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SENATE—Thursday, November 2, 1995

The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., and was
called to order by the Honorable
CONRAD R. BURNS, a Senator from the
State of Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
morning prayer will be recited by the
Senate Chaplain, Lloyd John Ogilvie.

PRAYER

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

The prophet Isaiah asks some very
penetrating questions that put every-
thing in order:

Who has directed the Spirit of the Lord,
or as His counselor taught Him? With
whom did He take counsel, and who in-
structed Him? Who taught Him in the
path of justice? Who taught Him knowl-
edge, and showed Him the way of under-
standing?—Isaiah 40:12-14.

Gracious Father, we humbly fall on
the knees of our hearts as we answer
these questions. You alone are the ulti-
mate source of wisdom, knowledge, and
guidance. Forgive us when we use pray-
er to try to manipulate Your will. It is
not for us to instruct You, make de-
mands, or barter for blessings. We con-
fess our total dependence on You not
only for every breath we breathe, but
every creative or ingenious thought we
think. You are the Author of our vision
and the instigator of our creativity.

So we begin this day with thanks-
giving that You have chosen us to be
leaders. All our talents, education, and
experience have been entrusted to us
by You. The need before us brings forth
the expression of supernatural gifts
You have given us. We thank You in
advance for Your provision of exactly
what we will need to serve You and our
Nation this day. By the power of the
Holy Spirit. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

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

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, November 2, 1995.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable CONRAD R. BURNS, a
Senator from the State of Montana, to per-
form the duties of the Chair.

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. BURNS thereupon assumed the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 12 noon, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 5 minutes each.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr. MURKOWSKI] is
recognized to speak for up to 20 min-
utes.

PROGRAM

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the
leader has asked me to communicate
this news to the Senate this morning. I
am told that there will be a period for
the transaction of morning business
until 12 noon.

Following morning business, the ma-
jority leader has stated that it will be
his intention to begin consideration of
S. 1372 regarding the Social Security
earnings limit.

The Senate may also be asked to
begin consideration of the legislative
branch appropriations bill during to-
day’s session.

As usual, all Senators should antici-
pate rollcall votes throughout the day
and possibly well into the night.

THE ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE LEASE SALE

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
there is, in the reconciliation bill
passed, in both the Senate and the
House, an item known as ANWR, the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge lease
sale, There have been many views, ver-
sions, and interpretations of just what
this is all about. I think it is appro-
priate that a Representative from Alas-
ka, again, highlight the facts concern-
ing this very important issue relative
not only to the reconciliation package,
where it is anticipated to result in a
lease sale of about $2.6 billion, but its
contribution to the national energy se-
curity interests of our country.

Mr. President, let me attempt to put
the issue in an understandable perspec-
tive relative to the size of the area that
we are concerning ourselves with and
the actual footprint anticipated.

First of all, there is a bit of a mis-
nomer associated with ANWR, the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Reserve. I hope

the Chair can see this chart. Perhaps I
should put it up a little higher. This
does a pretty good job of describing the
area in question. ANWR itself covers,
basically, this top area, which is the
coastal plain, about 1% million acres;
there is this wilderness area in green
here, about 8 million acres. It covers
the Arctic National Refuge—this por-
tion here, which is in an area that is in
refuge. That is about 9 million acres. It
covers this up in the Arctic coastal
plain. This is 1.6 million acres. The
point is that the Refuge is about the
size of the State of South Carolina.

When we talk about allowing an oil
lease sale, there are a lot of misconcep-
tions relative to just what the foot-
print will be. As I have indicated, the
wilderness area, the green area, is not
in jeopardy. That has been put in a wil-
derness status by Congress perma-
nently, and that was initiated back in
1980.

The area of the refuge, which is the
color orange—roughly 9 million acres—
was also set aside in a permanent ref-
uge in 1980. This area in yellow, the
small area at the top, consists of 1'%
million acres. That is the 1002 area
that was left out of the permanent des-
ignations in 1980 by Congress for Con-
gress to address the appropriateness of
allowing oil and gas leases in the area.

So what we have here is, out of the 19
million acres, an area of 1% million
acres where the Congress is now mak-
ing a determination on whether or not
a lease sale should take place. This lit-
tle area up here, as you see in the red
or maroon color, is Kaktovik. That is
an Eskimo village. The proposal is to
lease 300,000 acres out of the 19 million
acres of ANWR. In reality, it is 300,000
acres out of the coastal plain, a very
small area. People have indicated that
the Canadian border is right in here—
that this area has virtually never had a
footprint in ANWR. Obviously, that is
incorrect. There is an Eskimo village.
There is a radar site at Barter Island.
Two abandoned radar sites are along
the coast. So there has been a foot-
print, but it has been very negligible.

Geologists tell us that this is the
most likely place in North America
where a major oil discovery might take
place. We really do not know whether
the oil is there, and you do not know
where to look for it; and when you look
for it, you usually do not find it. When
you look for it in Alaska and find it,
you better find enough because of the
cost of developing and transporting the
oil.

It is rather curious to note that on
this chart we have the area to the west,
Prudhoe Bay. Prudhoe Bay, as most
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Members know, has been supplying this
Nation with 25 percent of its total
crude oil production for the last 18
years. The significance of Prudhoe Bay
is that, while it has continued to flow
at a rate much higher than predicted,
and the recovery is much higher today,
that field is in decline.

Production has been as high as 2 mil-
lion barrels a day. Today it is down to
1.5 million barrels a day. As a con-
sequence, we are importing more oil
from overseas sources.

To give you an idea, Mr. President,
and many Members really do not re-
flect on this, but in 1973 we had an oil
embargo in this country—the Arab oil
embargo—and the significant thing at
that time, we were 36 percent depend-
ent on imported oil—36 percent.

Today, our Nation is just a little over
50 percent dependent on imported oil.
For those of you who have perhaps for-
gotten, in 1990 we had a war in the Per-
sian Gulf. That was a war over oil. It
was also an environmental catastrophe
in Kuwait. You recall the burning of
the oilfields.

Now, earlier this year, our Depart-
ment of Commerce put out a report
that said the national energy security
interests of the United States were as
risk as a consequence of our increased
dependence on imported oil. Several
years ago there was a great deal of dis-
cussion in the Nation relative to the
increased dependence on imported oil,
and there were those who suggested we
would have to take steps—positive
steps—to decrease our dependence on
imported oil if we ever approach 40 or
45 percent dependence on imports. Here
we are today at 50 percent.

We hear a lot about our trade deficit.
We are buying more overseas than
other nations are buying from the
United States. It is interesting to look
at the makeup of that. Roughly half is
our trade deficit with Japan. Mr. Presi-
dent, the other half is the cost of im-
ported oil.

Now, about 25 to 30 years ago when
they were contemplating whether to
open Prudhoe Bay, they made the ini-
tial discovery. They had a question of
how to transport the oil to market.
Some may recall the Manhattan, a U.S.
tanker that had been reinforced to
move through the ice through the fa-
bled Northwest Passage, taking the oil
from Prudhoe Bay, AK, over the top of
the world, but they found the ice condi-
tions were such it was an impractical
alternative and proceeded to initiate
the Trans-Alaska Pipeline—an 800-mile
pipeline from Prudhoe Bay to Valdez.

It proved to be one of the engineering
wonders of the world. It withstood
bombs. It withstood dynamite. It with-
stood rifle shots. It withstood earth-
quakes. There was a bad accident in
Valdez with the Erxron Valdez when it
went aground, but certainly it had
nothing to do with the integrity of the
pipeline.
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What we have here is a situation
where the arguments used against this
were very vocal—national preserva-
tion, environmental groups said this
would be a hot pipeline. The oil comes
out of the ground hot. You were put-
ting the pipeline in permafrost, perma-
nently frozen ground; therefore, you
will melt the ground from the heat of
the pipeline; that will cause the pipe-
line to break.

What about the animals, the caribou,
the moose? Are they going to cross the
pipeline? You will have an 800-mile
fence across Alaska. Clearly, that was
not the case. The pipeline did not thaw
the ground.

As a matter of fact, many of the
moose and caribou feed upon the pipe-
line because there is more vegetation.
As the Acting President pro tempore
from Montana is very much aware, any
heat in an area where you have vegeta-
tion causes the grass to grow. We have
the animals browsing in the spring on
top of the buried pipeline because the
grass grows more profusely in those
areas.

The point is, the same arguments
used against opening up the ANWR, or
arctic oil reserve, are the same argu-
ments used 25 years ago. They were
predicting doom. You could not do it
safely.

What about the people of the area?
We have the Inupiat Eskimos in Point
Barrow, Wainwright. The Eskimos
were concerned because there was a
question about their dependence on
subsistence. What would happen to the
caribou? Here is a picture, Mr. Presi-
dent, an actual picture of a very small
portion of the central Arctic herd. Can
you see the caribou? There are lots of
them. They are all real. There are
males and females. You see the pipe-
line in the background, and you see an
oil rig under drilling. Once this area is
drilled, this rig will be removed. Clear-
ly, you see they are compatible.

Now, the Eskimos were fearful this
development would harm the caribou
and their dependence on subsistence.
They are, today, advocates of opening
up the Arctic oil reserve because they
have seen for themselves, they have
satisfied themselves that this activity
has provided them with another alter-
native to subsistence, That is, jobs.
They have jobs in huge areas of north-
ern Alaska where jobs did not exist any
before. They have a choice of jobs or
subsistence.

Today, Point Barrow—at the top of
the world, you can cannot go any fur-
ther north—without a doubt, has the
finest schools in the United States,
without exception. They have indoor
recess areas. They have been able to do
this because they have the taxing capa-
bility, they have a revenue stream
from the oil activities. They have jobs.

There is a concern being expressed by
a group of our Native people in Alaska
called the Gwich'ins, and this chart
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shows what this issue is all about, in-
volving another caribou herd. The cari-
bau herd that moves in this general
area of the Porcupine River is called
the Porcupine caribou, named for the
Porcupine River that flows in and out
of Canada and affects the villages of
Arctic Village and Venetie.

The particular native people in this
area are not the Eskimos of the North
Slope but are very dependent on the
Porcupine caribou herd for their liveli-
hood and subsistence. This is the line
that separates Canada from the United
States up at the top of the world. This
caribou herd is about 165,000.

As far as caribou are concerned, in
Alaska we have 34 herds. We have
about 990,000 caribou in the 34 herds.
Two-thirds of the herds are increasing
in numbers and 15 percent are in de-
cline, and the rest are relatively stable.
The herds fluctuate.

As the Senator from Montana well
understands, they can overgraze their
particular area and their numbers de-
cline. There can be a concentration of
predators in an area and numbers de-
cline. There can be hard winters and
the numbers decline.

This particular herd is the Porcupine
caribou herd—about 152,000 animals.
The people that are dependent on this
herd are the Gwich’ins, and they are in
Canada and Alaska. Three quarters of
them are in Canada and the rest are in
the villages of Venetie and Fort
Yukon. They are fearful they will lose
this subsistence dependence as a con-
sequence of activity associated with
the lease-sale development and hope-
fully discovery.

I point out, Mr. President, a foot-
print is pretty small. The proposed
lease sale in the Arctic oil reserve—
this is a term I use—because it dif-
ferentiates from the 19 million acres of
ANWR, the actual area under consider-
ation, the 300,000-acre lease sale out of
the 1.5 million is pretty small in com-
parison to the entire area.

But the facts are, these caribou mi-
grate in from Canada, come up into
this area, and many of them calve.
They calve where they calve; not in
one spot, necessarily. It depends on the
winter. Sometimes very few of them
calve in America. They calve in Can-
ada. But they come out here by pref-
erence, if they can, because they come
to the coastal areas where the wind
blows and there are fewer flies and
mosquitoes and it is just a lot more
pleasant.

As a consequence, the gquestion is,
can we have development compatible
with migration?

If the Prudhoe Bay case is any evi-
dence, we think we can. But what we
are anxious to do is work with the
Gwich’'ins on both the Canadian and
Alaskan side to form an international
caribou management system to ensure
that these animals are not disturbed.
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The theory behind that would be that
development, in the sense of explo-
ration, drilling and so forth—which oc-
curs in the wintertime, I might add—
would not take place during the
calving time, which is 3 to 4 weeks dur-
ing the early summertime. So we can
address that adequately. But that is
one of the major issues that is used to
suggest that the Porcupine caribou
herd is at risk by this development.

Interestingly enough, these dots on
the Canadian side represent sites of ac-
tual drilling for oil that took place in
the 1970’s. It is interesting to note also
that there is a highway here, the
Dempster Highway in Canada. It goes
from near Dawson up to Fort McPher-
son. These caribou in their migration
cross that highway. The Canadian Gov-
ernment did not see fit to do an envi-
ronmental impact statement when
they built that highway on the effect it
would have on the caribou. The reality
is it had very little if any effect, just as
any activity in the coastal plain will
have very little if any effect. We can
take steps to ensure that it does not
have an effect.

The argument that the Porcupine
caribou herd is in jeopardy because of
this activity is a bogus argument. It is
a bogus argument fostered by some of
the national preservation, environ-
mental groups, that look upon this
issue as a cause celebre. It generates
membership, it is idealistic, it gen-
erates dollars. The American people
cannot see for themselves just what
kind of a footprint there would be. The
American people cannot communicate,
if you will, with the Eskimo people, as
to what the advantages have been for
them with the associated development
and employment in their area.

I might add, for those who are not fa-
miliar with this area, because of the
permafrost in these areas it is almost
impossible to have underground utili-
ties. So the tradition in these villages
is no running water. The water is
hauled in. There are no sewage facili-
ties. You have what you call honey
buckets. The honey bucket man comes
around two or three times a week and
you dump your honey bucket in the
honey bucket wagon. A lot of people do
not know that in many parts of rural
Alaska that is the standard way of life.

As a consequence of having a tax
base, these villages are getting running
water, they are getting sewage capabil-
ity, things that we take for granted
and have never questioned. But if you
do not step in another man's shoes and
appreciate how he lives, you will never
know what it is like—not to have run-
ning water and sewage.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent for another 10 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, as
a consequence, the merits of this, what
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this means to the people of the area,
are significant. The people in the area,
the Hskimo people, are speaking for
themselves and they are speaking
against the interests as enunciated by
the Gwich’ins, who are very much op-
posed to this.

I visited one of the Gwich’in villages,
Arctic Village. I was up there in Au-
gust. I was also in Venetie. I went into
the meeting hall in Arctic Village and
was cordially hosted. They had a big
poster, a Hollywood poster of the buf-
falo. The sign under the poster said,
“Don't let happen to the Porcupine
caribou herd what happened to the buf-
falo.” Mr. President, they were out to
shoot the buffalo and that is what they
did. This activity has nothing to do
with going out and shooting the Porcu-
pine caribou. The caribou are very
adaptable, unless you run them down
with a snow machine or begin shooting
them and so forth. So, as a con-
sequence, there is absolutely no sug-
gestion that this herd is going to be af-
fected by this activity.

The Eskimos have invited the
Gwich'ins to come up to Barrow, at
their expense, to see for themselves
what the alternative advantages are
for jobs, tax base, and so forth. Unfor-
tunately, there are tremendous pres-
sures by the environmental groups that
are funding, through the Gwich'in
Steering Committee, ads in the New
York Times and other efforts in opposi-
tion to this. We have also seen, unfor-
tunately, the Secretary of the Interior,
who is very much opposed to this de-
velopment, side with the Gwich’ins.

The Gwich’ins are a relatively small
population in Alaska, somewhere in
the area of 400 to 500 people at most.
Most of the Gwich'ins live in Canada.
Of course, Canada is a competitor of
the United States, a competitor to
Alaska in the sense that Canada sup-
plies a lot of energy to the world, a lot
of energy to the United States. So the
official position of the Canadian Gov-
ernment is very much opposed to the
development of energy in Alaska be-
cause they see us as a competitor
against their market which provides
energy into the United States—gas, oil
from Alberta, and so forth. As far as
the Porcupine caribou herd and the de-
pendence on that, about 300 to 400 ani-
mals are taken each year by the Alas-
kan Gwich'in people, about 4,000 by the
Canadian Gwich'in people.

So, this is the environmental issue:
Whether or not this area can be opened
safely without harming the Porcupine
caribou herd and the Gwich'in people.

To suggest that American technology
and ingenuity cannot open up this area
and do it safely is really selling short
America. This pipeline was one of the
construction wonders of the world.
Prudhoe Bay is the best oilfield in the
world. You may not like oilfields, but
it is the best. The environmental over-
sight, permitting requirements are
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higher than anywhere else in the
world. It is suggested by industry that
they can have a very small footprint in
this coastal plain, if allowed to initiate
drilling. People have said, ‘‘Senator,
you are from Alaska. Obviously you
have a position on this issue. How do
you know that? How do you know that
footprint is going to be small?"’

About 8 years ago we came out and
found another field adjacent to
Prudhoe Bay called Endicott. That
came on production as the 10th largest
producing field in the United States, at
about 110,000 barrels a day. Today it is
the seventh largest at nearly 130,000 a
day. They put a little island offshore
here. And the footprint is 56 acres—b56
acres.

Mr. President, this area is 19 million
acres, as I said. The coastal plain up
here is 1.5 million acres. We are talking
about a 300,000-acre lease sale. Industry
tells us now that their footprint, if the
o0il is there, can be as little as 2,000
acres. Four or five years ago industry
said our footprint might be 12,500 acres.
Do you know what 12,500 acres is? It is
like the Dulles International Airport
complex if the rest of the State of Vir-
ginia were a wilderness.

Remember, this area we are talking
about is as big as the State of South
Carolina. So to suggest that this foot-
print is going to jeopardize the coastal
plain, is going to jeopardize the porcu-
pine caribou herd, is absolutely a fab-
rication of reality.

This is an important issue for the Na-
tion just as Prudhoe Bay was because
Prudhoe Bay has been contributing 25
percent of the total crude oil produced
in the United States for the last 18
years. It is in decline. What do we re-
place it with? More imported oil? Ex-
port more jobs? And $57 billion dollars
is the cost of imported oil. We have an
opportunity, and the opportunity is
now because this issue is in the rec-
onciliation package.

There has been tremendous pressure
on the White House on this issue. But
not once has the White House ad-
dressed the national security interests.
What has happened in the Mideast, Mr.
President? What has happened with
Libya, our friend Qadhafi? We all know
Saddam Hussein, Iraq, and what is
going on in Iran today, and the threat
against Israel's national security. The
Mideast is going to have a crisis. It is
just a matter of time. We have heard
from a number of statesmen. Larry
Eagleburger, former Secretary of
State, Schlesinger—many, many others
saying do not put all your eggs in one
basket. That Middle East situation is
going to explode, and our increased de-
pendence on that market is going to re-
sult in the United States being held
hostage because of our increased de-
pendency on imported oil.

Mr. President, this would be the larg-
est single job producer in North Amer-
ica. It would not cost the Federal Gov-
ernment 1 cent. There is no subsidy.
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There is no appropriation. The private
sector will bid this in at an estimated
bidding price to the Federal Govern-
ment, the State of Alaska, at $2.6 bil-
lion.

In addition, there is approximately
$80 million or more that is anticipated
as a revenue stream to be contributed
to refuge maintenance in our national
parks and refuges. And as a con-
sequence of the increased need for
these facilities, I would like to see
more funding put in for our parks and
other areas.

I appreciate the extension of time.
Let me just make a couple of more
points because I do not see other Mem-
bers who wish to speak at this time.

There is some suggestion that this is
going to have an effect on the polar
bear. Anyone in Alaska can tell you
the polar bear do not den in ANWR.
They do not on land. They den at sea
on the Arctic ice. You talk about the
polar bear., We do not allow the polar
bear to be hunted by Caucasians. You
cannot take a polar bear in Alaska un-
less you are a Native., You can only
take it for subsistence. You cannot
take a hunter out for hire. In Canada,
you can take a $10,000 bill, and you can
go out and shoot a polar bear; anybody.

S0 we are taking care of our polar
bear. We are taking care of our renew-
able resources.

So the environmental community is
selling America short on our tech-
nology. And I would look forward to an
extended debate on the factual reali-
ties associated with this issue because
what we have seen is rhetoric, rhetoric,
rhetoric, rhetoric, rhetoric; no factual
information of any kind.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I would be happy
to yield for a question without losing
my right to the floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league from Alaska.

I wanted to ask the Senator. In the
committee I had an amendment which
said that if we go forward with oil
drilling in the Arctic Refuge there
ought to be at least an environmental
impact statement that is filed. Can the
Senator explain why he disagrees with
that? I know in fact we have not had
one since 1987, Much has changed since
then, and the Secretary stated that an
environmental impact statement will
be necessary for each new lease sale.
This is certainly a new lease sale. Even
if you are for drilling in ANWR, I think
there is a big argument against it. It is
not rhetoric. Why will the Senator at
least not be willing to go forward with
environmental impact statement?

Mr. MURKOWSKI. As the Senator
from Minnesota knows, there are dif-
ferent views. The Senator is coming
from the point of view of an obstruc-
tionist. We had an environmental im-
pact statement prepared for the first
lease sale. The application of updating

President;,
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that is certainly appropriate. But to
suggest we have to go back and start
the process over means you are simply
putting it off, and as a consequence we
will simply import more oil from over-
seas.

So this is just another obstructionist
proposal because we have already had
an adequate EIS. If you are going to
bury this thing, then you have to take
the responsibility for it.

The Senator from Alaska simply is
fed up with these arguments that have
no foundation. They are simply ob-
structionist wviews, and as a con-
sequence it is not relevant.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

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

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair,
and wish the President a good day.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, time is
set aside for Mr. HATCH to speak for up
to 15 minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. 1 wonder whether
the Senator from Utah would be will-
ing to give me 2 minutes.

Mr. HATCH. I need the full 15 min-
utes.

I will be happy to yield 1 minute. I
yield a minute to the Senator from
Minnesota

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank my col-
league.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Alaska that I would have
been pleased to go on with this debate.
I think the national environmental law
requires an environmental impact
statement. It is not obstructionism to
say so. I think for the vast majority of
the people in the country, First, they
do not believe on environmental
grounds, or on energy grounds, that we
need to do oil drilling which could
threaten the pristine wilderness area, a
real treasure for this Nation; and, Sec-
ond, I think people believe, if you are
going to go forward with it, you at
least ought to be willing to file an en-
vironmental impact statement so we
can know what in the world it is going
to do. We had the Exzon Valdez oil spill.
A lot has happened since 1987. That is
not, I say to my colleague, obstruction-
ism for me to come to the floor and to
make that clear.

I thank the Senator from Utah.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the
environmental impact statement was
completed in 1987, and it took 5 years
to complete. There were full public
hearings and extensive studies. The
record speaks for itself.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. This would have been an
interesting debate for me too. I have to
say that with the debate around here
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this has been studied, and it has been
unbelievable. We had all the same bi-
zarre and extreme claims with regard
to the caribou up there, and now we
have more caribou and more wildlife
than ever before. Alaska is just such a
vast place. Maybe it is time we started
thinking about the country, and about
how we can stay independent and have
national security.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I think my col-
league should give me a minute to re-
spond.

Mr. HATCH. I would like to finish my
other statement. I would like to shift.
I just had to make that comment be-
cause I hear this all the time, and I get
kind of tired of it.

DRUG SENTENCING

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, in the
past month there has been much dis-
cussion about penalties for crack co-
caine and about whether we should
lower them. Of course, on Tuesday,
President Clinton signed legislation
preventing reduced sentences for crack
cocaine from taking effect. That was
the responsible course of action to
take, and he should be commended for
taking it.

So I was disturbed to read, in Satur-
day's New York Times that:

* * * in Miami, some Federal prosecutors
say they have chosen not to charge some
crack suspects because they believe the pun-
ishment they will face is unduly harsh. [NY
Times, October 28, 1995]

1 am sure most Senators will agree
that those who violate the law must be
vigorously prosecuted. Congress enacts
the laws and penalties, and the Justice
Department enforces them. I have writ-
ten to the Attorney General asking
whether there is any evidence that
crack prosecutions—or any other type
of prosecutions—are being foregone be-
cause Federal prosecutors feel the pen-
alties are too harsh.

The Times’s unattributed statement
is also troubling in light of the fact
that Federal drug prosecutions have
slipped more than 12 percent since
1992—from 25,033 in 1992 to 21,905 in
1995.

I want to take a couple of minutes to
reinforce the reasons why this body
voted unanimously to block reductions
in crack sentences, especially since the
Washington Post has been attacking
President Clinton for signing the legis-
lation [President Clinton and Crack,
Nov. 2, 1995].

Some basics: penalties for crack are
currently two to six times higher than
for a comparable quantity of powder
cocaine—not 100 times longer as some
have imagined.

Crack use is associated with the ex-
plosion in the most horrifying cases of
child abuse in recent years. And while
drug addiction has long been a path to
prostitution, crack has created what
on the street is called the ‘‘freak
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house’” phenomenon, where female
crack addicts gather to trade sex for
their next 35 piece of crack.

Crack dealers are notorious for their
remorseless killings.

Crack is a much more powerful
psychoactive agent than powder co-
caine.

According to the U.S. Sentencing
Commission, the typical dealer is
caught selling 109 grams of crack—the
equivalent of 3,000 rocks.

The Sentencing Commission tells us
that crack defendants are more likely
to have carried a weapon than other
traffickers, and are more likely to have
had an extensive criminal record at the
time of arrest.

No one, to my knowledge, disputes
these basic facts. No one claims that
those who are convicted are innocent.

It is true that some low-level crack
dealers are being arrested. Yet, very
few Federal crack defendants are low-
level, youthful, and nonviolent. Ac-
cording to the U.S. Sentencing Com-
mission, of the 3,430 crack defendants
convicted in 1994, there were just 51
youthful, small-time crack offenders
with no prior criminal history and no
weapons involvement.

In other words, despite all the rhet-
orie, just 1 crack defendant out of 67
qualifies as youthful, nonviolent, and
low-level. Incidentally, under the so-
called safety wvalve provision of last
year's Crime Act, cases similar to the
51 are now eligible for specially lenient
sentences.

We have a situation where, unfortu-
nately, opponents of the sentencing re-
gime are dismissing the facts. That is
regrettable, especially so since the vic-
tims of the crack trade are so over-
whelmingly concentrated among the
minority residents of our inner cities.

For a blunt assessment of crack’s ef-
fects in the inner city, listen to T. Wil-
lard Fair, president and CEO of the
Urban League of Greater Miami:

[Crack dealers] sell death to my commu-
nity. They undermine the peace and har-
mony of my community by virtue of what
they choose to do.

Crack is not the only problem we
are facing, of course. Today, a major
national survey is being released by
PRIDE—a parents’ group
headquartered in Atlanta. PRIDE has
found dramatic increases in drug use
among kids. Cocaine is up.
Hallucinogens are up.

Marijuana use is up 111 percent in
grades 6-8. It is up 67 percent in grades
9-12. One in three high school seniors
now smokes marijuana. This confirms
reporting from other sources that in
1994, the number of high-school kids
smoking pot hit 2.9 million—nearly 1.3
million more than in 1992.

This chart shows the fruits of our
newly permissive attitude toward
drugs. Among 9-12th graders, mari-
juana use is up for the 3d straight year,
from 16.4 percent of students back in
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the 1991-92 school year to 28.2 percent
of students.

Like many of my colleagues, I am
also concerned at the Clinton adminis-
tration's misguided policy of focusing
on hard-core drug addicts—people who
are very difficult to rehabilitate.

I am not saying we should not, but
our limited funds ought to be going to
these first-time youthful offenders that
we have a chance of rehabilitating, not
for people who we have virtually no
chance of rehabilitating.

One key indicator of the success or
failure of such a policy is the number
of emergency room admissions, be-
cause many emergency room cases in-
volve addicts and burned-out users.
There is a survey instrument that stud-
ies such cases, and many Members of
Congress will have heard of it—the
Drug Abuse Warning Network, better
known as DAWN.

Members may be surprised to learn
that the numbers for DAWN have been
unaccountably late this year. That is
right: The numbers for the first half of
1994, which should have been released
months ago, are now 16 months old.

In past years, these numbers have al-
ways been released in April. The 1993
numbers were released on April 11, 1994.
The 1992 numbers were released on
April 23, 1993. The 1991 numbers were
released on December 18 of the same
year—less than 5 months after the sur-
vey data had been collected.

It is my understanding that the
administration had planned to finally
release this data on Friday. It is fur-
ther my understanding that the data
will show a large upswing in the use of
cocaine and methamphetamine.

Unfortunately, the American people
will have to wait a few more days for
this information. You see, the adminis-
tration has postponed the release of
this data until next Tuesday, which
just so happens to be the day elections
are being held in Virginia, New Jersey,
Kentucky, Louisiana, and Mississippi.
In other words, to get past the elec-
tion, or at least that is what it appears
to be.

Voters in these states will not learn
of this evidence of failed leadership
until after election day. What does this
tell the American people about the
Clinton Administration's drug policy?

And why do we have to wait 16
months for this information when we
know from past experience that we can
get it in less than 5? It is intolerable
that the Congress has to wait over a
yvear for vital information on the
present state of our drug problem.

The administration is aware of the
seriousness of this problem. According
to the Attorney General:

The latest surveys confirmn that despite
some recent gains, dmg use in the United
States is clearly on the upswing once again.
The social consequences—of drug use—can-
not be reduced of affected by enforcement ef-
forts until our soclety chang‘es its more tol-
erant attitude toward drugs. . . .
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Mr. President, the Attorney General
called it exactly right. We are not
going to get anywhere on this problem
until we start to change attitudes
again. The job of changing attitudes
belongs to all of us in positions of na-
tional leadership. It also belongs to the
President.

I have previously indicated that I
think President Clinton is AWOL—ab-
sent without leadership—in the war on
drugs. Senator DOLE and Senator
GRASSLEY have already been vocal on
this issue, on the need to bring na-
tional attention to bear on just how
bad the situation has become. We need
to revitalize the drug war. In coming
months, I will be calling on a number
of my colleagues to join in this effort.

I am concerned. By working to-
gether, I believe we can reclaim this
lost ground. Just look at this chart,
‘‘Rate of Youthful Marijuana Use.”
And we all know that once they start
using marijuana, many of them will
start trying harder drugs like cocaine,
ultimately heroin, and so on. In grades
9 through 12, the PRIDE survey shows
that we had a low here at 16.4 percent
in 1991 and 1992, and from that day on
it has gone up to where it is 28.2 per-
cent.

Keep in mind, almost all these kids,
a high percentage of these kids are
going to try harder drugs because they
think it is a fun thing to do after try-
ing marijuana. Marijuana use is up,
and it means the other harder drug
usage will be up as well.

I wonder what this particular DAWN
survey will say, but we will not have
the privilege of knowing it until after
the election this year.

We have a number of very important
elections coming on that Tuesday.

No matter which way you look at it,
you have to be alarmed by this problem
of more and more kids grades 9 to 12
using marijuana every year since 1992.

Frankly, there is not much leader-
ship in trying to stop them from doing
s0. Mr. President, I am concerned
about these problems. I hope the ad-
ministration is concerned. It is about
time that they get concerned about
these problems. We have to do what is
right here. We have to do what is right,
and do what is in the best interests of
our kids and of our grandchildren and
the future of our country. We have to
start getting very, very tough on drug
use in this country.

And for us and this administration to
take the limited funds that are avail-
able, and use them for hard-core drug
addicts, instead of these kids that need
the help now that have a chance of
being rehabilitated, I think, is basi-
cally immoral. If we have enough
money left over, sure, I am willing to
throw it down the drain by trying to
help the hard-core drug addicts as well.
And occasionally you will get one that
will do a little bit better in treatment,
but it is almost none who come
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through that process who are hard-core
drug addicts. It is very, very uphill.

Frankly, with the limited funds we
have, we ought to be using them to
help those kids who need it and are
likely to quit using drugs after the re-
habilitation period starts.

Mr. President, I hope that the Presi-
dent and others will do more about this
issue. We have all got to do more about
this issue, and I am going to continue
to speak out until I see some changes
in this administration and some
changes in our government as a whole.
I hope that we will all cooperate in
trying do this because this is not a
Republican/Democrat thing and not a
pro-administration, anti-administra-
tion thing.

These are facts that have to be
brought out. Hopefully the administra-
tion just does not understand, and once
they do, will start doing more about it.
And hopefully the President will use
his bully pulpit to start fighting these
things that are destroying America, fi-
nancing crime and murders throughout
this society, and killing our kids and
their futures well into the future.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

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

KyL). The Senator from Kentucky is
recognized for 10 minutes under the
previous order.

(The remarks of Mr. MCCONNELL per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1378
are located in today's RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
New Mexico is recognized for up to 20
minutes.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr.
President.

THE IMPORTANCE OF FEDERAL
INVESTMENTS IN RESEARCH
AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
this morning to call the Senate's at-
tention to a report that was released
yesterday by the Council of Economic
Advisors. The report is entitled, “Sup-
porting Research and Development to
Promote Economic Growth: The Fed-
eral Government’s Role.”

This report eloguently makes the
case for the enormous positive impact
which Federal investments and re-
search and development have in pro-
moting economic growth and providing
greater opportunities for our children
and for future generations. Most of the
debate we have had, Mr. President,
about this budget this year has focused
on whether particular cuts or reduc-
tions or particular tax increases have
been fair to one group or another in
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our country. For example, are the Med-
icaid cuts too deep? Are the Medicare
cuts too deep? Should we be putting an
additional financial burden on students
in schools? Should Congress be scaling
back the earned-income tax credit on
low- and moderate-income families
while cutting taxes for those who are
better off?

But another important part of the
debate, the budget debate, needs to be
about the impact of what is proposed in
this budget on the long-term economic
growth of the country. And that is the
issue that I would like to focus on here
this morning.

The report that was released yester-
day by the Council of Economic Advi-
sors makes several crucial points that
the congressional majority needs to
understand as it embarks on what I see
as a disastrous course of slashing Fed-
eral civilian research investments by
the year 2002. Let me just read a couple
sentences from the report.

It says:

Increasing the productivity of the Amer-
ican workforce is the key to higher living
standards and stronger economic growth in
the future. Evidence indicates that invest-
ments in research and development have
large payoffs in terms of
growth. . . . Indeed, investments in—re-
search and development—are estimated to
account for half or more of the increase in
output per person. Maintaining or increasing
this country’'s research and development ef-
fort is essential if we are to increase the rate
of productivity growth and improve Amer-
ican living standards.

The report finds that ‘“‘many studies
have demonstrated that investments in
research and development yield high
returns to investors and even higher
returns to society.” The report points
out that it is this difference between
the returns capturable by a single firm
or an individual and the returns to the
society as a whole that leads the pri-
vate sector to underinvest in research
and creates the need for public invest-
ment in research and development.

Mr. President, this is a need that has
been recognized throughout this Na-
tion’s history, going back to the first
Treasury Secretary of this country, Al-
exander Hamilton. The report points to
the $30,000 that was appropriated in
1842 to build a telegraph between Wash-
ington, DC, and Baltimore, to dem-
onstrate the feasibility of Samuel
Morse's new technology.

It points to the 1862 Morrill Act, and
that is an act, of course, that has bene-
fited each of our States—Government
funding of agricultural research., It
points to the enormous benefits that
have flowed from the expansion of Fed-
eral research investments following
World War II pursuant to the vision
that Vannevar Bush described in his re-
port “Science: The Endless Frontier,”
which was submitted to President Tru-
man in June 1945 at the end of the war.

Yet, there are some very disturbing
charts in this report. The first of these
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charts I want to refer my colleagues to
is a chart of nondefense research and
development expenditures as a percent-
age of gross domestic product. What
you can see here is that the United
States has been lagging behind Japan
and Germany in its nondefense re-
search expenditures as a percentage of
gross domestic product for more than
two decades.

The yellow line is the United States.
Japan is now substantially above both
the United States and Germany in its
investment in research and develop-
ment, nondefense research and develop-
ment, as a percentage of its gross do-
mestic product.

This second chart indicates Federal
investments, U.S. investments in non-
defense research and development and
shows very clearly that they have been
declining substantially since the 1960's
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct. You can see from the period 1961 to
1996, there was a short period there in
the early sixties where there was a sub-
stantial increase during the heyday of
the space program. It began to come
down. It has continued its downward
trend, as a general matter, until today,
and it is scheduled in this proposed
GOP budget for a substantial addi-
tional decline in the next several years.
That Federal research investment, as
this chart shows, will plummet during
the next several years.

As the report that was issued yester-
day points out, this is a greatly dif-
ferent plan of action from what govern-
ments in other parts of the world are
doing, particularly Japan and Ger-
many, who are our main rivals eco-
nomically and technologically. Those
countries around the world are seeking
to follow the example of the United
States, to emulate the successful
American model of the last century,
just at the same time that we, as a na-
tion, seem bent on abandoning that
model or wrecking it. The Council of
Economic Advisers’ report points out
that the Japanese Government re-
cently announced its plans to double
its research and development spending
by the year 2000.

We have a chart here that I think is
a very important chart for people to
focus on. This highlights the effect of
our congressional budget plan and the
effect of the Japanese plan. What you
can see is that by the year 1997, Japan
will overtake the United States in Gov-
ernment support for nondefense re-
search and development, and that is
not as a percentage of our gross domes-
tic product, that is in absolute dollars.
You can see that by 1997, the Japanese
will be spending more than we will if
we stay on the course that has been
laid out in this budget resolution. Ob-
viously, this gets even worse in the
years ahead, as you go to the year 2000.

The Council of Economic Advisers’
report also points out that there is no
basis in historical data to believe that
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cuts in Federal research and develop-
ment spending will be compensated for
through additional private sector in-
vestments. I think this is a very impor-
tant point, Mr. President.

This next chart, which I really do
commend to everybody because I think
it has a very important message about
how history works, it makes it very
clear that there is a correlation be-
tween changes in Federal research and
development expenditures and changes
in private sector research and develop-
ment expenditures 1 year later. The
private sector follows the Federal Gov-
ernment lead in investing in research
and development.

The report concludes the correlation
means that if Federal research and de-
velopment support is cut, the Nation is
likely to lose future rewards not only
from the federally supported research
and development that will not be un-
dertaken, but also from the industrial
research and development that will not
be undertaken as the private sector
scales back in response to Federal cuts.

Stated very simply, when the Federal
Government spends more on research
and development, the private sector
follows its lead. When the Federal Gov-
ernment spends less on research and
development, the private sector follows
its lead and spends less.

Mr. President, this is a horrible posi-
tion for our country to place itself in
as we approach the beginning of the
21st century. These cuts in Federal ci-
vilian research and development are
not just theoretical numbers out there.
These are cuts that are being made in
many of the appropriations bills that
we are passing on the floor of this Sen-
ate.

The energy and water appropriations
bill, which we passed on Tuesday, cuts
civilian energy research by 17 percent,
$637 million. That was 17 percent from
the President’s request and it was cut
13 percent, or $462 million, from the
last year's level of funding. Some re-
search and development activity, such
as solar and renewable energy research
and development, were cut an even
larger percentage, 35 percent, in that
particular bill.

The same is true in the transpor-
tation appropriations bill that we
passed on Tuesday. The conference re-
port cut the Transportation Depart-
ment’'s R&D budget request by 30 per-
cent from the President’s level of re-
quest and by 8 percent from last year's
level.

In these two bills alone, civilian re-
search and development is cut by al-
most $1 billion from the Pregident’s re-
quest, by over $500,000 from the fiscal
year 1995 level.

Far deeper cuts are coming in the
Commerce, State, Justice appropria-
tions bill, in the VA-HUD appropria-
tions bill and in the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill.

This is not what we should be doing
to our country as we approach the 21st
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century. If we do not change from this
path, I believe that we will condemn
future generations and our own chil-
dren to a less prosperous and less pro-
ductive America.

1 urge my colleagues to read the
Council of Economic Advisers’ report
and think about the consequences, the
long-term consequences, of eating the
seed corn of our future prosperity.

I urge my colleagues to think about
the consequences of falling behind
other industrialized nations in research
and development and ultimately in
productivity and standard of living.
There is a clear and a constructive role
for the Federal Government in invest-
ing in research. It has been carried out
since the beginning of our Republic
and, on a very large scale, it has been
carried out since the Second World
War. It has served our Nation well. It
should not be lightly discarded as a
collateral casualty of the effort to bal-
ance the budget.

IMPORTANCE OF SENATE RATIFI-
CATION OF START II TREATY

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to speak for a few moments on an-
other matter. This is a subject of pro-
found importance that the Senate is
not dealing with at the moment, and
that is providing our advice and con-
sent to ratification of the START II
Treaty.

The START II Treaty is one that was
negotiated and signed during the Bush
administration.

It is so clearly in our national inter-
est to proceed with that treaty that I
have heard literally no dissent on that
subject. Yet, it remains bottled up in
the Foreign Relations Committee, ap-
parently, as a hostage in a dispute over
whether the chairman of the commit-
tee will get his way in the consolida-
tion of our foreign affairs agencies.

In my view, this is profoundly wrong.
Getting rid of several thousand nuclear
weapons in Russia is so clearly in our
national interest that it is, to me,
tragic that the treaty is caught up in
the sort of brinkmanship that has
come to characterize the new congres-
sional majority’s approach to legislat-
ing. If it is not the daily public threat
to refuse to raise the debt limit, it is
the quiet threat we hear to torpedo the
SALT II Treaty and the Chemical
Weapons Convention.

Let me read into the RECORD some
statements made by various people—
most of who happen to be Republican—
in favor of the START II Treaty.

President George Bush:

The START II Treaty is clearly in the in-
terest of the United States and represents a
watershed in our efforts to stabilize the nu-
clear balance and further reduce strategic
defensive arms.

Senator HELMS, chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee:

I am persuaded that the 3,000 to 3,500 nu-
clear weapons allowed Russia and the United
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States in this START treaty does not meet
reasonable standards of safety.

He made that statement on February
3 of this year.

The Heritage Foundation, in the
briefing book that they prepared for
new Members of this Congress:

The START II Treaty will serve U.S. inter-
ests and should be approved for ratification.

The former Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Colin Powell:

“With a U.S. force structure of about 3,500
nuclear weapons, we have the capability to
deter any actor in the other capital no mat-
ter what he has at his disposal.”

The present Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General Shalikashvili,
said:

I strongly urge prompt Senate advice and
consent on the ratification of START II.

Senator RICHARD LUGAR of this body
said:

If new unfriendly regimes come to power,
we want those regimes to be legally obli-
gated to observe START limits.

Senator McCAIN said:

With the conclusion of the START II, the
threat of nuclear war has been greatly re-
duced, and our relationship with the former
Soviet Union established on a more secure
basis.

Mr. President, let me also read into
the RECORD a statement made by the
President’s press secretary on October
20, in response to yet another postpone-
ment of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee business meeting on this
issue. This is headlined, ‘“The White
House Office of the Press Secretary.”

It says:

The President expressed concern today
about the postponement of yesterday's Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee business
meeting. He urged the Senate to completes
its consideration of both the START II Trea-
ty and the Chemical Weapons Convention
and to provide its advice and consent to
their ratification as soon as possible.

1 ask unanimous consent that the
full statement be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE WHITE HOUSE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY,
Washington, DC, October 20, 1995.

STATEMENT BY THE PRESS SECRETARY

The President expressed concern today
about the postponement of yesterday’'s Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee business
meeting. He urged the Senate to complete its
consideration of both the START II Treaty
and the Chemical Weapons Convention and
to provide its advice and consent to their
ratification as soon as possible.

“START II and the CWC are of critical im-
portance to U.S. national security,” the
President declared. **They will help create a
safer world for all Americans, and for our
friends and allies. We need these two vital
treaties now."

START II will continue the process begun
by START 1 of achieving deep reduction in
Russian nuclear weapons. This will further
diminish the nuclear threat and advance
U.S. nonproliferation interests.
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The Chemical Weapons Convention will
ban an entire class of weapons of mass de-
struction. Its nonproliferation provisions
will make it harder and more costly for
proliferators and terrorists alike to acquire
chemical weapons.

Both START II and the CWC were nego-
tiated and signed under the Bush Adminis-
tration. Last month, the Senate adopted an
amendment expressing the view that the
Senate should promptly provide its advice
and consent to their ratification. The Presi-
dent urges the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee to allow the full Senate to carry
out its Constitutional responsibilities and to
support the ratification of START II and the
CWC this fall.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as [
said at the outset, it would be tragic if
the Senate did not give its consent to
the ratification of the START II Trea-
ty before we adjourn in December or
late November of this year. It will re-
flect very badly upon the leadership of
this Senate. It will play into the hands
of those in the Duma in Moscow, who
want to torpedo the treaty.

It is incredible to me that we can
find time to debate all manner of sec-
ondary foreign policy matters on this
Senate floor, such as the Helms-Burton
Cuba bill and Jerusalem Embassy bill.
One newspaper headline referred to this
as the ‘“Majority Leader's World
Tour.” But we do not seem to be able
to find time for the START II Treaty.
We have had plenty of days around
here recently where we were marking
time in morning business, and today is
one of those days. We will likely have
more of them in the weeks to come. We
need to use at least one of those days—
the sooner the better—to provide our
consent to ratification of a treaty that
is 80 clearly in our national interest.
We need to stop the brinkmanship, at
least when it comes to matters beyond
our shores, on which there is bipartisan
consensus.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CONGRATULATIONS TO PATRICK
W. RICHARDSON

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Hunts-
ville, AL, native Patrick William Rich-
ardson received the 1995 Arthritis
Foundation's James Record Humani-
tarian Award at a reception and dinner
before an audience of his friends and
peers recently at the Von Braun Civic
Center. The Alabama chapter of the
Friends of the Arthritis Foundation
seeks to honor a person actively con-
cerned in promoting human welfare
through philanthropic works and inter-
est in social reform.

Pat Richardson attended law school
at the University of Alabama and
began his practice with the family law
firm, where he was eventually joined
by two of his sons. He has distinguished
himself in the legal profession and in
civic pursuits. He has received many
honors as an attorney. He served as
president of the Alabama State Bar. He
conceived and spearheaded the estab-
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lishment of the University of Alabama
in Huntsville and the UAH Foundation,
on which he continues to served as a
trustee. He also had a key role in the
formation of Randolph School and is
still active as a lifetime trustee. With
the enthusiastic backing of his wife,
Mary, Pat has served in the leadership
and has actively supported numerous
civic campaigns and enterprises.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial detailing the career and accom-
plishments of Pat Richardson appear-
ing in the September 20 edition of the
Huntsville Times be printed in the
RECORD. I congratulate and commend
Pat for receiving this prestigious
award.

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

[From the Huntsville Times, Sept, 20, 1995]

ATTORNEY'S C1vic WORK CITED

Huntsville attorney Patrick William Rich-
ardson was presented The James Record Hu-
manitarian Award at an award dinner re-
cently at the Von Braun Civic Center North
Hall.

Richardson’s civic contributions include
conceiving and leading in the founding of the
University of Alabama in Huntsville and the
UAH Foundation. He played a key role in es-
tablishing Randolph School and is a lifetime
trustee.

He has been given numerous civic awards
and honors including the Certificate of
Merit, the honorary Doctor of Laws degree
and the President’s Medal of the University
of Alabama in Huntsville, the Distinguished
Civic Service Award of the UAH Alumni As-
sociation, the John Sparkman Award of the
Madison County of the UA Alumni Associa-
tion, the Award of Merit of the Alabama
State Bar and the Brotherhood Award of the
National Conference of Christians and Jews.

He has served as regional and national
trustee of the National Conference of Chris-
tians and Jews, director of the Alabama Mo-
torists Association affiliate of the American
Automobile Association, the Huntsville In-
dustrial Expansion Committee, two local
banks and a local mortgage company.

He is listed in Who's Who in America,
Who's Who in American Law and Who's Who
in the South and Southwest and was recog-
nized in resolutions of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Alabama Legislature and
the U.S. Congress.

TRIBUTE TO LAUGHLIN ASHE

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Shef-
field, AL mayor Laughlin Ashe passed
away recently. In the 3 short years
that he served as mayor of his home-
town, Ashe developed a reputation for
integrity and honesty that is seldom
enjoyed by officeholders. Many of those
who worked with and for him say he
deserves full credit for the economic
revival of this city in northwest Ala-
bama.

Laughlin Ashe looked after the best
interests of his town to the very best of
his abilities—abilities that were con-
siderable. He was loyal to his friends
and he was always true to his word. His
was an effective style that yielded true
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leadership. He had a multitude of

friends who will truly miss him. I am

one of them.

After he was elected mayor in 1992,
Ashe went about building consensus
and bringing people together in order
to rebuild the downtown area of Shef-
field. His upbeat and forthright atti-
tude spilled over into his work. He
never allowed his serious illness to
dampen his desire to serve and finish
projects he had initiated and hoped to
see completed. His dignity and spirit
during his illness were reflections of
the qualities that made him a success-
ful mayor and wonderful human being.

He often remarked to close friends
that being Sheffield mayor was the
only job he ever really wanted. He was
the coowner of Ashe-Box Insurance for
several years, but sold his interest in
the business after his election to the
full-time mayor’s job.

Laughlin Ashe was a friend to many,
a consummate gentleman, and a com-
passionate father. He had an undying
love for his city. Even before becoming
mayor, he was Sheffield's self-ap-
pointed No. 1 cheerleader. He will be
missed by all of us who had the pleas-
ure of knowing him and watching him
in action. .

Last summer, Mayor Ashe met with
editors of the TimesDaily newspaper
for an interview to be published after
his death. I ask unanimous consent
that the account of that interview,
from the September 16, 1995,
TimesDaily be printed in the RECORD.

I extend my sincerest condolences to
his wife, Debbie, and their family in
the wake of this immeasurable loss.

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

[From TimesDaily, Sept. 16, 1995]
ASHE ON HOMETOWN: *‘GoD I LovE THIS
PLACE”

(Laughlin Ashe was a forward-looking per-
son—even when his own future was douded.
This summer, Ashe met with TimesDaily
editors for an exclusive interview, to be
published after his death. For some two
hours, Ashe spoke candidly about how far
his city has come—and issued a challenge
for others to keep up the progress after his
own passing. Here is an account of that
meeting)

(By Mike Goems)

SHEFFIELD.—Laughlin Ashe leaned back on
the office sofa with his hands clasped behind
his head and continued to talk about the
past, present and future of his beloved Shef-
field.

For more than an hour, he appeared com-
pletely content and relaxed. His own bleak
future appeared lost in the discussion about
business expansions, a sharply healthier city
treasury and city revitalization efforts.

Without warning, his thoughts suddenly
returned to the inevitable. He had known for
weeks that he would not be there to see
those plans through.

“The good Lord has been kinder to me
than I've ever had a right to expect,” Ashe
said. ““He has given me an opportunity to do
the one thing that I've always wanted to do.
I've never been involved in anything as ful-
filling as this job.
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“The only regret I have is time. I just
don’'t have the time anymore,” Ashe contin-
ued as tears filled his eyes, his voice crack-
ing. He could not finish his next sentence—
“I wish I had more time, just 42 more years
to see. . "

Ashe, a self-proclaimed cheerleader for a
city rebounding from the doldrums of the
mid-1980s, died Friday from liver cancer. He
was 59.

Having been told by doctors that his life
likely would end before autumn, perhaps his
favorite time of the year, Ashe agreed to be
interviewed by the TimesDaily on June 27,
provided the story would not be released
until after his death.

His message on that hot, overcast day
came in the form of a challenge to Sheffield
residents to keep the city moving forward.

“This city has come so far in such a short
period of time,”” Ashe said. ““There's no rea-
son we cannot continue in this direction
when I'm gone.

“There's a sense of pride that has returned
to Sheffield. People are proud to say they're
from Sheffield again. I know it means some-
thing special to me to tell people where I
live. God, I love this place.”

That love and pride for his hometown is
perhaps the biggest legacy Laughlin Ashe
leaves. Ashe's enthusiasm is credited by
many as one of the single biggest factors
that made Sheffield a city on the move
again.

To have heard him talk, you would, think
the city is headed toward unprecedented
growth.

"“We have feelers out in every direction,”
Ashe said. “We've on the verge of some ex-
tremely big things, and slowly but surely
we're going to get there.”

Ashe downplayed his role in the revitaliza-
tion of Sheffield, and he made repeated ef-
forts not to point fingers at anyone from
past administrations. Instead, he praised the
City Council, which he said has done *‘an un-
believable job,"” and the residents who ‘‘feel
as deeply about the city as I do.”

“When I was running for office, Sheffield
had gotten into a rut,” Ashe said. “People
were not negative but they certainly weren't
positive, either. That kept us in that rut.”

Change came subtly but quickly, a product
of a joint effort between the council and
Ashe.

WE'RE BUSINESSLIKE

We were fortunate enough to have six
brand new people with no political experi-
ence to come into office at one time,” Ashe
said. '"‘Not a single one of us knew that some-
thing couldn’t be done. We didn’t understand
there was no way to get from one point to
the other. So, we just did it.

“We don’t have the pizazz that Florence
does with their nearly $20 million budget, we
don't have the little hint of scandal that
may sometimes trouble Muscle Shoals where
you have this faction hollering at another
faction, and we don’'t have that little smoke
like what’s coming out of Tuscumbia. We've
business-like. We discuss the issue and 20
minutes later we're out of there.”

Ashe saw his role as one of a cheerleader.
While promptly dealing with the negatives,
Ashe focused on the positive things in Shef-
field. It's an attitude that proved to be con-
tagious.

“During these past three years, we have
uncovered a lot of those needs and started
serving them." he said, *When you get down
to it, you provide the basic services and the
rest is attitude.

“And hell, yes, our image has improved. I
base that on what people say to me, my fam-
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ily and the council. The attitude has im-
proved. The way to discover that is by driv-
ing through our neighborhoods like York
Terrace, the Village and Rivermont and
you'll see people building onto their houses
and taking pride in their property.”

During the Ashe administration, the city
has attacked the problem of rundown houses
and property that has gone unattended by
landowners. Several of those eyesores have
been torn down, at a cost of about $10,000 per
project.

That condemnation process is far from
complete, according to Ashe. Singling out a
property owner on Columbia Avenue, he said
the face-lift ultimately will include the re-
moval of some house trailers and other un-
sightly residences.

Ashe also talked at great length about the
council’s ability to update equipment for the
street and cemetery departments, while im-
proving resources for the police and fire de-
partments. Sheffield's 101 city employees
have been given another raise, marking the
third straight year they have received pay
increases.

“We got behind during the level times of
the 1980s, and we're still not where we want
to be,"” Ashe said, ‘“‘We have lost three or
four top-notch police officers over the last
month or so. We can't afford to keep them.
We get them trained in the academy and
then on the streets, and then they go to Mus-
cle Shoals or Florence for a $5,000 raise. And
I don’t blame them."

The purchases and raises are products of
an improved economic and retail base. Ashe
credited Sheffield businessmen Bob Love and
Tony McDougal for initiating some of that
growth before the 1992 election. The influx of
restaurants in the city has revitalized down-
town.

A REASON TO COME

““The thing Sheffield had been missing for
80 many years was a hook, a reason for peo-
ple to come to the city,” the mayor said.
“There had been no real reason to come into
Sheffield unless you had a specific purpose.
We don’t have the upscale anything for shop-
pers. Restaurants are changing that. They're
giving people a reason to come into our
city.”

Ashe forecast that the crowning jewel of
Sheffield's revitalization will be a promised
overpass that will allow motorists to travel
to Sheffield without fear of being delayed by
passing trains at the Montgomery Avenue
crossing. Despite the belief among some resi-
dents that the overpass will never be built,
Ashe never wavered.

“I still go to bed at night and say my pray-
ers and thank God this overpass is coming,"”
he said. ‘‘this overpass is going to do more to
change Sheffield positively as Woodward Av-
enue did in Muscle Shoals.

“We're going to have a business route
again, and we're going to have traffic flow
through here that made this town back in
the ‘60s and earlier years. Once the traffic
flow starts, the retail and commercial por-
tions will come. We have some people al-
ready beginning to think in those terms.”

Sheffield's long-range plan includes the de-
velopment of an office park near the inter-
section of Nathan and Hatch boulevards, a
project that will tie in with the Old Railroad
Bridge walking-trail system. The city also is
working on a softball-baseball complex.

As Ashe put it, “We've got so many things
in the cooker it's hard to keep up with.”
That's why he asked the council to hire an
assistant to the mayor during his final
months, so he could make that person aware
of those projects. The council responded by
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hiring Linda Wright, who will now play a
role in the transition to a new mayoral ad-
ministration.

THE BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, more
than 3 years ago I began daily reports
to the Senate to make a matter of
record the exact Federal debt as of
close of business the previous day.

As of the close of business Wednes-
day, November 1, the Federal debt
stood at exactly $4,981,703,482,414.58. On
a per capita basis, every man, woman,
and child in America owes $18,910.63 as
his or her share of the Federal debt.

It is important to recall, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Senate this year missed
an opportunity to implement a bal-
anced budget amendment to the U.S.
Constitution. Regrettably, the Senate
failed by one vote in that first attempt
to bring the Federal debt under con-
trol.

There will be another opportunity in
the months ahead to approve such a
constitutional amendment.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, is there
30 minutes reserved for the minority
leader or his designee?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

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

CLASS WARFARE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, yester-
day, I was on the floor of the Senate
discussing the reconciliation bill and
discussing some other issues, including
trade issues, and I was confronted, once
again, with the rejoinder that a discus-
sion of the type that I was having was
class warfare. I responded to that at
the time. But I was thinking about this
last night as I was reflecting on the
discussion we had.

I thought to myself that it is inter-
esting because every time you talk
about the economic system in this
country and who it rewards and who it
does not reward, who it penalizes and
who it does not penalize, somebody
says you are talking about class war-
fare. What a bunch of claptrap, to call
a discussion about economic strategy
in this country and who benefits ‘‘class
warfare.

Here is what I said yesterday. I was
relating it to the reconciliation bill, a
bill that, not me, but a Republican
strategist said largely takes from those
who do not have and gives to those who
do.

I was reading an article written by
John Cassidy, which I thought was in-
teresting. He talks about the economic
circumstances in our country. He said
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that if you were to line up all Ameri-
cans in a row, with the richest Amer-
ican far on the right and the poorest
American far over here on the left—
line all Americans up in one row—and
then go to the middle American, the
one right in the middle, the average,
and that middle American standing in
the middle of that line would be a
working American, who earns, on aver-
age, $26,000 a year.

His article pointed out something I
pointed out to the Senate previously,
which I think relates to why people are
sour in this country and why they are
upset about where we are headed. He
pointed out what that person making
$26,000 a year, that working family
there making $26,000 a year, has experi-
enced in this country.

In September 1979, this person was
earning $498 a week. In September of
1995, if you adjust for inflation, this
worker had lost $100 a month in in-
come. Let me state that again. This is
a person working in this country—a
country we always expect to have an
economy that provides opportunity,
growth, and advancement—a person
who works for an income of $26,000, in
16 years, discovers he is $100 a month
behind.

Why is that happening? Because our
economic system in this country is one
where we are saying to the American
workers, ““We want you to compete on
a different level.”” Other people in this
world are willing to work for pennies
an hour. People putting shoes together
in Malaysia work for 14 cents an hour.
They hire kids in India to make rugs.
They hire cheap labor in Mexico to
make products that used to be manu-
factured in this country by people who
had good manufacturing jobs.

It is because those jobs increasingly
have moved out of our country, be-
cause wages in this country have di-
minished, because we have decided to
allow foreign competitors to access our
marketplace with a product of cheap
goods, which are the product of cheap
labor, people earning 20 cents an hour
making shoes in Sri Lanka, or shirts
from China. The list goes on and on
and on. Is that good for the consumer?
Yes, because in the short run they can
buy cheaper goods, presumably. In the
long run, American jobs are gone.

That middle-income wage earner,
who loses $100 a month in earnings in
16 years, discovers that this kind of
global economics hurts middle-income
wage earners.

The same article made a different
point. The top 1 percent of the families
in this country in 1977 were earning an
average of $323,000 a year. In 1989, the
year for the comparison of the fop 1
percent, that was up 78 percent; they
went from $323,000 a year in income to
$576,000 a year in income.

So while the person right in the mid-
dle in this country has lost $100 a
month, we have the upper 1 percent,
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whose incomes per person go up to half
a million per year, with a nearly 70 per-
cent to 80 percent increase in income.

My purpose was not to say that the
people at the top are not worth it. I do
not know whether someone making
half a million is worth it. I do not
know what they are doing. My purpose
is not to say they do not deserve it.
They may well deserve all of it.

My purpose is to say an economy
that provides enormous rewards to the
small group of people at the top but pe-
nalizes—because of its economic strat-
egy—the middle-income families in the
middle by saying to them, “Work 16
years and you will be $100 less a month
and you will be farther behind,’ some-
thing is wrong with that strategy.

That was the point I was making. I
was equating that point to the strategy
in the reconciliation bill that says to
50 percent of the American families—
and guess which 50 percent—the bot-
tom half will pay more as a result of
this bill; and then says to the top 1 per-
cent—guess what—it is time to smile.
When you get your envelope, it will
have good news because you get a sig-
nificant tax break.

That is the point I am making—not
class warfare, just the facts, the facts
that describe why a lot of people are
upset about which economic strategy.
Why do we see a $26,000-a-year wage
earner work hard for 16 years and lose
ground?

Let me give examples. Here is a com-
pany that makes pants—slacks. On
July 19, they filed a form down at the
Department of Labor that says 280 of
their workers now apply for trade ad-
justment assistance.

What does that mean? In plain Eng-
lish, they had 280 people working for
them that are not working for them
anymore because of foreign competi-
tion. That means this company moved
their company to Mexico, fired the
American workers, the American work-
ers go on trade adjustment assistance.
Then this company, after the taxpayers
pay trade adjustment assistance for
unemployed Americans who lost their
job and takes its production to Mexico
where it can hire cheap labor, makes
the same product, and ships it back
into this country.

The net result? More profits for this
company, more profits for the pants
maker, but 280 people out of work.

Are these slothful, indolent people
who do not want to make their way in
life? No, working families that had a
job but cannot compete with people
who make 70 cents an hour or $1 an
hour and should not be expected to
compete in those situations because it
is not fair competition.

This company, by the way, that has
280 of its people receiving trade adjust-
ment assistance says the following:
“They perform most of their sewing
and finishing offshore to keep the pro-
duction costs low.” However, the fin-
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ishing of garments sewn by third-party
contractors is conducted either in one
of its U.S. facilities or in the offshore
facilities. The offshore plants pack the
finished garments and ship them back
to the United States for U.S. cus-
tomers.

Here is what it says in the financial
report. Certain of the companies that
formed subsidiaries had undistributed
retained earnings of $21 million on No-
vember 4, 1994. No U.S. tax has been
provided on the undistributed earnings
because management intends to indefi-
nitely reinvest such earnings in the
foreign operations. In other words,
they made $21 million by moving the
jobs outside of this country and pay
zero tax.

What about their competitor? If their
competitor across the street stays in
this country and makes the same kind
of pants and makes $21 million, they
pay a $7 million tax to the U.S. Gov-
ernment. Said another way, this com-
pany gets a $7 million tax break for
moving its jobs offshore.

Last week, I offered an amendment
here in the U.S. Senate—very simple.
No one could misunderstand it. It said
at the very least we should stop penal-
izing the companies who stay in this
country and keep the jobs in this coun-
try, get rid of the tax incentive that
says if you close your plant in America
and move it overseas, we give you a tax
break.

Stop this perverse, insidious tax
break for companies who decide they
will close their American plant and
move the jobs overseas, giving them an
advantage over the people who stay
here and produce here and work here in
this country. My amendment failed on
a party-line vote. It failed on a party-
line vote. I say if we cannot close this
loophole, we cannot close any loop-
holes. We will have a chance to vote on
this again.

Let me give another example of why
that $26,000 family is working harder
and losing ground. This is from a Fruit
of the Loom news story, October 31,
1995. That is the day before yesterday.
Fruit of the Loom, the Nation’'s largest
underwear maker said today it would
close six U.S. plants and cut back oper-
ations at two others, laying off 3,200
workers, or 12 percent of its work
force.

What you are seeing, said their
spokesman, is the cumulative impact
of NAFTA and GATT, our trade agree-
ments.

This company will lay off 3,200 peo-
ple. It does not mean much, just a sta-
tistic. A statistic is sterile, antiseptic,
and does not mean anything to any-
body.

One of the 3,200 is a person that has
a name, went to school, had some
hopes deep in their chest for them-
selves and their family and their fu-
ture, who are called in some place and
told, ‘‘Guess what? We have some news
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for you. This job you had at our com-
pany does not exist anymore. We are
moving that job to a foreign country
where we can buy labor for 50 cents an
hour, 14 cents an hour or $1 an hour.
We think having to pay you $5, $7 or $10
an hour is way too much money. So we
will access profit by obtaining foreign
labor and doing overseas what we used
to do here."”

This $26,000 worker or one of these
3,200 people that have lost their jobs
might ask the question these days: If
productivity is up—and it is—produc-
tivity is up in this country, the stock
market is up—it is at record levels;
corporate profits are up—at record lev-
els; if America is doing so well, why is
this middle-income family losing
ground?

I spoke yesterday about part of the
reason for that. It is a combined strat-
egy that says in this country that we
measure economic health by what we
consume, not what we produce. There
is no premium on production. If we
have not learned anything by studying
several hundred years of economic les-
sons, we certainly have not learned the
lesson of the British disease—slow eco-
nomic decline. Once you decide that
production does not matter, consump-
tion is what counts.

You measure consumption every
month forever and talk about how good
things are going in this country and
have your production facilities leave
America, you weaken this country for-
ever. You inevitably weaken America’s
ability when you weaken its productive
sector.

Now, I talked about all of that yes-
terday in the context of needing a new
trade strategy, especially a new trade
strategy. We cannot compete with one
hand tied behind our back and should
not be expected to compete with people
making 14 cents an hour or we do not
want to compete with those kids who
are paid 12 cents an hour working 12
hours a day. American workers should
insist that competition be fair in inter-
national trade.

I also said yesterday that not only is
our economic strategy and trade strat-
egy desperately in need of reform so
that it responds to the needs of those
who stand in the middle of the line of
the income earners in this country. At
a time when those on the upper side of
the line are doing handsomely, the peo-
ple in the middle are losing ground.
Not only do we need a new economic
strategy to address those issues as we
discuss issues like the reconciliation
bill in Congress, we also need to under-
stand what all the statistics mean.

When we decide that the philosophy
we pursue is one that says let the bot-
tom 50 percent pay more and let the
top 1 percent be handsomely rewarded,
it is not any wonder that people are
sour about the priorities here.

The earned-income tax credit, as an
example in the reconciliation bill, the
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earned-income tax credit changes are
the result or are the reason why the
bottom half will largely pay margin-
ally more tax after this reconciliation
bill is passed.

What is the earned-income tax cred-
it? It is the earned-income tax credit
that goes to people that work at the
low end of the income scale that pro-
vides incentives for them to work, the
very thing we have debated for months.

We want to get people off of welfare
rolls and onto payrolls. We need to pro-
vide incentives for people to go to
work. People who are working, often at
the bottom of the scale, need those in-
centives.

This reconciliation bill says, by the
way, these incentives are unimportant
to us, so what we will do is limit the
earned-income tax credit. And what is
important to us? Building B-2 bombers
nobody asked for, building a star wars
program nobody wants, buying F-16
and F-15 airplanes nobody ordered,
buying two amphibious ships for $2 bil-
lion that the Defense Department said
it did not need, and spending $60 mil-
lion, without a hearing, for blimps.

I am still asking, and I am asking
again today, if there is anybody in this
Chamber who knows who wrote in the
$60 million in the defense bill to buy
blimps, please raise your hand or come
to me in the coming days so I can give
proper credit where credit is due. Who
in the Senate thinks we ought to buy
blimps in the American defense bill?
Somebody does, Somebody wrote it in.
Nobody now will claim credit.

This is all about priorities. It is not
about class warfare, not about one
group of Americans versus another. It
is all about trying to make sure the
American wagon train moves ahead
without leaving some wagons behind.
It is about the priorities in this eco-
nomic strategy, a strategy that actu-
ally encourages American corporations
to move jobs out of this country, move
them overseas, through this perverse
tax incentive that rewards them when
they do it. It's the economic strategy
that says we do not care about those
who stay here. We will not offer a mini-
mum level of protection against unfair
competition by 12-cent labor or 12-
year-old laborers, or stuff produced by
companies overseas that pump pollu-
tion into the air or water.

It is not a strategy that makes sense
for this country’s future. We must find
ways, not only as we discuss this strat-
egy on trade but also as we discuss the
reconciliation bill, to merge our inter-
ests and make sure that all Americans
move ahead. This country succeeds
when we make sure that we provide op-
portunities for everyone. The private
sector, the job base, the opportunities
that exist must exist for all Americans,
not just a select few Americans.

Most people I know want an oppor-
tunity to succeed and want an oppor-
tunity to do better. Most people are
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willing to get training and get edu-
cation and go search for jobs. Regret-
tably, these days, fewer and fewer good
jobs are available. The good manufac-
turing jobs, they are going to Mexico,
going to Sri Lanka, going to Ban-
gladesh, Malaysia, and Indonesia.
Those are jobs that used to be in Phoe-
nix, yes, some in Bismarck, El Paso,
Denver, Chicago, and Pittsburgh.

This country needs to rethink its
economic strategy. It needs to rethink
the strategy in the reconciliation bill,
which is wrong. It needs to rethink its
economic strategy in trade policy and
have a broader economic game plan to
try to encourage, persuade and retain
an aggressive, thriving production in-
dustry in our country.

Not our country, not any country,
will long remain an economic power, a
world-class economic power, if it ex-
ports its productive base.

I asked a recent Trade Ambassador,
who shall remain unnamed—Carla
Hills—is there any area at all, any area
of productive capability, steel, autos,
any area that you think that we must
not do without, that would hurt our
country if we lose? No answer. Appar-
ently, there is nothing the loss of
which would hurt our country.

I could not disagree more. No coun-
try will remain a strong economic
power unless it has an auto industry
that thrives, a steel industry, a trans-
portation industry. The storm clouds
are overhead. The small craft warnings
are out already.

People who do not study these issues,
including international trade and the
broader economic strategy, and who
wins and who loses, and people who do
not study the consequences of the rec-
onciliation bill, I think only add to the
aggravation that a lot of American
families feel about a system that says
to them: Work harder and you will
achieve less. Work 15 years and you
will be $100 a month behind, if you hap-
pen to be in the middle of American
wage earners.

We have a lot of debate ahead of us
on the issue of reconciliation because
the President, justifiably and predict-
ably, will veto this bill. This is a ter-
rible piece of legislation. There will be
a veto and then this country, in the
tradition of 200 years of democracy,
must come together and reach a com-
promise.

Republicans and Democrats may dis-
agree on some things, but the fact is, it
is required for us to compromise. That
is the way the system works. One side
or another may not like it, may not
want to, but we are required to do that.

This stuff about default, train wreck,
shutdown, is fundamentally irrespon-
sible. No one in this country expects
any thinking or any thoughtful legisla-
tor to believe that any of those strate-
gies would be in America’'s best inter-
ests.

It is my hope in the coming days and
in the coming next several weeks that
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Republicans and Democrats together
will think through the common ele-
ments of a plan that makes sense for
this country. Can anybody, anybody
ever believe it is in our interest to pro-
vide a tax break to move your plant
overseas? Anybody? I understand we
have had a couple of votes on it. Both
times I have lost. But one of these
times it must not be political. One of
these times people need to look at that
and say: Is there a reason to provide a
tax break to say to somebody, ‘“‘Close
your plant in America, move it over-
seas, kill those jobs in America, hire
some foreign workers for pennies an
hour, and we will give you a reward; in
this case, we will give you $7 million;
close it up—a 37 million benefit'?

We will not give that benefit to an
American plant operator, some owner
of an American business or some work-
ers in an American business. We will
not give that to them for staying
there. We will just give it to somebody
who decides to move the jobs out of our
country.

I need to explain that vote to a num-
ber of constituents, honestly. We are
going to vote on it again. That is just
a small, baby step in the march of a
better economic strategy that makes
sense for this country in terms of the
growth of the productive center,
growth of good jobs and opportunity
for all Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. President, I make a point of
order a quorum is not present.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

(Mr.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
in this continuing effort for the fresh-
man and sophomore class to bring
something of a unique view to this Sen-
ate, we have set aside, I believe, a half
an hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The Senator is recog-
nized under the previous order to speak
in morning business for up to 30 min-
utes.

Mr. THOMAS. I thank the Chair. I
would like now to yield to the Senator
from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

RESTORING THE BONDS OF TRUST

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, it is a real
pleasure to be able to join my fellow
freshmen and sophomores with a mes-
sage that has been consistent. It is a
message asking for the courage of the
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American people to come forward to
accomplish the agenda that has been
set out in a very clear fashion.

Politics, like medicine, -must be
based on trust. Without trust, people
lose more than their faith in Govern-
ment. They lose all hope, hope that life
in the future will be better than in the
past.

That is why in the 1994 campaign, Re-
publicans pledged not just to change
politics but to restore the bonds of
trust between the people and their
elected representatives, to make us all
proud once again of the way free people
govern themselves.

The ideal of freedom and oppor-
tunity, which is the spiritual strength
of our Nation, is what motivated our
Founding Fathers. That ideal is what
motivates us today.

As the poet Archie MacLeish once re-
marked in a debate about national pur-
pose, ‘““There are those who reply that
the liberation of humanity, the free-
dom of man and mind, is nothing but a
dream. They are right. It is. It is the
American dream.”

Mr. President, we can no longer sac-
rifice the future, the future of our chil-
dren, by clinging to the past. We must
work to restore the American dream
for our children and for our grand-
children, but that means keeping our
promises.

Keeping our promise to balance the
budget means a better life for all
Americans. As interest rates fall and
productivity rises, all Americans will
enjoy a higher standard of living.

Keeping our promise to save and
strengthen Medicare means that for
the first time seniors will have a voice
but also a choice, and the Medicare
system will be preserved for that next
generation.

Keeping our promise to cut taxes
means that all Americans who have
watched their tax burden grow from as
little as 2 to 5 percent in 1950 to almost
50 percent today will finally get to
keep more of what they earn.

Keeping our promise to end welfare
as a way of life means that the cycle of
poverty that has trapped a generation
of families in welfare will at last be
broken and parents will be able to re-
gain their pride and their dignity
through work and personal responsibil-
ity.

It is a time to change. It is a time to
call upon the courage of legislators, of
representatives, and of the American
people to recognize and carry out this
change.

The decisions we make today will de-
termine our future. Let us go forward
with hope, confident that the future we
leave to our children and to their chil-
dren will be brighter than our past.

That is the legacy of our parents and
that their parents left to them. It is
the legacy all Americans inherited
from our Founding Fathers, the legacy
of the American dream. Let us not be
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the first generation who fails to pass it
on. /
Mr. President, I thank the Chair, and
I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. I yield myself such
time as I usefully use.

Mr. President, I congratulate my
friend from Tennessee, who has cer-
tainly been a leader in the Medicare-
Medicaid propositions that have come
forward. He has been a leader partially
because of his experience as a physi-
cian, but also having a very strong
commitment to move forward in the
changes that need to be made in order
to strengthen and preserve these pro-
grams so that they will be useful. So I
congratulate my friend.

LET US TALK ABOUT THE FACTS

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
been talking now for some time and
will continue to talk, certainly
through this month. I hope much of the
bill will be completed within the next
month so it will come to a closure that
will be useful to the American people.
I am confident that it will.

In the meantime, I think it is impor-
tant that we continue to talk about
what it is we are seeking to do, that we
continue to foster an understanding in
the country of what the issues are that
we are talking about. I have expressed
before and again say that I am very
concerned that in this democracy, in
this country, this Government of the
people and by the people and for the
people, that we need to have facts upon
which each of us can make the deci-
sions that we need to make as citizens
and as voters and as leaders in our
communities there.

There are differences of view. That is
legitimate. There will continue to be
differences of view. There are extreme
differences of view among some of the
Members in this place. But the deci-
sions that are made, regardless of that
point of view, have to be made on facts.

We all have a right to our own opin-
ion, but we do not have a right to our
own facts. I am concerned about it. I
am concerned about it. When I go home
to Wyoming, people talk about what
they perceive, what they have heard in
the media, what they have heard from
opinion analysts and things of that
kind that are not necessarily so. So I
hope that for the most part we can talk
about the facts.

I received a letter, as a matter of
fact, from a lady in Afton, WY, whom
I know, who has been very involved in
public issues and has been active as a
silver-haired legislator. She expressed
her concern about some of the deci-
sions that are being made and are
being proposed. But I thought the in-
teresting part was that she expressed
her particular concern about the future
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and about her grandchildren and the
things that would affect them. She
talked about the fact that things are
not going well, in her judgment, in the
country. And, indeed, they are not
where we would like them to be.

I thought it was interesting that she
resisted the idea of change. Basically
that is what we are talking about here
a lot. People will stand up, one after
another, decry the situation we are in,
talk about the future, talk about kids,
talk about taxes, and then resist
change, as if things were going to
change by continuing to do what we
have been doing. It seems to me that is
a fairly simple concept. We have not
balanced the budget for 26 years. We
have got to do something different if
we believe, as I do, that we need to bal-
ance the budget. I think most people
know something of the condition that
we are in, some of the conditions that
we need to change. One of them is to
balance the budget.

Let me read from this column, the
Parade magazine column. This author
uses this example:

Let’'s suppose you have an income of
$125,760 that comes not from work but from
the contributions of all your friends and rel-
atives who work. You're not satisfied with
what $125,760 can buy this year, so you pre-
pare yourself a budget of $146,060 and charge
the $20,300 difference to your credit card, on
which you're already carrying an unpaid bal-
ance of $472,548 . . . on which you pay inter-
est daily., Multiplied by 10 million times,
that's what our government did in the fiscal
yvear of 1994,

That is what we have been doing,
putting it on the credit card for these
yvoung people who will pay for it. We
maxed out the credit card. We will be
working in the next month to have to
raise the debt limit to $5 trillion. So
balancing the budget, most everybody
understands, is something that has to
be done.

Medicare and Medicaid. Clearly if
you think Medicare is something you
would like to have in the future, if you
think health care for the elderly is
something that we should maintain
and strengthen, then you have to
change. The trustees say you have to
change. It cannot continue to go on the
way it is.

Welfare. Most everyone who has
watched welfare at all would agree,
first of all, with the concept that we
ought to have programs that help peo-
ple who need help, but that they should
be designed to help people help them-
selves to go back into the workplace.
That has not worked. There are more
people in poverty than there were when
Lyndon Johnson was here and started
this whole system.

Yet each year in the interim, as
things did not go well, the solution was
to put more money into the same pro-
gram and expect different results,
which of course, does not happen.

Reduction of taxes allowing people to
spend more of their own money, is that
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not a concept? And we are seeking to
do that.

So that is what we need to do. Unfor-
tunately, we need to come together on
these principles. We need to come to-
gether to move forward in an area that
will accomplish these things. And
guess what? Guess what? We do not
have any leadership from the White
House. These are the things that the
President has said he is for—balancing
the budget, saving Medicare, reforming
Medicaid.

He wrote a letter when he was Gov-
ernor in 1989 asking that some of the
mandates be removed so that the
States would have more flexibility.
That is what we are trying to do. The
President in his campaign was the one
that was going to change welfare as we
know it. These are the things that ev-
eryone will stand up and agree we need
to change. And all we find is resistance
and denial, that, **No, we can’'t do that.
No. That is too fast. That is too much.
That isn’t the right way."

So we end up in something of a
gridlock, a gridlock that I think we
will overcome, a gridlock that we will
overcome and still maintain the prin-
ciples that are involved in making
these things succeed.

Let me talk just a minute about
what happens if we do not do some-
thing. If we do not do something about
balancing the budget, the deficit will
top $460 billion by the year 2005. Now,
that is a projection of the Congres-
sional Budget Office. The deficit will be
$288 billion in the year 2000 and upward
of $462 billion in 2005 if we do not do
something different than we have been
doing.

The national debt now stands at
about $18,000 for each of us. It is a debt
of $18,000 per capita. The servicing on
the interest of that debt—not the serv-
icing on the debt, not the reduction of
the principal—the interest cost each
American $800 in 1994. Today’s newborn
child, who is born today, owes $187,000
over his or her lifetime just to pay the
interest on the national debt. That is
what happens if we do not do some-
thing. If we do not do something, six
programs will absorb 75 percent of the
Federal budget: 22 percent for defense,
18 percent for net interest, 15 percent
for Medicare, 11 percent for Medicaid, 6
percent for retirement programs; that
is 75 percent of all Federal revenues
will go in those areas unless we make
some changes.

With respect to the Medicare tax, we
pay now, what, 2.9 percent payroll tax?
If we do not slow the program from 10.5
percent down to 6 percent a year in
growth, it will require an 8 percent
payroll tax instead of 2.9 percent by
the year 2030. So we need to make some
changes.

On the other side, what happens if we
do? As a result of balancing the budget
in 2002, a 2-percentage-point reduction
in interest rates on a typical 10-year
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student loan for a 4-year private col-
lege would save American students
8,800 bucks. If we could get that 2-per-
cent reduction in interest rates as is
predicted, on a 30-year mortgage on an
$80,000 home, it would save the Amer-
ican home buyer $107 each month, or
$38,000 over the life of the mortgage.

So not only do we have some very de-
structive kinds of things that will hap-
pen if we do not make some changes,
there are some very, very positive
things that will happen.

So, Mr. President, I hope that Presi-
dent Clinton will reconsider his posi-
tion and join in a useful dialog in
terms of coming to some agreement
and seek to deliver on some of the
promises he made in 1992. I invite the
President to drop the rhetoric and
come to the table in good faith.

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

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

BENEFITS OF BALANCING THE
FEDERAL BUDGET

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, my
freshman colleagues and I have come
to the floor again this morning to talk
about our plan to balance the Federal
budget and what that balanced budget
will mean to this generation and, more
importantly, or as importantly, to the
generations to follow. But no state-
ment that we make today could speak
more eloquently than a letter I re-
ceived from a young Minnesotan in Du-
luth, MN. He writes to me and urges
me:

I urge you, Mr. Grams, to take a scand for
eliminating this overwhelming national
debt. It is a cancer that is growing and grow-
ing, and something needs to be done soon, if
not for your generation’s sake, for mine.

For the first time in a guarter of a
century, Congress is standing up for
the coming generations, and we are
standing up to the big spenders who
have long dominated the decisionmak-
ing here on Capitol Hill. We have fi-
nally said, “Enough is enough—it is
time to return to reality, it is time to
stop the wasteful spending, and it is
time to balance the Federal budget,”
and that is what we have done with our
revolutionary budget plan that elimi-
nates the deficit by the year 2002 with-
out raising taxes and without dras-
tically slashing Government spending.

Ask Minnesotans if they think the
Federal Government ought to balance
its budget, and most people would say,
‘‘Well, yes, of course,’”” after all, Min-
nesota families have to balance their
own budgets every month, altering
their spending habits to keep pace with
the paychecks coming in and the bills
that are going out.

The corner grocer, the video store
owner, and every other job provider has
to do the same thing. It is the respon-
sible thing to do, and at a time when
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the taxpayers are demanding account-
ability in Washington, a responsible
Congress is expected to meet those
same standards that we ourselves have
to meet.

Besides the obvious benefits that
come with prudent financial manage-
ment, balancing the Federal budget of-
fers tremendous economic benefits for
all Americans—and my friend from Wy-
oming just went a through a list—
through lower unemployment, lower
interest rates, and a higher standard of
living.

The story of the credit-hungry power
shopper really illustrates why.

With a new job and a pretty good sal-
ary to go along with it, he applies for
and receives his first credit card. An
incredible shopping spree follows, and
then another and another, and it does
not take long before he reached his
credit limit. Now he has three choices:
Stop spending so recklessly; ask for
more credit; or go to your boss and ask
for a raise.

The spending has become addictive
and he is not about to stop. He already
spent his last raise, so he phones the
credit company and asks for additional
credit. They are happy, of course, to
oblige and he is off on another spending
spree.

This pattern continues for several
years until he has increased his credit
line to the point now where his month-
ly payments are barely keeping up
with the interest that he owes on his
tremendous debt. He has spent every
raise in advance without a second
thought, yet refuses to stop spending.
He knows what he is doing is wrong
and, in the back of his mind, he under-
stands that he cannot keep doing this
forever, after all, sooner or later the
credit card company is going to come
after him for their money, and that is
the very position that our Federal Gov-
ernment finds itself in.

For four decades, the Government
has been that uncontrollable shopper,
raising taxes, spending hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars more than it takes in
and, in the process, it has dug this Na-
tion into a $5 trillion debt. Whenever it
reached the credit limit, Congress
would vote to increase it. Whenever it
needed to ask for a ‘‘raise,” it would
vote to increase taxes on middle-class
families.

But now the Federal Government is
in the very same position as that over-
eager shopper. We have now reached
the point where we are only paying
enough on our national credit card, so
to speak, to cover the interest, let
alone trying to make any dent at all on
the principle. In fact, this year for the
first time, we will pay as much in in-
terest on the debt as we will on na-
tional defense.

Let us be clear, the call to raise the
debt ceiling is so that this Government
can go out and borrow another $25 bil-
lion so it can just make an interest
payment.
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Let me say that over again. The rea-
son the debt ceiling is going to have to
be raised is so this Government can go
out and borrow $25 billion to meet an
interest obligation. That would be like
you or me going to the bank and bor-
rowing money so we could come home
and make an interest payment on our
credit cards.

Usually when we go to the bank to
borrow some money, we do it in order
to purchase something—a home, a car,
or other goods—and we do get some-
thing in return and then we plan to
make the payments, both principle and
interest, out of income that we have.
But we have a Government that is now
so out of whack that we now are asking
the taxpayers to let us borrow more
money so we can just pay the interest.
In other words, it is like you taking
your Visa card and paying off your
MasterCard.

Because the Government is borrow-
ing so much money, the dollars that
would otherwise be available to the job
providers, to the home buyers are no
longer there. They have been sucked up
by this Government.

Without those investment dollars
that could go to the private sector that
are now going to the Federal Govern-
ment, companies have been forced to
put their long-term investments, such
as new facilities and new equipment,
on hold, and those are the type of in-
vestments that create the jobs that we
need. Those are the investment oppor-
tunities currently being undermined by
the Government.

That has been especially hard on the
economy, because when American busi-
nesses are not making long-term in-
vestments or cannot find the money to
do it, the jobs are not being created,
productivity is slipping and incomes do
not grow. Balancing the budget and
eliminating the deficit will free up
those valuable dollars for investment
allowing businesses to create new and
higher paying jobs, by some estimates
as many as 6.1 million new jobs by the
early part of the 21st century.

Under a balanced budget, interest
rates will decline by up to 2 percent,
making loans for education, auto-
mobiles or startup businesses more af-
fordable. For home buyers, a 2-percent
drop in the interest rate would drop
mortgage rates on average $100 a
month. Those lower interest rates
could boost a household’s annual in-
come by an additional $1,000 a year by
the year 2002 and raise a family’s
standard of living to go along with it.

Mr. President, I was listening to the
distinguished junior Senator from
North Dakota while he was speaking
on the floor one day earlier this year.
I have to thank him for introducing me
to a very interesting book. It is a chil-
dren’s book, and it is something I
think my grandchildren are going to
enjoy, but its central message cer-
tainly has a special meaning for here in
Washington as well.
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The book referred to is called The
Berenstain Bears Get the Gimmies.
The plot resolves around the little bear
cubs in the family during a trip to the
mall. It seems they have been infected
with the ‘gimmies’”—gimmie this,
gimmie that, gimmie the other thing.
The cubs were asking for everything in
sight on this shopping spree, never giv-
ing a thought to the price tag, and it
was driving the parents crazy.

Well, for 40 years, the Federal Gov-
ernment has been infected with the
gimmies, as well. Every pork project it
wanted to dole out, every new social
program it wanted to bankroll, it just
said, gimmie. The Government got
what it wanted because the liberal
Democrats had the votes to take the
money, and it always gave away the
bill to the taxpayers.

Well, this Congress is finally putting
a stop to the gimmies because it is the
only way we will ever begin to restore
fiscal sanity.

Along with cutting taxes for work-
ing-class Minnesotans, balancing the
budget by finally getting spending
under control is the most important
statement this Congress can make to
the American people that we have
heard their calls for reform.

Balancing the budget demands pa-
tience, however, because the greatest
benefits from eliminating the deficit
will not be realized tomorrow—it is not
a short-term political fix—but rather 5
or 10 years from now, for our children
and grandchildren’'s future.

Mr. President, it is our moral respon-
sibility to free the coming genera-
tions—our children and grand-
children—from the burdens of paying
decades of extra interest payments be-
cause of this generation’'s extravagant
spending. We cannot continue to spend
our children’s money.

We have made a lot of promises, but
are we really committed to fulfilling
that tremendous responsibility? Does
this Congress have the will, the deter-
mination, to prove that there is a bet-
ter way out there to govern than we
have seen over the past 40 years?

Our balanced budget legislation
should be proof enough that this Con-
gress is prepared to meet that chal-
lenge. This is not the easy way out.
The easy way out has always been the
quick fix, going to the taxpayers and
raising taxes, year after year, time
after time. That has always been the
easy fix, the compassionate fix, to give
more money away that we do not have.
But when we start picking our chil-
dren’s pockets, I think it is time we
face our problems squarely in the eye
and take the necessary steps to im-
prove it. Again, this is not a short-
term fix. We are not going to realize a
lot of the benefits or see it as early as
tomorrow, but if we do not, we are
going to see the tragedy in our children
and grandchildren’s faces 5, 10 years
from now, when they look back and
ask why we did this to them.




November 2, 1995

I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will
utilize the remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). The Chair informs the Sen-
ator that, under the previous order, the
Senator has 5 minutes 6 seconds re-
maining.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
talked largely about balancing the
budget. There are a number of other
fundamental items involved in what we
are doing now, including Medicare,
Medicaid, welfare, and it includes
doing something about tax reform. I
think those are equally important.

At this time, I yield to my friend
from Oklahoma.

R —

THE 1994 ELECTION MANDATE

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator. I
was listening, and I think I can pretty
well summarize why my colleagues are
distressed about the demagoging going
on in the reconciliation legislation.

We have to remind the American peo-
ple that there was a mandate that went
with the 1994 elections: Less Govern-
ment involvement in our lives, bal-
anced budgets, and to do something
about the tax increase of 1993. In other
words, let us offer tax relief and wel-
fare reform and Medicare reform. That
is exactly what we have in our rec-
onciliation effort.

I really think that those who are try-
ing to stop these major changes and
the revolution from taking place are
underestimating the intelligence of the
American people. I would like to read a
couple paragraphs of something that
appeared just the other day. This was
the day of the vote in the U.S. Senate
of this reconciliation bill. This is a
quote: ‘I have been in this field all my
adult life, almost 60 years now, and I
have never seen a change of this mag-
nitude." This is Richard Nathan, pro-
vost of the Rockefeller College of Pub-
lic Affairs. He said: ‘‘This is bigger
than Lyndon Johnson's Great Society
because it is going to profoundly affect
the American federalism and social
policy.” And then Jim Richley, a polit-
ical scientist from Georgetown Univer-
sity, said, ‘“‘Nothing on this scale has
ever been attempted before."

I think that it is necessary to talk
about the magnitude of what we are
doing here. This is something we have
been talking about all these years.
This is something that we talked about
during the campaign of 1994. And this
is something that the President is try-
ing to reject. He has come out and said
he is going to veto this. It is very dif-
ficult for us to understand how he can
talk about vetoing it when these are
things he has talked about, when he
ran for President of the United States
on this very platform—welfare reform,
reducing taxes, Medicare reform, bal-
ancing the budget. That is exactly
what we are trying to do. I want to
stick with this and not give in.
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There is an interesting statement
that was made just the other day by
the President. I will quote that state-
ment. I think this gets to the crux of
where we are in this debate. He said:
“Probably, there are people in this
room still mad at me for the budget be-
cause you think I raised your taxes too
much. It might surprise you to know
that I think we raised them too much,
too.”

This is exactly what we have been
saying. If you were not for the largest
single tax increase in the world—and
that is not conservative Republican
Jim Inhofe talking, that is the chair-
man of the Senate Finance Committee
when this was passed—if you were not
for that largest tax increase that now
even Bill Clinton says he was not for,
and that was his tax increase, then you
ought to support repealing part of that
tax increase. That is exactly what we
are doing with some of the tax cuts
that we are suggesting, Mr. President.

I think that when you talk about the
cuts, it is interesting that we have a
President now who is saying over and
over again that the Republicans are
trying to cut Medicare and Medicaid.

I will read you another quote, and
this came from the President in a
speech to the AARP on October 5, 1993,
just 2 years ago: ‘‘Today, Medicaid and
Medicare are going up three times the
rate of inflation. We propose to let it
go up two times the rate of inflation.
That is not a Medicare or Medicaid cut.
So when you hear all this business
about ‘cuts,’ let me caution you that
that is not what is going on.”

So there is the President saying—
very accurately, I might add—back in
1993, that we are talking about slowing
down the growth in the areas of Medi-
care and Medicaid because if we do not
do it, the system is going to go into
bankruptey. He is turning around now
and saying that which we want to do
on the Republican side is cutting Medi-
care and Medicaid when, in fact, it is
not.

So it is a very difficult thing when
you are dealing with these moving tar-
gets, and you have a President that
says one thing one day, has his polls
around the White House, and he says
something different the next day. That
is very discouraging.

A TRIP TO BOSNIA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am
going to be leaving today, going over
to Bosnia. I have never seen something
that is as critical as it is today on what
the President is trying to do by send-
ing our troops on the ground in Bosnia.
Two and a half years ago, I predicted,
when the President wanted to do air-
drops in Bosnia, thereby giving the
Americans a position within that war-
ring faction of three different factions
and going with one side against the
other in getting involved in it, I said at
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that time, first, we will have airdrops,
then air attacks and, after that, the
President is going to want to send
troops in on the ground. It was the
other day, Michael Rose, the British
general, commander of the Bosnian
troops—he probably is the greatest au-
thority on Bosnia—said, “If America
sends troops into Bosnia on the ground,
they will lose more lives than they lost
in the Persian Gulf war."”

Mr. President, I think that is exactly
what is going to happen. I asked Sec-
retary Perry and Secretary Chris-
topher in the Senate Armed Services
Committee, “Is this mission that we
have in Bosnia—that mission being
twofold, containing a civil war and,
two, protecting the integrity of
NATO—worth the loss of hundreds of
American lives?”

Secretary Perry said, ‘‘Yes.” Sec-
retary Christopher said, ‘‘Yes.” Gen-
eral Shalikashvili said, *“Yes.”

That is why I am going to Bosnia. I
want the American people to know
what kind of risk we are sending our
troops in there to sustain. It was not
until we went month after month,
when we tried to get President Clinton,
by resolution, to bring our troops out
of Somalia—he did not do that until, fi-
nally, 18 of our rangers were murdered
in cold blood and their corpses were
dragged through the streets of
Mogadishu. I do not want that to hap-
pen in the streets of Gorazde or the
streets of Sarajevo.

I think we have a job to explain to
the American people what the risks are
over there and to stop this obsession
that President Clinton has in sending
our troops into Bosnia on the ground. I
yield the floor.

1 suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

THE LEGISLATIVE
APPROPRIATIONS BILL

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I was
going to offer an amendment on legis-
lative appropriations because when we
enacted the Hatch Act, unbeknownst
to virtually every Member, we passed a
prohibition for Members to send letters
of recommendation to anyone who is
not a schedule C or political appointee.

If any Member sends a letter to a
U.S. attorney or to the EPA or anyone
else recommending an employee or rec-
ommending a friend or anyone else for
a civil service position, that is now a
Federal crime. It is incredible. It just
does not make sense.

I am pleased to say that my cospon-
sors have been Senator REID, Senator
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SIMPSON, Senator LOTT, and Senator
DOLE has indicated he wants to cospon-
sor the bill.

I have word that Senator STEVENS is
willing to mark up the bill, hold a
hearing if necessary, mark up the bill
separately, so 1 will not offer it as an
amendment on this appropriation.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. 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.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1996

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate now turn to
consideration of Calendar No. 220, H.R.
2492, the legislative branch appropria-
tions bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2492) making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1996, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that following brief
statements, the bill be advanced to
third reading and final passage occur,
all without further objection or amend-
ment.

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

Mr. DOLE. I will be happy to yield to
the manager on the other side and then
I will make a brief statement.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
to support the passage of the bill, H.R.
2492, the Legislative Branch Appropria-
tions Act for fiscal year 1996. The pro-
visions in this bill are exactly the same
as those contained in the conference
report on H.R. 1854, which overwhelm-
ingly passed the Senate on September
22, 1995, by a vote of 94 to 4 but was
subsequently vetoed by the President
on October 3. At that time, as Members
will recall, the President indicated
that because the Congress had com-
pleted action on only two appropria-
tion bills for fiscal year 1996—legisla-
tive branch and military construc-
tion—he felt it would be inappropriate
to provide full-year funding for Con-
gress and its offices while most other
activities of the Federal Government
were being funded through a short-
term continuing resolution. I am hope-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

ful that the leadership will not send
this bill to the President until Con-
gress receives assurances that he will
sign it.

For the benefit of Senators, let me
briefly point out that this bill required
many difficult decisions in order for
the legislative branch to do its share in
achieving substantial deficit reduction
in fiscal year 1996. The bill appro-
priates $2,184,850,000 for fiscal year 1996
for legislative operations, which is a
reduction of over $200 million from the
1995 level, or approximately 10 percent.
The majority leader has cited the im-
portant features of the bill, which I
will not repeat at this time, but, Mr.
President, I do want to again thank
Senator MACK, the chairman of the
Legislative Branch Subcommittee, for
his unfailing courtesy and to express
my appreciation to him for the open
and bipartisan spirit in which he has
handled this important legislation
throughout the year.

I urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
2492,

I yield the floor.

Mr., DOLE. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague. I am pinch-hitting for Sen-
ator MACK of Florida, who is, right
now, involved in a very important
hearing on the Banking Committee.
Let me indicate I will place in the
RECORD at this point a summary of the
funding recommendations.

As pointed out by my colleague from
Washington, this is a reduction of
about 8.6 percent. We believe we are
setting an example for other branches.
There are a number of areas where we
made rather significant cuts, also ter-
minating the OTA, for example, some-
thing that was not easy for many of my
colleagues. But it is an indication we
are concerned, we are sincere about a
balanced budget, and we are prepared
to do our share or more.

The bill includes a provision relative
to the disposition of the records and
property of the Office of Technology
Assessment subsequent to its closure.
Specifically, the agreement provides
that OTA’s property and records ‘‘shall
be under the administrative control of
the Architect of the Capitol.”

The Office of the Senate Historian
has raised a concern that this provision
not interfere with the transfer of archi-
val material of the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment to the legislative
archives of the National Archives. It is
my understanding that the conferees
had no such intent, and that the Archi-
tect of the Capitol will only assume
temporary, administrative control of
the material before transferring appro-
priate records to the National Ar-
chives.

It is also my understanding that the
Clerk of the House, after discussions
with the Secretary of the Senate, has
agreed that OTA’'s archival material
shall be treated as records of the Sen-
ate and administered according to Sen-
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ate Resolution 474 of the 96th Congress.
This will give the Secretary of the Sen-
ate administrative jurisdiction over
the archival records.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent a statement of a summary of fund-
ing recommendations be printed in the
RECORD at this point.

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

SUMMARY OF FUNDING RECOMMENDATIONS

The total recommended is $2,184,856,000, a
reduction of $205,698,700, or 8.6%, from FY95.

GAO is reduced 15% from FY95 levels; Com-
mittee is committed to another 10% in FY97
for a 25% reduction from FY% levels over
two years.

OTA is terminated; termination costs to-
talling $6,115,000 are provided. ($3,615,000 in
FY9 funds, $2,500,000 reappropriated from
FY95.)

Library of Congress granted $1,500,000 over
FY9 for digital library initiative; all other
Library activities, including CRS, at FY95
level.

CBO granted $1.1 million and 13 FTE's for
unfunded mandates analysis.

Architect of Capitol activities in Title I re-
duced $16,163,000 overall (10%) from FY95 lev-
els.

Joint Committees reduced commensurate
with Senate committee cut.

New “Office of Compliance” created by
Congressional Accountability Act funded as
a joint item at $2,500,000. A permanent in-
definite appropriation is recommended for
settlements and awards arising from the new
Accountability Act.

Total recommended Senate funding is
$426,919,000, a reduction of $33,661,500. In addi-
tion, $63,544,723.12 from prior year funds is re-
scinded.

Committee funding is reduced 15%; Sec-
retary of the Senate, Sergeant at Arms, and
OFEP reduced 12.5%; Chaplain, Legal Coun-
sel, and Legislative Counsel frozen at FY95
levels.

Official mail frozen at $11,000,000. (N.B.
House merged official mail with office ac-
counts.)

Statutory allowances for Senators' per-
sonal offices are not reduced.

Mr. DOLE. I also confirm the Senator
from Alaska, Senator STEVENS, has, as
indicated by the Senator from Illinois,
Senator SIMON, agreed to have hearings
and a markup of an amendment that
Senator SiMON would have offered to
this bill.

So there are no amendments, no ob-
jections to it proceeding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the third reading and
passage of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 2492) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. McCAIN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call will roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
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Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to address the Sen-
ate for a period of up to 20 minutes as
if in morning business.

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

FIVE STEPS CLINTON MUST TAKE
TO PROVE HE IS SERIOUS ABOUT
BALANCING THE BUDGET

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, last week
we passed out of this body the rec-
onciliation bill which will lead to a
balanced budget. This is obviously a
significant step on the road to guaran-
teeing our children a nation which can
be prosperous and which is solvent. I
believe most Americans understand the
importance of the balanced budget.
They certainly expressed it in my dis-
trict, and I am sure in other States,
year after year as they have gone to
the polls. They understand it because
in their homelife they experience the
need to maintain fiscal solvency. They
know that if they continue to spend
every year more than they take in, it
will lead to some sort of economic
chaos in their own lives, and intu-
itively and logically they understand,
therefore, that for the Federal Govern-
ment to do that, not only year after
year but what has amounted to genera-
tion after generation, leads inevitably
to economic chaos.

So the Republican leadership in the
Senate and the House has produced a
budget which will give us a balanced
budget by the year 2002. For the first
time in years we will actually be living
within our means. This is, I believe, a
critical step on the path to assuring, as
I said earlier, a solvent nation for our
children, which is, I believe, our No. 1
responsibility as keepers of the flame
of America as Members of this Senate.

The question, however, is whether or
not the President will join us in this ef-
fort in a serious way. The President
has repeatedly said that he wants to
balance the budget. But so far his ac-
tions have certainly not inatched his
words. Although we have produced a
serious proposal for balancing the
budget, which the Congressional Budg-
et Office has scored as being in balance,
and are now trying to iron out the dif-
ferences, we do not find that the Presi-
dent has been willing to join in sub-
stantively discussing this matter in a
serious way.

Conventional wisdom holds, in fact,
that the President will veto this bill
and then he and the Congress will ne-
gotiate and reach some type of agree-
ment, hopefully. But I am not so sure.
I say this because before we can nego-
tiate, the President, despite all his nice
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political statements, still must prove
he is truly serious with accomplishing
a balanced budget. So far, he has not
taken this action. He certainly has not
proved it either to the Congress or to
the American people.

In my view, there are five things
which the President must do if he is to
prove that he is serious about the issue
of balancing the budget. These go be-
yond the rhetoric of campaign prom-
ises. I would like to go over these five
items.

First, we must start using the same
numbers to talk about the issue of bal-
ancing the budget. The administration
began its term with a very grandiose
statement back in February 1993 fresh
off the election that they would use the
Congressional Budget Office for the
purposes of determining the fair
scorekeeping of the budget process. He
made this statement a number of
times. But he made it most eloquently
when he spoke in his initial speech to
the Congress.

In taking this position when he was
first elected President, he took the
right position, the correct position.
The Congressional Budget Office is the
fair arbiter of the scoring of the budget
process. However, since the Congres-
sional Budget Office scoring process
has no longer become convenient to the
administration, the President has
abandoned his original commitment.
This is a mistake. The numbers which
he sent up to us in June—which were
basically a sheaf of paper and were not
really a budget—represented, according
to the President and to his people, a
balanced budget which we would reach
in 10 years. Unfortunately, those num-
bers used as their baseline and for their
assumptions were numbers produced by
his own inhouse accountants, the Of-
fice of Management and Budget.

When that budget was scored by the
Congressional Budget Office, the fair
arbiter of budget scoring in this body
and which the President had initially
said would be the fair arbiter, it turned
out that their budget did not reach bal-
ance, that, in fact, it represented $200
billion deficits each year for as far as
the eye could see and that there was no
closure between spending and revenues.

So, the first thing the President’s
people have to do is be willing to agree
to use numbers which are credible and
which are acceptable. And I would sug-
gest that we go back to the beginning
of this Presidency and follow the coun-
sel that he gave us at that time and use
the Congressional Budget Office num-
bers.

In June, the President submitted a
revised budget, and, as I mentioned, it
alleged that it would reach balance in
10 years. Unfortunately, he only re-
leased 25 pages, and he gave us no spe-
cifics as to how he would accomplish
this, even in terms of the numbers,
which as I mentioned earlier, were in-
accurate.
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It is essential that we get details,
that he—as we have as Members of the
Senate and as Members of the House—
produce a budget which has the details
behind the numbers, which has sub-
stance, which has meat on the bones.
We cannot possibly reach a budget
agreement if we are simply going to
work off a sheaf of paper which has no
specifics.

We have put down on the table in ex-
tensive language what we as Repub-
licans think should be done to correct
some of the excesses of the Federal
Government, to improve the manner in
which it delivers services, to give peo-
ple an opportunity to have a Medicare
trust fund which will remain solvent.
We need now to hear from the Presi-
dent as to his specifics in detail as to
what he would do in the area of Medi-
care reform, in the area of Medicaid re-
form, in the area of welfare reform.
Yet, we have not heard that. That is
why one questions his sincerity when
he talks about producing a budget that
will be in balance.

Third, we need to reach an agreement
as to when we should reach a balanced
budget.

We, as Republicans, have put forward
a budget which reaches balance in 7
years. It was not easy. It meant that
we had to make some very difficult de-
cisions. We had to agree—amongst our-
selves, unfortunately, because the
White House was not willing to partici-
pate—to agree to take 81 trillion of
spending out of the Federal stream of
spending. That did not mean we cut the
size of the Federal Government. In
fact, it will continue to grow by 3.3 per-
cent annually. Medicare will continue
to grow by 6.4 percent annually, and
Medicaid will continue to grow by ap-
proximately 4.5 percent annually. But
we did have to slow the rate of growth
of those programs, and we did, in a
number of programs, actually have to
cut spending. For example, defense
spending will go down in real terms
over the next T years by $19 billion.

But we have to have a definable pe-
riod when we are going to reach a bal-
anced budget. The people of this coun-
try have a right to know that we are
willing to step up to the issue and de-
fine the terms of the issue in bench-
marks that are scorable and which we
can be held accountable for. We have
said we will reach a balanced budget in
T years. We have produced a budget
which accomplishes that. It is abso-
lutely critical that the President give
us a timeframe in which he is willing
to put forward a budget which reaches
balance with real numbers and with de-
tails. Recently, he said 7 years was
something he could live with. If that is
his position today, I believe he should
state it. Unfortunately, sometimes his
positions change. But hopefully he can
stick with the 7-year commitment. If
he can, that means we can reach agree-
ment on that one critical point.
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Fourth, if we are going to reach an
understanding, we have to have the
ability to sit down with the President
and talk to him in terms that are sub-
stantive and not in simply political
election-year rhetoric. If you look at
what the President sent up here in
June and you take those numbers and
score them by CBO's accounting rather
than by OMB's accounting, you find
that we really were not that far apart.
For example, in the area of Medicare,
he wanted Medicare to grow at a rate
of 7 percent. We suggested it grow at a
rate of 6.4 percent. Both of those num-
bers were significantly less than the
present 10-percent rate of growth that
Medicare is experiencing. That 10-per-
cent rate of growth we know is not sus-
tainable. The Medicare trustees have
told us that if we continue to allow
Medicare to grow at that rate, it will
be insolvent, there will be no trust
fund for the seniors from which they
can get a health care benefit.

So we have suggested proposals
which will give seniors more choices,
more options, which we think will
strengthen the Medicare system and
which will slow the rate of growth to
6.4 percent.

The President sent us up a number
which when it was recalculated by
CBO—granted, it came up under OMB’s
scoring mechanisms, but when it was
calculated by CBO said we only want
Medicare to grow at 7 percent. I believe
that difference is not great. And yet if
you listen to this administration, they
talk in terms of hyperbole which would
make you think that the Republican
proposal on Medicare was going to
slash, was going to devastate, was
going to savage the rights to health
care which we all recognize are abso-
lutely essential for our seniors.

In fact, the Vice President of the
United States had the temerity to
come to New Hampshire just a few days
ago and speak to a very self-serving au-
dience, the AFL-CIO convention, and
state time and again—in fact, I think
we found the word ‘‘extremist’ in
every sentence during the period of a
couple paragraphs—that our Medicare
Program was slashing.

If our Medicare Program is slashing,
and we are talking about a 6.4-percent
rate of increase and the President is
talking about a 7-percent rate of in-
crease, which is 3 percent down from 10
percent and we are 3.5 percent down
from 10 percent, what is the President's
program? He would have to apply the
same standards to his own. It would
also be slashing. It would also be ex-
tremist.

The fact is that neither of the pro-
posals are extremist or slashing. They
are both—at least in our case—a rea-
sonable attempt to try to strengthen
the Medicare system so that seniors
will have a solvent trust fund.

If the President would send up details
of his proposal, maybe we could say
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that his proposal was also a reasonable
attempt to accomplish the same goal,
but at least the number he is talking
about, a T-percent rate of growth, is
something that is within the ballpark,
within the range of doability and cer-
tainly within the range of what is nec-
essary to keep the trust fund solvent.

So in substance what he sent up here
in June can be discussed, and it can be
worked for the purposes of resolving
the matter. But when the President
and the Vice President talk in such
outrageous political terms and use
such hyperbole, it is not constructive
to the process.

So the fourth thing I think the Presi-
dent must do is stop running for reelec-
tion all the time and start trying to
govern the country. Is that not his job
for the next year and a half? There will
be plenty of time to have an election
next summer. Let us get about govern-
ing the country. Let us start talking
some substance around here.

And that comes to my fifth point,
which is leadership. If there is one obli-
gation of the Presidency, it is to lead.
Regrettably, this President has been
leading like a bumper car. It is time
that he gave us some definition and di-
rection. It is time that he sent up here
a budget based on numbers which ev-
eryone can agree are honest and fair,
CBO numbers—a budget which has de-
tails attached to it, or if not a whole
budget at least major programmatic
activities that have details attached to
them so that we can evaluate them.

It is time he started talking to Mem-
bers of Congress as if they were col-
leagues working on a problem rather
than opponents created by some politi-
cal spinmeister that he has hired to do
his polling for him. The fact is that
leadership does not involve running for
reelection. Leadership involves guiding
this country through some very dif-
ficult times.

So the time has come, in my opinion,
for the President to engage in these
five areas, to show that he is serious
about balancing this budget. We have
put on the table serious proposals to
balance this budget, to give our chil-
dren a future, to make sure that this
country brings under control its most
serious threat to its future, which is
the expansion of its Federal debt and
the fact that our generation is borrow-
ing from the next generation to finance
day-to-day activity that we are bene-
fiting from today.

If the President is serious, he has to
address these five points. He has to
start using numbers that we all agree
are reasonable. And I suggest CBO
numbers are the ones that are the best.
He has to start giving us some details
of what he intends to do in these major
programmatic areas such as Medicare
and Medicaid. He has to agree to a goal
that is scorable, such as a T-year goal
to reach a balanced budget. He has to
stop politicizing the issue, using the
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extreme language that may score well
in the polling place but does nothing to
move the process along.

Finally and most importantly, he has
to give us some definable leadership
that shows us where he feels we can
reach compromise and govern rather
than run for reelection.

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

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at 12:45, the
Senate turn to the consideration of
Calendar No. 219, S. 1372, regarding an
increase in the earnings test.

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

The Senator from New Jersey.

BUDGET RECONCILIATION

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
have listened with interest to some of
the speeches that were being made this
morning, and I heard speeches that
decry the President’s use of his oppor-
tunities for political reasons and to
disagree with virtually everything that
President Clinton has accomplished. I
find it a strange anomaly. As Yogi
Berra, the famous New Jersey philoso-
pher said, “It’s deja vu all over again.”

I stand here listening to political
speech after political speech in which
the President of the United States is
accused of being excessively political.

I think we ought to look at the
record just for a couple of minutes.
First of all, we are faced with a rec-
onciliation bill put out by the Repub-
lican majority—and I sit on the Budget
Committee, and I can tell you this—
and this is no surprise—that is going to
take care of lots of wealthy wage earn-
ers, income earners, big investment
yields, at the expense of lots of little
people, if I can use that word to de-
scribe them, those who are dependent
on Medicare for the sustenance, for the
maintenance of their health, those who
depend on Medicaid, in many cases the
only source, the only source to enable
them to get the health care they re-
quire.

And so it is despite the fact that
Health and Human Services has pro-
jected an $89 billion program to keep
Medicare viable until the year 2000,
during which period we will have a
chance to evaluate what is taking
place, maybe get to work on some of
the problems we know exist that are
solvable and will not require less to be
available to the Medicare beneficiary—
waste, for instance. We know there is a
significant amount of waste. We know
that there is fraud—this is not a se-
cret—amounting to billions of dollars.

Those options ought to be examined
before we turn to people who on bal-
ance in the senior community have less
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income than $25,000 a year, to the ex-
tent of three-quarters of that popu-
lation. Three-quarters of the senior cit-
izen population have incomes of less
than $25,000 a year; 35 percent have in-
comes of less than $10,000 a year.

But yet we say here in a majority
voice that it is OK. ‘“We're going to
save you from the demise of this pro-
gram. We're going to save you by mak-
ing sure you pay more, significantly
more, in premiums for part B, in higher
copays, in higher deductibles. We're
saving you. We're taking money out of
your pocket and transferring it over to
those on the other side.”

By way of example, the House bill
calls for a $20,000 tax break for those
making $350,000 a year. The Senate, a
more modest program, allows for a
$6,000 tax break for those earning
$350,000 a year. But at the same time,
we are saying to the senior citizens,
whose profile and income I just gave
you, that they on balance will pay an
average of 33,000 over a T-year period
more for their health care.

There is something funny, as they
say. And the question is raised, in my
mind, whose side are we on? I think it
is pretty obvious that on that side of
the aisle, from there over, that they
are on the side of the wealthy and the
comfortable and those who have special
access. It is obvious. The arithmetic is
there. If only the American people get
the full story, then we will start to see
changes, I believe.

We have already seen it. Congress-
men in my State, who were dead full
throttle behind the Gingrich proposal,
the Contract With America, have now
retreated because they are beginning
to smell the ire of the constituency.
They are beginning to hear the mes-
sage that ““We do not want you to take
money from us hard-working, modest-
income people and transfer it to those
who have been fortunate enough to
make lots of money in this society.”

So, Mr. President, as we look at the
record that President Clinton has com-
piled, it is a pretty good one. We just
finished a year in which we saw one of
the smaller deficits in many years, $164
billion, and it is on the decline since
President Clinton has taken over. We
notice that we have a robust economy,
that until the end of September, the
economy grew at a very firm rate.

At the same time, we see almost an
ideal situation in terms of inflation—
modest growth, so little as to be of rel-
atively minor consequence in the per-
spective that the people in this finan-
cial community have.

S0, we have seen growth in the econ-
omy, we have seen growth in jobs, we
have seen inflation under control, we
have seen the budget deficit at a rel-
atively low point. And yet the Presi-
dent gets little or no credit and lots of
criticism as the debate obscures the re-
ality of what is taking place in this
reconciliation discussion: Taking care
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of those who have money, who have in-
fluence, who have power, at the ex-
pense of those who work hard, who plan
their futures, and who are concerned
about what tomorrow brings.

BOSNIA

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Last, Mr. Presi-
dent, we hear about the concerns ex-
pressed by people on both sides about
Bosnia and about whether or not we
ought to have American service people
in Bosnia as part of a peacekeeping op-
eration. I think that question is yet to
be resolved. I think it is a dangerous
practice to simply say that we will not
do it, to describe the situation as
throwing our people into the meat
grinder.

Mr. President, when America lacks
the ability to stand up for human
rights, to stand up against abuse of
men, women, and children such as we
have seen in Bosnia and such as we saw
50 years ago in Europe, when for a long
period of time, America was silent
while the slaughter went on—Mr.
President, we have troops in Korea.
They are there to protect democracy.
They are at risk. There is some danger
that something could go awry and peo-
ple could get killed or injured, and we
do not want that to happen. I want us
to have a careful debate about Bosnia.
But when America withdraws, as we
see what is taking place in Europe, in
the old Yugoslavia, where women are
routinely raped, where young men are
routinely killed, and we stand by doing
nothing about it, shame on the free
world, shame on America.

I am not talking about troops. A long
time ago I felt we should have men sup-
porting the Bosnians by lifting the
arms embargo because they were tak-
ing a terrible, terrible beating at the
hands of a brutal invader. So, Mr.
President, I think that as we talk here
about the President, about programs,
about ridicule, about lack of respect—

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted 2 more min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no objection, it is so ordered.

WORKING TOGETHER

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, as
we discuss where we have to go, the
very difficult times in America—we
have problems within our society in
terms of crime and in terms of race re-
lations, in terms of building our econ-
omy for the next century—I can under-
stand people sticking up for their party
because there is a separation of beliefs
in many cases—in most, certainly. But
to stand here to heap abuse on the
President of the United States and try
to discredit the office by even the ter-
minology that is used to describe the
President, I think that it does us no
good, that it, in fact, continues to re-
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duce the civility that used to exist
here.

I am here 12 years now—almost 13
years. If nothing else, we had our dis-
agreements, but the tone was far more
civil. There was far more interaction
between the parties. And now what has
happened is this has become a political
staging ground.

I hope, Mr. President, that we can do
away with some of that, work on the
problems, work on the budget, on re-
ducing the budget deficit, sticking be-
hind our country; if a decision is made
by the Commander in Chief that makes
sense in our review, we support it and
not simply use it for another oppor-
tunity for a political score.

I yield the floor, Mr. President.

SENIOR CITIZENS' FREEDOM TO
WORK ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the Senate will now
turn to consideration of S. 1372, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 1372) to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to increase the earnings limit, and
for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I note the presence of
the distinguished Senator from New
York. If it is agreeable to him, I would
like to proceed with the bill. If he is
not ready, we could go into a quorum
call.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
most assuredly am prepared to go to
the bill and look forward to the Sen-
ator's remarks.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator
from New York. Before I go into my re-
marks, I want to thank the Senator
from New York for his steadfast sup-
port over many, many years of the
prineciple of lifting the earnings test.
The Senator from New York was kind
enough, in a hearing that we had ear-
lier this year, to point out in his own
unique, descriptive style how unfair
this is for working seniors. I am appre-
ciative of his understanding of the ob-
stacles that were posed to lifting the
earnings test but, at the same time, his
support of the concept of doing so.

Mr. President, after 8 years of being
involved in this issue of raising the So-
cial Security earnings limit, we have
arrived at the moment when seniors
will no longer be punished by their
Government for being required, often
by circumstances beyond their control,
to work to support themselves and
their families.

We begin debate today on long over-
due legislation, the purpose of which is
best summarized in the legislation’s
title, the “*Senior Citizens' Freedom To
Work Act.” Mr. President, this bill is
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not everything that I wanted it to be.
I wanted it to lift the earnings test
completely. The scoring of that by CBO
would have been prohibitive.

What this bill really does is increase,
over a T-year period, the present earn-
ings cap minimum from today's level
of $11,280 per year to $30,000 per year. It
is over a T-year period. I will discuss
later the factors that motivated us to
make it that modest, but primarily it
had to do with scoring.

I remind my colleagues that in Presi-
dent Clinton’s very important state-
ment during his Presidential campaign
book entitled “Putting People First,"
the President stated, and a direct ex-
cerpt reads:

Lift the Social Security earnings test limi-
tation so that older Americans are able to
help rebuild our economy and create a better
future for all.

That, I think, describes it as well as
can be.

Let me also point out, and I will say
this time and time again, as I have in
the past, this earnings test limitation
does not affect wealthy seniors who
have trust funds, stocks, pension funds,
any other outside income that is not
earned income. The only people that
are affected by this Depression-era di-
nosaur are those seniors that go out
and work and work because, generally,
they have to because of either unfore-
seen circumstances or the fact that
they just simply do not have enough
money from their Social Security.

Mr. President, I do not know of a
more onerous and unfair tax than that.
It would probably astound people to
know that if a senior went out to work,
that as soon as he or she exceeded
$11,000 per year, for every $3 that per-
son earned over that limit, they lose §1
in Social Security benefits. Due to this
cap on earnings, the senior citizens,
many of whom are existing on low in-
comes, are effectively burdened with a
33.3-percent tax on their earned in-
come. If you put in Federal, State, and
other Social Security taxes, it then
mounts up to somewhere between 55
and 65 percent, placing these seniors
who are low-income people in the high-
est tax bracket in America.

I do not want to spend a lot of time
going through the history of this, be-
cause I have been fighting it, as I said,
since 1987. There has always been a rea-
son for not doing it because, one, it was
brought up on an appropriations bill,
there was no offset, it could not be
scored by the CBO, et cetera.

I have always, up until now at least,
resisted this business of accepting CBO
scoring because it is clear to anyone
that if we lift this earnings test, more
seniors are going to go to work and
more seniors will pay more taxes. So
the static scoring idea has never been
revealed as being more fallacious than
in this type of scoring that goes on.

On September 10, 1992, we had a vote
in the Senate on a motion to waive a
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Budget Act point of order which re-
quired a three-fifths vote. There were
51 votes in favor and 42 against.

I want to quote some of those who
opposed the motion to waive the Budg-
et Act:

Do not misunderstand us. The idea to raise
the earnings test is not a bad idea. We just
believe we should pay for raising the limits
with offsets or a tax increase.

Another argument was:

We would support Senator MCCAIN'S
amendment if it were not being offered to an
appropriations bill. The Senator is right, we
should stop using static models and analysis
for economic forecasting. We agree that this
amendment would bring additional revenue
to the Treasury. Further, we agree with all
of the other arguments made by those who
favor this bill and who would support this
bill if it were freestanding or an amendment
to a bill that was not an appropriations bill.
Unfortunately, we must urge our colleagues
to oppose the motion to waive the Budget
Act since it is being offered to an appropria-
tions bill.

So the objections to this legislation
in the past were twofold: One, we did
not have an offset and, two, it was of-
fered as an amendment to an appro-
rriations bill. I will not go into the ob-
vious reasons why I had to offer it as
an amendment to the appropriations
bill, but the fact was, I could not get it
up as a freestanding bill which I want-
ed to very much.

Under the static scoring model,
which I just described in my view as
fallacious, one used by the Congres-
sional Budget Office, this amendment
would be scored as costing $9.92 billion.
I disagree with the CBO’s determina-
tion. However, to rectify this perceived
problem, the bill does the following: It
would mandate that the interest paid
to Social Security funds be increased
by 0.25 percent each year for the next 7
years. This would ensure the integrity
of the trust funds.

To reimburse the General Treasury,
which would make this increased pay-
ment, the bill then mandates all non-
protected discretionary programs be
cut across the board by a uniform per-
centage equal to an amount necessary
to pay the increased interest.

By using this mechanism, the trust
funds are made safe and the cuts nec-
essary to pay for the bill, consistent
with CBO’s position, are spread fairly
across the board. Indeed, CBO has in-
formed us that this legislation’s over-
all impact on the deficit is zero.

The bill also mandates that GAO and
the Comptroller General engage in an
analysis of the actual effect on the
Treasury of raising the earnings test
and report to the Congress their find-
ings no later than 2 years after the
date of enactment of this act. This
study will enable the Congress to react
to what actually occurs, not to what
CBO analysts speculate.

There is not a shred of doubt in my
mind that 2 years from now the GAO
will report that there is a greater in-
flow of revenues to the Treasury as a
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result of lifting the earnings test.
There is no doubt about that in my
mind; I have talked to too many sen-
iors. I have talked, interestingly
enough, to the CEO of Disney who
came to my office one time on another
issue and, on the way out, said, ‘“‘Sen-
ator, I understand you are trying to lift
the earnings test. Please do so. We
want to help you in any way, because
the best employees we have at Disney
World and Disneyland are—guess
what—‘‘senior citizens.”

The people of the McDonald's fran-
chise came to my office and said, ‘‘Sen-
ator, our best employees—our best em-
ployees—our most dedicated employees
are senior citizens, but there is no rea-
son for them to work in our establish-
ment because $1 out of every $3 they
earn is taken away from them, not to
mention the additional taxes,” as I
mentioned.

Mr. President, this issue has been
ventilated by me and others for a very
long period of time. I want to point out
that there may have been an argument
during the Depression when 50 percent
of the American work force at least
was out of work. It might have made
sense to have disincentives for seniors
to go to work.

All you have to do is pick up today's
newspaper and you will find that there
are lots and lots of jobs available all
over America. We should not preclude
people by virtue of age, and by virtue
of age only, from being able to take ad-
vantage of those opportunities in our
society.

In 1935 when Social Security was cre-
ated, we lived in a far different coun-
try. It is clear that our situation is not
the same now. I want to point out,
again, seniors who are without private
pensions or liguid investments which
are not counted as earnings or affluent
children to support them often need to
work to meet their most basic ex-
penses, such as shelter, food, and
health care costs.

I am sure my colleagues all heard
warnings that America will confront in
the future a labor-shortage. Why
should we discourage our senior citi-
zens from meeting that challenge as
the U.S. Chamber, which strongly sup-
ports this legislation, has pointed out:

Retraining older workers already is a pri-
ority in labor-intensive industries, and will
become even more critical as we approach
the year 2000.

A number of our Nation’s most
prominent senior organizations strong-
ly support fully repealing the earnings
test. This is a minimal test meeting
their just, I repeat, just demand. Ev-
erybody is in favor of totally repealing
it. As I said, that would be my first pri-
ority. For the reasons that I stated be-
fore, that is just not possible.

My family is very close friends with
a family that lives in northern Arizona
near where we live. It is a man and his
wife. They have a son. They are in the
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earnings test age bracket. They have a
son who recently had a serious illness
and had to have an operation, thereby
losing his job. That son has a daughter
who lives with him.

My friend’s wife, Lorraine Luke, had
to increase her hours at the hospital
transcribing medical information in
order to help their son, who is out of
work, and their granddaughter. The
Luke family sacrificed enormously.
She went to work on a 6-day-a-week
basis, and guess what, Mr. President? A
couple weeks ago, she received a bill
from Social Security for $1,200 because
she had exceeded the $11,000 threshold,
and they were demanding that money
back—money that they had spent on
taking care of their son and their
granddaughter.

Mr. President, that story is true
throughout America. What happened to
the Luke family is what happens many
times in the lives of senior citizens.
Why we should do this to them and
why we have done it for so long, in
fact, is a national scandal.

Mr. President, I would like to name
the groups who have supported this
earnings test reform: Air Force Asso-
ciation, Air Force Sergeants Associa-
tion, American Health Care Associa-
tion, Association of the U.S. Army, En-
listed Association of the National
Guard, Fleet Reserve Association, Jew-
ish War Veterans, Marine Corps
League, Marine Corps Reserve Officers
Association, National Association of
Uniformed Services, National Associa-
tion of Temporary Services, National
Committee to Preserve Social Security
and Medicare, National Council of
Chain Restaurants, National Military
Family Association, National Res-
taurant Association, National Society
of Public Accountants, National Tool-
ing and Machining Association, Na-
tional Enlisted Reserve Association,
Naval Reserve Association, Navy
League of the U.S., Sears Roebuck and
Co., the Seniors Coalition, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce, and the list
goes on and on.

I would like to quote from a few edi-
torials because virtually every news-
paper in America has editorialized on
this issue at one time or another.

The Chicago Tribune says:

The skill and expertise of the elderly could
be used to train future workers, while bring-
ing in more tax dollars in helping America
stay competitive in the 21st century.

The Los Angeles Times says:

As the senior population expands and the
younger population shrinks in the decades
ahead, there will be an increasing need to en-
courage older workers to stay on the job to
maintain the Nation's productivity.

The Baltimore Sun:

The Social Security landscape is littered
with a great irony: While the program is
built on the strength of the work ethic, its
earnings test actually provides a disincen-
tive to work * * * One consequence of this
skewed policy is the emergence of a gray, un-
derground economy—a cadre of senior citi-
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zens forced to work for extremely low wages
or with no benefits in exchange for being
paid under the table.

The Dallas Morning News:

Both individual citizens and society as a
whole would benefit from a repeal of the law
that limits what Social Security recipients
may earn before benefits are reduced.

The Wall Street Journal:

The punitive taxation of the earnings limit
sends a message to seniors that their coun-
try doesn't want them to work, or that they
are fools if they do.

The New York Times:

* * * it is not wrong to encourage willing
older adults to remain in the work force.

The Detroit News:

Work is important to many of the elderly,
who are living together. They shouldn't be
faced with a confiscatory tax for remaining
productive.

Mr. President, I would like to read a
letter from the AARP [American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons]. I will read
parts of it:

DEAR SENATOR McCAIN: The American As-
sociation of Retired Persons commends you
for your sustained leadership on behalf of
working Social Security beneficiaries age 65
through 69 who are penalized by the Social
Security earnings limit. Our nation needs
the skills, expertise and enthusiasm of older
workers and raising the current limit would
send a strong message to older Americans
that they can work and earn more.

The current limit is too low and should be
raised so that moderate and middle income
beneficiaries who work out of necessity will
be able to improve their overall economic
situation. * * *

An increase in the earnings limit is over-
due. Over the last several Congresses, either
the House or the Senate has passed earnings
limit legislation, but it did not become law.
As you know, AARP has repeatedly sup-
ported earnings limit proposals that were
paid for in a responsible manner that was
consistent with the Social Security Act and
did not increase the “‘on-budget’ deficit. The
Association remains committed to raising
the earnings limit in a fiscally prudent way
and will work with you and others to ensure
the earnings limit legislation is adopted
with the appropriate financing.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on this.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, before I
yield the floor to my distinguished col-
league from New York, who has more
knowledge on the issue of Social Secu-
rity than not only any Member of this
body, but perhaps any living Amer-
ican—and I know that it has nothing to
do with his advanced age—the fact is
that the Senator from New York has
been extremely helpful on this issue.
The Senator from New York under-
stands it, and his support of the con-
cept of lifting the earnings test has
been a vital factor in helping this issue
to move along. I want thank him for
his consistent knowledge and support
on this issue.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, my
colleague and friend from Arizona is
more generous than even the hyperbole
of the U.S. Senate allows. There are
some important issues here.

It is interesting to note that issues
such as the Social Security earnings
test go far back in our history. Indeed
it was raised in 1935. And the gen-
tleman who was brought from the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin by Edwin Witte to
be on the staff of the Committee on
Economic Security that Francis Per-
kins established, is still very much
with us—the former chief actuary of
the Social Security system. He was
staff director of the Commission on So-
cial Security that President Reagan or-
ganized in 1982, and which included
Senator DOLE in 1983. It is amazing, the
continuity of the persons who have
worked with the original legislation, or
were in the original administration,
and their wisdom and wit is available
to us today.

On Monday, Senator MCCAIN and the
majority leader introduced S. 1372, a
bill to gradually increase the earnings
limit to $30,000 in 2002 for Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries aged 65 to 69. Under
current law the earnings test is pro-
jected to increase from $11,280 for this
year to $14,400 in 2002.

In the past I have supported liberal-
ization of the earnings test, and I will
continue to do so in the future. But I
have always insisted that any liberal-
ization of the earnings test should be
paid for and should be considered in the
context of overall policies on Social
Security.

This bill does neither.

Under the bill, discretionary outlays
are reduced. But this does nothing for
the off-budget OASDI Social Security
trust fund as outlays in this account
are increased by almost $10 billion over
the next 7 years. So the bill makes use
of a budget gimmick. The interest rate
received by the trust fund is increased
by one-quarter of 1 percent so as to
make it appear that the liberalization
of the earnings test is paid for.

And the bill is being considered—on
the floor of the Senate, without having
been referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance. This prevents us from taking
into account the other important is-
sues involved in the longrun financing
of the Social Security system.

If we want to liberalize the earnings
test, this bill should be referred to the
Finance Committee where we can have
hearings, consider how to pay for it,
and how to integrate changes in the
earnings test with other Social Secu-
rity policies.

Let me make clear my support for
the concept of increasing the retire-
ment test to about $30,000. In 1990, I in-
troduced S. 1909, a bill to increase the
earnings test to $24,720 in 1996—roughly
comparable to $30,000 in 2002. But I also
paid for that liberalization of the earn-
ings test by increasing the amount of
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Social Security benefits that would be
subject to taxation. While that offset is
no longer available, my bill addressed
several important issues that are not
addressed by the legislation now before
the Senate.

First, the liberalization was paid for
with offsetting changes in the Social
Security program.

Second, the two provisions rep-
resented a move toward treating Social
Security benefits on a parallel basis
with private pensions. Individuals can
retire from a company, collect a pen-
sion and continue to work in other oc-
cupations. And the portion of the pri-
vate pension not previously taxed—the
employer contribution and any accrued
interest earnings—is taxed upon re-
ceipt of the pension benefit.

Last week, along with every other
Member of the Senate, I voted for the
Senator from Arizona’s sense of the
Senate resolution acknowledging the
need to raise the Social Security limit.
The last clause of that resolution
states:

It is the intent of the Congress that legis-
lation will be passed before the end of 1995 to
raise the social security earnings limit for
working seniors aged 65 through 69 in a man-
ner which will ensure the financial integrity
of the social security trust funds and will be
consistent with the goal of achieving a bal-
anced budget in 7 years.

I would say to my friend from Ari-
zona, let us do this, but let us do it
right. Let us refer this bill to the Fi-
nance Committee and make sure we
are indeed ‘‘ensuring the financial in-
tegrity of the Social Security trust
funds.”

There are two additional things to be
said. First, the earnings limitation is a
holdover from the 1830’s. When the leg-
islation was adopted the unemploy-
ment rate was about 25 percent. We did
not have precise data on the unemploy-
ment rate and we used extrapolations
from the decennial census. We counted
everybody. We did not know about
sampling. In April 1930, there was not
much unemployment. And in April
1940, there was not much unemploy-
ment and, therefore, the Depression
was not reflected in the unemployment
data gathered in the decennial census.
People did know that large numbers of
workers were unemployed. So the earn-
ings test was meant to discourage older
retirees from continuing to work. It
was meant to persuade people to leave
the work force when they had retired.
And that is from another era.

We have had extraordinary success
with American economic policy since
the Employment Act of 1946. In all
those years—a half a century, we have
had less than 12 months in which the
unemployment rate has been above 10
percent, and that was during the 1981-
82 recession.

The object of putting an end to the
retirement test is not only appropriate,
but it is at hand. In 1983, we did this.
We arranged that persons who do work
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and are subject to the loss of benefits
because of the earnings limitation are
“made whole,” I think that is the
usage, after they stop working. We
phased in the so-called ‘‘delayed retire-
ment credit” so that by 2005 it com-
pletely offsets the loss of benefits.
Right now, beneficiaries get back
about two-thirds of what they lose due
to the earnings test.

Why do you not want people to work
beyond age 65 or 627 And why does the
Government take benefits away and
then give most—and by 2005, all—of
them back? It is not the Government's
business to tell you when you should
work and when you should not work if
what you are getting are benefits that
you have earned.

One problem I have with this meas-
ure is that it is not paid for in the
mode I would have thought necessary
and pretty central as a matter of prin-
ciple, which is that all Social Security
benefits be paid out of a trust fund fi-
nanced by Social Security revenues—
payroll taxes collected under the Fed-
eral Insurance Contribution Act (FICA)
of 1935.

This is no small matter. We would
not be here today—I suspect we might
be here—but with a very different So-
cial Security System. At that time, no
sooner did a bit of New Deal legislation
get enacted, then it would be chal-
lenged and end up in the Supreme
Court and the Supreme Court would
find it unconstitutional.

Frances Perkins, who was very much
a person around Washington in the
1960’s when I knew her, described the
scene in a garden party in 1935 when
Harlan Fiske Stone came up to her and
said, “What are you up to little lady,”
and she was a master mistress at get-
ting men to do things for her because
she appeared so helpless, and she said,
‘“We have this wonderful plan. It would
give people retirement benefits, unem-
ployment insurance, dependent chil-
dren would get support, all these fine
things, but every time we do something
like this, great members in the Su-
preme Court say it is unconstitu-
tional.”

He said, *“Tell me a little more, if you
would.” He listened. Then he leaned
over and did something no Supreme
Court Justice would ever do today. He
said, “The taxing power, my dear. All
you need is the taxing power."

So my distinguished predecessor,
Robert F. Wagner, introduced the bill
over here and the people did it over
there in the Labor Committees and so
forth. The bill that was signed by the
President of the United States was in-
troduced by a still obscure Representa-
tive from North Carolina who was
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means. It came over here to Fi-
nance. We passed it out, and in due
time it was challenged, and the Su-
preme Court looked at it and said,
““You say this is a tax. Yes, it is a tax.
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“It says here, Article 1, Congress
should have the power to lay and col-
lect taxes.” That is why this is a Fi-
nance Committee legislation. We have
always paid for Social Security bene-
fits with FICA revenues.

The measure before us pays for these
benefits by an across-the-board-reduc-
tion in discretionary spending. I think
you start at about one-tenth of a per-
cent in fiscal year 1996 and go up to
four-tenths of a percent by fiscal year
2002. These are large sums. We have to
find about $10 billion over the next 7
years. We will be financing Social Se-
curity benefits from general revenues
that are not spent on these discre-
tionary programs.

I have to assume that we will cut
education programs. We will cut de-
fense programs. We will cut transpor-
tation programs. Those outlay reduc-
tions will pay for the transfer of gen-
eral revenues to the trust funds which
pay for the increase in trust fund out-
lays. But these transfers are artifi-
cially created, by an increase of one-
quarter of 1 percent above the interest
rate received by the trust funds under
current practice. The current rate is a
blend of the actual rates paid on Treas-
ury Securities with a maturity of more
than 4 years.

I do not think we should do that. I
think it compromises the insurance
principle. It compromises the right of
the beneficiary to the benefits that is
earned by payments into the fund.

There is a nice story about this. In
1941, a very distinguished professor at
Columbia, who had been a member of
the President’s Committee on Adminis-
trative Management—the Brownlow
Committee—that President Roosevelt
established in 1937, called on President
Roosevelt to say he had been looking
around things here and Social Security
revenues were coming in now. They
were all being posted, as the clerks will
say, by Federal clerks with pens and
nibs and cardboards, and they put down
the 14 cents or the 22 cents that a per-
son earned.

The professor in guestion called on
President Roosevelt and said, ‘I think
that is just a lot of extra paperwork we
do not need. This is a pay-as-you-go
system. Just collect the money and
pay it out and stop all this record
keeping, which is really not very essen-
tial.”

That was Luther Gulick of Columbia
University. He lived to the age of 100.
He died last year. I called him in up-
state New York. He lived on the St.
Lawrence River. I went over this recol-
lection with him. His mind was clear as
Easter bells and President Roosevelt
said to him—you could see Roosevelt
doing it: ‘““Now, Luther, I am sure you
are right about the administrative
matters, but I never thought of those
provisions as a matter of administra-
tive efficiency. I wanted every Social
Security beneficiary to have a number
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and have an account so that—I hope
the Senate will forgive this usage be-
cause Luther Gulick recorded—‘''no
damn politician can ever take the So-
cial Security benefit away.” That is
why you have a number. Senator
McCAIN, it is probably your dog-tag
number, I would not be surprised.
Originally it was not to be used for
identification. Now it is. You get them
in delivery rooms.

We have never paid out a penny in
Social Security benefits that did not
represent contributions made to the
trust fund. For the longest while, the
Federal Government was required to
pay both the employer and the em-
ployee contributions for members of
the Armed Services Committee. They
had not done so, and in 1983 we found a
big chunk of money that was put in the
trust fund.

On that basis, I say we ought not to
depart from the principle that entitles
you to the money. It is called an enti-
tlement because it is your money. We
tax it the way we tax —and we did this
in 1993—pension benefits.

You calculate what you paid in, and
what you already paid taxes on. Subse-
quently you pay taxes on the portion
that was not taxed—the employer con-
tribution and the interest earnings on
your contribution and that of your em-
ployer.

So, with the greatest enthusiasm for
the enterprise but reservation about
the specific financing mechanism,
which, in my view, goes to not just a
marginal but a central point of the na-
ture of Social Security, I respectfully
say I will not support the measure,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, let me
just point out how we would cure this
perceived problem would be to mandate
that the interest rate paid on the So-
cial Security funds be increased by .25
percent each year for the next 7 years.
This would ensure the integrity of the
trust funds, which is the primary goal
and overriding concern, obviously.

To reimburse the Treasury, which
would make this increased payment,
the bill then mandates that all nonpro-
tected discretionary programs be cut
across-the-board by a uniform percent-
age equal to an amount necessary to
pay for the increased interest.

As the Senator from New York well
knows, we find money around here all
the time. It was interesting to me in
the last 24 hours of the budget debate
we found $13 billion. I did not find it,
but the so-called experts did. I am sure
members of Senator MOYNIHAN's staff
here, if they were allowed to speak,
would describe how they found $13 bil-
lion. We seem to find all this money all
the time.

Yet, we are seeking to take care of
what is a gross inequity, knowing full
well there is no one—I say to the Sen-
ator from New York, I challenge him to
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find someone to tell me that there will
not, at the end of the day, be increased
revenues into the Treasury because
more seniors will go and work. So what
we are really talking about here is a
way of satisfying some paperwork re-
quirements as far as CBO is concerned,
which is dictated by static scoring,
when the reality is there is going to be
more money coming into the Treasury
because seniors will be working.

So I appreciate Senator MOYNIHAN’S
concern about the mechanism, but I
have to tell him we have been wres-
tling with this particular problem for 9
years that I know of. Every time we
try to remove this terrible inequity
that exists in our society today, we say
we cannot find the money. We obvi-
ously do not want to take it out of en-
titlement programs because we are
then robbing Peter to pay Paul. It is
kind of a kabuki show here, because we
know full well from the GAO reports
back to us that the money, after 2
years, will not be required because
there will be additional revenues. In
fact, the funds for Social Security re-
cipients will be increased because as
these people work, they also continue
to pay into the Social Security trust
fund.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I do
not in the least disagree with the point
of the Senator about an increased work
effort and therefore increased revenues,
including direct revenues to the trust
funds. What the actual amounts would
be, how actuaries would judge them, is
beyond my capacity, but there would
be some and they would be not incon-
siderable.

Even so, I maintained what might
seem to be too purist a view but it is
one I hold, that only revenues from the
trust fund should be used to pay bene-
fits. We will see what the Senate’s wish
is.

The principle is correct. The issue
can be resolved, the sooner the better.
But it is my hapless responsibility to
say, not this afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Senator
from New York again. By the way, I re-
mind him we had a very interesting
hearing on March 1 of this year, where
they had several very interesting wit-
nesses including Mr. Meyers, who is an-
other one of those.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. Meyers who
came here in 1934.

Mr. McCAIN. Exactly, the gentleman
who probably is really the real cor-
porate knowledge on Social Security,
who also at that hearing testified that
this earnings test should be raised and
that additional revenues would accrue
from lifting this earnings test.

I also remind my colleagues it is a
fact that $200 million per year are
spent just to monitor the earnings test,
in other words, to make sure that ev-
erybody who is between age 65 and 69 is
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penalized properly and does not get
away with keeping that $1 out of every
$3 in their earnings.

So we would dramatically reduce
that burden right away and experience
an immediate savings of considerable
numbers of millions of dollars if we
just go ahead and lift it. Because then
the Social Security Administration
would not have to expend $200 million
on an annual basis for that.

I note the presence of my friend from
West Virginia on the floor. I yield the
floor.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, the Senator from Ari-
zona. One of the things which actually
is not generally, I expect, known that
much is that Medicare as well as Med-
icaid are part of the Social Security
Act that is being discussed, in fact, by
the Senator from Arizona. It has to be
said that when one looks at what
might happen in legislation, what
might be the result of a conference,
what might be the result of a com-
promise following a veto by the Presi-
dent, should that happen, there is a lot
of speculation about what might hap-
pen. But I think one thing which is
very, very clear at this point is that
what we are doing in the U.S. Senate
and what we have done to Medicare,
which is a part of the Social Security
Act, is extraordinary.

I would like, in fact, to take from my
friends from across the aisle the word
which they often use when they are
discussing Medicare, which comes from
the Social Security Act. They talk
about reforming Medicare.

I went, as I do every afternoon at 1
o'clock sharp, to my Webster diction-
ary, and I took out the word for ‘“‘re-
form.” I ask unanimous consent when I
am finished, Mr. President, if I can
have this printed in the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. It says, ‘‘a: to
amend or improve by change of form or
removals of faults or abuses; b: to put
or change into an improved form or
condition.

‘‘2: to put an end to (an evil) by en-
forcing or introducing a better method
or course of action.

“3: to induce or cause to abandon evil
ways,” and then they use the example
of a drunkard—odd.

“4: to subject (hydrocarbons) to
cracking.”

I think I better stop there because
that is rapidly getting into areas which
I cannot be quite so sure of.

Then I also, being the persistent in-
tellectual at 1 o'clock every day, in my
Webster’s dictionary, I went to the
word ‘‘raid,”” because that is what
those of us on this side of the aisle use
referring to what happens to Medicare
in the reconciliation bill. That is de-
scribed, and I would similarly ask that



31272

portion which I read be printed in the
RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 2.)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. ‘‘Raid” is, “‘la:
a hostile or predatory incursion; b, a
surprise attack by a small force.

“2a: a brief foray outside one's usual
sphere; b: a sudden invasion by officers
of the law; c: a daring operation
against a competitor,’’ and, again, here
I think the definition is wandering off
into different territory.

But my point, obviously, is what we
are contemplating, and what it is, in
fact, that we have put forth in rec-
onciliation is not yet accounted for,
not yet conferenced with the House,
and is nothing less than the ‘‘raiding”’
of Medicare. 1 assume that there are
those who feel very differently about
it. But I do not. I feel very strongly
about it. I speak as a representative of
the State of West Virginia where the
average senior income for seniors in
general is $10,700 a year, and 21 percent
of that goes already to health care, un-
less the senior is 84 years old, which in-
creasingly seniors are, in which case it
is 34 percent of the $10,700. You can see,
therefore, that the amount of money
that is being spent on health care al-
ready by Medicare recipients, bene-
ficiaries, is enormous.

So the majority party wants to fix
Medicare, to reform it. And they want
to do that by cutting $270 billion from
it, they would say to slow the growth
by a rate of $270 billion.

I, incidentally, had responsibility in
the 1993 Budget Act, so to speak, for
cutting $56 billion out of Medicare. I
never referred to it as ‘“‘slowing’ the
rate of reduction. I always referred to
it as “making the cut.” And I hold to
the same language then as now because
that is what I believe. It is like, if you
had a certain amount of money 3 years
ago and you have the same amount of
money now, a hip replacement has
gone up by 22 percent in cost, you can-
not do 84 percent of the hip replace-
ment. You either do the hip replace-
ment and you can pay for it, or you do
not have the money for it and you can-
not do it at all. So this whole question
of rate of growth is one that I will
leave for historians to worry about.

But any way you slice it, if you are
cutting $270 billion—and when all the
trustees of the hospital insurance trust
fund say that you have to cut it $89 bil-
lion—then you come to the obvious
conclusion that those who would cut
$270 billion are saving Medicare for a
much longer period of time than those
who would only cut it by $89 billion.

But an interesting thing happens.
The fact is that, if you cut $89 billion,
as the trustees have recommended pub-
licly in testimony and every other way,
Medicare will be solvent until the year
2006. On the other hand, if you cut it
$270 billion, guess until what year Med-
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icare will be solvent? The year 2006, the
same year, the same amount of time.

So the whole question then arises,
Why cut $270 billion out if $89 billion
will do the job over the period of the
next 10 years? The answer, of course, is
in the contract phase of the need for
the $245 billion tax break. I understand
that intellectually because, if you are
going to get a $245 billion tax break
and at the same time balance the budg-
et in 7 years, you have to get your hand
on a whole lot of money, and there is
not a whole lot of money in any one
pot, except if you go to Medicare, or if
you go to Medicaid. Those are the two
pots. Those are the two pots that you
can go to under reconciliation or a
Budget Act, and simply get large
amounts of money, if you are of a will
to do so.

However, the consequence of what
the majority party is doing in the Sen-
ate, and has done in the Senate, means
that Medicare recipients are going to
have to pay enormously more from
out-of-pocket expenses—out of their
own pocket expenses, and all of this to
fund a tax break. There is going to be
about $1,700 less per beneficiary by the
year 2002. Deductibles are going to be
doubled. Premiums are going to be
raised. The eligibility age for Medicare
is going to go from 65 to 67 years old,
and there will be an enormous amount,
I believe, of danger in equality and
quantity of health care. Let me explain
what I mean.

Putnam County General Hospital,
Mr. President, is what I would imagine
many hospitals are like in the Presid-
ing Officer's State. It is a rapidly in-
creasing county in terms of its income,
and in the sense of upscale county. Its
future is unlimited. It has most of the
flat land, or a lot of the flat land in
West Virginia, and a lot of upper in-
come houses as well as middle-income
houses. Yet, when you go to the admin-
istrator of that hospital, he will tell
you that between 68 percent and 72 per-
cent of his entire revenue stream is
paid for not by the newly dynamic
wealth of Putnam County, not by pri-
vate-pay patients, but by Medicare and
Medicaid. He says that if this cut is al-
lowed to stand, that Putnam General
Hospital is in severe difficulty. The
mathematics make it clear—$270 bil-
lion cut in Medicare, $187 billion cut in
Medicaid, and, hence, real problems for
that relatively upscale hospital.

We have a lot of hospitals in West
Virginia that do not fit that category.
They are in very rural counties. Many
shut down some years ago. They de-
pend almost entirely on Medicare or
Medicaid for their revenue stream.
When I say the ‘‘revenue stream,” I
just simply mean the money they use
to pay their doctors, nurses, oxygen,
their light bills, and the rest of it.

I believe—I do not really think any-
body can make the argument—that the
Boren amendment, by which you are
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meant to pay people much closer to the
services that they render, has now been
tossed aside. And I believe that doc-
tors, physicians who have been taking
care of seniors for many years are—
some of them—going to be in the eco-
nomic position where they will have to
simply say on their little shingle, *‘Dr.
So-and-So. But if you are on Medicare,
please do not stop here. I cannot afford
to treat you. I cannot afford to treat
you."”

In other words, I believe that doctors
will be driven out of the program and
Medicare beneficiaries will be turned
away.

There is another problem which we,
in fact, cured in the Senate. This is the
most devastating problem. It came
pretty much as news to everybody. But
it has not been cured in the House.
Therefore, I consider it to be a live
neutron bomb just sitting there on the
table. It was the majority party's ef-
forts to, in fact, get control of the cost
of fee-for-service Medicare. Obviously,
some Medicare patients are in HMO’s.
It is estimated that as much as 20 per-
cent may go into HMO's. But, obvi-
ously, the great body of Medicare bene-
ficiaries are in fee-for-service Medi-
care, and they like that. They like that
for one reason—because, by definition,
over the years it has always meant one
thing, and, that is, they get to go to
the doctor of their choice. They get to
choose the doctor of their choice, they
get to keep the doctor of their choice,
and use the doctor of their choice. And
that is the central, sacred theme of fee-
for-service Medicare.

But until it was taken out in the
Senate—I will say that the junior Sen-
ator from West Virginia probably had
something to do with that by talking
about it for about an hour one day sev-
eral weeks ago—there was this thing
called BELT which was a mystery. No-
body had heard of BELT. BELT stands
for budget expenditure limit tool.

I am not discussing something in the
abstract. We thankfully have taken it
out of the Senate’s package. But it re-
mains—and in fact a rougher one re-
mains—in the House. So that in the
conference, where I always have this
worry that the House is going to outdo
the Senate because of their fervor—
they appear to be less willing to nego-
tiate, less willing to compromise on
both sides than the Senate, so I always
worry very much about the conference.
So the way this would work would be
that the majority party now in the
House would assign about a 4 percent,
4.T-percent growth rate to Medicare,
the cost of health care in Medicare.

Now, we know that the actual cost of
the increase in health care in Medicare
is over 7 percent. But if this rate of
growth of the cost of health care ex-
ceeded 4.7 percent, automatically—
automatically—there would be a se-
quester and there would be automatic
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reductions, arbitrary in nature but ab-
solute in fact, in key Medicare spend-
ing in the following year. The cuts that
are specifically listed were inpatient
hospital services, home health services,
hospital care services, diagnostic tests,
physicians’ services, outpatient hos-
pital services. As far as I know, that is
most of health care. Mental health and
other things are not in there, but that
is most of health care. There would be,
therefore, this sequestration and a
ratcheting down so that the so-called
fee-for-service concept for the Medicare
beneficiary would simply disappear.

It was all hidden in this little piece
of paper and still resides in the House.
So I am very, very worried about that.

People listening may wonder why I
am talking about Medicare. It could be
that the Senator from Arizona is shar-
ing some of those thoughts at this par-
ticular point. This is why I am talking
about Medicare. I am here to use this
opportunity to offer an amendment,
which I will do but not immediately, to
give the Senate yet another chance to
walk away from some of the ills that I
have been talking about and give it a
chance to protect Medicare from the
damage that is contemplated in the
two versions, the House version and
the Senate version, of the majority
party’s budget, which is, of course, now
headed for a conference where, as I in-
dicate, I worry because I think the
House’s fervor in some areas is in ex-

Cess.

I will offer an amendment very soon
to do just what we have been trying to
get a vote on for 3 days but have not
been permitted to get a vote on for 3
days. We have been prevented from
being able to do this until this oppor-
tunity.

As most of my colleagues know, the
Senate still needs to appoint conferees
to the reconciliation bill so that we
can negotiate some of these matters
out. It is amazing that conferees have
not been appointed, but they have not
been appointed. This side can do noth-
ing about that. That has not been done
because the majority leader knows
that the Members on this side of the
aisle have just a few motions to in-
struct conferees. We only have a few.
Of course, the purpose of this is de-
signed to make one last plea for the
prevention of damage to Medicare, for
real nursing home protection, and one
or two other vital goals. I think there
are a total of maybe four or five.

The bill now in the Chamber is a very
appropriate place to make the same
proposal. So I am here to make sure
that when we are on a bill designed to
spend billions more on a category of
Social Security recipients through the
earnings test we first discuss, debate
and vote on the guestion of whether
$270 billion is going to be cut from
Medicare or whether that will not be
the case and whether 30 million seniors
are going to see their premiums in-
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crease or not, whether they will be
turned away from doctors or whether
they will not.

So that is my purpose, and I share
that respectfully with my colleague
and friend from Arizona, who probably
wishes that I had picked another time
to do all this. But you do have to con-
sider the fact that in spite of the fact
that in West Virginia the average in-
come for seniors is $10,700, nationally
that same figure is only $17,750.

Most of Medicare spending is for
beneficiaries with very modest income,
and we have discussed this before, but
it bears repeating because I am not
sure how far out there into the public
this has gotten. Sixty percent of those
with incomes of less than $15,000; 83
percent of those with incomes less than
$25,000; 97 percent of those with in-
comes less than $50,000.

This is a Medicare beneficiary popu-
lation that we are talking about. As I
have indicated, seniors already spend
more of their income on health care in
1994 than anything else—21 percent.
Nonsenior households, interestingly,
only spend about 8 percent of their in-
come on health care. Private insurance
grew at a faster rate, almost 10 per-
cent, than Medicare spending, which
was about 7.7 percent, from 1984 to 1993.

Under the Republican plan, as I indi-
cated, Medicare will be squeezed to a
growth rate of 4.9 percent—I believe I
said 4.7; I correct myself—4.9 percent
per person while private health insur-
ance will continue to grow at over 7
percent per person over the next 7
yvears, relegating seniors to a second-
rate, second-class health care system.

My amendment will be a final oppor-
tunity for the Republicans in the Sen-
ate to defend—not raid but defend—the
Medicare trust fund from a mind-bog-
gling raid, a raid that will cut health
care benefits, that will increase sen-
iors’ costs and threaten the very exist-
ence of hospitals, a raid that is de-
signed purely and simply, mathemati-
cally, architecturally, self-evidently to
pay for tax breaks tilted in favor of the
most affluent, comfortable households
in our great country.

The reconciliation bill passed at 1
a.m. on Saturday last will cut Medi-
care by $270 billion over 7 years. We all
know that. We have all been told that
this will save Medicare, keep it sol-
vent, make the program stronger.
Wrong, Mr, President, wrong and
wrong again. The professional experts
in charge of keeping the books for Med-
icare, the actuaries, the professionals,
the people who do this for a living, say
that $89 billion will solve the problem.

That is not the long-term problem.
That is the short-term problem, from
now through 2006, and then our sugges-
tion would be that we do exactly what
Ronald Reagan did, wisely and effec-
tively, in 1981, when he appointed the
Social Security Commission which
came out in 1983 in fact with a solution
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for Social Security, a solution which
was accepted by the people of this
country, accepted by the seniors of this
country, accepted by the Congress of
this country, both sides of the aisle, be-
cause it had been entered into with the
understanding that it would be done
with the idea of it being fair, nonpoliti-
cal and, therefore, worthy of the sup-
port of all, including the President of
the United States.

It was an extraordinary ability. Sen-
ator MOYNIHAN and Senator DOLE were
two of the members of that commis-
sion. What they did in service to their
country and in service to the Social Se-
curity commission is little noted, but
can never be forgotten by those who
understand the consequences of their
actions.

Hospitals, doctors, and nurses and
other health care providers in every
single one of our States believe, with
absolutely certainty—they do not
equivocate—that cuts of this size, the
$270 billion, will disintegrate the kind
of health service that 30 million senior
Americans have counted on for three
decades, in a program that works, in a
program that works in part because,
prior to its passage, less than half of
Americans had health insurance who
were of the senior age.

Why? Because if you are at the senior
age and you have any kind of ailments
at all, or you are just senior age, you
cannot buy health insurance. If you
have anything wrong with you at all,
you cannot buy health insurance. You
can have $10 million and you cannot
buy health care. That is why Medicare
took place. Now 99 percent of our sen-
ior population has health care insur-
ance. What a wonderful thing that is,
what a marvelous thing that is.

I have no way of explaining to my
constituents back in West Virginia, to
the 330,000 Medicare beneficiaries in
my State, why their Medicare
deductibles will double, their pre-
miums will skyrocket, and West Vir-
ginia hospitals are threatened with the
possibility of losing $25 million in 1996
and more than $681 million over the
next 7 years.

I keep saying I wish this were some
kind of a dream. But the threat is real,
and it is not a dream. It is written into
the pages of the bill that has been
passed, unless, of course, we decide to
change it. I can only report what I read
in this budget package. So, $270 billion
would be cut out of Medicare, $225 bil-
lion will be given—some say $245 bil-
lion, some say $225 billion—will be
given away in tax breaks and give-
aways.

Then, Mr. President, there is the $187
billion which is sliced out of Medicaid,
which is integrated into Medicare in its
effect on our health care system, leav-
ing the Medicaid system in tatters, as
it is chopped up into block grants,
something which States, no matter
what their Governors might say, do not
want—do not want.
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Talk to George Voinovich, talk to
Christine Whitman, talk to some of
those Republican Governors who have
the courage to say what they feel. Talk
to any of the Democrat Governors. 1
mean, I was a Governor of my State for
8 years. I know our present Governor
does not want any part of it, because
all he does now in his regular session,
and then special sessions, and then ad-
ditional special sessions, is try to fig-
ure out how to come up with more
money to pay for Medicaid. Medicaid is
about the only subject they even talk
about.

It is true, Mr. President, it is a ter-
rible crisis in our State as it stands
today, much less cutting $187 billion
out of it and block granting.

The response on the other side will be
that we are exaggerating, we are trying
to scare seniors. We do not agree with
that. This budget is scary. The seniors
I have talked to are scared. And, inter-
estingly, they have become scared at
what I would call a very rational pace,
if I can explain myself. Some of the
groups responsible for communicating
with seniors have been rather casual
about this whole subject, in my judg-
ment. Indeed, the American Hospital
Association for a period of time was
rather casual about dealing with this
subject.

But, interestingly, seniors began to
understand what the consequences to
their lives might, in fact, become. They
began to get very angry, very angry.
And then some of the groups here in
Washington started reacting to them.
The hospital administrators already
were very angry. They were angry
months ago. But their association was
not listening here in Washington as
closely as it could have been. Now they
are. And the American Hospital Asso-
ciation very much dislikes, and is very
much opposed, and very blatantly and
openly opposed, to these kinds of cuts
because of what it will do to the hos-
pitals that take care of the sick, in-
cluding seniors in our country.

EXHIBIT 1
[From Merriam Webster's Collegiate
Dictionary, 10th edition]
1pe-form ‘ri-'form\ vb [ME, fr. MF reformer, fr.
L reformare, fr. re- + formare to form, fr.
forma form] vt (14¢) 1 a: to put or change into
an improved form or condition b: to amend
or improve by change of form or removal of
faults or abuses 2: to put an end to (an evil)
by enforcing or introducing a better method
or course of action 3: to induce or cause to
abandon evil ways <-a drunkard> 4 a: to sub-
ject (hydrocarbons) to cracking b: to produce
(as gasoline or gas) by cracking - vi: to be-
come changed for the better syn see CORRECT
EXHIBIT 2
[From Merriam Webster’s Collegiate
Dictionary, 10th edition]
1paid \V'rdd\ n [ME (Sc) rade, fr. OE rdd ride,
raid—more at ROAD] (15¢) 1 a: a hostile or
predatory incursion b: a surprise attack by a
small force 2 a: a brief foray outside one’s
usual sphere b: a sudden invasion by officers
of the law e: a daring operation against a
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competitor d: the recruiting of personnel (as
faculty, executives, or athletes) from com-
peting organizations 3: the act of mulcting
public money 4: an attempt by professional
operators to depress stock prices by con-
certed selling “raid vi (1865): to conduct or
take part in a raid - vt to make a raid on
AMENDMENT NO. 3043

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3043.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
an objection. Objection is heard.

The clerk will read the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

At the appropriate place insert the follow-
ing:

Igt. is the sense of the Senate that the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate on H.R. 2491
should not agree to any reductions in Medi-
care beyond the $89 billion needed to main-
tain the solvency of the Medicare trust fund
through the year 2006, and should reduce tax
breaks for upper-income taxpayers and cor-
porations by the amount necessary to ensure
deficit neutrality.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I say to
the Senator from West Virginia that I
am very disappointed, of course, he
would put this amendment on a bill
that is very important to the people of
his State. He stated the average in-
come of the elderly in the State is
$10,000 a year. It seems to me that he
would be eager to, as quickly as pos-
sible, give them an opportunity to earn
a sufficient amount of money in order
to be able to better their living stand-
ards and raise their income.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

Mr. McCAIN. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The assistant legislative clerk con-
tinued with the call of the roll.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further pro-
ceedings under the quorum call be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I would
like to talk a bit about this bill. I
know the Senator from Arizona has
worked on this for, I guess, 7 or 8 years
now. And I know for at least the time
I have been in the Senate this has been
an active interest of his, and he has
played a very constructive role in rais-
ing this earnings test in the past.

Unfortunately, I was not here when
he made his opening statement. This is
a very—fortunately for all of us who
have trouble reading some of these
bills—a very short piece of legislation,
and I do not want to make any com-
ments on it that are inaccurate. But,
as I understand it, what we basically
have in the law right now says that for
a period of 5 years, from age 65 to 70,
there is an earnings test. After 70 there
is no earnings test. During that period
of 656 to 70 years of age, beneficiaries of
Social Security payments are penal-
ized. They have actual reduction in
their benefits as they receive income. I
think the test is at $11,200 today.

What this piece of legislation would
do is, over time, take that 5-year win-
dow, that penalty, up to $30,000 over a
5-year——

MCCAIN. Seven, ’

Mr. KERREY. T-year period of time.

Mr. President, in general, I have sup-
ported and on a number of occasions
have actually voted for raising this
earnings test. I must say I have very
strong 