act.

(8) VOLUNTARY BSELF-AUDIT.—The term
“yoluntary self-audit’ means an audit, as-
sessment, or review of any operation, prac-
tice, or condition of a small entity that—
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(A) is initiated by an officer, employee, or
agent of the small entity; and

(B) is not required by law.

SEC. 102. COMPLIANCE GUIDES.

{a) COMPLIANCE GUIDE.—

(1) PUBLICATION.—If a covered agency is re-
quired to prepare a regulatory flexibility
analysis for a rule or group of related rules
under section 603 of title 5, United States
Code, the agency shall publish a compliance
guide for such rule or group of related rules.

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Each compliance guide
published under paragraph (1) shall—

(A) contain a summary description of the
rule or group of related rules;

(B) contain a citation to the location of
the complete rule or group of related rules in
the Federal Register;

(C) provide notice to small entities of the
requirements under the rule or group of re-
lated rules and explain the actions that a
small entity is required to take to comply
with the rule or group of related rules;

(D) be written in a manner to be under-
stood by the average owner or manager of a
small entity; and

(E) be updated as required to reflect
changes in the rule.

(b) DISSEMINATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Each covered agency shall
establish a system to ensure that compliance
guides required under this section are pub-
lished, disseminated, and made easily avail-
able to small entities.

(2) SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CEN-
TERS.—In carrying out this subsection, each
covered agency shall provide sufficient num-
bers of compliance guides to small business
development centers for distribution to
small businesses concerns.

(¢) LIMITATION ON ENFORCEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—No covered agency may
bring an enforcement action in any Federal
court or in any Federal administrative pro-
ceeding against a small entity to enforce a
rule for which a compliance guide is not pub-
lished and disseminated by the covered agen-
cy as required under this section.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATES.—This subsection
shall take effect—

(A) 1 year after the date of the enactment
of this Act with regard to a final regulation
in effect on the date of the enactment of this
Act; and

(B) on the date of the enactment of this
Act with regard to a regulation that takes
effect as a final regulation after such date of
enactment.

SEC. 103. NO ACTION LETTER.

(a) APPLICATION.—This section applies to
all covered agencies, except—

(1) the Federal Trade Commission;

(2) the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission; and

(3) the Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion.

{b) IssUANCE OF NOo ACTION LETTER.—Not
later than 90 days after the date on which a
covered agency receives a no action request,
the agency shall—

(1) make a determination regarding wheth-
er to grant the no action request, deny the
no action request, or seek further informa-
tion regarding the no action request; and

(2) if the agency makes a determination
under paragraph (1) to grant the no action
request, issue a no action letter and trans-
mit the letter to the requesting small entity.

(c) RELIANCE ON NO ACTION LETTER OR COM-
PLIANCE GUIDE.—In any enforcement action
brought by a covered agency in any Federal
court or Federal administrative proceeding
against a small entity, the small entity shall
have a complete defense to any allegation of
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noncompliance or violation of a rule if the
small entity affirmatively pleads and proves
by a preponderance of the evidence that the
act or omission constituting the alleged non-
compliance or violation was taken in good
faith with and in reliance on—
(1) a no action letter from that agency, or
(2) a compliance guide of the applicable
rule published by the agency under section
102(a).
SEC. 104. VOLUNTARY SELF-AUDITS.

(a) PROCEDURES.—Each agency shall estab-
lish voluntary self-audit procedures for
small entities regulated by the agency.

(b) INADMISSIBILITY OF EVIDENCE AND LiIMI-
TATION ON DISCOVERY.—If action to address a
violation is taken not later than 180 days
after the date on which a voluntary self-
audit is concluded, the evidence described in
subsection (c)—

(1) shall not be admissible, unless agreed to
by the small entity, in any enforcement ac-
tion brought against a small entity by a Fed-
eral agency in any Federal—

(A) court; or

(B) administrative proceeding; and

(2) may not be the subject of discovery in
any enforcement action brought against a
small entity by a Federal agency in any Fed-
eral—

(A) court; or

(B) administrative proceeding.

(c) APPLICATION.—For purposes of sub-
section (b), the evidence described in this
subsection is—

(1) a voluntary self-audit made in good
faith; and

(2) any report, finding, opinion, or any
other oral or written communication made
in good faith relating to such voluntary self-
audit.

(d) EXcEPTIONS.—Subsection (b) shall not
apply if—

(1) the act or omission that forms the basis
of the enforcement action is a violation of
criminal law; or

(2) the voluntary self-audit or the report,
finding, opinion, or other oral or written
communication was prepared for the purpose
of avoiding disclosure of information re-
quired for an investigative, administrative,
or judicial proceeding that, at the time of
preparation, was imminent or in progress.

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. PERFORMANCE MEASURES.

No covered agency shall establish or en-
force agency personnel practices that reward
agency employees, directly or indirectly,
based on the number of contacts made with
small entities in pursuit of enforcement ac-
tions or on the amount of fines levied
against small entities to enforce agency reg-
ulations.

SEC. 202. GRACE PERIOD FOR CORRECTION OF
VIOLATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL
PROTECTION AGENCY REGULA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
for violations of regulations identified on or
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall afford small entities 180
days after the date on which the violation is
identified to correct such violation.

(b) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply—

(1) if the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency determines that
there is an imminent risk to public health or
worker safety; or

{2) to a violation of a regulation for which
criminal liability may be imposed.
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SEC. 203. WAIVER OF PUNITIVE FINES FOR
SMALL ENTITIES.

Notwithstanding any other law, policy, or
practice, a covered agency may waive all or
part of a punitive fine that would otherwise
be imposed on a small entity if—

(1) the fine is for a first time violation of
a law or regulation; and

(2) the small entity acts quickly and in
good faith to correct the violation.e

By Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN:

S. 1351. A bill to encourage the fur-
nishing of health care services to low-
income individuals by exempting
health care professionals from liability
for negligence for certain health care
services provided without charge ex-
cept in cases of gross negligence or
willful misconduct, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

THE CHARITABLE MEDICAL CARE ACT OF 1995
e Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am pleased to introduce the
Charitable Medical Care Act of 1995.
This legislation is designed to ensure
that licensed providers, who, in good
faith, provide medical treatment with-
out compensation, are not sued. Cur-
rently, because of malpractice con-
cerns, health care professionals have a
disincentive to volunteer their serv-
ices. This act does not apply in situa-
tions of gross negligence or willful mis-
conduct.

Protection from liability for volun-
tarily providing uncompensated care is
not a new idea. Currently, eight States,
including my home State of Illinois,
have laws in place that free doctors,
who practice voluntarily and in good
faith, from at least some part of mal-
practice liability. These States in-
clude: Virginia, Utah, North Carolina,
Florida, Kentucky, South Carolina,
Iowa, and Washington, DC.

My legislation builds upon existing
Good Samaritan laws. Good Samaritan
laws prevent an individual who acted
in good faith from liability in the event
a mishap occurs. In 1959, California en-
acted the Nation’s first Good Samari-
tan statute. Today, all 50 States, and
Washington, DC, have adopted some
form of a Good Samaritan statute.
These statutes exempt the volunteers
from tort liability for ordinary neg-
ligence in rendering emergency aid to
an individual. The rationale for these
laws is to encourage health profes-
sionals to aid persons in need of assist-
ance.

The need for free clinics and volunta-
rism by health professionals has never
been more striking. There were 41 mil-
lion uninsured Americans in this coun-
try last year. Voluntarism by health
care professionals has been instrumen-
tal in providing health care to the un-
insured. Free clinics have a preventa-
tive and primary care focus. They offer
an alternative to emergency rooms,
which have become family doctors to
far too many. They also represent an
enormous savings to the entire health
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care system. In the tradition of family
doctors, these clinics offer a primary
care continuum.

Free clinics supplement community
clinics that provide care to those with-
out insurance as well as those on Med-
icaid. Together these clinics provide
the majority of care in underserved
communities. More than 1,500 free and
community clinics serve over 10 mil-
lion individuals each year in this coun-
try. In my State of Illinois last year,
17,350 people were served and over
$600,000 worth of care was provided. The
potential impact of charitable care is
not insignificant. It is estimated that
charitable medical care provides care
to 30 percent of the currently unin-
sured population.

Free clinics have served a valuable
service and will continue to provide
vital access to health care to the poor.
While I am a firm supporter of univer-
sal coverage, it appears that, at least
for a while, millions of Americans will
remain uncovered. The number of unin-
sured Americans increased from 37.4
million in 1993 to 41 million in 1994, an
increase of nearly 4 million individ-
unals. Proposed changes in Medicaid and
Medicare will most certainly increase
this number.

The role of free clinics and volunta-
rism by professionals is, and will re-
main, an important part of the health
care delivery system. This is particu-
larly true in urban and rural under-
served areas. Thus far, free clinics have
been very successful in serving the
community. Their success is due to
their broad-based community support
and the voluntarism of the medical
community. Medical liability suits are
very rare.

Doctors and other medical personnel
who voluntarily provide guality medi-
cal care to the poor are an essential
component of free/community clinics.
Free clinics cannot provide services,
however, if barriers to voluntarism re-
main. One of the best ways to increase
voluntarism is through some protec-
tion from liability. It is critical that
we encourage doctors to volunteer
their services to those who cannot af-
ford such care. I believe the legislation
I am introducing today will go a long
way toward achieving this goal.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this important legislation.e

By Mr. D’AMATO (for himself
and Mr. MOYNIHAN):

S. 1352. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to make technical cor-
rections in maps relating to the Coast-
al Barrier Resources System; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES SYSTEM
LEGISLATION
e Mr. D’AMATO. Mr. President, I in-
troduce legislation with my friend and
colleague, Senator MOYNIHAN, which
would correct a technical error that
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has prevented certain residents of my
State from participating in the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program. Spe-
cifically, this bill would direct the Sec-
retary of the Interior to make tech-
nical corrections in the current maps
of the Coastal Barrier Resources Sys-
tem [COBRA]. A companion to this
bill, H.R. 2005, was introduced in the
House of Representatives by Congress-
man MICHAEL FORBES on July 11, 1995,
and was approved by the House Com-
mittee on Resources on September 27,
1995. This necessary legislation is sup-
ported by the administration.

In 1990, the Department of the Interi-
or’s Fish and Wildlife Service made a
technical error when it designated part
of the Point O'Woods community on
Fire Island in New York as part of an
otherwise protected area [OPA)]. As a
result of this technical error, home-
owners in this part of the country are
restricted from protecting their prop-
erties through the purchase of Federal
flood insurance.

Mr. President, the Fish and Wildlife
Service concedes that the designation
of these residences as part of an OPA
was erroneous. The administration tes-
tified in support of the House version
of this legislation before the Oceans,
Fisheries, and Wildlife Subcommittee
of the House Committee on Resources.
The inadvertent error in the COBRA
map has greatly complicated commu-
nity efforts to relocate houses away
from high erosion zones and otherwise
practice effective coastal barrier man-
agement. This legislation would allow
the Point O’'Woods community the op-
portunity, which other American
homeowners in similar areas currently
have, to participate in the Federal
Flood Insurance Program. The Federal
Government actively encourages par-
ticipation in this important program in
order to minimize taxpayer costs in the
event of a natural disaster.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of a letter written to
me by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice in support of this correction and
the text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. 1352

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CORRECTION TO MAP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior shall, before the end of the 30-day pe-
riod beginning on the date of the enactment
of this Act, make such corrections to the
map described in subsection (b) as are nec-
essary—

(1) to move on that map the eastern bound-
ary of the excluded area covering Ocean
Beach, Seaview, Ocean Bay Park, and part of
Point O'Woods to the western boundary of
the Sunken Forest Preserve; and

(2) to ensure that on that map the depic-
tion of areas as ‘‘otherwise protected areas"
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does not include any area that is owned by
the Point O'Woods Association (a privately
held corporation under the laws of the State
of New York).

(b) MAP DESCRIBED.—The map described in
this subsection is the map that is included in
a set of maps entitled **Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System", dated October 24, 1990, that
relates to the unit of the Coastal Barrier Re-
sources System entitled Fire Island Unit
NY-59P.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE,
Washington, DC, October 20, 1995.
Senator ALFONSE M, D'AMATO,
U7.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR D’AMATO, At the request of
staff on the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works and the Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, I
am writing to inform you of the position of
the Department of the Interior on legislation
to modify unit NY59P of the Coastal Barrier
Resources System. This letter is consistent
with testimony before the House Committee
on Resources, which I have enclosed.

The House Resources Committee is in the
process of reviewing H.R. 2005, a bill intro-
duced by Congressman Forbes making tech-
nical corrections to maps relating to the
Coastal Barrier Resources System. The U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service supports passage of
H.R. 2005 in its current form and agrees with
the removal of a portion of unit NY59P from
the Coastal Barrier System to correct a
technical error. However, we would oppose
the addition of other provisions dealing with
any other units to this bill without full op-
portunity for Service review.

H.R. 2005 seeks to remove a portion of unit
NY59P, Fire Island, New York, from the
Coastal Barrier System. This unit is part of
the Fire Island National seashore and is
mapped as an otherwise protected area. Oth-
erwise protected areas are defined by the
CBRA as coastal barriers which are “in-
cluded within the boundaries of an area es-
tablished under Federal, State, or local law,
or held by a qualified organization as defined
in Section 170(h)3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, primarily for wildlife refuge,
sanctuary, recreational, or natural resource
conservation purposes.’” The Department of
the Interior recommended to Congress that
otherwise protected areas not be included in
the System and therefore no further refine-
ment of the mapped boundaries were made.
However, with the passage of the 1990 legisla-
tion, Congress prohibited the sale of Federal
flood insurance within otherwise protected
areas thus retaining these units in the Sys-
tem. The property owned by the Point
O'Woods Association in unit NY59P is not
part of this otherwise protected area and
therefore, was mistakenly included in the
System.

The Service recommends that the bound-
ary of NY59P be modified to remove the
Point O'Woods property from within the
boundary of NY59P, and we support H.R. 2005
in its current form. Please feel free to con-
tact me or our Office of Congressional and
Legislative Services if you have questions or
require further information.

Sincerely,

Assistant Director, External Affairs.®

By Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr.
BUMPERS, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr.
LAUTENBERG):

S. 1353. A bill to amend title 23, Unit-
ed States Code, to require the transfer
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of certain Federal highway funds to a
State highway safety program if a
State fails to prohibit open containers
of alcoholic beverages and consump-
tion of alcoholic beverages in the pas-
senger area of motor vehicles, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Environment and Public Works.

THE NATIONAL DRUNK DRIVING PREVENTION ACT
® Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to offer the National Drunk
Driving Prevention Act which will put
an end to our Nation’ s policy of toler-
ating open alcoholic containers in ve-
hicles. I am pleased that a strong bi-
partisan group of my colleagues are
joining me in this effort as original co-
sponsors: Senator BOXER, Senator
BUMPERS, Senator CHAFEE, Senator
DEWINE, Senator LAUTENBERG, and
Senator MURRAY.

According to the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration, it is
still legal in 26 States in this country
for passengers in a vehicle to have open
containers of alcoholic beverages in ve-
hicles while the vehicle is in operation.
In six States it is perfectly legal for a
driver of a car to put one hand on the
steering wheel and with the other, grab
a bottle of whisky and drive off drink-
ing. In my judgment, this is unaccept-
able.

It seems to me that we should make
it a matter of national policy that
there ought to be a strict separation
between drinking and driving. By toler-
ating drinking of alcoholic beverages
in cars we are ignoring one of the most
deadly causes of traffic deaths in this
country—people drinking while they
drive.

During the period 1982 through 1993,
approximately 266,000 persons lost their
lives in alcohol-related traffic acci-
dents. In 1993, over 17,000 people died on
our Nation’s roads in alcohol-related
accidents—that's an average of 1 every
30 minutes. That figure is about 40 per-
cent of the total number of traffic fa-
talities in the United States in 1993.
The National Highway Transportation
Safety Administration [NHTSA], esti-
mates that over 1 million persons a
year are injured in alcohol-related
crashes—an average of 1 person every
26 seconds.

Especially disturbing is the fact that
drunk driving is a major killer of
youths., According to the National
Commission Against Drunk Driving,
alcohol-related traffic fatalities hit the
youth more than any other group. In
1993, youths were killed at a rate of 11
alcohol-related traffic fatalities per
100,000 license drivers compared to 8
per 100,000 for adult drivers. Traffic
crashes are the greatest single cause of
death for every age between the ages of
6 and 32—almost half of these crashes
are alcohol-related.

This legislation would make the
roads throughout the Nation safer by
requiring all States to enact open con-
tainer laws. If a State does not comply
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within 4 years, 1.5 percent of its Fed-
eral highway construction funds would
be transferred to its Federal allocation
of highway safety funds.

The 1991 ISTEA legislation—Inter-
modal Surface Transportation and Effi-
ciency Act—authorized incentive
grants to States which would allow
States a 5-percent increase in highway
traffic safety allocations if that State
has enacted legislation prohibiting
open containers. The fact is that incen-
tive grants have not worked—over half
of the States continue to permit open
containers in vehicles. I think the re-
sults speak for themselves.

It seems to me that stronger efforts
must be made. Since half the States
have not enacted open container laws,
the Congress must do something at the
Federal level to urge States to take ac-
tion. Incentive grants have been avail-
able for some time and we seem to have
not made much progress under that ap-
proach.

Earlier this year, I offered an amend-
ment to S. 440, the National Highways
Systems Designation Act, which was
very similar to this legislation. This
bill differs in that it provides States
with 2 more years to comply. Under
this legislation, States would have
until 1999 to enact laws prohibiting
open containers in vehicles.

Drinking and driving cannot be seen
as a personal moral decision. When
someone decides to drink and drive,
that person is not simply putting him-
self and others in danger. That person
is a threat to innocent drivers, pas-
sengers, and pedestrians. The odds are
that 2 out of every 5 Americans will be
involved in an alcohol-related traffic
accident, regardless of their drinking
habits.

The fact is that every third drunk
driving fatality is an innocent victim—
a nondrinking driver, passenger, or pe-
destrian. Under the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991,
the Federal Government is requiring
States to enact laws requiring the use
of seat belts and helmets, which are
matters of personal safety, in the in-
terest of traffic safety. Allowing indi-
viduals to mix drinking and driving is
not just a matter of personal safety—it
is a matter of public safety with seri-
ous public concerns. All the more rea-
son, I believe, for the Congress to re-
quire States to address this concern.

This legislation takes a positive step
and makes good public policy. This bill
provides a strong incentive for States
to enact laws prohibiting the insane
behavior of drinking in a moving vehi-
cle. If States fail to comply, States
would not lose any Federal funds.
Rather, States would have 1.5 percent—
in fiscal year 1999—or 3 percent—in any
fiscal years thereafter—transferred to
its Federal allocation of highway safe-
ty funds.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation and I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the full text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

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

8. 1353

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Drunk Driving Prevention Act of 1995,

SEC. 2. OPEN CONTAINER LAWS.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Chapter 1 of title 23,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

§161. Open container requirements

*(a) PENALTY.—

(1) GENERAL RULE.—

“(A) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—If, at any time in
fiscal year 2000, a State does not have in ef-
fect a law described in subsection (b), the
Secretary shall transfer 1.5 percent of the
funds apportioned to the State for fiscal year
2001 under each of paragraphs (1), (2), and (3)
of section 104(b) to the apportionment of the
State under section 402.

“(B) FISCAL YEARS THEREAFTER.—If, at any
time in a fiscal year beginning after Septem-
ber 30, 2000, a State does not have in effect a
law described in subsection (b), the Sec-
retary shall transfer 3 percent of the funds
apportioned to the State for the succeeding
fiscal year under each of paragraphs (1), (2),
and (3) of section 104(b) to the apportionment
of the State under section 402.

“(b) OPEN CONTAINER Laws.—For the pur-
poses of this section, each State shall have
in effect a law that prohibits the possession
of any open alcoholic beverage container, or
the consumption of any alcoholic beverage,
in the passenger area of any motor vehicle
(including possession or consumption by the
driver of the vehicle) located on a public
highway, or the right-of-way of a public
highway, in the State. If a State has in effect
a law that makes the possession of any open
alcoholic beverage container unlawful in the
passenger area by the driver (but not by a
passenger) of a motor vehicle designed to
transport more than 10 passengers (including
the driver) while being used to provide char-
ter transportation of passengers, the State
shall be deemed in compliance with sub-
section (a) with respect to the motor vehicle
for each fiscal year during which the law is
in effect.

“(c) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
the cost of any project carried out under sec-
tion 402 with funds transferred under sub-
section (a) to the apportionment of a State
under section 402 shall be 100 percent.

“(d) TRANSFER OF OBLIGATION AUTHORITY,—
If the Secretary transfers under subsection
(a) any funds to the apportionment of a
State under section 402 for a fiscal year, the
Secretary shall allocate an amount of obli-
gation authority distributed for the fiscal
year to the State for Federal-aid highways
and highway safety construction programs
for carrying out only projects under section
402 that is determined by multiplying—

*(1) the amount of funds transferred under
subsection (a) to the apportionment of the
State under section 402 for the fiscal year;
and

**(2) the ratio of the amount of obligation
authority distributed for the fiscal year to
the State for Federal-aid highways and high-
way safety construction programs to the
total of the sums apportioned to the State
for Federal-aid highways and highway safety



28732

construction (excluding sums not subject to
any obligation limitation) for the fiscal
year.

*(e) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF HIGH-
WAY SAFETY OBLIGATIONS.—Notwithstanding
any other law, no limitation on the total of
obligations for highway safety programs car-
ried out by the Secretary under section 402
shall apply to funds transferred under sub-
section (a) to the apportionment of a State
under section 402.

*(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

*(1) ALOCOHOLIC BEVERAGE.—The term ‘al-
coholic beverage' has the meaning provided
in section 158(c).

*(2) MoTOR VEHICLE.—The term ‘motor ve-
hicle' has the meaning provided in section
154(b).

*(3) OPEN ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE CON-
TAINER.—The term ‘open alcoholic beverage
container' has the meaning provided in sec-
tion 410.

‘“(4) PASSENGER AREA.—The term ‘pas-
senger area' shall have the meaning provided
by the Secretary by regulation.’.

‘(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analy-
sis for chapter 1 of title 23, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following.

**161. Open container requirements’.®

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
8. 295
At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM,
the names of the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CoATs] and the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. FRIST] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 295, a bill to permit labor
management cooperative efforts that
improve America’s economic competi-
tiveness to continue to thrive, and for
other purposes.
S. 309
At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 309, a bill to reform the
concession policies of the National
Park Service, and for other purposes.
8. 400
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Missouri
[Mr. ASHCROFT] was added as a cospon-
sor of 8. 490, a bill to amend the Clean
Air Act to exempt agriculture-related
facilities from certain permitting re-
quirements, and for other purposes.
S, 039
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
name of the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. McCoNNELL] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 939, a bill to amend title
18, United States Code, to ban partial-
birth abortions.
S, 953
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE], the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY], and
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobpp] were added as cosponsors of S.
953, a bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of black revolutionary war
patriots.
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S. 1081
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
names of the Senator from Montana
[Mr. BURNS], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. KEMPTHORNE], and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS] were added
as cosponsors of S. 1091, a bill to fi-
nance and implement a program of re-
search, promotion, market develop-
ment, and industry and consumer in-
formation to enhance demand for and
increase the profitability of canola and
rapeseed products in the United States,
and for other purposes.
S. 1085
At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1095, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend
permanently the exclusion for edu-
cational assistance provided by em-
ployers to employees.
8. 1135
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a co-
sponsor of 8. 1135, a bill to amend the
Federal Crop Insurance Act to include
seed crops among the list of crops spe-
cifically covered under the noninsured
crop disaster assistance program, and
for other purposes.
8. 1322
At the request of Mr. DORGAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
1322, a bill to provide for the relocation
of the United States Embassy in Israel
to Jerusalem, and for other purposes.
SENATE RESOLUTION 85
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. WELLSTONE] and the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] were added
as cosponsors of Senate Resolution 85,
a resolution to express the sense of the
Senate that obstetrician-gynecologists
should be included in Federal laws re-
lating to the provision of health care.

SENATE RESOLUTION 187—REL-
ATIVE TO A DEPLOYMENT OF
TROOPS

Mr. FEINGOLD submitted the follow-
ing resolution; which was referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations:

S. RES. 187

Resolved: It is the sense of the Senate that
Congress should vote on a measure regarding
the deployment of U.S. Armed Forces in the
Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina as part
of the Implementation Force of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, prior to the
United States entering into a commitment
to carry out such deployment.

NOTICE OF HEARING

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, HISTORIC
PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I

would like to announce for the infor-
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mation of the Senate and the public
that the October 26, 1995, hearing which
had been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on Parks, Historic Preser-
vation, and Recreation of the Cornmit-
tee on Energy and Natural Resources
to receive testimony on S, 231, a bill to
modify the boundaries of Walnut Can-
yon National Monument in the State of
Arizona; H.R. 562, a bill to modify the
boundaries of Walnut Canyon National
Monument in the State of Arizona; S.
342, a bill to establish the Cache La
Poudre River National Water Heritage
area in the State of Colorado; S. 364, a
bill to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to participate in the operation
of certain visitor facilities associated
with, but outside the boundaries of,
Rocky Mountain National Park in the
State of Colorado; S. 489, a bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to
enter into an appropriate form of
agreement with the town of Grand
Lake, CO, authorizing the town to
maintain permanently a cemetery in
the Rocky Mountain National Park;
and S. 608, a bill to establish the New
Bedford Whaling National Historic
Park in New Bedford, MA, has been
postponed.

The hearing will now take place on
Thursday, November 9, 1995, at 2 p.m.
in room SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building in Washington, DC.

H.R. 629, a bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to participate in
the operation of certain visitor facili-
ties associated with, but outside the
boundaries of, Rocky Mountain Na-
tional Park in the State of Colorado
has been added to the hearing agenda.

Because of the limited time available
for the hearing, witnesses may testify
by invitation only. However, those
wishing to submit written testimony
for the hearing record should send two
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Parks, Historic Preser-
vation, and Recreation, Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources, U.S.
Senate, 364 Dirksen Senate Office
Building, Washington, DC 20510-6150.

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O'Toole of the subcommittee
staff at (202) 224-5161.

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary be authorized to
meet during the session of the Senate
on Friday, October 20, 1995, at 10 a.m,
to hold a hearing on religious liberty.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS
THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY

e Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, with the
rise of democracy all over the world,
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U.S. companies are facing greater com-
petition than ever before in inter-
national markets. Over the next sev-
eral decades, Asia will represent one-
half of the world's new electric capac-
ity. As India and Pakistan move to free
market economies they will quadruple
their electricity supply over the next
20 years.

As emerging nations design energy
policy and negotiate global security,
they look to the United States for
counsel. Secretary O'Leary’s expertise
has been sought to lead energy discus-
sions in international forums by world
leaders such as Indian Prime Minister
Rao, Pakistan Prime Minister Bhutto,
and South African President Nelson
Mandela. As the United States com-
petes aggressively for market share
against European companies, Secretary
O’Leary’s personal visits to these dis-
tant markets have given American
business a competitive advantage.

Past trade missions to India led to
$10 billion in trade agreements between
the United States and India, as well as
opened the channels of communication
for an ongoing discussion on nuclear
safety and developing a sustainable en-
ergy future for India.

During her 1994 visit to Pakistan,
Secretary O'Leary advanced $4 billion
in United States business and signed
three agreements designed to encour-
age the global exchange of ideas. Her
involvement also helped create the
United States-Pakistan Energy Com-
mittee which looks to expand commer-
cial activities in the environmental
sector in both countries.

Secretary O’'Leary’s 1995 visit to
China culminated in 4.6 billion dollars’
worth of trade agreements, averaging
nearly 20,000 jobs in the United States.
During this trip, the Secretary signed
five agreements between the DOE and
the Government of China to encourage
energy efficiency and rural electrifica-
tion.

Secretary O'Leary has brought to-
gether the best of American energy
companies and government specialists
to expand U.S. influence in the growing
global market. Her visits have created
thousands of jobs here in the United
States, as well as promoted sustainable
energy development in emerging na-
tions. We should applaud Secretary
O'Leary's outstanding efforts on behalf
of U.S. energy interests in inter-
national markets. Her past achieve-
ments and future accomplishments are
worthy of bipartisan support.e

e ————

TRIBUTE TO KICKAPOO HIGH
SCHOOL

e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to pay special tribute to Kick-
apoo High School in Springfield, MO.
On October 25, Kickapoo High School
will celebrate its 25th anniversary.
Since opening its doors in 1971, over
8,000 students have graduated from
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Kickapoo High School, and about 75
percent of those graduates have gone
on to attend college.

These graduating students have at-
tained many honors and excelled in
many areas ranging from earning ex-
ceptional scholastic achievements to
participating in community service
programs for credit. Students have also
benefited from independent study pro-
grams in advanced and specialized
fields, foreign language programs, and
the Career Center and the Learning Re-
source Center designed for students
with special needs.

Kickapoo High School was designated
by the U.S. Department of Education
as a secondary school that represents
educational excellence. It has received
a AAA classification by the Missouri
State Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education. I commend
Kickapoo High School for its dedica-
tion to providing the highest quality
education to our young people. I also
congratulate the men and women edu-
cators for 25 years of service and wish
them only success in the next 25
years.e

TRIBUTE TO REV. JOE VICKERS

e Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize a Tennessean who
has played an important role in the
community of Goodlettsville for nearly
35 years. Since 1961, Rev. Joe Vickers
has been the pastor of Goodlettsville
Cumberland Presbyterian Church. On
Sunday, October 29, Reverend Vickers
is retiring as pastor and beginning a
new stage of his life. Today, I would
like to thank Joe Vickers for his long-
standing commitment to his church,
his family, and his community, and
wish him well as he begins his retire-
ment.

Originally from Memphis, TN, Rev-
erend Vickers graduated from the Uni-
versity of Mississippi on a football
scholarship. After serving in the Army,
Vickers entered the 4-year seminary
program at Bethel College and became
a Presbyterian minister.

Mr. President, when Joe Vickers
came to Goodlettsville, his church had
70 members. During his tenure as pas-
tor, the Goodlettsville Cumberland
Presbyterian membership has grown
dramatically. Now, that church is 1,000
members strong, and should continue
to thrive in the years to come.

As a minister, Reverend Vickers nur-
tured his congregation well, but he also
nurtured his community. For 35 years,
Vickers was a neighbor, an adviser, a
leader, and a friend to the people of
Goodlettsville. His service to the com-
munity and church was an example of
strong faith for many children and
youth. He joined couples in marriage,
consoled those who experienced a phys-
ical, emotional, or spiritual loss, and
taught the lessons of life alongside of
the lessons of Christ. Those who know
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Joe Vickers know that even in retire-
ment, he will remain a friend, an ad-
viser and a leader to many people in
the area.

Mr. President, after he retires, Joe
Vickers will continue to live in
Goodlettsville with his wife Mary Cath-
erine, and will remain active in the
church as its minister emeritus. He
will also remain a vital part of the
community. And on Sunday, October
29, members of Reverend Vickers' fam-
ily, his church family, and his friends
in the community will gather to honor
this man and his accomplishments.
And as he retires, they will look at the
foundation Reverend Vickers has laid
for his family, his church, and the city
of Goodlettsville, and they will see
that it is strong and solid.e

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, OCTOBER
23, 1995

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until the hour of 10
a.m. on Monday, October 23; that, fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be deemed approved to date,
no resolutions come over under the
rule, the call of the calendar be dis-
pensed with, morning hour be deemed
to have expired, the time for the two
leaders be reserved for their use later
in the day, and then there be a period
for morning business until the hour of
12 noon with Senators to speak for up
to 5 minutes each with the exception of
the following: Senator DASCHLE for 60
minutes, Senator SHELBY for 10 min-
utes, and Senator COCHRAN for 50 min-
utes.

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

———

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we are
waiting for one response from the other
side of the Senate, but it will be my in-
tention to ask for consent that at 12
noon the Senate proceed to S. 1322 re-
garding the Embassy in Israel. There-
fore, votes can be expected to occur in
relation to that bill, but not to occur
prior to the hour of 5 p.m. Monday. I
will not make that request at this time
because we are waiting for one call.

But in addition to that bill, the Sen-
ate could be asked to turn to any of the
following items on Monday and Tues-
day of next week: S. 1328, regarding
Federal judgeships; S. 1004, Coast
Guard authorization; S. 325, techniecal
corrections in laws relating to native
Americans.

By Wednesday of next week it will be
the leader's intention to begin the rec-
onciliation bill, which all Members
know has a statutory limitation of 20
hours. Therefore, late nights can be ex-
pected next week.

Mr. President, let me state that it
was our intention to bring up S. 1322
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today. But we have been in negotia-
tions most of the morning in my office
and part of this afternoon, and there
are negotiations going on now with in-
terested parties, parties interested in
S. 1322, with representatives at the
White House, representatives of the
President, and we believe that by Mon-
day we will be in a position to indicate
to our colleagues on both sides that we
have reached some agreement. But, if
not, we will proceed with S. 1322 in its
present form. The reason for asking
consent—which we are still waiting
for—is that otherwise I would need to
file cloture today on a motion to pro-
ceed. So, if consent is not obtained,
then we will proceed on that. I think
we will have consent here momentar-
ily.

So if we can obtain that consent,
there would be no further business to
come before the Senate except brief re-
marks by the Senator from South Da-
kota, the Democratic leader, Senator
DASCHLE.

1 suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The Chair advises the Senator from
North Dakota that we have been oper-
ating in morning business on a Sen-
ator-by-Senator basis, so if he can ask
unanimous consent for the time he will
need.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 15
minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
Will he ask in his request that the Sen-
ator from California be allowed 15 min-
utes following the Senator?

Mr. CONRAD. And I ask unanimous
consent that the Senator from Califor-
nia be granted 15 minutes after I con-
clude.

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

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we have
just had a rather extraordinary experi-
ence in the Senate Budget Committee
with the chairman putting that com-
mittee into adjournment after a very
short discussion of the reconciliation
measure that was before the commit-
tee.

We had hoped that there would be an
opportunity to discuss this afternoon
and Monday what is in this budget rec-
onciliation package that has been put
forward by our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle. We believe that the
American people deserve a chance to
hear precisely what this package will
mean. We believe it has severe con-
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sequences for the people in this coun-
try. We believe there are very sharp
cuts in Medicare and Medicaid that are
going to mean increased burdens for
our senior citizens, are going to mean
hospital closures all across America,
and especially in rural America, that
there are going to be many people who
are elderly, who are ill, who are not
going to have the kind of care that
they deserve.

Much of that is being done in order
to provide a tax reduction that will go
disproportionately to the wealthiest
among us. Many on our side of the
aisle, I believe everyone on our side of
the aisle, believes that is an inappro-
priate set of priorities.

One thing our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have said, and said re-
peatedly, is that they are balancing the
budget by the year 2002. Mr. President,
that is not accurate. Senator DORGAN
and I, 2 days ago asked the head of the
Congressional Budget Office for an
analysis, if the law of the United
States is followed, will the reconcili-
ation plan put forward by the Repub-
licans balance the budget in the year
2002 or not?

The head of the Congressional Budget
Office reported to us in a letter yester-
day, with a revised letter today, that if
the law of the United States is fol-
lowed—that is, if Social Security sur-
pluses are not included in the calcula-
tion, which under our law is specifi-
cally excluded; that is, we are not to
count Social Security surpluses in de-
termining whether or not the budget of
the United States is in balance—when
that calculation is made, the head of
the budget office told us in a letter
dated today, ‘“‘excluding an estimated
off-budget surplus of $115 billion in
m_i}

Again, let me read that phrase, “ex-
cluding an estimated off-budget surplus
of $115 billion in 2002, that is pri-
marily Social Security surpluses, if
those are excluded “‘from the calcula-
tion, CBO would project an on-budget
deficit of $105 billion in the year 2002."
Not a surplus, not a balanced budget, a
$105 billion deficit in 2002.

Let me just say, I think anybody who
knows anything about accounting
would understand you do not count So-
cial Security surpluses in calculating
whether you have balanced the budget
or not. Why is that? That is because
the Social Security trust fund has been
set up to run surpluses in preparation
for the time the baby boom generation
retires.

Unfortunately, all those surpluses
are being spent, and what is happening
is we are using that money today in-
stead of saving it or paying down the
existing debt to better prepare our-
selves to meet that demographic time
bomb. That is a profound mistake.

Let me just make clear, if any com-
pany in the United States tried to take
the retirement funds of its employees
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and put them into the pot to balance
the budget, they would be in violation
of Federal law. Indeed, that is precisely
what has been happening in the United
States. It has been going on since 1983.
It should not be permitted to continue.
We have already run up almost $500 bil-
lion of IOU’s, but that is going to grow
geometrically over the next 18 years.

We have a chance to get our house in
order. We have a narrow window of op-
portunity, and we ought to take advan-
tage of it. We should not be looting and
raiding the Social Security trust funds
in order to assert that we are balancing
the budget. That is not truthful. And I
am pleased to say the Congressional
Budget Office has now acknowledged
that the budget will not be in balance
by 2002 but, in fact, will have a $105 bil-
lion deficit in that year.

I think there are other reasons the
Republicans in the Budget Committee
at least were not eager to have a fur-
ther discussion of the reconciliation
bill. I think there are a lot of things
they would prefer the American people
not hear before votes are held and cast
on that measure.

One of the things they may not be
eager for the American people to hear
is that there is going to be a $1.3 tril-
lion increase in the national debt under
the Republican plan. That is the cumu-
lative increase in the debt that is being
added to the $4.9 trillion in debt we al-
ready have in this country. They are
going to add, under their plan, another
$1.3 trillion of debt. Yet, they insist on
a tax reduction, a tax cut, primarily
going to the wealthiest among us,
which will add to this debt.

What sense does that make? I can say
to my colleagues that when I queried
the people of my State, they made it
clear to me to balance the budget first
before there is any tax cut. We can
have tax cuts after we balance the
budget. We are not balancing the budg-
et, No. 1; No. 2, we are adding $1.3 tril-
lion to the national debt, and $245 bil-
lion of that is tax cuts which, again,
primarily go to the wealthiest among
us.

Let me just go a little further so that
people have a chance to hear what is in
this tax package that has just passed,
because we have heard on the other
side of the aisle the assertion that this
is a significant tax cut that would go
to American families. I wish that were
true. I wish it were true that it was
really directed at the middle class, be-
cause while I believe it is not the time
for tax cuts, when you are adding $1.3
trillion to the national debt and you
have not really balanced the budget in
T years, and even with that I think we
could look more kindly upon a tax cut
if it were really directed at the middle
class. That is not where this tax cut is
directed.

In fact, what we learned yesterday is
that the Senate Republican plan would
mean tax increases for everyone earn-
ing under $30,000 a year. Those earning
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will demonstrate that point by asking
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There being no objection, the tables

cent of the American people, get a tax unanimous consent that the tables be were ordered to be printed in the

hike. They get their taxes increased. I

printed in the RECORD.

RECORD, as follows:

TAX PROVISIONS IN THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, CHAIRMAN'S MARK FOR REVENUE RECONCILIATION AND THE EITC PROVISIONS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE!

(1996 INCOME LEVELS]

Federal taxes under current law?®

Change in Federal taxes? Total Federal taxes after change

L roe As 3 per-  As a per- As a per-  As a per- As a per-  As @ per-
Family economic income, class* (thousands) Amount  centol  centof  Amount  centof  cetof  Amount  centof  centol
(billion)  pre-tac in-  after-tax  (billion)  pre-tax in-  after-tax  (billion)  pre-taxin-  after-tax
come income come income come income
Oto 10 .. $5.7 80 87 $0.2 03 04 $5.9 84 g1
10 to 20 215 88 9.7 08 03 03 22 9l 100
20 to 30 50.1 133 15.4 13 04 04 514 137 158
30 to 50 1563 175 2.2 =57 0.6) (0.8) 1506 168 204
50 to 75 240 199 U8 -104 0.9 (L.1) 2136 19.0 37
75 to 100 19.1 211 26.7 —-100 (LY (1.4) 186.1 200 253
100 to 200 303.0 20 1 -125 0.9 (1.2) 290.5 211 70
200 and over 3166 237 311 -95 0.7 0.9) 307.1 230 301
Total® 12751 201 252 —458 0.7) 0.9 12293 194 43

Source: Department of the Treasury Office of Tax Analysis, October 18, 1995

1 This lxble distributes the estimated change in tax burdens due to the tax bml'smns in the Senate Finance Committee Chawman's Mark (JCX-44-35, September 16 1935); and the EITC provisions adopted by the Committee on Septem-

ber 30, 1

The mes included are individual and comme income, pmnll {Su:lal Security and unemployment) and excises. Estate and gift taxes and customs duties are excluded. The individual income tax is assumed to be borne by payors, the
payroll taxes and

corporate income tax by capital income

proportion to total consumplion expenditures. Taxes due to provisions that expire prior 1o the end of the Budget period are excluded.
The change in Fewaltmsnsshmlm at 1996 income levels but assuming fully phased in law and Jong-run behavior, The effect of the IRA proposal is measured as the present value of tax savings on one year's contributions. The

effect on tax burdens of

ital salns
payments but not mﬂmn are not outrgu The incidence assumptions for tax changes the same as for cumment law taxes (see lootnote 2).

‘Farnlly Economic Income (FEI) is a broad-based income concept. FEV's constructed by adding to AGI unreported and underreported income. IRA and Meogh Security and AFDC
s, and life insurance tax-exempt interest, and imputed rent on ownes mnﬂ housing. l:apntal galns are cnmpulsd on an accrual basis, adjusted for inflation to
andm‘bormaruddw There is also an of

power-provided fringe benefits, inside build-up on pensions, IRAs,
the extent reliable data allow, m‘lla'lmau losses of lenders are subtract

shares) by labor (wages and self-employment income) excises on purchases by individuals by the purchaser, and excises on purchases by business in

exclusion is based on the level of capital gains realizations under current law. Provisions which expire before the end of the budget period and provisions which affect the timing of tax

transfer such as Social

for
turn basis. The economic incomes of all members of a family unit are added to armive at the family's economic income used in the distribution,
5 Families with negative incomes are included in the total line but not shown separately.

FEI is spent on a family rather than on & tax re-

DISTRIBUTIONAL EFFECTS OF REVENUE RECONCILIATION PROVISIONS OF THE CHAIRMAN'S MARK SCHEDULED FOR MARKUP IN THE FINANCE COMMITTEE ON OCTOBER 18, 1935 AND

PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED CHANGES IN THE EITC!

[Calendar year 2000]
Change in Federal taxes? Federal Iu?;:ndu Federal taxes? Iundor pro- Effective tax rate*
Income cat 2 ey present posa

Egory Millions Percent - : Present law Proposal

Billions Percent Billions Percent (percent) (percent)
Less than $10.000 $879 96 $9 07 $10 0.7 86 9.4
$10,000 to $20.000 922 22 42 30 43 il 9.0 92
gg.oou to $30,000 417 05 86 6.1 8 6.3 136 136
,000 to ggum —-4.221 -34 125 89 121 88 167 162
$40,000 to $50,000 -5347 -40 132 94 127 92 184 176
000 to ;rs.uoo =11,740 -42 280 199 269 195 20.5 19.5
75,000 to $100,000 —5814 -28 209 148 203 148 229 221
100,000 to $200,000 — 3,850 -16 246 17.5 242 176 4.1 234
000 and over -2,19 =10 2 19.7 M 199 k] it ]
Total, afl ¢ —131,546 =22 1407 100.0 1,375 1000 204 197

ncludes the tax credit for children under age 18, student loan interest credit, marriage penalty relief, IRA changes, long term care, capital gains deduction, treatment of adoption expense, aviation fuel exemplion, and repeal of the
wine and flavors credit as well as EITC changes previously adopted by the Senate Finance Committee.

2The income concept used to place tax returns into income ca

tegories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] emplayer contributions for health plans and life insurance, (3] employer share of FICA ta, [4] work-

ﬁ‘?ﬂwulm [5) nontaxable social security benefits, (6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, (7] alternative minimum tax preference items, and [8) excluded income of U.S. citizens living abroad. Categories are measured at 1995
‘Fndmlﬂl:ps are unu;l tg. individual income tax Imcludlng the n:;lgh:ﬂm of l'ha EITC] employment tax (attributed to employees), and excise taxes (attributed to consumers). Corporate income tax is not included due to uncertainty
the tax. wha a

with negative income are excluded from the analysis.

4The effective tax rate is equal to Federal taxes dusmbed in footnote (3) divided hr 4mme described in footnate {2) plus additional income atiributable to the propesal.
Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, when
we look at where the breaks go, be-
cause there are $245 billion of tax cuts
in this package. Where do they go?
They go, disproportionately, to the
wealthiest among of us; 48 percent goes
to people earning over $100,000 a year.
We can see on this chart that the top 5
percent of the people, 2.8 million fami-
lies making over $200,000, get, on aver-
age, a $3,400 tax break. People earning
over $200,000 a year get a $3,400 tax
break. The richest 1 million families in
America, those making over $350,000,
get a $5,600 tax break.

Mr. President, I say to you, I do not
think that is fair. I do not think it is
fair to increase the taxes of those parn-
ing less than $30,000 a year in order to
concentrate tax breaks on those who
are the wealthiest among us, to give a
$3,400 tax break to the top 5 percent,
those earning over $200,000, and a $5,600

tax break to the top 1 percent, those
earning over $350,000 a year.

Mr. President, this is the chart that
was provided for us yesterday that
shows the distributional effect of tax
provisions in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee chairman’s mark for revenue
reconciliation and the earned income
tax provisions previously adopted by
the committee. When you take into
consideration previous changes in the
earned income tax credit and the
changes in this package, one finds that
people earning up to $30,000 all experi-
ence a slight tax increase under this
plan. But those who are earning above
that amount experience a tax reduc-
tion. But let us see who gets what.
Those earning from $30,000 to $50,000 a
year get less than $250 of tax reduction
a year, while those earning over
$200,000 a year, get $3,400 in tax reduc-
tion. That does not strike me as fair. It
does not strike me as balanced. It does

not strike me as the kind of targeted
tax relief that is seriously intended to
help hard-pressed middle income fami-
lies in this country.

Mr. President, this redistributional
effect, taking from those who are of
more modest income, those earning up
to $30,000 a year, and giving them a tax
increase and reducing taxes for the
wealthiest among us, giving 48 percent
of the benefit to those who are earning
over $100,000 a year, continues a trend
that I think ought to concern us all,
and that is the concentration of wealth
in this country in the hands of fewer
and fewer people.

This chart shows the share of wealth
of the top 1 percent of the households
in America. In 1969, 20 percent of the
wealth in this country was in the hands
of the top 1 percent. By 1979, 30 percent
of the wealth of this country was con-
trolled by the top 1 percent. But by
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1989, 39 percent of the wealth of Amer-
ica was held in the top 1 percent of this
country.

Mr. President, anybody who has stud-
ied history knows what this trend
means. When wealth is increasingly
concentrated in the hands of a few, it
leads to political instability, it leads
to, I think, a threat to all of our insti-
tutions. It is no wonder that people are
angry across America, as they see the
wealth of the Nation concentrated in
fewer and fewer hands. Our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle have been
quick to accuse the Democrats of being
for redistribution of income. Let me
say that our friends on the other side
of the aisle have been the champions of
income and wealth redistribution.

Over and over and over, in committee
after committee, our friends on the
other side of the aisle have pursued
policies that concentrate wealth in the
hands of those who are already the
wealthiest among us. I ask the simple
question, how much wealth do the top
1 percent want to have in their hands?
They have nearly 40 percent now. Do
they want 60 percent of the wealth of
America in the hands of just 1 percent
of the people? Do they insist on 80 per-
cent of the wealth in the hands of just
1 percent of the people? I do not think
this is good social policy. I do not
think it is good economic policy. I
think it threatens the future of the
country.

Mr. President, 73 percent of the
American people pay more taxes in
payroll taxes than they pay in income
taxes. Yet, what is happening under
the Republican plan is to take payroll
taxes—the only way to justify payroll
taxes at their current levels is if you
are building surpluses to prepare for
the day when the baby boom genera-
tion retires. But all of those moneys
are being spent, not saved. They are
being taken and spent in other areas of
the budget. And so what is really hap-
pening is an enormous redistribution of
wealth. Make no mistake about it. We
are taking payroll tax money, generat-
ing surpluses and not saving them, but
spending them. And we are spending
part of them to give a big tax reduction
to the wealthiest among us, so we are
taking payroll taxes that are regres-
sive. That simply means lower income
people pay a higher percentage of their
income in payroll taxes, taking money
from them and flushing it back out in
a tax cut to the wealthiest among us.
Forty-eight percent of the benefit goes
to the top 1 percent.

That is what is going on here. It is an
enormous redistribution of wealth,
going from middle-income people, be-
cause under the Republican plan, 51
percent of the people, those earning
less than $30,000 a year, are going to ex-
perience a tax increase. The money is
being taken from them in payroll taxes
and other taxes, and part of it is then
being used to give a big tax cut to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

wealthiest among us. I do not think
that is fair or right. I do not think it
represents American values.

Mr. President, I think that is the rea-
son the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee was so swift to gavel the Budget
Committee into adjournment, because
they did not want to see and hear these
facts being provided to the American
people.

They want to pass this in the dead of
night without a chance for the Amer-
ican people to see and hear what these
plans will mean for the people of this
country.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. CRAIG. Would the Senator from
California yield to me for a few mo-
ments to put the final words in the
RECORD?

Mrs. BOXER. Of course, as long as I
do not lose my right to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HELMS). The Senator’s rights will be
preserved.

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to
object, I want to make sure Senator
MURRAY has 156 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s rights will be preserved.

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, OCTOBER
23, 1995

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until the hour of
11 a.m. on Monday, October 23; that fol-
lowing the prayer, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be deemed approved to date,
no resolutions come over under the
rule, the call of the calendar be dis-
pensed with, the morning hour be
deemed to have expired, the time for
the two leaders be reserved for their
use later in the day, and that there
then be a period for morning business
until the hour of 2 p.m., with Senators
to speak for up to 5 minutes each with
the exception of the following: Senator
DASCHLE for 60 minutes, Senator SHEL-
BY for 10, and Senator COCHRAN for 50
minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator
yield, and add Senator CoNRAD for 15
minutes, as well?

Mr. CRAIG. And Senator CONRAD for
15 minutes.

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

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 2 p.m. the
Senate proceed to S. 1322, regarding the
Embassy in Israel. Therefore, votes can
be expected to occur in relation to that
bill but will not occur prior to the hour
of 5 p.m. on Monday.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. CRAIG. For the information of
all Senators, in addition to the Jerusa-
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lem bill, the Senate could be asked to
turn to any of the following items for
the next week: S. 1328, regarding Fed-
eral judgeships; S. 1004, Coast Guard
aunthorization; 8. 325, technical correc-
tions in laws relating to native Ameri-
cans.

By Wednesday of next week it will be
the leader’s intention to begin the rec-
onciliation bill, which all Members
know has a statutory limitation of 20
hours. Therefore, late nights can be ex-
pected.

I yield the floor.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. It is unusual for Senators to take
to the floor on a Friday afternoon long
after the Senate has concluded most of
its business when there are no votes.

Today is an unusual day for members
of the Budget Committee. We have
heard from the Senator from North Da-
kota who has worked so long and hard
to present a truly balanced budget—
not only to the committee but to the
Senate and to the American people. It
was my privilege to support him.

He showed, as did Senator BRADLEY
from New Jersey, that it is, in fact,
possible to balance the budget in Amer-
ica over 7 years, do it truthfully, not
relying on Social Security surplus, and
do it with a heart and with compas-
sion, with common sense, with caring,
with pride, that really reflects the val-
ues of America.

What are those values? You reward
hard work, as in the earned-income tax
credit. You make sure that your chil-
dren have a chance to get the proper
immunizations as in Medicaid. We
make sure that when our kids are stu-
dents they could get college loans. We
make sure that if our people run into
trouble and they have to collect child
support, that the Government does not
penalize them for it.

We make sure that large corpora-
tions pay a tax, as in the alternative
minimum tax, which is repealed by the
Republicans. We make sure large cor-
porations are good citizens and do not
raid pension funds. Republicans do
that, too.

And we make sure that when our peo-
ple reach the age of 65, they can count
on Medicare. If they are having to go
into a nursing home, that there are de-
cent standards for those nursing
homes, which are repealed by the Re-
publicans. I will talk more about that.

Today, the Democrats and the Re-
publicans came around a long table in
the Budget Committee. When we
walked in, we saw a bill that was so
tall—of course, I am not very tall, that
is true—but this bill was so tall that I
could barely see my next door neighbor
on the committee, Senator MURRAY. I
kind of used it as a chin rest.

That is the size of this Republican
revolution. That is the number of



October 20, 1995

things they are doing in this budget
reconciliation bill. That is why we
Democrats felt it was important to
hear from some of the people who rep-
resent those in America, our great
country, who will be impacted by this
1992 revolution, if you will.

So our ranking member, Senator
EX0ON, a Senator who has served here
with great distinction—and I might
add, is in his senior years—asked in a
very nice way if, in fact, four people
could be heard before we start to vote
on this package.

Who are those four people? One was
an honor student who happens to be in
a wheelchair, a quadriplegic, who
counts on Medicaid for his very breath.
We found out that in the Republican
plan—and I ask my friend to correct
me if I am incorrect in this—the Med-
icaid cuts are so deep that no longer
will people like that who are trying so
hard to build the American dream—an
honor student—will not be able to
count on their oxygen supply.

I found that out today. I did not
know it when I walked into the room.
We needed more time. I told my friend
in North Dakota, and I am sure he
would help me, along with my friend
from Washington State, that we ought
to have an amendment, take away b
cents a year from the people over
$350,000, from the tax break they are
getting, and pay for oxygen for people
like this.

Who else wanted to speak? Two elder-
ly women who live on Medicare. By the
way, in my home State of California,
the average woman of 65 earns $8,500 a
year. In California, that is brutally
hard. She already spends a third of her
income on health care. Think about
that. Do the math on that.

How could she possibly be asked to
spend another $1,000 to $2,000 a year?
That is what the Republican plan calls
for. We in the Budget Committee,
Democrats, wanted to hear from a per-
son who could give us the truth.

Then there was a woman who had
served 20 years in the military. Her
child is very ill. On a military salary
she needs to count on Medicaid for her
child. We wanted her to be here. Well,
no. It was interesting, because it was
the first time in my life—I have been in
the Congress for 13 years—that a chair-
man of a committee adjourned us with-
out allowing us to vote on whether to
hear these people. He ruled that they
had no right to be heard, and when we
appealed the ruling of the Chair he re-
fused to honor that and gavelled us
down. He said he was very disappointed
we did not just vote on that budget.

Well I am glad we have the weekend
for Americans to look at what is in it.

I am going to go to a couple of charts
to give the big picture on this. This is
the basic bill that already passed the
House of Representatives, a $58 billion
increase in the military. We are talk-
ing here between 1996 and 2002, 7
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years—that is $30 billion more than the
Pentagon asked for.

All the admirals and generals said
‘“Yes, we need some more,"” but Repub-
licans gave them $58 billion. The non-
defense money that we spend on edu-
cation and transportation, environ-
mental protection, food safety, high-
ways, airport safety, those kind of
things, on a cut of $499 billion, how is
that for symmetry?

Now we move to what we call entitle-
ments, things we do to help people be-
cause this is America and we want ev-
eryone to get a chance. So, $270 billion
cut in Medicare, $182 billion cut in
Medicaid, $13 billion cut in ag, $10 bil-
lion cut in student loans, welfare,
earned income tax credits. Food
stamps, that is another $100 billion.
That is the budget that they are so
proud of.

Now, what happened was that NEWT
GINGRICH promised the crown jewel of
the Republican contract would be a tax
break for the wealthiest people in
America. And he had to figure out a
way to get the money for it, because it
was going to cost a lot of money. He
wanted the people over $350,000 to get
back about $20,000 a year. By the way,
he settled for about $5,500 a year.

Let me repeat that. NEWT GINGRICH
wanted the people who earn over
$350,000 a year to get back $20,000 a
year, and he had to find the money. So
he thought, how can I find the money?
Aha, where is there money? Medicare
and Medicaid. So let us try and scare
the people into thinking we have to cut
that much out of it, and then we will
turn around and just give all that
money to the wealthiest among us.

What I have here is the trustees’ re-
ports on the Medicare trust fund, going
back to 1970. I want to point out that,
from 1970 to the present, it was only
twice that the trustees reported we did
not have to do something to save Medi-
care. In other words, this is a routine
thing that happens with the trust fund.
But people do not know this. So the
Republicans said, ‘‘Let’'s make a big
hoopla out of this year's trustees’ re-
pOl"t."

So, clearly, we know we have to act
to save Medicare. We know how much
we have to cut. In order to save Medi-
care we need to cut $89 billion. We need
to cut $89 billion out of Medicare. And,
by the way, it is not that easy to do it,
but we can find the savings. We can
make the adjustments. My goodness,
there is enough fraud there we can go
after, so we think we can do that with-
out pain. So, remember that number,
$89 billion is what we need to save Med-
icare.

But, remember what I told you, they
need a lot of money for a tax cut. So
they decided to cut $270 billion from
Medicare. Keep it in mind. We needed
$89 billion; they are cutting $270 bil-
lion. And why? Not because the trust-
ees' report says to do that. We know

28737

the trustees' report indicates where we
need to cut $89 billion. Here is why, the
next chart will show it.

They need $245 billion for their tax
cut. For their tax cut. But, guess what,
in their zeal they made a big mistake,
as the Senator from North Dakota has
said. They did not really do their
homework, because in the end they are
producing a tax increase for 51 percent
of the people, according to the Wall
Street Journal. The Wall Street Jour-
nal is, in fact, a party that is not
known to stand up and fight for Demo-
crats, On the contrary. And the Wall
Street Journal says those earning
$30,000 and below, in our country, will
see a tax increase as a result of NEWT
GINGRICH's revolution. And who will
benefit the most? The people who earn
over $350,000 a year. And let me tell
you, they are chilling the champagne
bottles tonight in those board rooms
and those penthouses.

Now, we set them back a little be-
cause we stopped it in the Budget Com-
mittee. We said the American people
have to see the truth. We took the
light and we shined it on this budget,
and we are telling the American peo-
ple, in dollars and cents, what it
means.

I want to show you a chart that re-
flects what has happened in America
with our tax policy since the 1940's. It
is very interesting. I got this chart out
of a story in the New Yorker that basi-
cally asked the question, ‘‘What has
happened to the middle class?'' The
middle class is going away.

It is fascinating to see this chart.
From 1947 to 1973, taxpayers in every
single quintile—and each quintile rep-
resents an income bracket. So from the
very lowest income bracket, No. 1, to
the highest, No. 5, every one went up at
about the same rate, from 1947 to 1973.
What does that mean? We all prospered
together. We all are in this together
and we all did well together.

I always thought there was an agree-
ment among Republicans and Demo-
crats that that was best for our coun-
try. Yes, when the poor do well and the
middle class do well and the wealthy do
well, we are all benefiting from this
great Nation. That is the way it should
be.

Look what happened, starting in 1973,
to 1993. We turned this picket fence
into a staircase. But look at it. It is
Robin Hood in reverse. The ones who
were doing the worst are poorest, the
first two quintiles. And by far, this lit-
tle cat—some might say fat cat—sit-
ting on the last quintile, that is the
one that goes up to millions and bil-
lions, that did by far the best.

What America is better for our peo-
ple? One in which we all prosper, or one
in which only the very wealthy pros-
per? That is the question I want the
American people and the people of
California to ponder over this weekend.
Since we were able to get a little bit of
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time, we are taking the floor of the
U.S. Senate to bring these issues home.

Let me tell you, buried in this budget
are some awful things for folks. I have
heard from hospitals in my State of
California who are desperate, desperate
about the cuts that will come to them,
from seniors who are frightened about
the cuts that will come to them, from
people who have moms and dads in
nursing homes who are frightened to
death what will happen to their par-
ents.

By the way, we call them the sand-
wich generation. They are caught in
the middle. Their teenage kids have to
go to college. How can they experience
a day in peace, worrying about their
kids on the one hand and all the chal-
lenges we have, economic and other-
wise, raising our kids, and our parents
on the other.

I ask unanimous consent for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HuTCHISON). Without objection, it is so
ordered. The Senator is granted 2 addi-
tional minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you very much,
Madam President.

So, this budget is a slam at American
values. It is a slam at family values. It
repeals nursing home standards. Why
do we have them? Because we learned
in the 1980's what happens to old people
who are helpless. And we needed to put
national standards in place so they
would not get bed sores, so they would
not be scalded, so they would not be
abused physically, sexually, so they
could have a little dignity in a very dif-
ficult time, after they raised their
kids.

Family values? This is the opposite
of family values. This is turning our
backs on our people whom we are here
to fight for. Nursing homeowners? Or
the people? I do not know what is popu-
lar today or what is unpopular. But I
know where I stand. I stand with my
colleague for the people, for the people
of my State and the people of my Na-
tion. I am a first-generation American.
I was taught by my parents hard work,
play by the rules, stand up and fight
for what you believe in, honor the chil-
dren, honor the elderly, and have love
in your heart for those who may not be
as fortunate as you.

So this budget debate is very impor-
tant. And when the budget chairman
slammed down that gavel and said ‘‘ad-
journed, we are not listening anymore,
we do not want to hear it, we do not
want to hear it,"” it sent a chill up and
down my spine. But I believe that my
Democratic colleagues on that com-
mittee are more resolved than ever to
show that we can balance the budget
and do it in a smart way.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President,
might I have 30 seconds?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.
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Mr. CONRAD. Thank you, Madam
President.

I just want to thank my colleague
from California. I hope the people from
California know what a fighter they
have in the Senator from California,
Senator BOXER. I am so proud to be a
member of the Budget Committee with
her because over and over during these
discussions and debates, she has stood
up and fought for the middle class and
the working families, and said, ‘‘Now,
wait a minute. Let us understand what
the implications are of these policies
that are being pursued. Who wins? Who
loses? Who is helped? Who is hurt?"

I just want to say once again that I
appreciate the strong stance she has
taken to say we ought to have a policy
that is fair. That is an American stand-
ard; that is an American value; that we
stand up and fight for something that
is fair in this country, that asks every-
body to contribute in this budget bat-
tle, not just to say to the working class
and middle-income people get in the
front lines of this budget battle, but to
say to those who are the wealthiest
among us as well that you ought to
participate, too. That is the American
way.

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you, Madam
President. I ask unanimous consent to
speak in morning business for 5 min-
utes.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Thank you.

Madam President, I am here today to
join my colleague from North Dakota
and my colleague from California to
express my surprise and outrage at the
actions of the Budget Committee
today. To have citizens of this country
come before us to tell us their personal
stories about how this budget would
impact their lives, their very fragile
lives, and not allow them the oppor-
tunity to speak for 5 minutes each to
me was very un-American and a very
sad moment in this Senate’s history.

These people represent literally thou-
sands of people across this country who
are as concerned as we are about the
real life impacts of this budget. We did
not hear from the senior citizen. We
did not hear from a young man in a
wheelchair who uses Medicaid dollars
to continue breathing. We did not hear
from a young man who is trying to get
his education who is fearful that his
student loan is going to go away and he
will not be given that American dream,
that American opportunity to finish
his college education. We, in fact, have
not heard from that welfare mother,
that single mother who is off welfare
with two little children in this coun-
try. She does not have the time to fly
out here. She does not have the ability
to pay. We have not heard from them.
And this budget is going to impact
them throughout America.
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Madam President, I ran for the Sen-
ate in 1992. 1 moved from my home
State 3,000 miles away and brought my
family with me to do this terrifically
difficult job because I sat at home one
day not that long ago, 3 years ago, and
I looked across this country, and I said,
“Is anybody on that floor addressing
the real issues that affect people like
me?"’ I am that sandwich generation. I
have two kids at home. I have two par-
ents who are seriously ill who rely on
Medicare to continue living. And I
know what it is like to worry about
whether or not my kids will have the
ability to go to college because of
money. I know what it is like to get
that phone call from a parent who
says, I do not have enough money to
go to the doctor.” I know what it is
like for my husband and I to both work
every single day to pay our mortgage,
to put food on the table, and who do
not have time, like thousands of Amer-
ican citizens, to know what is in this
budget.

Yet, we are to know what is in that
budget when it came before us before
the Budget Committee in a stack this
high, and we were told we had to vote
on it in that minute. This budget will
impact the lives of every single Amer-
ican working family in a dramatic and
difficult way. It will mean that our
kids will not have preschool education
and Head Start. It will mean that there
will be kids without immunization. It
will mean kids who cannot go to col-
lege. It will mean Medicaid recipients—
one out of five children in my State—
who will not have health care coverage.
It means senior citizens who will not
have health care in this country any-
more. And it means that those of us
who will have to make a difficult deci-
sion about whether or not our parents
need to go into a nursing home will not
be able to know what the standard of
care is there for them when they need
it.

This budget is what I came back here
to fight for. As a U.S. Senator, we de-
serve the time, both as citizens in this
country who come here to testify and
as citizens on the floor of this Senate
and as U.S. Senators, to have the op-
portunity to tell the American people
what is in this budget.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
I just want to say to the Senator before
I leave the floor how much I appreciate
her contribution to this U.S. Senate.
She ran as a mom in tennis shoes. She
stayed true to the reason she came to
this Senate. The fact that she was sit-
ting on the committee that will make
these decisions is a great tribute to
this Nation. And she and I know if we
were not here tonight, if we were not
speaking out against this budget, we
would not be true to ourselves. I just
want to thank her for adding a voice in
this debate.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator
from California.
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I just want to point out, because I
think this is the family who has been
forgotten—we talked about them in the
welfare debate. We said their mother
has to go to work in this country. We
passed that bill out of the Senate. It is
passed out of the House. This is the
single mother with two children who
earns $12,000 a year. This is how this
budget will impact this mother. She is
going to lose her earned income tax
credit. She is going to lose $373 a year
under this budget. This mother is going
to lose $300 a year on food stamps. This
mother is going to lose $2,400 a year
that pays for Medicaid and health care
coverage for her children. And she is
going to have to pay $480 to her State
in order to collect child support from
her missing husband.

This budget will cost this single
mother with two young children $3,553.
As my colleagues have pointed out, she
is going to lose. And who is going to
win? The richest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans will get a tax break every single
year.

I ask my colleagues. Who do we value
in this country? Do we value a young
mother who is working and trying to
raise her kids? Are we going to ignore
her in this budget process? I think it is
critical that we take the time to evalu-
ate it, and it is critical that we listen
to the people across this country about
the priorities that we are going to set
in the future.

I join my colleagues on the Budget
Committee in expressing our outrage
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at what is occurring. I thank my col-
league.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
would like to thank my colleague from
Washington for the great work she has
done on the Budget Committee.

At its root, at its bottom, a budget is
the priorities of America. This rep-
resents the choices we make about the
priorities for the money that we are
going to spend over the next 7 years.

These are critically important
choices, and the Senator from Wash-
ington has been loud and clear with re-
spect to what those priorities ought to
be—priorities that favor the middle
class and working families in this
country who are struggling to get by,
saying to the students who want to fur-
ther their education there ought to be
an opportunity for a student loan. We
should not, as the Republican plan
calls for, increase the cost of that stu-
dent loan $3,100 over the next 7 years.

It says to that struggling senior, yes,
there have to be savings out of Medi-
care; we understand that, but not these
kinds of draconian cuts that mean a
further burden on seniors and that will
threaten the closing of hospitals
throughout the rural parts of America.

To say to others who count on Fed-
eral programs in order to survive, as
that young man who was in the wheel-
chair this afternoon who relies on Med-
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icaid for his very breath, that is an
American priority, that is someone we
care about in the American family.

Senator MURRAY has been right there
making these points and carrying this
fight. I thank her very much for the ef-
fort she makes every day to make cer-
tain that the budget reflects the prior-
ities of the American people.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M.
MONDAY, OCTOBER 23, 1995

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I now ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in ad-
journment under the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 3:30 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
October 23, 1995, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate October 20, 1995:

THE JUDICIARY

NANETTE K. LAUGHREY. OF MISSOURI. TO BE U.8. DIS-
TRICT JUDGE FOR THE EASTERN AND WESTERN DIS-
TRICTS OF MISSOURI, VICE JOSEFPH E. STEVENS, JR., RE-
TIRED.

U.S. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
COOPERATION AGENCY
LOTTIE LEE SHACKELFORD, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE A
MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVER-

SEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION FOR A TERM
EXPIRING DECEMBER 17, 1088. (REAPPOINTMENT)
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