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- The Senate met at 8:30 a.m., on the
expiration of the recesas, and was called -

-to order by the President pro tempore

[Mr BYRD]. . )

"The PRESIDENT pro- tempore 'I'he
Senate will come to order.

. Leading the Senate in his pra.yer to

t.ho Supreme Lawgiver, Creator of the

universe, Creator of life and life eter-

nal, is the Senate Chaplain, -the Rev-..

erend Richard C. Halverson.
Dr. Halverson, please. - - -

- Senate

(Legtslatlve day of Mouday, April 19 1993)

- RESERVATXON_ OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, loa.dorshlp time is
reaerved.

. " 'MORNING BUSINESS

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

The flrst hour of morning business

- will be under the control of the Sen-

* The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard

C. ‘Halverson, D.D., offered the follow--

ing prayer:
Let us pra.y
* %+ in Qquietness and fn oonﬂdenoe
‘shall be your strength * * * _]Igaiah

30:15. . .

Gracious God our Father, as the Sen-
- ate considers. crucial issues with pro-
~found implications for the Nation and
the world—in an atmoephere in which
more and more people are expressing
mistrust of the institution—help the
Senators to realize there is One who
understands them, loves them, and de-
sires to lead them. In the milieu of cri-
ais, controversy, conflict, compromise,
and confusion, teach them the wisdom
of moments of withdrawal, waiting
. upon God in quiet reflection and pray-
er. Help them understand that to be
too busy for God is to be too busy. It 18
" to deny ong's self the availability of &
Supreme Resource.

Dear Lord. convince the Senators of
Your nearness, Your avallability, Your
relevance to whatever issues they face.
May they find meaning in the words of
Isaiah, “* ¢ * |n quietness and in con-
fidence shall be your strength * * »

In Jesus’ name. -Amen.

ator from Oregon [Mr PACKWOOD] or
his designee.

Mr. PACKWOOD 18 recognized under
the order. )

‘Mr. PACKWQOD. I thank the Chalir.
Is it correct that that §-minute limita-
tion does not apply to the first hour?

"The PRESIDENT pro- tempore. It is
not. The first hour 18 under the control
of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. PACK-
WOoOoD]. : o

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

THE, RECONCILIATION

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. Prosident, we
are going to be entering into serious
debates now in the Congress, in the
House and Senate, after the recess, on
the so-called President’s budget or, as
we call {t now in Congress, reconcili-
ation. That 18 a fancy term, and any-

one listening to me need not worry -

about that.

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

I do not plan today to get into the ar-
guments as to each and every item.

But I do plan to get into the philoso-
phy of what it is we are talking about
and why the Republlca.na are 20 op-
posed.

First, I want. to quote from what we
call the 1978 Byrd amendment. This 18
not the Chair, but this i8 Harry Byrd,
the Senator from Virginia. -

In 1978 we passed the !‘ollowing
amendment in Congress. *‘‘Beginning
with flscal year 1981, the total budget
outlays of .the Federal Government
shall not exceed its receipts.”

That is the law. That was the law. We
passed 1t. And we saild in 1978, “‘by 1981
we are going to have a balanced budget
and the law compels 1t." .

Interestingly, in what we can t.he

. conference report, when the House and

the Senate pass slightly different’ bills

- on the same subject, you have to go to

conference between the House and the
Senate to reconcile the differences. We
went to conference, we reconciled the

-differences. This provision remained in

the law. But in the report that accom-
panies the conference, appears the fol-
lowing language:

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

This i8 clearly what has happened. In
1978 we said by 1981 we are going to bal-
ance the budget; but, oh, by the way, in
case somebody else {n conference does
something different, next month or
next year, this does not count.

Indeed, it has not counted. We have
not come close to balancing the budget
in 1979, 1981, 1982, or 1983, 1984 or on-
ward. This 1s irrelevancy. What the
Congress says it is going to do, balance
the budget, does not mean this Con-
gress or any future Congress i8 going to
do 1t just because we put it in law. :

If this Congress, this year, today,
gald we pass a law that says we are
going to spend no more than $1 trillion,
signed into law, goes to the President,
he signs it, next week we can pass a

@ This “bullet” symbol ideantifies stacements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member-of the Senate on the floor.
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- law that says no, we decided to npend
_$L1 trillion and, as we do not have the .

revenue, we are going to borrow the

$100 -bjllion. That will supersede the
"law to spend $1 t.rlllion if it was bal-
anced.

Bo, 1tisnioela.nguage it 18 a nice
t.hought. It is an u'releva.ncy ‘based
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upon the past; - actions of. this COn-.-

‘gress—{frankly, _in my spesch so that those who are fo].
: ; lowlncltwillhave thechn.rtatolook

© Mr. President, at this stage, a.lt.hough .

T want to refer to them a little later, I .

of all of. the govern-
ments in the United Btates. .

ask unanimous consent to have printed

in the RECORD two -charts that will
“have some budget ngnm on them. I
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would like to.put them in at t.hum
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Mr PACKWOOD 'Mr. President, the .
firat chart i8 entitled ‘‘Federal, State/
"Local, and Total Government Taxes
and Spending as a Percentage of Gross
Domestic Product: 1850-1992.” It 18 &
complicated title. What it means is
-this: How much of the gross domestic
product—for that term we will simply-
mean all of the income in the United
States. It does not quite mean that,
but for purposes of my discussion you
can say 1t means that. How much of all
of the income of the assets of the Unit-
ed States do governments tax and do
they spend from 1950 onward?

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

In that same year, 1850, all of the
governments of the United States were
spending 23 percent. We had a deficit.
We were spending more than we were
taking in 40 years ago.

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

Now Jet us go up 42 yea.m to 1892.
Same governments. Whereas in 1950

.they were taxing 21 percent of all the

money in the United States, they are
now taxing 30 percent of it, $30 out of
every $100. Instead of spending $23 out

of $100, we are now spending $34. We

still have a deficit. We collect $30 and
we spend $34. We are taxing 30 percent
of the gross domestic product, and we
are spending 34 percent. .

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

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

Every time we raise taxes, we spend
the money. There is an interesting
breakdown, however, if you compare
the Federal Government to all local
governments, collectively. On all of the
State and local -governments collec-
tively, their taxes have gone up, their
spending has gone up, but interest-
ingly, it balances. In 1850, all of the
State and local governments were ‘tax-
ing 7 percent and spending 7 percent.

Forty-two years later, they are tax-
ing 11 percent and they are spending 11

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

So the second chart I will have
placed in the RECORD does the same
comparison of taxing and spending for
our major industrial competitors. This
was & chart prepared by the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment. This is an organisation
headquartered in Paris, and all the in-
dustrial countries belong to 1t. It is ba-
gically a statistical gathering organi-
gation, and it does its analysis slightly
different from the way we do ours, 80
the percentages are not quite the same.
They are not very far off. The trend is
the same in all events in every single
country, what we might regard as in-
dustrialized competitors. Over the
years, their taxes and spending have
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goneup.'l‘boyctart.ﬂ-omsmsherbuo

thn.nwdid.
Lotnsta.kou.oonploofua.mplu. Let

"Let us:take just one other: Swoden.

Inloﬁs,ltmt.a.nngwpercent&nd.
spendincxperoent.mlseo it was tax- .

64 percent and spending 61 percent.

done.
"If we have the money, we spend it.
s do not-pay down the deficits. We do
-not reduceé spending. Give us the taxes
“and we spend the money, and it is true
in all countriea.
'I‘ha.tbrimutotheime at hand as
.to what is going to happen if we pasa
‘the so-called reconciliation bill. I am
going to call it more or less the out-
linea of .the President’'s budget that the
‘Democratic majority has agreed to.
~ .This - bill allocates the taxes and
spendine for the next year, and when

‘locked in for the entire 6-year period.
‘All of the so-called spending cuts are
not. -

. In.mxomstot&kojusttheﬁratyw
.of this bill, and there is no argument
about the figures that I am giving you.
The majority and minority all agree
that theee flgures are accurate for the
first - year. If this bill passes, we are
going to increase taxes, over 5 years,
by -about $338 billion gross. We are
‘going to give some people tax cuts of
about $64 billion. But the total increase
in taxes, net, when you subtract from
the gross the reductions, is a $272 bil-
lion increase in taxes. We are going to
lock into place, at the same time Wwe
pass this bill, if we do, spending cuts,
net—and you have some increase and
some decrease—spending cuts of $55 bil-
lion. 'S80 you have about a 5-to-1 in-
crease In taxes over spending cuts
locked in. )

.Here {8 the promise: But, aha; this
b1l says that in the next 4 or 5 years,
we are also to pass other spending cuts.
We are not required to. It will take fur-
ther actions of Congress to do it. It will
take all the heart and might and soul
of the authorizing committees and the
Appropriations Committees, but the
bill we pass—if we pass it—will not
lock in those spending cuts in future
years. We might do them; we might
not.

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

they all do the same thing we have
If they have money, they spend .
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Whorol-thohht.orythnt.evermdl-u
ontuthat.'henwoluwnxmmoney..
. it 'goes for deficit -reduction? From.the
:umothueluustieu-mtodinwt@
- today,* every. time -we . have :extra
" money, welpendlt..notuvolt.mtu
~why. the Republicans are saying, Mr."
" President, to the Deémocratic majority’

in the House and the Senate: Before we
pass this tax bill, letu.lwrltelntohw.

' ilrrevoa.bly. spending cuts.

Remember, the President said, when

he got inaugurated; his budget was.-
going to be 33 1n spending cuts for $1 in .
taxes. Then, finally, when . we begin to -

see the budget, 1t was going-to be 2 to
1 Then it was $1 of taxes for. $1 of

spending cuts. Now we have a bill that

18 $5 of taxes for $1 of spending cuts and
& promise on the eomo of more spend-
Mgcnta ’

“We have been uuckered on that bo-',
fore, in 1882, 'when President Reagan .
-was promised support on spending cuts.

They said: ‘Just.esupport this tax in-
crease, and you will get it. He reluo-
tantly supported the tax increass and
never got the spending cuts. .-

S0 1 do not think it.is unfalr for the
Republicans to say, Mr. President, to
the Democratic majorit.y‘ We wul bar-
gain with you. -

We might or might not support a real

" deficit package. I think I would. I

would like to see the deflcit reduced. I

‘want to see it reduced overwhelmingly .

by spending cuts, not-tax increases.
But, in-any event, Mr. President, I am
not going to buy into something that
promises spending cuts lat.ar and puts
taxes into effect now. .

That is where we are, and that 1s why
the Republicans are adamantly op-
posed, because time after time after
time, it has been the same. As they

say, ‘‘Fool me once, shame on you; fool
me twice, shame on me.”” We are not
going to buy into this again.

We have been fooled often enough‘

with promises. What we want now, in
the law, is spending cuts ,of signifi-
cantly greater magnitude than will be
in this bill, if it passes—not a promise,
Mr. President, of posaible spending cuts
in 1994, 1985, 1996, or 1997, and the taxes
now. Let us get the spending cuts now
in law, and then we will talk about the
taxes. -

Mr. President, 1 reserve the rema.ln
der of my time.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. N

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I

yield 7 minutes to the Senator from -

Delaware.

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

CLINTON ECONOMIC PLAN FEEDS CONSUMER
DOUBTS

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

86487

Only 13 percent of t.hooe nnrveyod be-
lleve more jobe will be available:in. the
‘ooming . mont.ha—-t.ho .lowent .level - of
confidence in job proeyoot.l ln _more
than a year. . ' -

-1 ‘believe this’ oont.inulnx drop ln,
oconsumer. confldénce can be directly

‘linked to-the growing ‘toncern of the .
“American people about the dramatic’
" tax increases proposed in-the Clinton’

economic plan. They.recognise the plan
18 heavy on tax increases l.nd light on .
spending cuts.

Americans are: rea.lixing that 'Presl-
dent Clinton's economic pla:n is not
what it was promised to be. - .. - .

. During the campaign, candidate Clin
ton promised middle class tax relief.
President Clinton’s plan will increase

" taxes by as much as $500 a year for the

average middle-class family. -

Last fall, candidate Clinton promised
to cut the deficit in half in 4 years and
significantly reduce the -Federal. debt.
‘As President, he would increasé the na-
tional .debt by $1.4 trillion in.the next
4 years. At the end of his 5-year plan,
‘annual deficits will still be in eéxcess of
$200 billion -and mmuing in future

-years. This assumes that all of his tax

increases will go toward cutting the

"deficit instead of being spent on -new
" programs, a8 Congress has done in the

pest.. In fact, since World War II, Con-
gress has spent $1.59 for every Sl in tax
increases.

‘Candidate Clinton promised to creat.e
hundreds of thousands of new jobs. But
independent economic analysis shows
his plan will cause an economic decline
and serious loes of jobs. -

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

Mr. President, t.he reconciua.tion bill
scheduled for action tomorrow by the
House propoees $288 billion in tax in-
creases and user fees and only $55 bil-
lion in spending cuta—that is $5 in tax
increases for every $1 of spending cuts.
That 8 a far cry from the $2 in spend-
ing cuts to $1 of tax increases that was
.advocated by OMB Director Leon Pa-
netta when he testified before the Sen-
ate Governmental Affairs Committee
during his confirmation hearings. :

For the President to argue that these
tax increases will go solely to reducing
the deficit, while advocating at the
same time a tremendous increase in so-
called investment spending 18 con-
tradictory. History proves that the lib-
eral spending Congress will agree to
this new spending.

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

The 1990 budget agreement was sold
a8 the deal which would polish off the
Federal budget deficit. Unfortunately,
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‘t.ho only t.hing it pollshed ott was t.he An defense spondlng——a.nd usumed re- tax bra.oket.s uta.y where they - &ra m‘

taxmyer's wallet. - -

In 1890, 1 argued ra.unnx taxes would
.slow ecofiomic_growth and increase un--
~employment. Unfortunately, I was cor--

rect. The léesons of the 1990 agreement
.are -simple: Higher taxes stifle “eco-
-nomic growth, destroy jobs, and’ fuel
‘more Govern:nent spending. ~

‘Who can blame Americans for being.

skeptical? Why should they believe en- -

acting another ‘unprecedented tax in- -

crease will bring the jobs and economic
growth that the last one did not? I
.don’t believe it n.nd ne&ther nhould the”
tn.xpayar.
- Tax increases wul not. creata jobc or
-encourage growth in the economy. As I-
have said on many occasions, you can-
not tax America into prosperity. -
Mr. President, I yield back the re--

ma.u‘xdor of my time and yield the floor. -

© Mr.- PACKWOOD.: Mr.. President, ‘I

.yield 10 minutes to t.he Senat-or from ]

New Mexico. -
*The- PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

: Sena.tor from New Mexico [Mr. DouxN- )

mx] is recognised for 10 minutes.

- - Mr, DOMENICL Thank -you, Mr

Presidént, o
I thank" my Iuend. Senator PAcx-
-WOOD, for ylelding,

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

“There is good reason for t.hose Mem- :

‘bers to be nervous. BN
. If they would take the time to truly
-study the 1,500-page bill they.are about
"to vote on, I think their anxiety would
only be further confirmed.
This may be the reason why the.
President and the Democratic leader-
_8hip in the House wants to quickly
vote on the bill. The more time people
‘have to really study and analyze it the
“more questionable will be their sup-
T would like to take & few minutes to
Just review the facts—what 18 in the
House reconciliation bill as I have ana-

lyzed it. .
: . °  DEFICIT REDUCTION

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

Back on April Fools Day, the Con-

- gress adopted a budget resolution that
assumed we would pass various kinds
of legislation that over § years would
reduce the deficit about $440 billion.
The majority insista on saying that

_ deficit reduction in that package would
total $500 billion, but I am using the of-
ficial CBO numbers.

One of those pieces of legislation that
had to pass to achieve the savings in

" the resolution was a tax and spending
bill—ea reconciliation biil.

But that reconciliation bill makes up
only a portion of the assumed deflicit
reduction in the budget adopted in the
spring—$337 billion—the remainder $103
billion comes from future cuts in ap-
propriation bills—almost entirely cuts

.ductions in- mt.erest po,ymenu on our °
‘pational debt. - -

) Boletmebeclw.thononsewmbo
‘voting not on a $500. billion deficit re-

duction package, not -a :$440 -billion
package, but a 3337 billlon package, '

_ that just also happens to riise the debt -
1imit to $4.9 trillion, with no expiration
date. Andthatbmuwhatlhavam
lyzed hiere today. - ;
mxorrinsmmmam .
- “The House reconciliation bill raises
gross taxes $327 billion over the next §

. yoars—$44 billion next year alone._

The major tax raisers include: '

Increased lndividua.l lncome mee.
mbbmlon. o

A broad-based Btu ta.x, m bﬂllom

A tax on Social Socurlt:y reclpients.
$32 billjon; and . -

- Repeal ofthemmebaaeoap,m
blmon

' The' Houae bill- also- roduces some
taxes—3$63.8 billion over -the next 5
yea.m—su ‘billion next year alone. . °

_The major tax reducers include:

R&E tax credit, $10 billion; .
- Small business expensing, $8 bunon. ]

Modification of AMT depreciation
schedules, $9 billion; -

. Empowerment sones, $53 bﬂlion. u.nd

" Passive loss relief, $2.7 billlon.- :

On net then, the House bill increases
taxes a total of $275.5 billion over the
next 8 yearu——sa‘z.? bullon next year
alone. . - -

Without gett.ing int.o all the specino
policies that back up these huge tax in-
creases at this time, the American pub-
lic and the Congress needs to under-
stand that the total spending cuts and
user fees defined as spending cuts—net-
ting out the spending increases.in the’

, which I will discuss later—total
only $61.4 billion in this bill.

User fees in the reconciliation bm
total nearly $16 billion. - _

‘As a result, real spending cuts in the
bill total $45.8 billlon. -~ .

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

What ‘is even more disturbing, the~

taxes come early {n the flve year rec-
onciliation period and the spending
cuts in the bill come later. So taxes
and user fees will go up $35 billion next
year, while spending cuts in the bill are
only $1.7 billion. That is a ratio of
saoeamta.xoaluserfeeatoonlyslm
spendlng cuts.
TAXES

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

But just for the record, I wonder how
well 1t i8 known that the House reo-
onociliation bill reintroduces bracket
creep. Indexing is postponed for 1 year
for the top two individual income tax
brackets. The tax threshold levels for
the new and higher 36- and 39.6-percent

1994. rather than being indexed. . f
I wonder how. well it is genenuy
known ‘that the bill's incomse tax m‘:‘
. Creases, ‘both corporate and individ
“are’retroactive to Jahuary 1, 1993,
I'wonder how ‘well it is undmt‘.ood
t‘hatthebmonoeasainplweeneww
perwork ma.ndat;ea and reporting re-:
_quirements .on ‘businesses: . - require-.
.. ments for employers to - potify their
employees of EITO- avallability, ‘and:
numerous new reporting requirements’
and statements tor ot.her busineu orgaa- '
nizations. . :
‘Rather than simplifyins the-: 'ru
Oode. the House bill continues to add’
“to "its ‘complexities. -New " regulations

- and definitions to keep the ta.x lawyera

in business abound. :

- The House bill requires the Beereta.ry
of the Treasury to issue regulations for.
at least 18 new provisions,-three relat-

'odtoa.minimn.lonterpﬂusompro-

posal.
‘The 400 pa.gea of legislative

- ln-nsuase
eonta.m over 160 new deflnitions for

taxpayers to contend and comply with:

. And- the favorite of a reconciliation

bill—at least “eight new -studies” are -

mandated in the tax title alons. - - :
- SPENDING CUTS AND INCREASES .

On the spending =side the bill 1s scored
as_cutting spending over. the next 6
years a total of $45.8 billion. But this
masks the almost equivalent amount
of new spendlng mcmasea tlno tound in
this bill.-

I will insert a table lnto t.hoﬁnooan
that presents the new. spending found
inmthm suppomdly denclt reductlon
b

Including new a.uthoriu.tionn in this
bill, over the next 5 ‘years a total of
$42.6 billion in new spending would be
created. Looking only at the new enti-
tlement spending including expansion
of existing entitlement programs, .the
bill will increase spending 338 8 billion
over the next § years. =

At a time when we are all concerned
about controlling entitlement- spend-
ing, this bill will actually create two
new entitlement programs: a childhood
immunization entitlement and a health
care for 1illegal immigrants entitle-
ment. While I may not be against the
objectives of these programs, I cer-
tainly am opposed to creating another
uncontrollable spending program.

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

Where there are scorable spending
cuts, I think it {8 interesting to know
that a number of these so-called cuts
Congress has done before. Of the nearly
$61.4 billion in spending cuts well over
half-54 percent—come from nothing
more thah an extension of current law
spending cuts that expire over the next
b years.

As an example, the House bill re-
Jected the President's proposal to per-
manently increass the part B pre-
miums for Medicare beneficiaries. In-
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stead the bill simply extends the cur--
rent 25 percent premium for 2 more

years. The House Ways and Means
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Mr DOMENICI. Mr. President, I con-
.clude by simply stating the House of
Representatives is about to take an im-
pottantvot.e on the fiscal future of this
country. -

The House reconciliation 5111 when
remr analyzed is truly a tax bill.
Front end loaded on taxes and back end
loaded with spending cuts that are
made up primarily of extending current
law.

" The House would do the ocountry &
sorvice by defeating that bill and be-
ginning again with a real deflcit reduc-
tion package focusing on real spending

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

We spend 80 much time around here
talkdng about getting the deflcit under
control by controlling appropriated ac-
counts when, as a matter of fact, there
18 no way that short of getting rid of
all of them, all of the appropriated ao-
counts, everything from the National
Institutes of Health, to water and
. sewer grants, to education. Unless yoa
got rid of it all, you could not get the
budget under control.

Having said that—{or there are Mem-
bers of the U.8. House of Representa-
tives who feel a little bit uneasy about
the reconciliation bill that passed be-
fore the committee and is going before
them—let me urge that they not only
continue that uneasiness but they look
at this bill.

Mr. President, it is 1,500 pages in
length. I do not believe it has been flled
of record—at least, it had not been the
day before yesterday, and frankly it is
very difficult to find out what is in it.

' But we have tried our best and we have
"found some rather startling things. -

I hope every Member of the House
has someone to help them look at it in
depth, because 1 do not really belleve
the American people would sit by and
watch this bill pass without sending an
ultimatum to their Members if the
American people knew what was in thls

Let me just uss the chart first and
aay to every Senator here, as I see

‘budget matters, all of the deficit reduc-'

tions that we are going to-get, except
for defense cuts, aome of which may be

. spent on other appropriated accounts,

almost all the deficit reductions we are
golng to get 1s 1n this bill.

‘This year, -reconctliation is synony-
mous with deflcit reduction. Anyone
who wants to come and argue about
how much more we are going to get in
savings, we will have that argument in
due course, and I am certain the Amer-
ican people will understand that there
i1s little or no chance that there is
going to be any deficit reduction be-
sides this huge bill consisting of 1,500

pages. .

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

Now, here {8 what we find in this bil],
1 say to my friend, Senator PACKWOOD.
Benator PACKWOOD and Senator ROTH
and their committee are going to do
most of this. The ratio of taxes and
usger fees to spending cuts in this big
bill 18 $35 billion in the first year in
taxes, most of which are retroactive—
and you see this almost invisible little
red line, $1.7 billion in real cuts in this
yeoar, spending cuts. That ratio 18 $20.68

in- taxes in the first year for $1 in
spending cuts.

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

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

When you add it all up, there 1s $291
billion in taxes and ‘user fees in this
bill -and there is the astronomical net
cut in Federal spending of $45.8 billion.

1 gave Senator NICKLES & wrong ratio
yesterday. When we finished analyzing
and subtracting and adding it, it is
even worse than I told him. It {8 $6.35
in taxes for every $1 in spending cuts.

Frankly, unless someone is sitting
around hoping against hope that we are
going to find another way after this ar-

duous ordeal, we are going to find an-

other way to cut spending, it is going .
to be a whole new ball game to cut
some more spending, I do not belleve

it. I believe this 1s the end of it. This 1s

all we are going to get, and, if any-
thing, the pressure for domestic spend-
ing after the 2-year freeze will push up
the appropriated. accounts because
there is enormous pressure within
them. And even if defense spending 18
coming down—and to put that in per-
spective—that is not going to greatly
affect this ratio, but everybody knew
spending in defense was coming down.
That was not arduous or difficult for
this President or those who want to cut
spending.

8o this i8 it, friends. When we a.re fin-
ished with this great exercige in Jdeficit
reduction, I believe it 1s fair for some
of us who have worked on deficit reduc-
tion day in and day out—if people
think Senator DOMENICI went along



May 26, 1993

-with everything Ronald Reagan wanted :
.and’ President Bush; 1 mean, I actually.

had serious, serious reservations -and
:departures with President - Rea.ga.n. the
same with President Bush, .on. deflcit
‘matters and I believe that eéntitles me

to have differences with this President.
-But the ‘'most important thing is he .

ought to start over. He ought to-sit
down and say the Ropublica.m. through
-their. leadership, want to meet and do
something about mandatories and enti-

tlements together, Democrats and Re- .

-publicans. You cannot do it any other
_wa.y

going to take them off the books. - .
And, frankly, I believe the American
people ought to be very skeptical about

‘what i{s next because, as I said, there -

_ will not be another big deficit package,
but: I tell you there will be another
-huge tax package to pay for the health
care program. I.do not see any other

way. Everywhere I look, the health -

cmmckaeeisgoinstobeaoooond
round of taxes.

. Bo, if there 1s.a second round, it.vdll
not be cuts. It will not be reducing
Federal expenditures, I say to Senator
PACKwooOD. It will be some significant

new tax. on the American people to pay

- for the health care program.

- 80 where are we? For anybody that
thinks we are exaggerating when we
say this is a tax-and-epend program, let
me wrap this part up and move to five
or six ba.sic fa.cta and then 1 will sit
down. .

- If'you take these ta.mulhavode—

scribed them here and consider their
retroactivity, consider the little tiny -
_bits of cuts that come with it, how.

could you get the bndget under con-
trol? You do not.

And I will give you one new fact In
the next § years, the spending side of
the American budget in an era of re-
straint, in & budget deficit package
- that really was working, the damestic
programs of this country in their total-

ity go up, I say to Senator PACKWOOD,

572 billion in § years; slightly over $100
billion a year, most of which, seeing
the occupent of the Chair, I must say,
with real, real affirmation, is not the
appropriated accounts of this country

but rather the uncontrolled,
unreformed mandatory entitlement
programs of this land.

" Now, having said that, friends in the
House, you should know the following.
I wonder if you know, and if we know
in the Senate, that bracket creep 18 put
back into the Tax Code.

Did S8enator PACKwWOOD know that?

Mr. PACKWOOD I did not know
that.

Mr, DOMENIOI. For the two highest
brackets, the two new high brackets we
have just put back in the old law that
actually ruined the taxpeyers of this
country and produced a fake tax di-
vided for the American Government to
spend by saying you-do not stay at the
same percentage, if inflation goes up 4
percent, you do not change, you do not

: Once you have locked these taxes in;.
8291 billion in net taxes, you are not -
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change the level .of taxation. So’ that-

..means in a few years, if it went up 10 .

percent, you would add 10 percent and

'taytha.tuthonawamountofmon

-top of 39 or 40 whatever it is.¥

* The -PRESIDENT pro tempore. “The'

time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DOMENICL Could I have 2 more
‘minutes?

Mr. PACKWOOD Does SBenator DAN-

Mr PACKWOOD. - I have Sens,t,or

"DANFORTH and Senators GREGG, NICK-

LES and, I think, one other is coming,
and we have to be done in 25 minutes.
Mr. DOMENICL Cou]d I just give you
one more? . -
- Mr. PACKWOOD. In 30 aeconds? )
Mr. DOMENICL In 30 seconds. -
How many people know that in this
bill the income tax increases, both éor-
porate .and individual, a.re retroactive
to January 1, 19937

-Mr. PACKWOOD Very few peoplo .

know that.

-1 would yield, as 1 lndlca.tod. 8 min-
utes to the Senator from New Hamp-
shire. Ifthereisanycha.noeheoould
cut it, I would appreciate it. .

I yleld 8 minutes to the Sexmtor from
New Hampehire.

The PRESIDENT pro temporo The
Senator from New Hampehire is recog- .
nized for 8 minutes. .

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

- 1 thank the Senator from New Mex- .

ico for his remarks and for his always
precise and rather devastating state-
ment of what this reconciliation bill
means in terms of new taxes: $6.35 of
new taxes for every $1 of spending cuts.
That is really an outrageous number.
‘What I want to talk about today is
who is going to pay those new taxes.
We are hearing about it 18 going to be
the wealthy that is going to pay this
tax burden of $6.35 of new taxes for
every $1 of spending cuts. Well, it is

not. It {s going to be small business

that is going to pay it.

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

From the period 1980 to the period

. 1990, 4.1 million jobs were created in

this country by small business. What
happened with businesses with over 500
employees? They actually lost jobe
They lost 500,000 jobs.

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

Why is that important? Well, it ia
important because it goes to who is
going to pay this tax. Because under
this tax proposal, subchapter 8 cor-
porations and partnerships end up get-
ting a disproportionate share of the tax
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burdenthatlstomztohavotobe»

borne here.
Whyuthut?Boc;mtheymtreat-

.ed as individuals. They are not treated

“-a8 corporations. And they are hit with

basically five .major new. events in
- their fiscal life which are going to pe--
nalize their economic prosperity and
. thelir.capacity to be competitive. .

First, the tax rate of a small business
“will go up from 31 percent to 3§ per-
cent, if they are subchapter 8 corpora- .
tions and they have c. level. of income
that qualifies.

Second, the wage on which their tax

‘is calculated for the purposes of FICA

- and the hospital insuranoce portion of
FIcAwiugoup.u.ndthecapwmbe
taken off.
Thlrd.iftheyhavemorethanmoooo
of income, they will be hit with n. 50-

percent surtax.

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

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

Let us take a dress shop. For exam-
ple, & dress shop has $250,000 worth of
income. The owner of the dress shop,
the mom ‘and pop dress shop, happens
to make $250,000 in salary. If they roll.
" this over into inventory next year
under a subchapter 8 corporation, they
are going to end up paying the surtax
penalty under this proposal.

In addition, we have changed this
law—not ‘“‘we,” because I certainly am
not going to support it—have changed

the calculation of the AMT, the alter-

native minimum tax, raising that rate
from 24 to 26 peroent, and for people

“under $75,000 to 28 percent. And a&s you

tend to compress those differences be-
tween the AMT and the corporate rate
and the individual- rate, you end up
with more people having to flle, more
people having to flle an alternative
minimum tax calculation. And anyone
who_ has flled an alternative minimum
tax calculation knows it is & night-
mare. There is no small business per-
gon in the country who can flll it out
without going to their accountant.
That is an additional AMT cost. It can
be expensive to a am,a.ll business per-
son.

In ‘addition, we put a limjte.t.ion on
itemized deductions—‘‘we’’ do not, the
President does. The lmitation on
itemized deductions is extended, and
that 18 going to cost small businesses
money. And you have the other things,
lke the Btu tax, extending the gas tax,
eliminating the meals. All those hit
small business.

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

Well, it totals a tremlendous amount.
Quite honestly, if you take the rate in-
crease, if you take off the cap on Medi-
care, if you take the surtax, you are
talking about a 42.6-percent increase—
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42.5-percent increase—in the amount of

“taxes which many small business peo-
ple in this country are going to have to
pay a8 a result of this bill.

S0 when we hear -all . this pouuca.l
babble about how it 1s going to be the
rich and the wealthy who are going to
pay this tax; let us remember that it is
really golng to be the small business
people of this count.ry who are going to
pay this tax..

And that, in some instances, some

small business people are going to be-

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

- It is just foolish to have ta.rget.ed the

real core of entrepreneurship in this

country for the major burden of tax-
ation in order to pay for this h.rgeu
_which this program proposes.

Really, what we should be do!ne is
enooumgin: small business to expand,
encouraging amall businesses to create
‘opportunity and to generate jobs. And
the way you do that, of course, is by

cutting the deficit the same way small

business peopls have to deal with man-
aging their businesses and that is con-
. trolling the spending side of the ledger.
Limiting the amount of spending that

is going on at the Federal Government

is the way a small business would have
to address the deflcit if it had one,.and
it is the way we should be addressing
. the deficit. . '
" There have been a number of very
substantive and effective ideas put on
the table by a number of people, in-
cluding the Senator from Missourt,
who is going to be speaking here in a
- minute, about how to go about limiting
spending. Yet the President turns a
deaf ear to this and, instead, has
stepped off on this road of a massive
tax increase, a large majority of which,
a8 I have just mention, is going to fall
on the backs of the small business peo-
ple of this country, who are the engines
for economic growth in this Nation—
and that is & mistake.

1 yleld the remainder of my t.imo.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yleld 6 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahomas. i

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. NICKLES]
i8 recognized for 6 minutes. -

RECONCILIATION

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

‘instructions to Congress to report out

a bill that will reducs the deficit. I
hope the media will pay a little atten-
tion to what I am saying because I read
in the New York Times this moraing
that President Clinton's’ package is
balanced, that it has about as much
spending cuts as it does tax increases.

That 18 not the fact. That is not the

case. It 1s not the truth. Senator Do-
-for this spending. He wants & Btu tax,

MENICI pointed out the House reconcili-
ation bill, now reported, supposedly
will reduce the deficit by $337 billion
over the next § years; $291 billion of
that Is in tax increases and fee in-
creases, $46 billion of that s in spend-
ing cuts. That i1s & ratio of $6.35 in
taxes for every $1 of spending cutas.

I might mention most of thoee spend-

ing cuts do not happen unti] the fourth
or fifth year, until after the next Presi-
dential election. 80 there are almost
no spending cuts in this bill. The tax
increases are retroactive, as the Sen-
s&tor from New Hampehire mentioned,
for persons and corporationa, going
back to 1891. They are going to be put-
ting people out of buainess. Citizens are
going to be getting notices next year
that they owe a lot of money, money
they did not expect to owe, money that

“was not withheld. Congratulations,
Congress.

What about deficit reduction? Many
of us would like deficit reduction, but
we would like to see some balance and
we would also like to see some truth in
budgeting. We are bothered because we

_continue to see the media reporting

that the President's budget 1s balanced

-because it has $1 in taxes for $1 in

spending. The reconciliation biil,
which the House will be voting on to-
morrow and which we will be voting on
soon in the Senats, is really front end
loaded heavily toward taxes, tax in-
creases that are five or six times as

large any spending cuts. The Amserican -

people need to know that. If you go to
the American people and ask, “Do you
favor deficlt reduction?” they all say,
“Yes.” If you ask, ‘Do you favor defl-
oft reduction by cutting spending or do
you favor deficit reduction be increas-
ing taxes 5 to 1 over spending cuts?”’
and you will find a resounding, “No.”
People will be upset about it.

Why 1s the President doing it? Why is
Congress going along? In the Washing-
ton Post on May 14, the President stat-
ed he is very pleased the House Ways
and Means Committee passed his tax
plan. In his interview in the Washing-
ton Post he said, referring to his eco-
nomic plan, “I think it will help the
economy, bring in more revenues, and
permit us to spend more."

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

I might mention I have a list of some
of President Clinton's so-called invest-
ment proposals: $165 billion of new
spending over and above the baseline,
over and above inflation, for which
President Clinton has asked Congress

- and call
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for more money _Earned income tax
credits 316 billion. Head Start, $13.8 bil-
lion; health and AIDS initiatives, $12.4
billion; .food stamps, $12°.billion; na--
‘tional service—I would call 1t pational
‘servitude—$9.4 billion. I could go on
and on. I will Include.it in the RECORD.
This 1s 3165 billion of additional spend-
ing that Preeident Clinton is seeking
over and dbove the baselins. :
‘"He also wants & lot more taxes to pay

he wants a tax on Social Security in-
come, he wants to raise corporate tax
rates, he wants to raise personal in-
come tax rates. He wants. to raise
taxes, really, on all Americans, all in-
come brackets, 60 he can have more
money to spend. .

Again, I want to clarmv that’ t.he
President’'s budget package is not bal-
anced. The only way people can say his
tax cuts equal his spending cuts is if
they call S8ocial Security tax increases
& spending cut. I happen to have a fa-
ther-in-law who says when you raise
Social Security taxes 50 to 85 percent,
that is & tax increase. The Government
is going to take an extra $100 a month
out of his check, ontofhuretirement‘
inocome.

People . who are nsing t.hoeo f\mny
numbers are also counting user fees as
a spending cut. It is not a spending cut,
1t 18 & tax increase. They also forgot to
count 354 billion of new spending. In
other words, they talk about spending
cuts but they forget to includs spend-
ing increases over the same period of
time. Then they give themselves credit
{for $59 or billion of interest expense
a spending cut, therefore
goetting close to & 1-t0-1 margin of

taxes to spending cuts.

The facts are as presented by Senator
DOMENICI, that the reconcillation bill
the House is going to be wvoting on
Thureday and we will be voting on soon
in the Senate has $291 billion of new
taxes and user fees, and $48 billion of
spending cuts. That is a ratio of $6.356 in
taxes for every 31 of spending cuts.
That 18 not balanced. That is not equal.
That 18 not fair. It will jeopardize this
‘economy. It will put psople out of work
in West Virginia, Oklahoma and the
rest of the Nation. It will raise costs
for agriculture and the transportation
industry. I do not think it is balanced,
and I hope my colleagues will defeat it.

Mr. President, I yield the remainder
of my time to the Senator from Or-
egon. I ask unanimous consent to have
printed {n the RECORD the tables t.he.t I

referred to.

There being no objection, the t.a.blee
were - ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

President Clinton's Investment Program
{OCutlays 1n bilions above baseline levels)

- M years
New spending: 1994-98
Earned Income Tax Credit (Out-

LRAFB) ..oicereireriaeracecterarenannraaranass 16.0M2
Head Btart 13846
Health & AIDS Inftiatives ...... 12.433
Food Btamps .......ccecvversacsscnmsnes 12.000
National 8ervice .....ccceeveervesinee 9.430



May 26, 1993

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—-SENATE

o em—~fnme which incresss the defickt o shows in (parenthesie). - o

§ TO 1, TAXES TO SPENOING CUTS
o = %go
owr s % .

il v o o 008 oo m s
Toisl sponding oot s 3
_ “.-::5.' b - 3 1w
Ratis of \ovms e spomding ot SH. 4%

: w-uwu—n—uy* -

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

- The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The -
- junlor Benator from .-Missourl [Mr.
Borm]mnoogmndforemmlxm. .

B.EADY FIRE. AIM SAGA AT THE

~.WHITE HOUSE. - = . .

Mr BOND ‘Mr.'President, mytinoere

- thanks to the Senator from Oregon. I-

want to address the ready, fire, aim

smwohn.vnboenwit.neasingttthe
White House. .

As I trust all of us know by now, last
‘Wednesday, seven long-time travel of- -
fice employees were -notifled by White
House staffl they should clear out their
- desks and be gone by noon. The travel

office handles both the charters and ad--
- vanoe work for the préss corps, advanoce -
particularly -in foreign' travel, -as ‘well.

-as the basic travel agency work needed
-for any White: House staff travel. One
weok ago, White House -official David -
Watkins called five employees in for a
10-o’clock meeting and informed them :
-they were going to be “revamped and
*'-out of existence. The two
missing  employees were -overseas. in
-one; ¢case, -and -the. other was on vaca-
‘tion, Theyleft quietly and with no ln-
kling of what was to come. - -:
~Yet later that same day, press Beo-
ret.ary Dee Dee Myers said ‘‘gross mis-
‘management’’ and ‘“shoddy accounting
prooedures’ - were - the reasons behind
the dismissals and did not allegs ‘‘per- -
sonal misconduct,” although, she said,
the FBI had been called in. This was
the first time the fired staff had heard

" about crImlna.l conduct. a.l]egnuom or,

FBI checks.

The Clinton campaign's travel mn-_
rcy, Warldwide Travel of Little Rock,
was tapped to handle—they say on an

interim basis—the staff travel, reeorva.» .

_tions, and other, responsaibilities.

+  They were to have an office {n- the'
EEOB staffed by their people, and this"
" questions as-to whether he was likely

contract was not competitively bid.
Catherine Cornelius, the 25-year-old
cousin of the President, was named to
take over the White House travel of-
flce. Two other political employees will
also be assigned to the office, accord-
ing to & record in the May 20 Washing--
‘ton Post, and they will handle the
press charter portion of the work.

"The administration claims this was-

. .done to ensure competitive bidding for
these charters, but reports make {t’
clear - that the President's long-time
friend and supporter, Hollywood pro-
ducer Harry Thomason, who has an of-
flee in the Executive Offloe Building
for his own use—which also raises some

questions—had complained that char-

.ter companies he was awa.re of wero not~
getting any businees. -

‘Now it has become clea.r that he hu
a financial stake in a charter company
who may want in on the business. And
now we find that the president of Air
Advantage, a charter used by the Clin-

- ton campaign, has volunteered to-work -

in the travel office to help aolioit nnd
take bids for.charters.

- -1 have also heard quite a bit l.bout.

the supposed Peat Marwick audit of
May 14 and 16, but I am still waiting
for. a-response I sent last week which

asked for the report plus answers about -

the choice of the Little ‘Rock travel

s agency.. Now questions have arisen as

to the Peat Marwick audit team. Was
it headed by someone already on board
in the White House as part of the Vice

President’s review of the Government '

team. Was this audit initiated as a re-
sult of a request for proposal, a stand-
ard procedure for instituting outside
work of an accounting office or audit-
mg agency to assist the Government.
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David- Wutkins. who actually-did the"
ﬂ.ring. inltil.lly ‘said that the World-
wide Travel:choice was interim and
that 1t vould be oompetitively- bid"
soon, although no mention of when. .

‘Now 1t -turns out that he.was afflli-
ated with Worldwide Travel, and given
that he is ‘the: one' who will decide on
any future’ bids. certainly there are-

to ohn.n“hmmindonoe t.hey got in
and got started. : -
‘Perhaps the White. Houne -finally ﬂg—

‘ured this out,-as now Worldwide Travel

has been dropped, to avoid the appear-
ance of impropriety, 1s. the White
House line. But even more questions
have come . up now, -not the least of
‘which is using . Alr Advantage to help

‘choose wha will get the bids, an inap-
“propiriate use of-an outside-contractor.

‘But.-wa& ought to .spend a minute or
two thinking -about ‘the- memo. This

-was the Pres{dent’s cousin's memo of
‘February 14 to David Watkins. Mr,
- Watkins now said-while he -received it,

he never-read it. Well, perhaps. But it

-is passing strange-that the basic memo
- said: Fire the staff, put me in charge of

charters, and then get Worldwide Trav-
el -out of Little Rock to handle the

-rest. This way we can better coordinate

with the Democratic National Commit-
tee and we will -not be so pro-press. -
.What happened? Well, the travel staff
was fired -with -the twist of adding
charges of gross financial mismanage-
ment, the President’s cousin was put in

.charge; and-Worldwide Travel was cho-

sen. 80 there "'we have it. Harry
Thomason  is- ‘happy; the -President's
cousin -is-happy; Worldwide Travel is

-happy

But that is not the end of the story.
In fact; it 18 just the beginning. For
now we find that the Attorney General
was out of the loop when the FBI was
called in. Worldwide Travel has been
taken out-of the loop and that five of
those who wers charged with gross fi-

" nancial mismanagement were not real-

ly fired at all. They were just told by
the White House that the administra-
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tive leave has been extended. 'I‘hey
were not told they were being put on:
a.dministra,tdve leave. The Whits House -
didnotua.ywhenltmtoexpireor
.when it had. been ‘extended to, only -
_that, contrary to their .earlier st.a.te-
ments for the past week, t.he tolks wore
not really fired at all.- . -

Bowhature&uygolngon‘rwnoum‘

charge? Mr. President, I think whén we
talk about reinventing Government. we
ghould not be reinventing it to return
to patronage statehouse poutios. S

The PRESIDENT pro t;empore. The
time.of the Senator has

. Mr. BOND. Mr. Preddent, 1 a.sk my.
collea.gue if I could have 2 minutes.

Mr. PACKWOOD. 1 cannot. We are up -
aga.inst. & deadline. Senator. DANroa'm
has to comment on the budget.

- ‘Mr. BOND. Mr. President, then I ask
unanimous consent. to print: in the-

RECORD several questions . which I .-

would like to have answered before we
act on the approm-iations for t.he Whlte
'House. -
~ There being no objeotion. t.he queu-
‘tdonswereordoredtobeprlntedinthe
REOORD as follows: -
vaom '

Why was t.ho FBL asked to oh:.ngo thelr
statement? ..

Why wasn't Abtornoy General Rano ln
“formed of the use of the FBI? - - -

Whydldt.hoWhlt.oHouoreloautheFBI'l
statement rather than let the FBI release 1t?

Why were the smployees fired without any

" opportunity to know about the potential
charges—much less defend against them? -

What kind ‘of financial arrangement was
there between Worldwide Travel and the-

" travel office? Were any oontract.u sls'nod? For
what duration?:

‘I8 Worldwide Tnvel owod any monoy n-om
the campaign?

If-another outaide tmvol agency is brought
in, will they be on call 24 hours & day as the
current office? Will FBI checks be noodod for °
any employees for security purposes?

What is the current status of the filve em- -
‘ployees oalled by the White House and told
that their administrative leave had been ex-
tanded? Will they be given an opportunity to
review. charges against them? Are lny
charges pending against them? . - -

When will the internal review be com-
ploeted? And how can a decisfonmaker in the
u'ocoubooxpoctodtooonduotnnmdepond
ent review? .

If no misconduct 1s found, wul the White
House make an effort to clear the employees
and :1t.her reinstate them or help them relo-
cate

And most important of m why didn't any-
one 1n the White House question the impro-
prieeté of the ont.lre n.!!‘u.r—beforo it hlp-
pen

" Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr Preaident, I

yield the remainder of the time we
have to Senator DANFORTH.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
remainder of the time being § minutes,
‘the Senator from Missourl [Mr. DAN-
FORTH] 18 recognized for 9 minutes.

DEFICIT REDUCTION PROGRAM

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, last

"week Senator BOREN; Senator JOHN-
8TON, S8enator COHEN, and I offered our
suggestion for the best way to go about
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dea.linz with -the terrible problem -of n‘om the program. A lot of newspa.per
-the budget deficit. I would like to de- oommenta.ry -onthis m'opow of-ours
scribe for the Senate ‘the reasoning - said, well, two ofthosemtoumtrom

-that went into. t.hoprogrnm thn.twoa.n« oll-producing States, 8o’ that is ‘obvi-.

nounced last week. - 7 -- wl «1.. ously-the: reason that.the Btu-tax was:
~WOMtMnclme t.hntwun.groedon deleted in-this program.. Thn.ul really.

by. the Senators who were partof ‘this . not correct. Two- SBenators were_ from'

-effort was that we should propose & def- “ofl-producing States, but my:State of
‘fcit reduction program which was at Missourl is not an oil-producing State
. least as good in total deflcit reduction and the State of Maine, which is rep-

‘a8 the President's program and as the .resented by Senator Gom iu not &N

budget resolution that has been adopt- . oil-producing State.,
.ed. We met that target. In fact; we ex-

“Then the second premise was that in producing States, but rather because

" addition to at least matching the tar-- we think the Btu ta.x u w for om"'

- get that had already been set for defl-’
cit reduction, the ratio of-spending
cuts to tax increases should be dra-

economy. - -
'Itlaaveryregreosivotu.a.ndbe-

that ‘was before us.  We have -heard  States. It is a tax which is particularly

speeches already this morning describ- ~injurious to America’s competitive po--

ing what the tatio, in fact, is. There  sition. That was really an easy decision
‘are various analyses of that ratio. Most .for all four Bona.tou.'l‘heBtuta.xmunt
"everybody agrees that it is samewhat go.
less than $1 of spending cuts for $1-of

" the Office of Management and Budget, President. ' -

_ during * his confirmation  hearings - Now, the way tha,t has been wxitten’

* should be the target that we shot. for; npbytheedltoria.lvrlteuwu.weu.
that 18, we thought the best program,.. this was a desire on the part of the four
as far as the economy was concerned, Senators to provide a tax break for the

was to haveatleutﬂofspendinzcuu ‘rich. That is why they wanted to delete

for every $1 of tax increases. . that 1desa of doing away with.the repeal
The third general prlnciplo t.ha.t we .of the cap on the payroll tax.: -
agreed to was that entitlement ypro- - ‘Mr. President, if-we “wanted to help
grams must. be oontrolled. It was our  the rich, we would have reduced the
view that it was not possible to come tax rates. We would hot have done this.
up with the necessary numbers for . The reason we did this, the reason we
spendjng cut reduction without con- made this suggestion was. not to help
trolling the growth of the entitlement the well-to-do but to help the small
_programs, the automatic programs in businesses of this coyntry, because the
the budget that do not reqnire appro- problem with doing away with the cap
priations. ‘on the payroll tax is that the effect is
These entdt.lement programs have to tax 100 percent of the earnings of un-
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We believe that the Btu t.a.x should be .
"ceeded that target by some $46 billion. “deleted -not because we are from .ofl--

_yond that it 1s a tax on the production-
-~ ‘'matically changed from the program otgoodnmannmcmredmthevmtod

“The’ moml ea.ny decision. but it ha.s
tax increases. Someuyitllzorsor. received & 1ot of comment on the press,
4 to'1 in tax increases over spending ' was that we-should delete the repeal of
cuta. ' We believed that the figure given the cap.on the payroll tax for health-
’ byLeonPa.netta.nowtheDlrectorot Insurance that’ m xropoeed by the’

been the fastest growing part of the . incorporated busineeses, 8o that indi- .

Federal budget. They have grown from ~ vidual proprietorships and pa.rtnemhipa
about 30 peroent of the budget in the would have all of their earnings sub-
1960's to about 50 percent of the budget jected to the HI tax under the program

today. And in 10 years, on the present tha.th.ubeen “suggested by ‘the Presi--

growth pattern, the entitlement pro- dent.

grams will constitute just short of 70 We thought’ that small buameu 18 -

percent of the Federal budget. ™ the -big growth area in this country,

Under the budget resolution that has this is the job-producing part of our
been adopted, nothing of significance is economy, and this was just too hard a
done to control the growth of the enti- hit on the small businesses, on the un-
tlements. And, as & matter of fact, -incorporated busineeses, and that that

under the budget resolution over a 5~ part of the. Preeldent'u progra.m should -

year period of time, the entitlement be abandoned.
. programs will grow by 25 percent.

grams, they are uncontrollable today, ments. The first had to do with the an-

they are growing at an enormous rate nuity programs, including Social Secu- -

and that the entitlement programs rity, the so-called third rail of Amer-
have to be reined in. ican politics. And we said that the first
We have some further points of $600 a month should get the full adjust-

. agreement. We agreed that we should ment for inflation, but after the $600 &

reduce the tax burden in the Presi- month it should be the Consumer Price

dent's program, and we agreed on how Index minus 2 percent.

we should do it. There were two spe- For the average S8oclal Security ben-

cific points that I think deserve special eficlary, that means $1 per month.

attention this morning. Now, people say, well, we should not
The first is that the so-called Btu touch them at all. This should just be

tax, the energy tax, should be deleted totally off limits. That is the conven-

There were also some nimua.rly held- '
It was our position that as difficult views among all the four participating .
‘as it 18 to take on the entitlement pro- Senators in the area -of the entitle- -
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tional po]ida.l poemon. It 1s a.,jtmtd-:
. fled position.- As & matter of fact,

- cial -Security_does stand ‘on {its own
;meﬂh.ltn&nparmtrmtnnd.

- 'Why 4id we make this )dr*
..pmddenﬂWemadeitdmplybocam
- we have a national crisis, and we.be-..
" Heve that when the question is really -
.pat to the senior citizens of this coun-
try. they, too, would: be willing to
make & . modest contribution: tor.the

. t.hero objocdontmchd'rhean nvob-
joction. The Senator is

reoognised. . "
‘Mr. DANFORTH. -Mr. Preddent.on.
theotherpomtmhunztotbooont.ml-

of the entitlement growth,-also there .
" was no real difficulty in reaching-con-
_clusions among the four Senators, But .
letmoeonolndebymkxnejuuttwoad‘
- dmomlveryahort.poinu.

- We agreed among the four Sennt.on
that whatever is done about the budget
~deficit . has -to .be bipartisan. The.
. gridlock in ‘this country “is :not just.
-caused by -Republicans, and 1t is not. -
justumedbyDemomu. 1t 18 caused .
"by _people who-are afraid of the next.
-election. -And we believe that Repub-

_licans and Democrats absolutely have - .

to get together in & common approach:
" in order to deal effectively-with the--
budget deflcit.: Ourulltheﬁratoﬂort.~
in & bipartisan approach. *

- The second point we t.hought a.bout
. was that there are really only three al-

ternatives which are now before the .

cdountry: We can either raise taxes, or.
- We can control entitlements, or we can
simply forget about the budget deficit
- and.-]let the country get weaker. a.nd»
weaker-and weaker.

ments and some incrésase in taxes u the
best approach for America. -
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All
" time ‘under’ the control of Mr. Pacx-
WooD has expirod

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, there will now be 45
minutes under the control of the Sen-
ator from-8outh Dakota [Mr.. DAsBu!]
or his designee. :

- Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be Senator DAscm.l's des-
ignee for this time. N

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

BUDGET REOCONCILIATION
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have
listened very carefully to my Repub-
lican oolleagues this morning, and I
will say they are certainly filled with
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snirlt.
80-. ited. But, with the exception of one of . nothing.
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Mmmry 'meyaromir- nocnuko and that s vounnotdo.
Ifweoonunnoonthopreeenc
:.the Senators; they.have.offered noth- oourse, it is clear-we would see deficits
mftobaduontoftheﬂmlmm!n mmmrlmemofmmmonmd
which we find ourselves. .- .. I‘raination for our country.’.

1 Yea,' theyhnvouunchodtm-ymr-;‘ WohnvoaProddontvhohuhongbt

‘1ted attack against the President's eco- . that home to "Americans. That'is the.
nomloplm.andthequniteworkod Arony ‘of ‘all:ithis. He *has brought it-
up about it, Mr. President, as you can - hometoAmeﬂom.l.ndynthaucrm-»
poe.-1 respect ‘my Republioan friends, .. cized by the other aide of the aisle for.
and I respect their opinions..I respect .not .doing. enough . about. the. deficit.

.4;theirrtxhttoapeakoutmasp1rlwd when they, over all those ‘years, never.

way against this plan. But ) § hl.ve to -got axcited orsnmtboutthoklndof

. for our people? Where was this spirit

~-for -our people and :their "familiea? .
~Whm was the spirit for - Amerioa's
_children, who would have been so much ..
.ple watch: the deficit and the interest
.on-the debt rise, and they see -now a

‘spent our deficit from 860 billion
-to '$300 billion at its peak? Where.
“this spirit, Mr. President, when

- tional debt went from 31 to to $4 trillion? .

- It was not there,. Mr.- President, I

.oervodlnt.heothorbody in the House,’

for 10 years, and somehow I did not see

this anger as that deflcit rose. I did.not -

‘ses this anger as our children went into
poverty. 1 did not see this anger as our
families naw their moomea level off o.nd
drop.
Idldnotooet.hiua.ncerﬂ-ommyna-
publican - friends because. they were

hamwitht.hemthimwregomg»
The wealthiest among us saw their in:.

ocomes rise 115 percent in that decade of
-neglect. Republicans liked that just
fine. And that is when I find that my
Republican friends - are at their

- happiest, when the wealthiest Ameri-

cans see their fncomes rise. And, aver-
age :incomes did . rise during the
Reagan-Bush years. They went up from

. '3314w0m1977anlvemgeto$675.m1n
We believe that oont.romng entme-“

1992.

80, yes, there will be changes. The
American people voted for change. The
American people said enough is
enough. CEQ’s, Mr. President, getting
million-dollar bonuses. Enough is
enough. Feathers are being ruffied, and’
suddenly we see spirit on the other side
of the aisle which we ha.ve not seen in
& long time.

But, for the most part, we have heard
‘nothing but criticism. Yes, we heard
the Senator from New Mexico, who is &
real leader in deficit reduction, offer to
sit down with the President. But I be-

lieve the time. for sitting down has -

passed and the time for action is now.

This reconciliation bill should and
must be passed. We all know this econ~
omy 1is in trouble. It is easy to point

_fingers and blame, but we know now

that we need to reduce this deficit and
make sound investments in our people.

We do know this is going to mean
some very, very tough choices—choices
that I do not llke, Mr. President;
choices that you do not like, I am sure;
choices that many of us hate to make.
But I think there is one choice we can-

Wnuvlnt.bodoﬂcit.. e
;' We have just come out of a decade of

“when you led the fight for & jobe bill *ndeloot.. Wa saw the poople in-the mid-"

dle getting squeezed and-the- rich get-
ting richer and.the poor getting poorer.

. We just came out of a decade of politics

of greed and divisiveness. And the peo-

yery weak - economy, < and, ' yes,

" consumer confidence is down. Of course.
“{t is down. " When we bicker here, when.
~the forces of delay and filibuster rear
- their heads .again. on. this- floor, , of
.course oonmmeroonﬂdenoeuxolnxto
-be down. .

-

Tm;unota.t.lmet.obeproudol but

‘we can ‘turn it around. We can move
‘this country forward. We need:to revive

this. economy. We need to. take bold
steps, .and.President Clinton has pre-
sented us with a plan to do that. It is
the most ambitious deficit ‘reduction
plan. in history. I believe, -Mr. Presi-
dent, it has been distorted on ‘this Sen-

‘ate floor: People.say 6-to 1 taxes over

spending cuts. Those are.not the num-

"bers that I have been.given. The point.

is we know we cannot tip the scale tao
far in any one direction. If we put too

.much on the tax side, we will hurt the.

middle class. If we put too much on the

- spending .cut - side, we -will . lose-more
Jobs and sink into & deep recession. It

18 a very :delicate economic-balance,
Mr. President. It is like a pustle, The
pieces must be kept intact. . -

S0 when we talk about- the Presl
dent’s plan, we need to talk about it as
& whole. And, again, I must say, 1
would write it differently. Other Mem-
bers of the Senate -would write it dif-

. ferently. But we have one President,
‘and his plan deserves a chance. Ronald

Reagan's plan ‘got & chance. George
Bush’s plan got & chance. I did not see

" Democrats stopping -their plan.  We

criticized it.-We said it would lead to
deflcits.-We said it was too generous to

‘the wealthiest among us, those earning

over $300,000. We said that, Mr. Presi-
dent. I think we were right. But those
Presidents got their chance. .People
liked what President Reagan did and
they reelected him. They did not like
what President Bush did, and they
turned to President Clinton.

We can look at the polls, and polls

‘will 'go up and down. But, Mr. Presi-

dent, polls are not what leadership is
about. Leadership is really about mak-
ing cholces. It 18 about standing up
when the going gets tough. It is about
not tearing things down without offer-
ing something in its pvlace. We have a
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_chance to show that kind of lea.derehip, _And the taxes. I. want to. t.alk about
‘as’tough as'it may be. If.-we continue “the. taxes. Not one Senator of one:
'thhdebateendt.hiet.eumzdown.my Membér : of Oonxreu ‘wants tO raise’
. own State-of California will see ita un-. t.axee.élt i not- plem.nt.. It is not~
employment rate stick at an' unsocdept- -~ happy. You.do not get rewarded for it, :
able 8 peroent. That is too mugch suffer-. It hurts. you. But onoe ‘qn & whne yon
Ang, Mr. President. We catinot.afford to ' -have to'do something tough. " - .
continue to see this economy faltering. . . ‘Again, ' during” the . last’ dOOIdB_
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We would have falled the pecple.we wealthy Americans saw their aversge.

were sent here to represent, . —
President Clinton-said 1t over and .
over egain..If you have s better ides, .
put iton t.he table. We d1d have & group. -
of five=some Democrats, some Repub-
Hcans—put an idea on- the table. That_
is fine.  But if you really. look at it -
thn.tpla.nhurtet.hepoor ‘That plan--
hurts the middle class. That plan hurts °
-the elderly ‘through ‘cuts in Medicare,
-When we compare'it to’ President Cun-
- ton's plan, it does not match up.
Weknowth;twet.regomgtohn.ve
to look at Medicare.” When :Congress.
-considers health reform, we will look’
_at.Medicare. But. let us-not do:it in &’
vacudm. - Lot us look at’ Medicare and -
Mediocaid in.the context -of -a :com-.
‘prehensive health care reform pa.cka.ge
_'The,t debate 15 coming soon.” .- T
-Now 1t is time’'to focus on the com--

prehenslve ‘plan that is before us. We

‘income skyrocket from $314,000 in 1977
tos&‘?towommgus-pewentin-
crease in their incomes. I ask you who
.paid the price for that? I say the mid-
dle class. The middle class was hit by .
taxes, and they found themselves work-
mghn.rder and making less. -
t-this time, as we.look at theoe
eorry doficits, we. “must look at. fair-
ness..'And this ‘President ‘has done so.’
Yes.hesayuituplmethatthe
- wealthiéat among us’pay théir fair
_.share' of the burden. Mr.- President, I
- Xnow people in my State who did-very
- well'in this last deoa.de, and they want
t.o help. . ]
Iamnoeeayingtheyuegolngtoelt
down and write a check on their own to
Jower the deficit, but they are ready .

a.ndwﬁnngtoleet.heirte.xmt.eagoup"
" s little. And I know that my friends on"

the other side of .the aisle get very

need to focus on the only plan’ that " ¢rickle-down theory. They believe that
meets this Nation's challengers head - 4¢ you give to the wealthiest, then, -
on. It is the only plan that really 80-. hopefully, the crumbe will eventually
“knowledges new priorities. Yes, we can - wind there way on down to everybody
criticize the plan and debate it, but let elge. ‘They think that with trickle- .
us move on with it; Mr. President.. - - -
The President’s plan will reduce the - richer and ‘better, and the deficit will
,dencit. by almost -3500 billion over. 5 go down. They think that spending us
years. It will do so with a delicate com- into prosperity is the answer.
bination of spending cuts and tax in-  But what did the wealthy Americans
creases. You will hear squawking and do with all the money they made in the
complaining -that there will be tax in- 1880’s? Many of them used it to buy up
‘creases and you will-hear squawking companies and then break them apart,
and .complaining that some spending costing many Americans their jobs.
priorities are taking a lower peg on the 8o it is time that we see a fair tax
ladder. You will even hear those on the bill. And, it is time that those who ben- -
other side of the alsle defend the mo- efited the most in the 1980's pay their

hair subsidy. Many of those who'defend fair share. I think that is what you will

it are thoge who say we have’ bo cut see in this President's tax program.
more spending, but. not in my. back- B8eventy-five percent of President Clin-
yard, not the mohair subeidy. AsIhave ton's proposed tax increases fall on
heard Senators say that my Texas goat those who can afford to pay mdre. And, .
ranchers would not like to lose their these Americans will feel better when

subsidy. The mohair subsidy goes back they ses our children doing better;.

to the war years, Mr: President, when they will feel better when they see our -
we needed wool for the uniforms of our familles doing better; they will feel
fighting men. This subsidy. 8 out of better about this country when every
date. We hear a lot of people say we one is brought along. ’

-have to do away with the sacred cows. ‘Mr. President, that is what Amerlca.
I say do away with the sacred goats 1is about—bringing everyone along. We
-while we are at it. Yet even with these do not guarantee things for people we
other subsidies, you will hear those on do not guarantee certain results, or
the other alde of the aisle who keep guarantee money. But we should guar-
complaining that this President does antee people a chance, an opportunity.
not cut enough spending. They keep To do that, we need to make invest-
speaking out for these kinds of sub- ments in the American people, and
sidies for their own backyards. It is' that is what the President does.

time to put all that aside. We tried The President has even offered to set
that strategy in the eighties. It did not up a deficlt reduction trust fund so
work. that we are sure that increased taxes

President Clinton proposes to cut will go toward deficit reduction.

spending by $175 billion. Roughly $60 Yes, the President must raise some
billion of these cuts are in entitlement taxes. Yes, he increases some spending.
programs, and those cuts are not easy. But, we need to increase spending in
These are tough choices, and President some cases in order to invest in our
Clinton has made them. people. In order to invest in our indus-

upeet at this thought. They ke the:

down . economics we will all become .
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‘tries, 80 that we will have pmcperlty in
the “future. -With  President Clinton’s
eoonomlupla.n. the . deficit will ‘come-
down from & peroent of GDP to 2.5 per-
oent of ‘GDP, That_is" what' is impor-
“tant, .the’ pementage the -deficit is of
the groes domestio  product.: It” must
oomse down in order tor Amerloa.m to
beoompetddve T :
“Bo, letunreeiettheemmerof
taarlnx everything down,- Mr. Presi-
dent. The time is past for:that: Let us
‘resist the answer of hitting our elderly,
‘a8 the so~called bipartisan compromise
does. Let us adopt the basic conoepts in
thePreaident‘lph.n.It.ugomgtogo
through oommit.t.ee At is going " to
change. But.- we must. _bagin to move
- forward with the President’s plan. I be-
‘leve the plan is a blueprint for fiscal
responsibility and sound investment. I.
thinkltwﬂlbrlnsunclooerto*revare—.
ing & decads of neglect of our people,
and our, children,: and- t.o revereing %
decade of fiscal. m'eeponaibiuty
Mr. President; I yield the remn.lnder,
ot the tiie to t.he‘Senat.or trom 8outh-
Dakota. = .
-The PR.ESIDENT pro tempore The'
Senator . from South " Dakota [Mr.
DAscm.n] has 27 minutes 18 seoonds. -
Mr, DABCHLE. Th.uik you, . Mr.
Preeident, e
" Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Preeident. before.
the. Senator begins, I wanted to men-
tion one thing to him. First, I want to
thank him for organixing this morning. -
1 wanted to mention that one of our
eollea.guea was- deriding - the reconcili-
ation bill, saying it was more than
1,000 pages, as if this wssa something
unusual. 80 we did a little research and
found out. that 'in’ 1887, the Ronald
Reagan reoonciliation bill was 1,100
pages; and the George. Bush reconcili-
ation bill was 2,000 pages; and in 1890, it
was 1,100 pages. I thought it was impor-
tenttoputthatonthereeord.

——————

' THE PRESIDE‘NT'S EoonoMm
: STRATEGY

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, that 1s
important, and I thank the -distin-
guished Senator from California. 8he 18
an .articulate advocate for her State
and, once again, has enlightened us
with her description of the reconcili-
ation package and the need for it I ap-
preciate very much heér willingness to
come to the floor this-morning,-as she
has, and as she does 80 often, to rep-
resent not only the interests of her
‘ people, but the interests of this coun-
try, as she articulates what so many of
us have also attempted to describe as
an important part of the Preaident‘
-economic strategy.

Mr. President, I, too, come to the
floor this morning to talk about this
reconciliation package, and I begin by
reading the following list: The Advance

- 8Screw Products Corp.; Acme Manufac-

turing Co.; the Amerlee.n Lawn Mower
Co.; Chicago Flame Hardening Co.;

Cla.rk Grave Vault Co.; Emba.lmere
Supply Co.; the Nationa) Aeeoclat.ion of
Band Instrument Manufacturers; Phil-
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lips Petroloum; the Salt Institute; and -
perhaps my personal favorite, Repub-
lican Engineered.Steels. That is right,
Republican Engineered Steels, Inc.:Ten :
companies and ten more reasons that
.America has a $4 trillion national debt.
. BEach of those companies has just
signed on as a member of the Afford-
able .Energy Alliance, which . boasts
that it has 823 members, all opposed to
the Clinton economic  plan because
they do not like the Btu tax. So. the
‘list represents not just 10, but 823 more
reasons that we have a $4 trillion debt.

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

like the cuts in defense. lpending and

you get the point. .

" Nobody likes to have thelr programs
cut, their taxes increased. There is just
one problem—after all of the complain-
ing, after all of the reasons stated by

80 many of our colleagues and so many
‘of these companies about why we can-

not do this, why we cannot do that,
why we can never do anything to gov-

‘ern effectively, or deal with what peo--

ple tell us is a serious problem in this
country, getting worse and worse and
worse—everyone has just one reason
‘why this or that plan is unfair, ineffec-
tive, and not worthy of our support.
And the bottom line is that, tod&y wo
have a $4 trillion debt. J

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

or what the deficit reduction plan is..

Nobody 18 going to like it. Pain does
not have a constituenoy. There is no
constituency out there for taking pro-
grams away, or for adding taxes. But it
is time to get real. If we want to cut
that $4 trillion deflcit, then &ll of us
are going to have to take a little pain.
There i{s no plan in the world that s
not going to be attacked by the afford-
able energy alllances of the world. But
we ought to at least be honest about
the price we pay if we toas the Presf-
dent’s package into the dumpster. If
his plan 18 defeated, it will add almost
$4,000 to the average family’'s share of
our national debt over the next 5 years;
to avoid that $4,000 debt burden would
coet the ‘same average family about
3488 in additional taxes over the next §
yoars. That is $488 in taxes to save
$4,000 in new debt.

That is the difference. That is our
choice. We can add 4,000 dollars’ worth
of debt, or an average family over the
next 5 years may have to absorb $488 in
taxes. That 18 less than $10 & month.
Sometimes L wonder 1if the facts about
any deflcit reduction plan really mat-
ter. Are the facts persuasive to any-
body? Does anybody look at that and

“say, oh, and the light goes on and
somebody comes to the realization that
maybe it 18 worth some kind of an {n-

" -could have to look forward to
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vestment. [ 8488 investment, at the end-

of § years for a $4,000 pér mmﬂy deflcit
roduction plan?
‘Two facts really do ma.t,t;er, whethor

.or not that argument is persuasive.

The first is, as I said, that it is only
going to get worse. That $4 trillion
debt is expected to be $7.5 trillion by
the year 2003 if we do nothing—3$7.5 tril-

" lon if we do nothing. Everybody can’

come up with their plan to do some-
thing. The President has provided his.
That means that without a change'in

"the Federal Government's current poli-
-cles, the amount of publicly held debt

-every man, women and child owes will
more than double from $12,941 ln 1993 to

" '$26,595 1n the year 2003.
Sothatﬂowngumlunedfort.he‘

next 5 years is nothing compared to

what it will be in the next 10—$26,585;

that is the price tag. That is what we

The amount-a family of rour owes on
publicly held debt will more than dou-
ble, from $51,000 to $106,000, in the year
2003, nearly the level of the averdge
homie mortgage in 1992—$106,000. I do
not know about West Virginia, which
the Presiding Officer =0 ably rep-

‘resents, or California, but I do know -

this: In South Dakota, you can still

" buy & pretty nice home for $106,000. By
. the year 2003, your choice may be buy-

ing that home or coming to grips with
the fact that we now have a debt that
is larger than the value of most homes
in my State. That could be the choice
in 10 years if we do nothing now.

Publicly held debt as a percentage of
GDP will increase from 53 percent in
1993 to T7 percent in the year 2003. -

I have heard the President pro tem-
pore talk about putting the debt in
concrete terms, and I think that is the
only way we can fully appreciate our
situation. I am told that a $7.5 trillion
debt means that, in $1 bills placed end
to end, it would stretch 687.6 million
miles, from the Earth to the Sun and
back, 3% times. And paid off at the
rate of $1 million a minute, it would
take 14 years and 3 months to pay off
this debt. To pay off the debt at a rate
of $1 million a minute, it would take 14
years and 3 months. That is of our ns-
cal situation.

So, if we do nothing, we are ta.lking
about a debt—just 80 everybody under-
stands, that, placed end to end, would
take us to the Sun and back 3% times.
That is what this debt is all about.
That is why this plan is so important.

Sure, we can find ways to tear it
apart. ‘Sure, we can come up with our
own ways to make it better. But that is
what leads me to the second fact.

The second fact 18 that we have just
one President. He has been in office
now for 4 months. He 18 the first Presi-

dent in a long time who has had the

courage to bite the deflcit reduction
bullet.

So if we allow Republican Engineered
Steel, and all the thousands of other
special interests that do not llke this
plan, to kill it, believe me, it is going
to be a very long time before this
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President; -this Congress, or anyone
else sticks their necks out on & budget

-deficit plan t.ho wa.y thm Preaidont has
;dono o

- We can- make a lot of oasy polmca.l
points today, but when we finish, re-

‘-member these two facts: The deflcit is

not going to go away; ‘it is only going
to get worse. And no other plan will be
easier to pass than the one the only
President we have presented to us and
has proposed. Those are the facts.

We can sit here and do nothing. But
doing nothing has consequences beyond
those I believe most people have con-
sidered .today. Unless we change cur-
rent fiscal policies, in 10 years the net
interest payment on the Federal debt
held by the public will go from $198-bil-
lion in 1993 to $437 billion in the year
2003, becoming far and away the single

. biggest part of the Federal budget.
‘That. means that we will have in-

creased the debt as a percent of GDP to
4.5 percent. It will be, as I.said, the
costliest Government program of all.
We will see it go from 13.6 percent in
total spending in 1993 to 17 percent of
total spending in the year 2003. .

Mr, President, we really have to look
at the consequences here. These are
very difficult times, but if we chooee to
do nothing, they can only get worse,
can only become more complicated,
can only become far more onerous to

‘us in the future.

Obviously, it is important that, as we
attack this problem, we try to work in

-& bipartisan spirit. I am told that there

are those on the other side who would
support revenue.increases of some kind
{f they were tied directly to the deficit.
It is important to emphasize, as I think
has been - emphasized over and over
again, that every dollar in revenue in-
creases in this plan, every single dol-
lar, goes to deficit reduction. Over the
next 5 years, there is $1.21 in spending
cuts for every dollar of tax increases in
the budget resolution. In 1994, the
budget resolution has 97 cents in spend-
ing cuts for every dollar of tax in-
creases. In 1885, the budget resolution
has $1.07 in spending cuts for every dol-
lar in tax increases. In 1996, the budget
resolution has $1.10 in spending cuts for
each dollar of tax increases. In 1897, the
budget resolution has $1.18 in spending
cuts for each dollar of tax increases. In
1998, -the budget resolution has $1.54 in
spending cuts for each dollar of tax in-
creases., ' B

Let me emphasize that: $1.21 in
spending cuts for every dollar of tax in-
creases. And that ratio could become
even more dramatic as we continue to
negotiate with active participants in
this reconciliation process.

I want to see more cuts. I want to see
ways in which to reduce the deflicit
even faster. I want to find a way in
which to reach a consensus with liberal
and conservative Members alike in this
Chamber. That is the only way we are
going to get it passed. And if it takes
more cuts to do 80, let us do it. Let us
find a way to do it..



56498

. But to say categorically we are not + - <

going to be a part of it—which some of .
our ocolleagues on the other side of the.

" ticipate in this process
‘talked about as being the most impor-
tant thing we can do in Government
today seems awfully disingenucus.

. 8o I think we have a responsibility
here to act constructively, to act in a
- nonpartisan fashion, to find a way to

deal more effectively with the problem . _

that we have before us. R .
Many * have articulated conocerns
along with this SBenator of the impact
that this plan has on agriculture.
Frankly, I wish the administration
would be more forthcoming as they at-

tempt to describe ths impact of this - _

-plan on various areas, especially that
area’ of the country,.the -Midwest,
where so (much of our agriculture-is
- such & big -part of ‘the economy, both .
1 think the Department of the Treas-
ury's-analysis of the economic impect
of the administration’s plan on sagri-
--culture is a very relévant and very im--
- portant ‘part of this whole effort to
educate and to consider carefully the
ramifications of reconcilidtion: - Thse
~Departinent of the Treasury has re- :
leased recently a very thorough report
on the impact that this plan has on ag-
riculture, and I ask unanimons consent
to print that repart in the REOORD. ;

There being no objection, the report -

was ordered to be printed
REOCORD, a8 follows:

EXAMPLE OF AN UFPER MID-WESTERN FARMER

This example {llustrates the economic im-
pact-of the President's economic plan on an
upper mid-western farm family. The example
is that of a farm family with two children,
and with Inocome of %17,600. They have-
$107,000 of debt and a met worth of $500,000
(close to the regional average), and invest
$15,000 in new or used equipment. The farm
congists of 1,250 acres, producing four crops:
€10 acres of wheat, 180 acres of barley, 50
-acres of oats, and 160 scres of sunflowers,
with 250 acres fallow.

This farm family will benefit under the
President’'s economic plan, as currently
modified by the Congrees. Family income
will increase an estimated 31,718 as a resuilt
of lower interest rates, more generous in-
vestment incentives, and extension of the
health insurance deduction for self-employed
workers, (These increases could be realized
this year or next.) The farmer will lose $1,644
from reductions in farm program benefits,
the proposed energy tax, and the increase in
the inland waterways fuel tax when thess
provisions are fully phased-in (not generally
until 1996 or 1997). For the facts assumed in
the example, the net result will be an in-
crease in the farm family's inocome of $74 (a
gain of 0.4 percent) under the President’s
economic plan, as shown below. If it {8 as-
sumed the status of the two children enable
the family to reap the benpefits of the ex-
panded earned income tax credit (EITC), the
example shows that the farm family's in-
come will Increase by $1,035 (a gain of 6.9 per-
cent). ' .

in the
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"+ " Ecomomic Impact S
Bonefits1n 1904: - - . 7 T Amownt
Equipment expensing (first “gear's - .
- saving) ... . seineeeres. * $OAS
Reduced interest rates ........... 963
Extanded self-employed health in-
m;lnoo‘dodwdon.;...................., 13
Bubtotal beneflts ......cr..ecemeises . 1ms
TOtAl DONONIS Looeremrmpermeeserece__ 2,679
BTU spergy tax in 1907 .......ccceevivems ]
! inland  waterways fusd .
tax in 1097 lvene : 23
Cuts in farm programs in 1906 ........ 1039

T UTOLA) COBEE wuvrneessmsseriiiunsivossntiier |

- Department of the Treasury, May 10, 1563,
COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S
o .. . PLANON PARMING :

AsmodlﬂedbymnomeWaynlﬂdw
Committes, the plan will encourage Ameri-

be depreciated over 7 years. In any year,
about one-third of the farmers in the region
in the example do not invest in equipment,
but the two-thirds who do tend to invest an
aversge of $15,000. The increased reduction in
tax liability (at a 15 percent tax rate) attrib-
utable to the {ncreased expensing allowed. in
the year this average investment is made, is
$643. :
" Reduced interest rates- .

Financial markets view the Administra-
tion's program very favorably, calling it the
first trus deficit reduction program in
twelve years. As a result, interest rates hava
declined significantly since the November
election. These lower rates should stimulate

new lovestment, and overtime should allow .

existing -debtors to reflnance their high in-
terest rate debt at more favorable levels, as
1s assumed in the example (which is based on
a decline of 80 basis points in interest rates).
Ertending small-ssue agricultural bonds

8ome farmers receive low-cost interest
loans from state, county, or local govern-
ments. These governments are able to raise
lower-cost funds through small-1ssue agricul-
tural bonds, since the bondholders' interest
is exsmpted from federal tax. The govern-
ment requires that at least 95 percent of
groes proceeds must be used to purchave ag-
ricultural land or equipment, and the size of
an fssuance camnot excesd $1 miliion. The

‘rights of state.and. local
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Administration’s plan propoées to extend the
governments ¢o

. tssue these agricultural bonds.... .. .. -

health insurance, yet many. can no longer af-
The Administration is addressing .
this issue in ¢two ways. First, the plan ex-

. tends the 25 percent deduction for health in-

surance costs of self-employed workers and -
their families through at least December 31,
1903. Second, the Administration initiated a.

" task foroe to examine ways to reform the .

health oare industry. The heaith care task
foroe seska to control exploding costs and to
expand coverage to ensure all Americans re- .
celvasome form of coversge. = .- .
The example shows the tax savings gen-
eratad-from extsnding the 25 percent deduc-.
tion for ssif-employed health " insurance,
based on an assumed promtum of $3,000
(which is anticipatad to be about the typical
1994 cost of such family policy) and a 15 per-
centtaxrate. - - . . - o - T
. of the EITC .. .. .
The - Administration s committed’ to
“making work pay.” The President's plan
would expand the earned income tax credit
o allow a credit of up to 39.7 percent of in-
comse for families with two or more children.
Depending on a farmer's incoms level.-a fam-
{ly. with two children can receive up to 31,482
in additiona]l annoal, assistance. The 1in-.

R creased beneflt is reduced for families earn-’

tng more than $11,000 (as is.the cass in the
esxample), and is fully phased-out for two-
children families earning more than $28,000.
Increased benefits of up to §382 are avallabie
to a family with one child, and up to $306
taxpayers with no children. -

: Phased-in Btu energy tar

To reduce the budget  deflcit, encourage
greatar energy oconservation, and stimulate
development of less epvirdnmentally damag-
1ng processss, the Administration proposes
to impose an excise tax on fossil fuels, as
well as hydro- and nuclear-generated elec-
tricity. Petroloum-based fuels would gen-
erally be taxed at s higher rate. The Ways
and Means Committes, however, exempted
diesel fuel and gasoline used om farms {rom
the higher rate. This tax i expected to in-
crease average farm production costs by
about 0.4 percent in 1997, when the tax is
fully phased in. : Co. .

In the example, the increased production
costs for the farm specified are anticipated
to be $288; adding an additional 394 for the
family’s household energy consumption ac->
counts for the $382 cost noted. Farmers are
Ukely to adjust both their crop mix and
farming practices, as they have done in the
past in response to higher ofl prices, and this
will reduce the costs. A 3-year phase-in pe-
riod will provide farmers time to shift to
more energy comserving practices.
this period, farmers will benefit from the.
lower interest rates and investment incen-
tives that are assoclated with the plan,

Inland waterways fuel tar increase

Farmers will experience & small increase
in freight costs for their crops due tb the
proposed increass in inland waterways fuel
taxes (as modified by the Ways and Means
Committee) of $0.50 per gallon when fully
v d in. These WALerways are currently
mwe most heavily subsidized mode of trans-
portation in the United Btates and the only
Army Corp of Engineers program that is stil}
dependent on federal operating funds. The
Administration plans to move this system of
intercoastal wWalerways towards self-suffi-
clency Dy INCTeasing the tax on diesel fuel
for barges. The increased cost is expected to
depond upon n:e amount of grain and oll-
seads shipped by bargs, .ang competing rail



May 26, 1993°

-freight ;0osts .ata unumod to. alsa. mcrmo
sormpewhat.. These - trn.nspo:rntion
'ooaumoxpoctodtomdtooomomduouon
in the prices received by the farmer, but in-
_areased doficlency payménts are sxpected to
,holpoﬂuttholowerpﬂou.lnthoenmpk
the net eﬂectdwukinct.heaoeﬂ‘ocu into
nooonnt.isuumntodtobem

The Admlnhtruuon s mnomlo ‘plan eulls
for'a reduction in some farm programs over
the next four years (although the overall re-
ductions have been modifled by the Budget
rasolut.lon) The examplse includes the effects
of the estimated reduction in deficiency pay-
ments for wheat and bar]ey for the farm
specified.

' Mr. DASCHLE. The ‘bottom Uné 1s
-they take an average farm of about

1250 acres, producing four crope: 600"

acres of wheat, 100 acres of barley, 50

acres of oats, 160 acres of aunﬂowers.'_'

and 250 acres fallow. .

Considering together all of the costs,
when fully phased in, and all the bene-
-fits, according to the. Department of
the Treasury, there would be a com-
plete gain of about $1,035 for that 1250-
acre farm; a 31,035 gain for a typical
family farm, according to the Treasury
Department's analysis, That means a

Btu tax, a.partla.lbargetax.cutsin.

farm programs, all on the cost side; but
a dramatic increase in equipment
expensing, from $10,000 to $425,000 on
the beneflt side; reduced interest rates,
already being realirzed by farmers; ex-
tended self-employed health insurance
deduction; and expanded EITC “or
earned income tax credit. Those are all
-considered. -

In addition to tha.t we ha.ve added
now a reduction in the Btu tax for
farmers, or off-road exemption. And
our negotiations with the administra-
tion continue. 1 feel very encouraged

by the response-that they have given us.

with regard to the impact of the Btu
tax and their willingness to negotiate
further with regard to 1ta 1mpact on
agriculture.

80 clearly, we have an effort on the
pa.rt of ‘'this administration to respond
to the concerns ralsed by people in
rural America about the effects of the
Btu tax and a determination to ensure
that it s fair.

Small business, too, is affected in a
very favorable way by this plan. Inter-
est rates have declined substantially
since the President's election. In-
creased expensing for farmers will also
be included for small businesses.

The package contains a capital gains
provision to directly encourage invest-
ment in small business. A 50-percent
exclusion for companies that paid in
capital of less than $50 million will pro-
vide a significant differential for quali-
fled capital gains. A health insurance
deduction of 25 percent for those who
are self-employed; tax-exempt bonds;
an exemption for small businesses from
the corporate rate increase; permanent
extension of incentives like the R&D
tax credit; targeted jobs tax credit; the
exclusion of employer provided edu-
cational assistance, among others. In-
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,mVidual estimated tax. simpllnoatlon s >The assistant’legislative- clerk pno-v

. also included in this package. -

‘80, Mr:. President,. therqareveryaig-‘
nificant propoeals for small business— .

long time—wrapped into this reconoili~
ation package, in spite. of the fact that
we reduce the deficit by 8500 blllion
over the next § years.

.Shared sacrifice is. rea.lly the key
here for small business, for people in

-~ some of which'we have called for for &

coededt.oca.nt.heroll

‘Mr. +SASSER. :Mr. Preaident.. I a.sk
unanimous. consent that the .order for
t.he .quorum call be rescinded. - -

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out ‘objection, 1t 18 80 ordered. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. SASSER] is

. recomm for 5 minutes.

rural America, for people of all cat-.

egories in our economy. Throughout
this process our overriding goals must
.be to ensure fundamental fairness, and
to reach that $500 billion target.. -

Is it fair? Are we reaching that tar-
get? Those two questions, Mr. Presi-
dent, are critical to our. suoceuml
completion of this effort. '

I do not think anyone can de:w ‘the
progressivity 1n this plan. It is some-

- thing we have not seen for 12 years. 8o

it does not surprise me that those who

are most detrimentally affected by’

higher revenues would be out there in
such vehement oppoaitdon to the plan.

" They have not had to face this Xind of

progreesivity for the last 12 years.
Indeed, at long last we -are putt.ing
some progressivity into the tax plan
that has not been there for a long time:
So, obviously, when you weigh the cuts
that affect those who do not pay a lot
of tax against the taxes for those who
pay taxes but do not really see them-
selves affected by cuts, you have the
balance that makes this the kind of
plan that I feel very comfortable with.
Obvicusly, we still have work to do,
and, obviously, the negotiations are

"Mr. SASSER. Mr. President,. I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to
this morning for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-

out objection, it is 80 ordered. The Sen-

ator .from Tennessce is recognized for

10 mlnutea.- )

DEF‘ICIT REDUC'I‘ION

Mr SASSER.. Mr. Preaident. I Ns-
tened with- interest this morning, as I
always do, to my colleagues on . the
other side of the aisle, and I must say
that I heard nothing new, absolutely
‘niothing new. The same . tired, old

-echoes of Reaganomics and taxophobia

that-gave us the greatest flscal crisis
in our Nation’s history-I heard more of
this morning. ‘emanating from our
friends on the aother side. -

- I want to remind a&ll of our col-
leagues, and all who may be listening,

- one more time that many of the voices

going to continue. But let us all come .
to the table, let us all come to the real- -

ization that to do nothing will have
consequences for the American family,
for the American taxpayer, for the
American businessman, for the Amer-
ican politician, the likes of which we
have never seen in recent American
history. That is what t.his is all about,
Mr. President.

So we can come to the floor and we
can lament this or that. We-can listen
to all of those groups who are not lin-
ing up in opposition because thelr spe-
cial interest is detrimentally affected.
Or we can do what is right. We can
muster the courage, We can recogniz-
ing that we have no choice, that we
‘only have one President, and that we
must negotiate in good faith with' this
President, with the House and the Sen-
ate, In coming to grips with this prob-
lem that has gotten too big and has
gone on too long to ignore.

We owe it to the American people.
We recognize the importance of
change. We recognize the importance
of fairness. And, most of all, we recog-
nize the importance of our abllity to
govern.

Mr. President, I yleld the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of 8 quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The absence of & quorum having
beﬁn suggesbed the clerk will call the
ro

we:are hearing this nrorning, now in
shrill opposition to the Clinton deflcit
reduction program, are the very same
voices that gave us the disastrous 1981
Reagan tax cut and its subsequent
problems. The same Senators who were
on this floor this morning demanding
more cuts, more deficit reduction are
the same Senators who dutifully de-
fended the hallow ﬁacal lea.derahlp of
the 1980's. -

The Reagan-Bush Presidencies that

-generated—now, they did not inherit
it—the Reagan-Bush Presidencies gen-

erated $3 trillion in new nationhl debt.
It 18 no exaggeration to say, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the 12 years of Reagan-Bush,
and particularly  the 10 -‘years of
Reagan-Bush, will go down in history,
when economic historlans write the

- history of the 20th century, a8 the most

mismanaged and irresponsible period of
governmental flscal policy in the his-
tory of the United States, and I say not
just 1n the 20th century, but perhaps in
the history of our country.

" Listeners with any historic perspec-
tive will not miss the rich ironies that
are on this floor this morning. I am

“happy to say that we have a chance

now to do more than measure present
rhetoric ‘againat past actions. We are
going to be able to measure this rhet-
oric agalnst present actions.

Last week—and this 18 what I am
talking about—last week Senators
DANFORTH and BOREN put together a
deficit reduction package that actually
attempts to do what those on the other
glde of the aisle are calling for. It cut
the mandatory programs in- specific
ways. It cuts the entitlements.

Let me say immediately that the
Boren-Danforth plan does contain a
substantial block of new taxes, $150 bil-
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lion in net tax increases, using the fig-
" ures that Senators BOREN and DAN-

FOBRTH have themselves offered. It in-

cludes every. dime of President Clin-
ton's increases in the personal income

taxwhichuronmedat the wealthler in.

" our society. It includes every dime of
his increases in the tax on Social Secu-
rity benefits that go to those of the
more affluent who dmw Boclal Secu-
ru:y benefits..

It includes every. dime_ of Prosident
Clinton’s corporate tax mcrea.aea And
I wonld suggest that right there the so-.
called bipartisan plan has lost probably
two—th.lrds of t.hoae on the other side of
- the aisle.

The Boren-Da.nfort.h plan then goes

on to supplement the tax increases.

with all of President Clinton's $224 bil-
lion in outlay cuts, including his de-
fense cuts, with some $160 billlon 1n ad-
" ditional cuts.

~Now,that is wha.t they say they want
on' the -other side of the aisle. They
-want additional cuts, they want more

spending cuts, a.ndtheywa.nt rewert.ax
- increases.

- Well, how do we a.bout; gotting
those cuts? Boren-Da.nforth plan tells
.us_how, Virtually every cut that Sen-
ator BorsN and Senator DANFORTH
make 18 in three programs: Medicare
for our_ older citizens, Medicaid for
those who are 80 poor they cannot af-
ford to pay for medical care, and Social
- Security for our elderly, along with
some tradeoffs that reduce the earned
. Income. tax credits, and reduce food
stamps In exchange. for maintaining
the hospital insurance cap at $130,000,
that indexes capital gains to benefit
the wealthy, and they also eliminate
the energy tax. But when you are talk-
ing about more cuts, the lion's share of
them are coming out of Medicare, Med-
icald, and Social Security.

Now, .1 think the Boren-Danforth
plan 18 an 11l-advised plan. I think it is
both inequitable and simplistic, and 1
think 1t is guided largely by an ab-
stract formula that demands $12 in out-
‘lay cuts for every dollar in tax in-
creages. That 18 what some on the
other s8ide of the aisle think we have to
have. Of course, blended into that are
some special regional interests. Some
of the authors of this Boren-Danforth
plan are opposed to energy taxes be-
cause-of -the -area of the.country.from
which they come. But I think at bot-
tom the Boren-Danforth plan is bad
policy. ]

But as bad ‘as the Boren-Danforth
plan 18 in this Senator’s judgment, it
conforms to the principles that have
been established by the speakers we
have heard from the minority side of
the aisle now from over the last month.
They have been saying we have to have
more cuts and fewer tax increases.
That 18 what the Boren-Danforth has.

Now, let us see how many of them on
the other side of the aisle are going to
march up and support it. I submit, Mr.
President, that almost. none of them
will. David Stockman, the Director of
Office of Management and Budget
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under President Reagan, who preaided

early on in the Reagan administration

‘over the disastrous tax cuts that came

about, said that**The full-throated"—
and I quote him in an article that ap-

peared just a few weoks ago. He said,
*The. full-throated antitax war cries

. emanating from the GOP &ince Feb-

ruary the 17th amount to no more than
deceptive gibberish.”* .

He goes on to state in -this article
that raising revenunes {8 what is needed
and that raising taxes is a business for

.grown-ups and the GOP should stand

aside and let the grown-upe get the_ job
done.

The Boren-Danforth proposal aslin- .

dicated earlier, conforms to the prin-
ciples to which our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle say it should

‘conform. It contains more cuts. It con-

tains fewer taxes. The ratio i8 the same
ratio that they have asked for; there is
$2 in spending cuts tor every dollar in
tax increases.’
leahto&eehowmanyo!ourcol-
leagues on the other side of the alsle

-will stand up and support that. That is

what they say they want. But I will

predict, Mr. President, that if the roll:

18 called 'on the Danforth-Boren plan on
the floor of the Senate, it will not get

_any more than 20 votes.

Why?. Becausé -they want to talk

about more spending cuts, but they do-

not have the gumption to come out and
vote for those spending cuts because
they know they are golng to come out
of Social Securlty, they know they
have to come out of Medicare, they
know they have .to come ont of Medic-
aid, and they know that the State gov-
ernments and the Governors across
this.country will rebel if Medicaid s
cut any more. '

The American people reject this kind
of nonsense where people are saying,
well, we are for deficit reduction, but
we are not for this particular deficit re-
duction plan because it just does not do
precisely what we want. And the Amer-
ican people do not want a freeze on So-
cial Security cosb—of living adjust-
ments.

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

Mr. SASSER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I have an additional 5 min-
utes.

-The PRESIDENT pro-tempore.. With-..

out objection, the Senator will be rec-
ognized for 5 more minutes.

Mr. SASSER. The American people
do not want $114 billion in cuts in Med-
icare and Medicaid. That {8 what is in
the Boren-Danforth plan. They do not
want the tax credit for working Amer-
ican families to be reduced 8o that we
can maintain & cap on Medicare that
protects people with incomes of over
$130,000 a year.

The CNN television network did a
poll on this whole question. They asked
Americans if they wanted to see the so-
called Btu eliminated, just elimi-
nate the Btu tax and substitute in lieu
thereof the cuts in Medicare, Medicaid,
and Social Security.
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Guess what the Amerlcan people
said? Twenty-two percent of the Amer-
ican people told the pollster.. yes, we
want-to -see the -Bta tax eliminated,
and we.want to put in its place addi-

‘tional cuts, and those cuts will be in

Medicare, Medicaldq, a,nd Social Becu-
rity.

But 72 percent of the Amerlca.n peo-
ple, by almost a 4-to-1 margin, sald em-
phatically, no, they do not want to see
the Btu tax eliminated and In lieu
thereof Bocial Security cut, Medicaid
cut, and Medicaid cut. The American
peoplé know that 1s a miserable t.ra.de-
off. .
If this plan were subject.ed to the
kind. of scrutiny—I am talking about
the ‘Boren-Danforth plan--that the
Clinton defleit reduction plan has un-
dergone—and I will tell yon they have
had experts for weeks looking it over
trying to accentuate the negative in
this whole Clinton program. -

If the Boren-Danforth plan had- been
subjected to just & minimum amount of
scrutiny, it would not have the support
of 10 percent of the population. But
again I want to'say. Mr. President, the
Boren-Danforth plan . coincldes pre-
cisely with . the guidelines established
by .the minority in their public state-
ments. It has $23 of spending cuts for
every 31 of tax increases. L.et us see
how many of them on the cther side of
the aisle will vote for that. Let us see
how many of them will vote to cut So-
cial Security, how many will vote to
cut Medicare, and how many will vote
to cut Medicaid. You can count them
on. the fingers of your hands, in my
judgment. How many of these Senators
who just spoke denouncing the Clinton
program will support the Boien-Dan-
forth proposal, which meets their cri-
teria? It is going to be interesting to
find out. N

Mr. President, it 1s my viéw that
nonse of them will support the Boren-
Danforth plan. Indeed, some who spoke
this morning have already announced
their opposition to it, even though it
has the $2 in epending cuts formula for
every $1 in tax increases they say they

~want.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. SASSER. I am pleased to yield t;o
my friend from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. When people get out
here on the floor and talk about cut-
ting entitlements, what happens is,
they use that as a handy label." They
talk about cutting entitlements, but
what you really have to do 13 go be-
neath that label and find out exactly
what the programs are on which these
cuts are going to have an impact.

There are proposals out here, for ex-
ample, that, If carried through, would
severely impact the senior citizen pop-
ulation of this country—and not the
genior citizens who are better off, but

- the people absolutely dependent on So-

cial Security for their income in order
to make it from month to month and
the people that are dependent on Medi-
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care in order to’ meet. their medlce.l
“bills. .

- It seems to me at least lt must be un-
derstood -that - this glib throwing
-around’ of -the .word :“‘entitlements”
does not begin to ‘address the real situ-
ation. The real situation is what s ac-
tually going to happen to people if
these entitlements are. cut. What you
have 1s ‘people coming in and saying,
well, we do not want to do the work
neoded to reduce the deficit. We do not_
want to have a tax on someone who 18
better off. In fact, we want to reduce
that tax. But then they put forward
these proposals which are going to im-
pose the pain and the burden on people
who are less well off, who are depend-
ent -on the’ cost-of-living ‘adjustment
and Social Security in -order to make
ends meet or dependent on Medicare in
order to meet their medical bills. Is not
that correct, I ask the Senator?

-Mr. SASSER. I ask unanimous con- .

sent that we be allowed to proceed for
an additional 10 minutes.
.+ The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the Senator from Ten-.
.-‘neeseg 18. recognized for e.n additional -
- 10 minutes. '
~ Mr, SASSER. ‘The Senator from
Maryland is precisely correct. When
they arée talking about cutting entitle-

.. ments, a8 the distinguished-chairman

of . the Finance- Committee, Senator
MOYNIHAN, said on one of the national
programs Sunday, when they are talk-
ing about cutting entitlements, that is
really a code word for cutting Social
Security. -
Well, it is a code word for cutting So-
cial Security, but it {8 a code word for
. cutting even more. It 18 a code word for
cutting Medicare. It i8 also a code word
for cutting other entitlementas.

- Some of the same Senators who have_

come on this floor and railed against
entitlements, saying they ought to be
cut, are the same Senators who will
privately say, well, we cannot cut agri-
“culture. You know, many of the agri-

culture programs, a8 my friend from

Maryland knows, are also entitle-
ments. Civil service retirement pro-
grams are also entitlements. There are
& whole host of programs that are enti-
tlements. But principally the entitle-
ment programs are Soclal Security;
they are Medicaid, Medicare. Ninety-
five percent of.the growth in entitle-
ments 18 in three programs: Medicare,
Social Security, and Medicaid. So when
you are talking about cutting entitle-
.ments or putting caps on entitlements,
you are really talking about reducing
the beneflits in those programs or bene-
ficiaries of those programs.

Mr. SARBANES. 1 appreciate the an-
swer. Let me ask the Senator thie:
Does that not really mean, instead of
talking vaguely about cutting entitle-
ments, what you really have to do is
talk about ‘whether you want to cut
specific programe and what the con-
sequences will be_ of cutting the par-
ticular program to which you are mak-
ing reference?
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In thelQWe the Socia.lﬂecurit;y t.rust
"fund was in difficulty financially. We

have committed revenues that go into -

the trust fund from the payroll tax,

and we pay the benefits out -of that. - ¢
‘The trust fund was getting into dif-

flculty. We looked at that situation,
and as part of correcting the problem
of the Social Security trust fund;, we
did cut back on some beneflits. We also
increased some taxes in order to.get
the trust fund into & balanced position.
Not only did we get into a balanced po-
sition, the Social Security trust fund,
is now running a very significant sur-

- plus a8 & consequence of doing this.

In effect, it is not the Soclal Security
program that i8 contributing to -the

deficit. In fact, if anything, the Social -

Security trust fund, the positive bal-

ance, I8 an offset in an accounting

sense to this very large deficit figure.
80, really, people have to ask them-

selves the question: Do we want to hit

the senior citizens even more heavily
as opposed to reducing the deficit in
some other way? Some people on the

other side are upset because President

‘Clinton is proposing to raise taxes on

" the very wealthy. In fact, 75 percent of

the revenues which the President's pro-
gram calls for, the increase in revenues

- to the Government, come from the top

6 percent of the income scale—75 per-
oent. There are people on the other side
who do not want that burden put on
the very wealthy. They say, no, no, we
should not do.that tax; we should cut
entitlements, which means let us cut

-the ordinary Social Security recipient
‘before we ask the.very wealthy to

make some contribution toward reduc-
ing the deficit. That does not seem eq-

uitable to this Senator.

Mr. SASSER. I think the Senator
from Maryland is quite right, and par-

‘ticularly in view of the fact that the

8oclial Security old-age and survivors
trust fund that pays out the Soclal Se-
curity benefits will run a surplus this
year of about $70 billion.

Mr. SARBANES. $70 billion?

Mr. SASSER. That 18 correct. Why
should we be reducing benefits for

those who are the beneficiaries of a

program when that program 18 running
a surplus? The Social SBecurity Pro-
gram i8 not the problem. What they are
geeking to do is to use the funds col-
lected to go into the Social Security
trust fund to reduce the outlay of those
80 they will not have to raige taxes on
the upper 6 percent of the wealthiest
people in the country. -

Let me just say to my friend from
Maryland something that I read that I
think he will find of great interest. He
will recall when David Stockman was
Director of -the Office of Management
and Budget during the early days of
the Reagan administration, that is
when we really got ourselves into such
serious trouble with the very large tax
cut at that time. Here 18 what David
Stockman just wrote about this whole
problem. I would like to quote him. I

. think my friend from Maryland will
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. find t.hia lntereeung Devl.d Stoekman

stld.‘ R

There is o m ont ot the elephandne
budget deflcits thsthavephsludthamuon
sinoe 1961 without major tax incresses, -.. -

That 1s what David Stockman ‘wrote
jnata.few weeks ago. Continuing on in
this regard, Mr. Stockman said:.

In this regard, the full-throated-antitax
war - ories. emanating from the GOP since
Fobrusryl'lumounttonomoret.hmdoeep—
t.iveeibberuh. .

That is what David St.ockm;n 8ays.

‘Then Mr. Stockman continues on—

Mr.  SARBANES. This is the David
Stockman who was the Director of the
Office of Management and Budget for

-Ronald Reagan in his first term?

Mr. SASSER. That is correct. Con-
tinuing on, Mr. Stockman, who was
Reagan’s Director of OMB, says:

The root problem goes back to the July
1961 frenzy of exocessive and imprudent tax
cutting ‘that lhemred the NMnonl fiscal
stability. -

A noisy faction of Bepubhem ]nve will-
fully denied this giant mistake of fiscal gov-
ernance, md their ov'n enlmbwcyin lt-. ever
sinoe.

"He - oontinuee on, I say to my friend
from Maryland, and this is a direct
quote, talldng s.bout t.heae ‘Repub-
licans: ’

Instead, they hnve fncessantly poisoned
the political debate with & mindless stream
of antitax venom, while pretending that eco-
nomic growth and spendlns cuts alone oould
cure the deflcit. -

That 1s what David St,ockman ea.id_

Mr. SARBANES. President Clinton,
to his credit, has proposed a balanced
program. The President has proposed
very significant cuts in spending, but
he recognizes that that alone will not
fully address the deficit .reduction
problem with which we are confronted.
He, therefore, is m‘opodng increases in
revenue as well,

The deflcit reduction he is propoaing
far ‘exceeds the additional revenues
from taxes, 80 it can legitimately be
stated that every penny in additional
taxes will go for deficit reduction; I ask .
my friend, is that not correct: And in
addition, a very significantly amount
will go for deflcit reduction trom the
spending cutas.

S0 what the President is doing is
seeking to reduce the deficit through a
combination of spending cuts and reve-
nue increases, and the deficit reduc-
tion, which runse at about $500 billion,
18 almost twice the additional revenues
from revenue increases. 80 every penny
will go for deficit reduction and a sig-
nificant additional amount will come
from spending cuta; is that not correct?

Mr. SASSER. The Senator from
Maryland is absolutely correct. I find
it ironic that the same group that gave
us these enormous deficits, the same
party that gave us this $3 trillion In-
crease in the national debt during the
1980's, are the same people here that
are saying “no'' to the Clinton plan.
The Clinton plan is the largest deficit
reduction program in the history of
this country.
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--Let' mé. just--quote. -one- Jmom{ta.bo-*—formula otvz ‘dollars’ worth oLspemung akopclomn but wm: what mounu to s liom-:
" .

ment of David.Stockman. I think-this
15 really 1lluminating to hear-the views

of Mr. Stockman, who served, as I said . ‘when the ‘time .comes. to answer the -~
earlier, as.the Director of the Office:of - rollcall,-two-thirds to 80 peroent of our’”
“friends on the other side of the aisle . w
~who say they want. morecuu willnotf"

Managemnient ‘and-Budget 1n the early. :
‘days. of: the ‘Reagan -sdministration. .
I-‘Iere is & quote from the same article:

* ‘On the vast expense of the domestic budg-
et.. “overspending” is an absolute myth. Our’
‘post-1981 mondeﬂclt.l are not .t,mbuublo
‘toit.. | .

* Mr. Btockman ia aa.ying that_ these
la.rge deflcits u'o not. attﬂbuta.ble to’
spending.

He continues on and says:

- And the GOP.has neither a oahmntpro—

- gram por the political ocurage to -sttack -

cuaforeverynmuxinmuec,
‘But' 1. submit,  Mr. - President,’ tha.t

_vote for them. - >

" Before ylelding to my’ Mend n-om
Monta.na.. ‘Mr. President, -1 ask unani-
mous consent that this article by Mr.
David 8Stockman‘ be printed in'. the
“REOORD in its entirety. I think it ought
‘to be required reading for all of our col-
leagues on both aides of the aisle. o
" There being no objection, the article

" was ordered - to be mntedzm the

RnoonD. as follows:

. mmm;butthomtmlormomcmndmc HRS b v

marginalia. -
I think that is-a very mumimmng
-statement. It says an a.wtul lot to be
oominx from him. * -
- " Mr. President, I simp]y concludo by

]AnmmlsNarOvmanDma .
Dcvid A, Btockman Directar of the Office

of Management and Budget from 1961 to 1985, .

_during the first years of the “Resgan Revo-
! Tation,” David Stockman left office amid the
" lingering ‘caused by his revela-

ocontroversy
uyinsthistoourﬂ-lendsonthoother “.tions in the Atlantic magaxine about the in-

side of the aisle: The Clinton
.18 the largest deficit reduction plan in
the history of this country that will re-
.duce the deficit by one-half over the
next 5 years. For our friends on the
other side of the aisle who say, well, we
“cannot support it because it has too
mnchbywayofmxmcreuesandit
. does not have enough spending cuts, let -
me recommend to them the Da.nforth-
Boren proposal. . !

1 am not going to vote for it beca.uae
I am not willing to cut S8ocial Security;
.that is not part of the problem. Why -
- ~should Social Security beneficiaries be -

cut when 8octal S8ecurity 1s running a
surplus every year? I am not .going to -
-vote for the Danforth-Boren proposal
because 1 am not willing to -cut Medi- -
‘care to the extent that they are. I.am
‘not going to vote for it because I am
not willing to cut Medicaid to the ex-
“tent that Danforth-Boren does.

Mr. SARBANES. If the S8enator will
yield on that, people have to under-
stand that when you say cut entitle-
ments, you mean cut Medicare, cut
Medicald, cut S8ocial Security. If you
cut them, what you are saying is that
people who desperately need health
care are not going to get it. It amounts
to that exactly, and that must be un-
derstood.

Let us get awa.y from this sort of
vague langusge that says we will cut
entitlements. What do you mean? We

ternal Administration politics which, Btook-

_man said, wounld result in untenable deficits.

(Btockman'’s memoirs of those years are

"entitied A “Triumph of Politics: How the

- Reagan Revolution Failed. He is currently a
General Partner at the Blackstone Group, a
New York investment house.) -

“President Olinton’s economic plan dessrves
heavy-duty criticism—particularly the 3190
billion worth of new boondoggles through
mwe that are euphemistically labelled

“stimulus’ and “investment' programs. But
on one thing he has tild the unvarnished
truth. There is no way out of the elephantine
budget deflcits which have plagued the na-
tlon sinoe 1981 without major tax increases.

. In this regard. the full-throated anti-tax
.wWar cries emanating from the GOP since
Fehrnuyﬂnmountwnomomt.handooop-
tive gibberish. Indeed, if Congressman Newt
Gingrich and his playmates had the parental
- supervision they deserve, they would be sent
to the nearest corner wherein to lodge their
Pinoochio-sised noses until this adult uak of
raising taxes is finished.

* ‘The fact is, we have no other viable choice.

. According  to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice (CBQ) forecast, by FY1998 we will have
practical full employment and, also, nearly a
3400 billion budget deflcit if nothing s done.
The projected red ink would amount to flve
percent of GNP, and would mean continuing
Treasury absorption .of most of our meager
net national savings through the end of the
century. This is hardly a formula for sus-
talning a competitive and growing economy.

The root problem goes back to the July
19681 frenzy of excessive and imprudent tax-
cutting that shattered the nation’s flscal
stability. A noisy faction of Republicans
have willfully denjed this giant mistake of

will cut Medicare and Medicaid. What™ ' fiscal governance, and their own culpability

do you mean? What that means is that -
people without financial means, who
need health care, are not going to be
able to get health care. That {s what it
means.

Mr. SASSER. The Benabor from
Maryland is quite right. If thoee on the
other side of the aisle want more cuts,
if they want fewer tax increases, then
let them vote for Boren-Danforth and
cut Social S8ecurity and reduce the So-
cial Security benefits, reduce the Medi-
care benefits, and reduce-the amount of
taxes that have to be paid, if that is
what they want to do. It meets their

in it, ever since. Instead, they have inces-
santly poisoned the political debate with a
mindless stream of anti-tax venom, while
pretending that economic growth and spend-
ing cuts alone could cure the deficit.

It ought to be obvious by now that we
can’t grow our way out. If we should happen
to realize CBO's economic forecast by 1998,
wouldn’t a nearly 3400 billlon deficit in a full
employment economy 17 years after the
event finally constitute the smoking gun?

To be sure,-aversion to higher taxes 18 usu-
ally a necessary, healthy impulse in a politi-
cal democracy. But when the alternative be-
comes as self-evidently threadbare and
groundless as has the ‘‘growth’ argument,
we are no longer dealing with legitimate

mmamoor ‘anti-taxers is.equally
nmtmmwmmmmr

whelming.

Rodald Roaxtn > oricind .,crou—t.bo-‘boud
income tax .cut would-have permanently re-
duced_tlie federal revenue base by three per-
Qent of GNP. At a time when defense spend-
,mcmbemgnmdlymmpedup.mdma‘-
“oontext in which the.then ‘‘conservative’ -
‘congressional majority had already dectded
" to leave 90 percent of domestic spending un:

touched, the Reagan tax cut alone. would
. - have strained the nation's flscal equation be-

. yond the breaking point. But no one blew.the
whistle. Instead, both parties succumbed.to &
shameless tax-bidding war .that-ended up -
doubling the tax cat to six percent of GNP— .
or slashing by. nearly -one-third the perma-
nent revenuse buso of the Unlud Butes gov

“ernment. , .

While delayed fn‘ocuvo dat.u and phase-ins
postponed the full day of reckoning until the'-
-1ate 19608, there is no gainsaying the fiscal -

carnage. As of August, 1981, . Uncle S8am had

been left to finance a 1960s-sixed domestic

welfare state and defense. build-up from a

general revenue base that was now-smaller
-rolauvatoGNPthmqtmyumouncelm!

In subsequent years, several “mini™ tax in-
crease- bills did slowly restore the Federal
.revenue base to nearly its post-war average .
share of GNP, The $2.5 trillion in cumulative
deficits since 1961, however, is not a product
of “over-spending” in any meaningful sense

- of the term. In fact, we have had a rolling
legislative referendum. for ‘13 years-on “‘ap-
propriate”’ Federal spending in today’s socl-
ety—and by now the ovarwhehmng bi-par-

tisan conssnsus is orystal clear. .

Cash benefits for Social Security recipi-:
ents, government retirees and veterans will
ocost about $500 biilion in 1996—or six percent .
of prospective GNP. The fact is they also
cost six percent of GNP when Jimmy Carter
came to town in 1977, as they did when Ron-
ald Reagan arrived in 1961, Buahmmasmd
Clinton in 1993. - -

The explanation ‘for this remarkable 25
years of actusl and prospective fiscal cost
stability 18 simple. Stnce. the mid-1970s there
has been no legislative action to increase
benefits, while a deep political consensus has
steadily congealed on not cutting them, ei-
ther. Ronald Reagan pledged not to touch

. Social Security in his 1964 debate with Mon-
dale; on this issue Bush never did move his
lips; and Rep. Gingrich can readily wax as
eloquently on the ‘‘sanctity’’ of the nation's

~ social contract with the old folks as the late

Senator Claude Pepper ever did.

The political and policy fundamentals of
the $375 billion prospective 1998 cost of Medi-
care and Medicaid are exactly the same. If
every amendment relating to these medical
entitlements which increased or decreased
eligibility and benefit coverage. since Jimmy
Carter's inaguguration were laid end-to-end,
the net impact by 1998 would hardly amount
to one to two percent of currently projected
cOosts.

Thus, in the case of the big modlca] enti-
tlements, there has been no legislatively
driven “‘overspending' surge in the last two
decades. And since 19681, no elected Repub-
lican has even dared think out loud about
the kind of big changes in beneficiary pre-
mium costs and co-payments that could ac-
tually save meaningful budget dollars.

To be sure, budget costs of the medical en-
titlements have skyrocketed—but that is be-
cause our underlying health dellvery system
is ridden with inflationary growth. Perhaps
Hillary will fix this huge, sytemic economic
problem. But until that silver ballet is dis- .
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‘Likewise, the “safety net™ for the poor and -
_price and credit supports for rural Amerioa
oost the same in real terms—about $100 bil-
1jon—as they did in January, 196]1. That is be-
cause Republicans and Democrats have gone
to the well year after ysar only to add nick-
ols. subtract pennies, and, in effect. validate

over and over the same ‘‘appropriate’ levol N

of spending.
OnmomtoxmnuofthadomesUcbndg-
et, then, “overspending® is an absolute
myth. Our post-1961 mega-deficits are not at-
‘tributable to it; and the GOP has neither a
coherent program nor the politicsl oourage
wmkmythmsbutthammm«wooplo

spending marginalia.

It is unfortunate that hnvtngtummoned
the ocourage to face the tax issue squarely,
Prestdent Clinton has clouded the debate
»wnhnnexoouofbuhmsthowwthymdm
utterly unnecessary grab-bag-of new tax and
spending giveaways. But that can be cor-
mtodlntheleglsladvopmoeu—mditlnno
way lets the Republicans off the hook. They
led the Congress into a giant flscal mistake

12 years ago, and they now have the respon-.

sibility to work with a President who is at
least brave enough to attempt to oonjoot it.

EX’I'ENSION OF MORNING
' BUSINESS -

Mr. BAUCUBS.- Mr. President, I ask’
unanimous consent -that morning busi-
ness be extended and that I may speak
for 16 minutee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR-
GAN). Without objection, 1t 18 so or-
“dered.

The S8enator from Montana is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

'MINING LAW REFORM

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would
litke to -speak on reform of the
Hardrock Mining Act of 1872. Last
night, the Senate passed mining reform
legislation introduced by Senator
CRAIG.

Mining has always been important to
‘Montana. To a large degree, mining
was the economic foundation upon
which Montana was bullt. Mining gave
rise to the present day towns of Butte,
Helena, and Anaconda, as well as the
long forgotten boem then bust towns of
Bannack, Diamond Clty‘ Gold Creek,
and Garnet.

The first gold discovery in Montana
seems to have been made by John Owen
in 1853, when he penned in his dairy,
“Gold hunting. Found some.'-In the
early 1860's, gold discoveriés™ 1n
Bannack, Virginia City, and Helena
brought nearly 30,000 prospectors to the
Montana frontier, and by 1866 the Mon-
tana Territory ranked second only to
California in gold production. But by
1870, the boom had fallen into a bust,
and the Montana Territory fell on a
decade of hard times, until copper re-
vived the economy and Butte emerged
as the greatest mining camp Iin the
West.
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» And while mining is no longer a&s- otworkmdinmtment on the part of

domim.nt as 1t once was, ‘it continues
to be an important segment of -Mon- .
-tana's economy. According to a report

‘recently prepared by the Center for Na-

‘tdonal ‘Policy, mining and derivative
economic activities contribute an esti-
mated 11 percent of the State's earned

income. And mining and mining relat- .

ed activities employ 8.3 percent of our
State's work force. -

Because mining is of such obvious
importance to States llke Montana, I
take a great interest in any legislation
which this body considers that affects

‘mining. For example, the President's

budget package included a provision
that required a 12.5-percent gross roy-
alty. on hardrock mining on Federal
‘lands.- 8imply put, this. proposal was a
killer for’ ha.rdrock mining throughout
the West: T

Together with a. group of my western
‘Democratic collesgues, I talked to the
President about this provision. As a re-
sult of these discussions, and thanks to
President Clinton’s . understanding of
‘our concerns, & 12.5-percent royalty is
no long part of the budget rwoncill-
-ation package.

‘But this does not mean that the’ la.rg :
- er issue of mining reform should not be
addrouod_ Indeed, Senator JOHNSTON
has shown decisive leadership in mov-
ing a mining law bill out of the Energy
Committee and through the Senate—I
welcome this development. It is time
for change, and I have long argued that
" good, balanced mining reform is need-
‘ed. A 121-year-old law is just not up to
the challenge of regulatlng the modern
.mining {industry.

- There are presently two Senate
measures—8. 157, introduced by 8en-
ator BUMPERS; and S. T75, introduced
by Senator CRrRAIG, the measure that
passed last night—that attempt to deal
‘with reform of the Hardrock Mining
"Act. In my mind, neither adequately
represents the type of reform legisla-
tion that is needed on this issue.

Senator CRAIG'S measure, passed last
night by unanimous consent, 18 a start.
But the bill does very little beyond

‘reaffirming the status quo. That 1s

plainly unacceptable. On the other
hand, Senator BUMPERS' measure is re-
formed orlented, but, unfortunately, 1t
contains specific provisions that will
cripple domestic hardrock mining. The
answer to acceptable mining reform
lies somewhere in the middle. Today, I
intend to spell out what I believe to be

‘fa.lr balanced reform.

Mining reform can be broken into
four distinct categories: First, patent-
ing; second, reclamation; third,
unsuitability; and fourth, royalties. I
believe falr and balanced reform must
move beyond the status quo in each

‘category. -

The first issue concerns patenting of
Federal lands for mineral entry and de-
velopment. Under the 1872 mining law’s
patenting provigsion, mine claimants
may obtain fee title to public lands for
a filing fee of either $2.50 or $5 per acre.
While this often involves a great deal

the claimsnt, few would dispute that
-the  American taxpayer should receive
ifair market 'value on the: sale -of Fed-
eral 1ands—3$2 50 per acre 13*. Ia.r u'y

‘from fair market value.

1.also take issue with a law thaten-‘
courages transferring public lands into
private ownership. While the incentive
of cheap publlc lands for sale was onoe
necessary 'to attract people to t.he
West, times have changed.

Be {t coal mining, oil and gas lea.slng,
or timber extraction, we do not other-

‘wise practice a& policy of transferring

ownership of lands to encourage devel-
opment of the resource. Nor do we need

‘to . glve - away -land to - encourage

hardrock mineral development. .

1 support revising the patenting sys-
tem so that the public retains ultimate
ownership.of the public-resource,-An
acceptable .patenting system  would
allow individuals to make mineral
claims on public lands, and would se-
cure that right to develop the mineral
resource in excha.ng‘e for an eacalaung
yearly fee..

For ammple. t.he “holder of a cldm )

‘would pay 31 per acre for the first 5

years of the claim; $2.50 for the next 5;
$5 for the next 5; and so on, until the
claim enters into commercial produc-
tion. And, onoe -mining ceases, the
prospector would be obligated to return
the land to the Federal Government in
the best possible condition. ,
Second, 1 would like to talk about

- the need to develop Feteral reclama-

tion guidélines for -hardrock mining.
The 1872 mining law is not an environ-
mental law, nor was it ever intended to
be. And while I am well aware that
modern mining projects must comply
with a multitude of Federal and State
environmental laws, I nevertheless be-
lieve that solid mining reform maust ad-
dress rélevant environmental concerns.
- I support reform that includes strong
Federal reclamation standards. These
standards -should -address hydrologic
balance, waste disposal, soil contami-
nation, erosion, revegetation, and
other pertinent concerns relating to
mineral activities. While it 18 certainly
in the public Interest to have a healthy
domestic mining industry, it i8 also
very much in the public interest to en-
sure that mining i8 conducted in an en-
vironmentally responsible manner.

While I believe it is necessary to de-
velop Federal standards, I remain firm-
ly committed to the notion that the
States are best situated to regulate the
mining industry. As such, Federal
standards must not be so inflexible
that the States are unable to craft rec-
lamation laws given a region’s particu-
lar topographic, geologic and climatic
conditions.

A good example would be the.Federal

-hole reclamation statute where there

are Federal mines, or where States are
allowed in. In fact, my State of Mon-
tana has passed State reclamation laws
which are more stringent than the Fed-
eral.
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.+ The.;-third: issue::.concerns : unsuit-
. ability. Put -simply..an unsuitability .
.-review.is & determination whether min-
. ing is compatible with other valies and
uses .that exist in.a particular area.

Under the terms-of the 1872 Mining:

Act, mining. is automatically -consid-
ered the highest and best use of our
_public lands. Land managers.are not.
-given the discretion of saying no to
mining even when that activity can be
shown to irreparably impair other le-
gitimate .uses of the public resource.
Our public lands should be managed for
multiple use, with no.single use pre-
dominate over a.ll ot.heru in_ all cir- -
cumstances.

I will uupport. a guit'.a.bﬂity provision .
“s0 long as it {s applied at the beginning.

- of the. permitting process so as to be
fair to the individual who might other-
‘wise inveat considerable .time .and.
‘money on a specific claim. Most impor- -
tantly, this provision must be narrowly
-tailored so that mining interests are
not unfairly .burdened by a process that
‘quickly becomes a legal nightmare. In
short, it must be as fair to the mineral
resource as it is to other resources. -

. - The -final and most "controversial
fssue centers around imposing a roy-
alty for hardrock mining on Federal -
‘Jands. 1 believe a royalty is justified for
hardrock mining on Federal lands. We ~
currently impose a royalty on.coal and
on oll and gas taken from Federal
lands. ~ States impose royalties on

- hardrock minerals, as do private land-

. owners who lease their lands ror min-
“eral development. -

" As the -Senate Energy Commitbee'

hearing 2 weeks ago on the royalty
{ssue demonstrated, however, the man-
ner in which this royalty is assessed is
critically important. - Plainly, a 12.5-
percent gross royalty would have dire
implications for this country’s mining
industry. I suspect the same could be
sald for even an 8-percent gross roy-
alty. On the other hand, CBO indicated
that the 2-percent net royalty propesed
in Senator CrAIG’s bill will fail to gen-
erate 1 red cent of revenue. .

The goal in. imposing a royalty
should be twofold. First, a portion of
the money collected should go to the
States so that their mining regulation
programs are adequately funded and
staffed. Federal mining reform should
vest in the State the responsibility for
"implementing and enforcing reclama-
- tion standards, and it 18 our duty to en-
sure that the States have the financial
support to carry out this responsibil-
ity.

Becond, the bulk of the money col-
lected must go to-addrees the environ-
mental problems created by inactive
and abandoned mines. Montana’s Aban-
doned Mine Reclamation Bureau esti-
mated that there are over 3,000 aban-
doned mine sites in my State that pose

. elther an environmental or safety haz-
ard—a very real problem for which not
enough 18 being done because of the

- magnitude of the coste involved. It is
estimated that over $1 billion i8 re-
quired to remedy the problems caused
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by innctlve and -abandoned ‘mines. in -
‘Montana-alone. Many other Sutes are
-in the same boat. - - -

- I therefore, - bellm thn.t the roya.lty

.imposed .must be based on profits gen- _.

erated—that is, & net royalty. And I.do
not think that an 8-percent net royalty-
is unreasonable. Preliminary estimates
suggest that an 8-percent net-royalty
will generate $96 million  in. revenue
over the next 6 years. Unfortunately, I
‘Tealize that $96 million does not ap-
proach. the kind of revenue the admin-
istration has indicated they would like
to see generated, nor would it totally
satisfy the objectives that I have men-.
tioned must-be.served by & royalty.
I -would strongly suggest that. the
Congress think seriously about impoe-
ing a modest fee on all hardrock min-
eral development—mining that occurs
on Federal, State, and private land—-
.and uss the profits generated to ade-
quately address the inactive and aban-

. doned mine problem that currently ex-

ists. Such a fee will serve to generate
needed . revenue ‘and is spread . even-

handed. across the entire -industry so -

‘that no one particular segment of the
industry 1is responsible for the burden
that should be bome by the ent;im in-
dustry. -

~ .The challenge ta.clng bot.h aidea of the
“mining reform debate i8 to ‘step up and

recognize that this issue needs to be re- .

solved in 4 fair, balanced. and perma-
nent fashion. Industry must recognize

that the status quo no. longer serves °

the public interest. The public rightly’
demands. fiscal and environmental ac-

_ countability whenever the ‘public do-

main is used, and industry. should be
-willing to meet that demand. On the
other- hand, staunch advocates of re-
form need to be aware that we are talk-
ing about the livelihood of ordinary
citizens and the sustenance of many a
small comrhunity. Punitive reform is
‘not rational reform.

I believe that the suggest;ions which I
have offered today serve as the basis
for balancing these competing interests
and strikes a fair compromise on a dif-
ficult and divisive issue. Let us proceed
with reform and be thorough about it
80 that we can flnally put the issue to-~
rest. But above all else, let us not for-
get the human element of the debate,
and act with fairness and compassion.

Mr. President, I yleld the floor.

TRIBUTE TO JAMES LYON

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President,
George Bush once sald that “the defini-
tion of a successful life must include
serving others.” Jim Lyon, who I can
say with a great deal of pride was re-
lated to me, met President Bush’s defi-

‘nition of service.

When he died recently at the age of
85, Jim had earned the reputation of a
successful businessman and a success-
ful inventor. Over his lifetime he held
numerous patents for inventions which
made their mark in agriculture
science, in education and defense. One
of Jim’s inventions, widely hailed as a
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ma.jor ‘breakthrough’in the poultry-in-
"dustry, permitted chickens'to feed Ina
“natural sett.lng wlthout lnjury to one
another. .-»: - - )
But 1t was his: oommitment to young
people:and his belief in.our system of
education for which I-will most remem-

.ber Jim Lyon. Like Ben Franklin, he
récognized the critical importance of
-education. “If & man empties his purse

into his head," Franklin said, “No.man
-can take it away from him. An {hvest-
ment in knowledge always pays the
best interesat.” Jim knew that our chil-
dren’s confidence and ability and skills

for the future often begin in school. He
- knew that our-walk on the moon-and:
-the cure for cancer start in our-schools:

And 80 year after year,; Jim encouraged
science education in schools by provid-.

"ing basic electricity and science kits

for classrooms. It is fitting that in his
memory. his tunﬂy is planning an an-
nual scholarship ‘award to ‘encourage

‘the development of innovative devices

that will solve problems for thoae with‘
special needs. . .

As -a youngster,: my famﬂy ofben
spent summers.in San Diego with the

‘Lyons. Jim taught me how to fish, how

to row a boat, and start & campflre.
But he also taught me about the love
of learning and the power of education
in ahaplng the future. I will-miss mm.

.Y'

A SPECIAL TEACHER—_SCO’I'I'
. SPENCER

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. Preeldent.. not.h-
ing is more preciocus to.us than our
children, and this is what makes their
education so very important to.us, not
to mention to the future of our coun-
try. Yet we too seldom recognize the
great importance this places on those
to whom we entrust our children’s edu-
cation. More seldom still do we recog-
nize those qualities in special teachers
who turn what too often is the chore of
teaching into an exciting experience,
one that stays with the child long after
the class is completed.

I would like to share with my ©0l-
leagues the sad news that the country
lost a special teacher {n late March,
one who brought a special magic to the
classroom that-influenced every child
fortunate enough to have him for a
teacher. Scott Spencer was an elemen-
tary school teacher extraordinaire. He
cared about his students, went the
extra mile for them, broke rules when
necessary to make the learning experi-
ence an exciting one, something they
would not only remember but take
with them in the years to come.

Scott Spencer had a special knack
for knowing what would be appealing,
memorable, and fun for his kids, which
made the job bf learning  much more
exciting for them. If it took using an
aardvark as his mascot, or wearing
Groucho Marx glasses, or dressing up
in costumes, Scott did it.

Sadly Scott Spencer was not able to
complete his teaching career. Diag-
nosed with cancer last summer, Scott
fought his disease vallantly. But when



