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They want to continue the Market Pro-
motion Program. They want to take a
$5 million asset on a trust fund and
give people a $1.7 million tax break. It
is a question of how we are doing it.

What we all understand is, we should
not be doing it at the expense of stu-
dents and at the expense of the colleges
and universities that have entered into
the Direct Loan Program so that you
can put more money back into the
pockets of the lending institutions. It
just does not make sense.

The Senator from Idaho stands up
and says, ‘‘We are going to take a less-
er amount of money, but we are still
going to be able to give you the same
amount of education.’’ I wish he had
been there yesterday when the chan-
cellor of the University of Massachu-
setts and the folks from Lowell, MA,
and New Bedford and Fall River, which
have 15 percent unemployment, work-
ing class people came in and said to
me, ‘‘Senator, if these cuts go through,
our kids are going to drop out of
school.’’ And they are going to drop out
of school because they are going to
have $5,000 of additional costs in inter-
est on the PLUS loan that is going to
be $700 to $2,500 of debt because they
eliminate the interest subsidy on the 6-
month grace period. They are going to
have a transfer tax on colleges and uni-
versities participating in the student
loan program, and they are going to
end, for half the universities, direct
participation.

Mr. President, those kids cannot go
to school paying that additional
money. But they are giving the money
to people earning more than $300,000,
and to all of these other interests.
They are continuing additional defense
spending. The question is how we will
balance the budget. It should not be
done on the backs of the future genera-
tion in education.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOLE addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, has leader

time been reserved?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.
Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent

that I may use a portion of that leader
time without it being charged against
either side.

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

f

REPORTS OF WAR CRIMES

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today’s
Washington Post reveals shocking
news about what happened to the men
of Srebrenica after this so-called safe
area fell to Bosnian Serb forces in
July. Twelve thousand men from this
U.N.-designated safe area tired to flee
to Bosnian Government-held territory
and more than half were brutally
butchered by forces under the com-
mand of Gen. Ratko Mladic.

Yesterday’s Christian Science Mon-
itor reported that Serb officers—from

Serbia—actively participated in the
massacre of Moslems from Srebrenica.

No doubt about it, General Mladic
and his forces are directly responsible
for these war crimes. But, these reports
beg the question: What was the role of
the Yugoslav Army in this attack on
Srebrenica and the subsequent mas-
sacre of Moslems. And more impor-
tantly, what was Slobodan Milosevic’s
role in these savage war crimes?

Reportedly Mladic is often in Bel-
grade—where he coordinates with sen-
ior Serb officers, including the Chief of
Staff of the Yugoslav Army. The Yugo-
slav Army has continued to actively
assist Bosnian Serb forces. And
Bosnian Serb and Serb air defenses are
integrated.

The bottom line is that the Con-
gress—and the American people—need
to hear what the administration knows
about the relationship between
Bosnian Serb forces and the Yugoslav
Army, and the relationship between
Mladic and Milosevic. Have we been
told everything the administration
knows about Milosevic’s possible cul-
pability in this hideous war crime?

Frankly, I am highly skeptical that
the buck stops at General Mladic. In
any event, these questions need to be
answered by the administration now.

Next week, the proximity talks will
begin in Dayton and Serbian President
Slobodan Milosevic will attend. We
need to know whether we are rolling
out the red carpet for a war criminal.
We need to know who the administra-
tion is dealing with—the butcher of the
Balkans or the peacemaker of the Bal-
kans?

Furthermore, the President should
publicly commit his administration to
ensuring that these war crimes will not
be swept under the rug as part of the
price of peace settlement. If Milosevic
is responsible for war crimes, he should
be held accountable—even if this com-
plicates the peace negotiations.

Mr. President, if the administration
fails to effectively address the matter
of war crimes in the former Yugo-
slavia, the Congress will. The fiscal
year 1996 foreign operations bill in-
cludes an amendment I offered on the
Senate floor which would prohibit bi-
lateral assistance to any country that
provides sanctuary to individuals in-
dicted the U.N. War Crimes Tribunal
on Yugoslavia. It also instructs U.S.
representatives in multilateral institu-
tions to vote against aid to any coun-
try that provides sanctuary to indicted
war criminals.

The United States is the leader of the
free world—this requires not only po-
litical, but moral leadership. We can-
not repeat the United Nations’s griev-
ous error of looking the other way
when confronted with enormous crimes
against humanity.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have 30 sec-
onds to thank the majority leader for
his statement.

Mr. DOLE. I yield 30 seconds to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the major-
ity leader for his statement made on
these war crimes, these atrocities. I do
not believe that those who committed
these crimes should be able to get away
with it. I think it would be a terrible
mistake for the world.

I appreciate the power of what the
majority leader says. I very much ap-
preciate his focus on the war crimes.

f

THE BALANCED BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1995

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. When I heard
what my colleague from Idaho said, I
could not be in more profound disagree-
ment. The debate is not on a balanced
budget, deficit reduction; it is on a
Minnesota standard of fairness. This
agenda here is not connected to the re-
ality of the lives of people that we rep-
resent back in our States: ‘‘Senator, I
am a student at Moorhead State, I
work three minimum-wage jobs. The
college years are not the best years of
my life.’’

‘‘Senator, I am a nontraditional stu-
dent. I am older than you and I lost my
job; I am going back to school, and I do
not have much money. If you cut my
financial aid, I will not be able to get
back on my own two feet.’’

‘‘Senator, I am a single mother, and
I am going back to school, and I have
two small children. If you cut my fi-
nancial aid, I will not be able to move
from welfare to workfare.’’

I hear it in community colleges; I
hear it in public universities; I hear it
in private schools. I asked my col-
leagues, I say to my colleague from
Massachusetts, during markup, ‘‘Have
you held town meetings in the cam-
puses? Do you know what the con-
sequences of what you are doing here
in the Senate will be for students in
this country?’’

Mr. President, this is outrageous.
I ask unanimous consent to have

printed in the RECORD the text of a pe-
tition from 515 students at Inver Hills
Community College and Lakewood
Community College.

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

PETITION FOR SAVING OUR STUDENT LOAN
PROGRAM

Students are concerned about federal fi-
nancial aid cuts Congress proposes to higher
education. If these cuts are made, they will
affect my ability to go to college and find a
living wage job. Please help me continue to
have an education that is affordable and ac-
cessible. The economic security of our na-
tion depends upon a well-educated work
force. America’s future rests in your hands.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
simply say it loud and clear, and I will
shout it from the mountaintop. I only
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have probably 30 seconds left. If you
want to do deficit reduction, cut the
subsidies for the pharmaceutical com-
panies, cut the subsidies for the oil
companies, cut the subsidies for the in-
surance companies, cut the subsidies
for the tobacco companies; do not
spend more money on stealth bombers
and Trident and all of the rest, and do
not have tax cuts that disproportion-
ately go to the wealthiest people.

Do not do deficit reduction by deny-
ing all too many young people—and
not-so-young people because many of
our students are older—their oppor-
tunity for a higher education. I am
proud to be an original cosponsor of
the Kennedy amendment. It speaks to
basic economic justice. I hope 100 Sen-
ators vote for it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts has 5 minutes
12 seconds.

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 4 min-
utes, Mr. President.

Mr. President, I want to repeat what
I mentioned at the outset, that our
amendment is budget neutral. We have
been asked about that.

Mr. President, in the final few mo-
ments, I have been amazed by the si-
lence of our Republican friends in de-
fending an indefensible policy. Silence
in defending a policy that will put a
stranglehold on the sons and daughters
of working families trying to achieve a
better education. The most that was
said in defense of this indefensible pol-
icy, Mr. President, by one Member of
the Republicans, is that this proposal
is ‘‘changing the parameters of the ob-
ligation.’’ Let me tell every working
family in my State and across the
country the truth. This Republican
proposal is going to mean more dollars
out of your pocket and more obliga-
tions on the students of this country.

In the final breath, Mr. President,
there is an extraordinary reliance by
our Republican friends on raising the
revenues. In their proposal, they put a
tax—described by the majority of the
Republicans as a ‘‘fee’’—on every edu-
cational institution in this country.
They would mandate a tax on every
educational institution. The cruelest
part of all is that the amount of that
tax increases as they provide more and
more assistance to the neediest stu-
dents that go to those schools. The in-
stitutional tax goes in the opposite di-
rection of every educational policy
that we have made in the last 30 years.
It requires more and more payment by
the sons and daughters of working fam-
ilies and the neediest families. That is
just an extraordinary admission, Mr.
President, of a bankrupt effort by our
Republican friends by taxing these
working families.

In the Republican proposal, working
families are going to have to pay more
out of their hard-earned income be-
cause of the tax increase in the EITC.
Then, the same working families are
going to pay more out of scarce re-

sources for the copays and the
deductibles we will have to have.

Because of reductions in Medicaid,
these working families are going to pay
even more to provide health care cov-
erage for their children.

For what reason? To give a tax break
for the wealthiest individuals and the
wealthiest corporations. That is what
this is all about. They are taking the
money out of the pockets of the need-
iest families in this country and trans-
ferring it to the wealthiest individuals.
That is the parameter of the obligation
that our Republican friends refer to
when they try to justify their position.

Mr. President, this bill and these
cuts are too harsh and too extreme.
But, in addition to their cold heart, Re-
publicans are now getting cold feet.
The verdict of the American people is
coming in.

Republicans are being found guilty
beyond a reasonable doubt of hurting
senior citizens on Medicare; guilty of
hurting helpless elderly patients in
nursing homes; guilty of punishing in-
nocent children on welfare; guilty of
closing college doors to the sons and
daughters of working families; guilty
of pandering to polluters and endanger-
ing the environment; guilty of massive
giveaways to powerful special interest
groups; guilty of taxing low-income
workers; guilty of taxing hard-pressed
college students to give tax breaks to
millionaires.

Whatever became of the anti tax Re-
publicans? I say shame, shame on the
Republican Party for using their ma-
jority power to hurt the vast majority
of Americans. This bill will be dead on
arrival at the White House, and we
ought to bury it right here in the U.S.
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Massachusetts has
expired.

Mr. KENNEDY. I hope we have an op-
portunity to vote on this amendment
soon.

What is the Chair’s understanding
about when we will be able to have a
disposition of this amendment?

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, if I could
answer briefly the Senator’s question.
It is a good one.

We have been trying to work on this
since yesterday afternoon. It appears
we are very close to agreement that al-
lows us to start voting up or down on
these amendments sometime early this
afternoon and very late into the
evening.

Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator
yield half a minute on the bill?

Mr. EXON. I yield.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have

heard that my Republican colleagues
are trying to doctor up some different
proposal on student loan cuts. We have
had months to change the proposal. I
hope we will support this amendment
that represents the best judgment of
parents, educators, and working fami-
lies.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for his ex-

cellent presentation, and I agree with
his remarks. I agree with his conclu-
sion. I hope we can move in an expedi-
tious fashion.

I yield 8 minutes off the bill to my
colleague from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have
been puzzled here for nearly a day and
a half because we have some very im-
portant decisions to make in the U.S.
Senate, one of which deals with Medi-
care, and we are not voting on them.

Reconciliation is a process that pro-
vides us 20 hours. We offered an amend-
ment that does not take great skill to
read. It does not take many staff peo-
ple to read it. It is very simple.

It says, ‘‘Let’s reduce this tax cut for
the wealthy and use the savings to re-
duce the cut on Medicare for the elder-
ly.’’ That is a very simple proposition.

It has been almost 30 hours since it
was offered yesterday on the floor of
the Senate, and no vote. Why no vote?
Is it hard to understand? Are people
still reviewing this? No, that is not
why. What we have is a stall.

I understand we may be getting close
to an agreement, and I hope we are, be-
cause if we are not, we are going to
start reading this legislation—maybe
two or three times. It is 1,949 pages,
given us Tuesday night to come to the
floor Wednesday morning.

Most people here do not have the fog-
giest notion of what is in it. Most of us
have some suspicion about what is in
it. Most of us believe that this, handed
to the wealthier families in America,
will provoke significant smiles because
they will find some awfully good news
in here for their families. Drive a Mer-
cedes Benz, make half a million a year,
there is awfully good news in here for
you.

If you are an elderly person, depend-
ent on Medicare or a poor person on
Medicaid or a middle-income family
trying to send your kids to school, or a
poor mother who has a child in Head
Start, the news here is pretty grim. It
says we cannot afford you. It says you
better tighten your belt because this is
coming your way, and this is not good
news for you at all.

I think some of the pieces of the puz-
zle are starting to come into focus
about who is fighting for whom. Whose
side are you on?

Here are a couple pieces of that puz-
zle. This was in the paper yesterday.
One of the new Republicans over in the
House of Representatives says ‘‘the
Democrats once again have it all wrong
when they claim the GOP’s proposed
$500 tax credit for families earning up
to $200,000 is a tax cut for the rich.’’ He
says those folks are lower middle class.

Heineman, former Raleigh Police Chief,
told the Raleigh News and Observer that his
salary of $133,000 plus $50,000 a year in police
pensions ‘‘does not make me rich. It does not
make me middle class. In my opinion that
makes me lower middle class.’’

This new Republican, this fellow that
has new ideas and came with a notion
of change says, ‘‘When I see someone
who is making anywhere from $300,000
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to $750,000 a year, that’s middle class.’’
He said, ‘‘When I see anyone above
that, that’s upper middle class.’’ Oh,
really? These are the new ideas? Middle
class at $750,000 a year? Now I can un-
derstand why they tell us their tax cut
is aimed at the middle class. Now it is
clear to me. I understand how these
pieces to the puzzle start to fit.

Another big piece—in fact, it is the
centerpiece for this puzzle in this
morning’s newspaper—the Speaker of
the House, speaking candidly to Blue
Cross Blue Shield, an insurance com-
pany, says this in talking about Medi-
care:

Now let me talk about Medicare . . . we
don’t get rid of it in round one because we
don’t think that would be politically smart.

Let me say that again. The Speaker
of the House says, and these are people
who say, ‘‘We love Medicare; we want
to save Medicare.’’

We don’t get rid of it in round one because
we don’t think that would be politically
smart and we don’t think that’s the right
way to go through a transition. But we be-
lieve it’s going to wither on the vine because
we think people are going to voluntarily
leave it.

Now, put these pieces into the puzzle
and see if you do not start getting the
message. These are people who are
going to save Medicare? No, I do not
think so.

Round one. They do not get rid of it
in round one. But guess what? This is a
10 rounder, and by the end of this
match they plan on getting rid of Medi-
care. This is all about the middle
class—yes, their middle class—some-
body making $750,000 a year.

I said, good news and bad news
around here. I was watching Star Wars
the other night with my children. I
have not seen that for a long time.
Does anyone remember the characters
in Star Wars, R2–D2 and C3–PO? I was
thinking, if children in this society had
names with numbers maybe they would
do better; right?

Let me give some numbers that do
well. I said that a lot of folks do not do
well in this. A lot of kids do not do
well. Fifty-five thousand kids, all of
whom have names, will no longer be in
Head Start because the majority can-
not afford them in the Head Start pro-
gram. A kid by the name of Tim or
Martha or Tom, they get bad news, no
Head Start program.

But if you had an initial like a B–2 or
an F–15 or a UH–60 Blackhawk—go
down this list. I do not have time. But
this is a list, all of which represent
spending add-ons; in other words,
money that the Defense Department
did not ask for, for helicopters, am-
phibious ships, fighters, bombers, star
wars, and on and on and on that the
Defense Department said they did not
want, they did not need, and they did
not order.

Guess what? The conservatives say,
‘‘We insist you buy it because we got
the money to pay for it.’’ And then
they bring 2,000 pages out here to the
floor and say, ‘‘We are sorry. We are

broke. You are poor? You are young?
Out of luck.’’

So we say to them on Medicare, on
our first amendment, offered nearly 30
hours ago, how about establishing pri-
orities here? How about at least forget-
ting the tax cut notion you got for the
wealthiest Americans and using some
of that money to provide Medicare for
the elderly? Do you know what, 30
hours later we cannot get a vote. Why
can we not get a vote? Is it because
they cannot understand the amend-
ment? No. It is because they are stall-
ing. They do not want to vote on the
amendment.

One way or another, somehow we are
going to vote on this amendment. We
might stand here for 6 days, but we are
going to vote on this amendment, and
we are going to vote on the education
amendment, and we are going to vote
on the next amendment which is fiscal
responsibility, which says do not give a
tax cut until we have a balanced budg-
et.

I am a little disappointed about what
has been going on the last 30 hours. I
can understand a shuffle when I see it.
I can understand a stall when I see it.
But nobody ought to claim to us they
do not understand this issue. After 30
hours you would think everybody un-
derstands it well enough to have a
vote.

So, it is 10 minutes to 1. How about a
vote at 1 o’clock? Why do you not give
the elderly in this country an oppor-
tunity? Express yourselves and give us
an opportunity to express ourselves
about tax cuts for the rich and Medi-
care cuts for the rest? Let us decide if
we are going to have a vote soon.

If we are near an agreement, I say
fine. I want us to have an agreement
and get through this. But I say, at the
end stage of this process, that I happen
to know and all of you in this room
know what is really at work. We have
a Medicare amendment on the floor.
The Speaker of the House gives a
speech to Blue Cross/Blue Shield. He
says he wants to save Medicare. And
here is what he says in his speech. ‘‘We
don’t get rid of it in round one because
we don’t think that would be politi-
cally smart.’’

We understand what that means
about round two. That is why this is
important. That is why there is some
passion in this debate, about a lot of
folks who have reached their senior
status in life and fear they are going to
get sick and they are not going to have
the money to deal with that illness.
This is important.

Mr. President, I ask for 1 additional
minute.

Mr. EXON. I am sorry. Another 30
seconds. I am trying to conserve time
on this side.

Mr. DORGAN. I yield the floor to the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. EXON. I will yield 30 seconds to
the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I lis-
tened very carefully to the very distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota.

What is the date of that speech the
Speaker made when he said that this is
only round one to get rid of Medicare?

Mr. DORGAN. The speech apparently
was given the other night, October 24.

Mr. SARBANES. On the same day,
October 24, Senator DOLE made a
speech. Listen to this. ‘‘I was there,
fighting the fight, voting against Medi-
care—1 of 12—because we knew it
wouldn’t work in 1965.’’

So you have the Republican leader in
the Senate and the Republican leader
in the House, both of whom have been
trying to portray themselves as help-
ing Medicare, now bragging about the
fact that they are against Medicare or
that this is only the first round in get-
ting rid of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will advise the Senator 30 sec-
onds has expired.

The Senator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, as I under-

stand it we are now prepared to go to
the next item that will be offered by
the Senator from Arkansas with 30
minutes equally divided; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Yes. We are prepared
to do that.

Mr. EXON. So I hope the Chair could
recognize the Senator from Arkansas,
following 11⁄2 minutes that I would like
to yield at this time to the Senator
from Vermont.

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

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have re-
peatedly said on the Senate floor that
balancing the Federal budget is so im-
portant we need to set our partisan dif-
ferences aside.

Unfortunately, balancing the budget
was the most serious problem facing
our country—until today.

The American people are fed up with
Washington—and how can you blame
them.

The single working mother who is
holding two jobs to take care of her
children should expect nothing less
than having the Federal Government
pay its own bills.

Vermonters must balance their
checkbooks each month, why should
the Government that they send their
taxes to not be held to the same ac-
countability.

Mr. President, Republicans laud this
budget reconciliation bill that we are
debating today as the solution to the
deficit problem.

Well, this bill may balance the budg-
et but the wake it leaves behind
threatens to irreparably divide our
country. This bill is a cruel prank on
hard working Americans who have
asked Congress to get our budget in
order.

The Republican leadership has an-
swered the call to balance the budget
with a plan that radically redistributes
the wealth of our country.

Playing on the desires of hard work-
ing Americans, the Republican leader-
ship has seized the opportunity to pro-
tect the wealthiest in our country.
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This plan balances the budget on the

backs of the people who are working
the longest hours, in the lowest paying
jobs.

Ironically, as these Americans have
shouted out the loudest about getting
our fiscal books in order, they will be
the ones who feel the pain the most.

Under the guise of saving Americans
from the burden of debt, the Repub-
lican leadership has devastated pro-
grams that help hard working men and
women realize the American dream of
economic opportunity.

We are told that in order to save pro-
grams, we must first kill them so that
7 years from now they will emerge sol-
vent and robust.

It is a leap of faith that I cannot
make, much to my embarrassment, be-
cause my distinguished colleagues in
the majority have been telling us what
a bold and courageous moment in time
that they are seizing.

They are the self appointed saviors
out to rescue us from the trillions of
dollars of debt accrued during the
Reagan-Bush administrations. They
never mention that latter part—no
doubt an oversight—and in the press of
time, it is perfectly understandable
why the subject never arises.

A case in point is education. This bill
makes short-sighted cuts in education.
It cuts student loan programs by $10
billion over the next 7 years.

Students will be hit with 70 percent
of these cuts—increasing the costs to
the 20,000 Vermonters receiving higher
education and their families by at least
$5,800 over the life of a student loan.

Congress should be working to make
education more affordable—not less.

These additional financial burdens
will discourage many students from
continuing their education after high
school.

The Contract With America has
sealed the fate of the next generation
of Americans. They may never have
the chance of post high school training
or a college education—the key to a
better paying job.

Mr. President, the list of programs
that the Republican leadership are
slashing under the thin guise of reform
is long.

This bill is a back door version of the
New Federalism, the short-lived brain-
child that was the predecessor of the
Contract With America. Congress piles
up the rhetoric while dumping the
tough decisions on the States.

Governors are increasingly wary of
this, because the cost for maintaining
any of these programs will rest square-
ly on the local taxpayers.

We know that Medicaid is a life-line
to provide essential health care to low-
income pregnant women, children, the
disabled, and the elderly.

It is also the safety net that rescues
middle-class families when a factory
closes down and the jobs that are avail-
able do not provide health insurance.

It spares middle-class families from
choosing between nursing home care
for a parent or financing the college
education of a son or daughter.

I think we all agree that the Medic-
aid reform proposal before us turns the
program over to the States, at greatly
reduced funding levels.

Despite all the disclaimers from its
supporters, I remain unconvinced that
it is anything more than a recurrence
of policies that once made poor farms
and orphanages the sanctuaries for
low-income children and families in
America.

I agree that States should have more
flexibility, but not at the cost of our
national responsibility. Our States will
find themselves hundreds of millions of
dollars short of funds to provide nec-
essary health care over the next 7
years.

Vermont already has flexibility
through the Federal waiver process.

Vermont’s plan continues the Fed-
eral/State partnership nature of Medic-
aid and enables Vermont to cover 15,000
more of the State’s growing number of
uninsured.

This bill will nullify Vermont’s ini-
tiatives to administer the program
more economically.

The budgetary pressure on States to
make cuts in eligibility and benefits
will be very strong. On average, States
will lose 30 percent of their Federal
Medicaid payments by the year 2002.

There is no provision in this bill that
would provide Vermont, or any State,
with additional resources in times of
economic downturn or recession when
the Medicaid rolls have historically in-
creased.

Vermont will lose 10 percent on aver-
age over the next 7 years and cuts are
backloaded so that Vermont will lose
27 percent in the year 2002.

This cut is estimated to reduce Fed-
eral Medicaid payments to Vermont by
$205 million over the next 7 years.

If the sharp reductions in Federal
Medicaid funding cannot be offset by
managed care savings or cuts in pay-
ments to providers, States will have to
cut benefits or severely limit the num-
ber of people eligible unless they are
willing to pay a much larger share of
the cost of the program with State
funds.

Competition among States may con-
tribute to the pressure to restrict eligi-
bility.

Without Federal standards, many
predict a race to the bottom where no
State wants to be seen as providing
broader coverage or more generous
benefits than its neighbors.

While there was much talk about this
bill partially retaining an entitlement
for low-income pregnant women, chil-
dren, and the disabled, the truth is that
the bill fully follows through on the
Contract With America proposal to
provide no assurance to any low-in-
come American that they will get the
health care they need.

This fact was certified by the Con-
gressional Budget Office earlier this
week.

The plan also repeals requirements
that now protect nursing home resi-
dents from being restrained, drugged,

or forced to live with substandard care
in disreputable homes.

It replaces these safeguards with 50
separate State regulations with no
standard minimum requirements.

I have been pleading for Congress and
the President to join in bipartisan ne-
gotiations on balancing the budget
without jeopardizing the success of our
health programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I send
a motion to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]

moves to commit the bill S. 1357 to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading be dis-
pensed with.

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

The motion is as follows:
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. President, I move to commit the bill S.
1357 to the Committee on Finance with in-
structions to report the bill back to the Sen-
ate within 3 days (not to include any day the
Senate is not in session) making changes in
legislation within that Committee’s jurisdic-
tion to delay the effectiveness of any reve-
nue reductions until the first fiscal year in
which outlays no longer exceed revenues.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is
very simple and straightforward. The
Members of this body should vote for
this on a purely intellectual basis,
without regard for partisanship. That
is hard for me to say, and I know it is
hard for people around here to respond
to that kind of request. But it simply
says: Do not cut taxes until you bal-
ance the budget.

I can remember not too many
months ago when that idea had great
credence in this body, on both sides of
the aisle. I had even hoped at one time
that the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee who crafted this whole thing,
Senator DOMENICI, would join me,
today, with this amendment saying we
are not going to cut taxes until we bal-
ance the budget. Here is what Senator
DOMENICI said on May 29, this year, just
a few months ago.

‘‘We are working through some very,
very tough terrain,’’ he said, acknowl-
edging that most battles lie ahead.
‘‘But I am convinced that most people
share our view that we must balance
the budget first before we cut taxes.’’

Here is a chart for anybody who
chooses to look at this thing economi-
cally and sensibly. Here it is. You cut
taxes in accordance with $245 billion,
the figure that is bandied about here,
and if you cut taxes by $245 billion over
the next 7 years you add $293 billion to
the national debt and our children and
grandchildren will pay interest on that
$293 billion as far as you can see.

I do not want to mix Social Security
in this, but when you add this $300 bil-
lion, also bear in mind there are about
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$656 or $660 billion in Social Security
surpluses that are going to be used. To
say we are going to have a balanced
budget when we are using Social Secu-
rity surpluses, when we are $78 billion
short even by the Republicans’ own
numbers, it is a scam to lead the Amer-
ican people to believe that we are going
to have a balanced budget. If we never
have another deficit after 2002, our
grandchildren and great-grandchildren
are going to pay interest on this tax
cut.

You know, the reconciliation bill
provides $5,600 per year—listen to
this—$5,600 per year in tax cuts for the
wealthiest 1 percent of the people in
this country, and the bottom 50 per-
cent wind up with less money than
they had before this reconciliation bill
passes.

What does that say about the values
of the U.S. Congress, about their atti-
tude—not toward people with stocks
who get dividends and interest, but
about working people who sweat and
toil every day to keep this Nation
going, who get nothing out of this ex-
cept increases, lowered standard of liv-
ing?

Do you know something else? This
bill stands squarely on the shoulders of
50 brave Democrats who, in August
1993, passed a reconciliation bill. I want
you to think about this. If it were not
for 50 brave Senators who stood on
their hind feet and voted to raise taxes
on the wealthy and to cut spending ac-
cordingly, the Republicans would be
faced with raising another $1.081 tril-
lion to balance the budget.

The senior Senator from Texas, a
candidate for the Presidency, said we
want all of those people in the back of
the wagon to get out and help the rest
of us pull. They were. Every single Re-
publican in the Senate was in the back
of the wagon that day when a lot of
people lost their jobs a year and a half
later for doing something so sensible.
And here they are still in the back of
the wagon taking advantage of $1.8
trillion that the Democrats provided,
the most courageous, sensible thing
that the President of the United States
has proposed since he has been Presi-
dent.

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield for
a second for a unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. BUMPERS. I am happy to yield.
Mr. EXON. I ask unanimous consent

that the unanimous-consent request
not be charged to either side. In order
to try to accommodate as many people
as possible we are trying to shrink
down this time.

I ask unanimous consent that, rather
than one-half hour of time on this
amendment, it be reduced by 5 minutes
each to 25 minutes per side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend and
say, to accommodate a lot of people,
we have subtracted 5 minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, our
friends on the other side of the aisle

have the best of both worlds. They can
criticize and carp about that bill in
1993, and yet they have never tried to
undo one penny of it; did not undo the
gas tax, did not undo the 36-percent tax
rate increase, have not done anything
about the surcharge, and they get the
benefit of over $1 trillion in balancing
the budget because 50 Senators stood
up—and 2 of them are not with us
today because they did; and about 17
Members of the House are not with us
today because they did.

This tax cut is the height of fiscal ir-
responsibility. That is the reason we
call it the fiscal responsibility amend-
ment, to do away with the tax cut until
we balance the budget. We have the
rest of our lives to cut taxes. Our first
chore is to keep faith with the people
of this country.

If you eliminate the tax cut, you do
not balance the budget in the year 2002
even by the Republican figures. You
can do it in 2001. That would be shock-
ing.

But the most important thing I want
to say, Mr. President, is do not cut
taxes when we are running this kind of
a deficit. Balance the budget, and then
talk about taxes. When you are talking
about tax cuts, talk for a change about
working people and real middle-class
Americans.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. Does
anyone wish time?

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Michigan 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Arkansas.

This tax package which is contained
in the massive budget reconciliation
bill is ill timed. It is inequitable. It
provides the $224 billion tax break
which, when fully phased in, would go
disproportionally to the wealthiest
among us. Indeed, more than half of
those tax breaks would go to the
wealthiest 14 percent of Americans,
and we are talking about the fully
phased in tax package. In that tax
package, while the upper 14 percent get
over 50 percent of the tax reductions, 14
million Americans of modest means
would actually get a tax increase.

This maldistribution is reason
enough to reject this tax package. But
it becomes all the more unacceptable
when one considers the extreme
lengths to which the majority has gone
to pay for these large tax breaks. Sen-
ior citizens are hit hard, students are
hit hard, and working people are hit
hard. But, above and beyond those
flaws, there is the simple fact that we
in this tax package would be providing
tax cuts before assuring the reality of
the deficit reduction that is projected.
In other words, under this bill we
would be spending the money before it
is in the bank.

We have seen this before. In 1981,
President Reagan introduced the Eco-
nomic Recovery Tax Act which had
large tax cuts, and also had projec-
tions, aspirations, hopes, and plans

that the budget would be balanced by
1984. The tax cuts were not made de-
pendent upon those projections taking
place. If they had been, we would have
been a trillion dollars better off in
those years. But it seems to me that
history is so recent that we ought to
take its lessons and say to ourselves
that we have to get deficit reduction
under our belts before we enact tax
cuts. This time let us make sure that
projections of deficit reductions turn
out to be true before we do the easier
part.

On October 18, the Congressional
Budget Office Director, June O’Neill,
wrote the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee to provide the criti-
cal certification which the budget reso-
lution calls for. The claims of a bal-
anced budget are based on that certifi-
cation, and the tax cut is based on an
argument that we are reaching a bal-
anced budget by 2002, which in turn is
based on that certification. But when
you read the certification, it is a bunch
of hedges.

The Congressional Budget Office let-
ter says, ‘‘Based on estimates using
economic and technical assumptions
underlying the budget resolution, as-
suming the level of discretionary
spending specified in that resolution,
the Congressional Budget Office
projects . . .’’—and later on the letter
says—‘‘the Congressional Budget Office
projects that the resulting reductions
in interest payments will be $50 billion
in the year 2002 and $170 billion over
the 1996–2002 period.’’ Then the Con-
gressional Budget Office says, ‘‘Those
projections were based on a hypo-
thetical deficit reduction path.’’ It is
based on those hypothetical estimates,
projections, that the balanced budget
claim is made for the year 2002. But
even more significant, for the purpose
of this amendment which is pending, it
is based on those hypothetical paths,
projections, and estimates that the tax
cut is being defended.

This letter does not certify much ex-
cept that the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has a long list of wiggle words
which are available to us. And it is the
foundation; it is that certification
again which is the foundation for the
assertion that the budget is going to be
in balance in the year 2002. And you
cannot help that because you have to
have projections and estimates. But
what we can avoid doing is providing a
tax cut before we know in fact that the
budget is going to be balanced.

So what this amendment says is hold
off the tax cuts until we balance the
budget. In fact, let us put the money in
the bank before we spend it.

And, let’s not be fooled by the happy
talk about reaching a balanced budget.
It is not balanced by any commonsense
or legal definition. We know already,
as Congressional Budge Office Director
June O’Neill’s letter to Senator
CONRAD acknowledges, this plan falls
short of balancing the budget by $105
billion in the year 2002. This is because
the Republican majority’s budget uses
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the surplus in the Social Security
Trust Fund to mask the real Federal
deficit.

The law, section 13301 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, states:

[T]he receipts and disbursements of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund shall not be counted as new
budget authority, outlays, receipts, or defi-
cit or surplus for purposes of:

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President,

(2) the congressional budget, or
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency

Deficit Control Act of 1985.

And, the law further states:
The concurrent resolution shall not in-

clude the outlay and revenue totals of the
old age, survivors, and disability insurance
program established under Title II of the So-
cial Security Act or the related provisions of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 in the sur-
plus or deficit totals required by this sub-
section or in any other surplus or deficit to-
tals required by this title.

We’re not only spending the dollars
before they are in the bank, we are
spending them earlier and faster than
we are even projected to have them to
spend.

Nearly half of the savings in this
budget are projected to come in 2001
and 2002, while the tax breaks are set
in law now. In fact, the budget resolu-
tion assumes $440 billion in discre-
tionary spending cuts over 7 years.
Only $18 billion of that would be cut
next year, less than 5 percent. We know
from past history what happens when
tax cuts are put in law now while most
of the actual cuts are to take place
later.

Some of our Republican colleagues
have appeared, in public statements, to
agree that a tax cut should be put off
until we are sure deficits will drop as
predicted. Let’s join together on a bi-
partisan basis and do just that.

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

the Senator from Wisconsin 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin.
Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, this amendment is

simple and straightforward. It elimi-
nates the fiscally irresponsible and
reckless tax cut that is the core of this
fatally flawed reconciliation package.

All the other provisions of the rec-
onciliation bill, in my view, flow from
this singular act of fiscal irresponsibil-
ity. Cuts to Medicare and Medicaid,
student loans and the earned income
tax credit, as well as the other provi-
sions in this measure, all driven by the
need to fund a quarter of a trillion dol-
lar tax cut, are so out of proportion to
any consensus the public would support
that I think they doom any hope their
supporters might have of really bal-
ancing the budget.

Mr. President, just as we are begin-
ning to climb out of the hole that was
dug 14 years ago, somebody wants to
shove us back in.

Mr. President, we have made remark-
able progress in lowering the Federal

budget deficit during the 103d Congress.
The President’s deficit reduction pack-
age produced $600 billion in lower defi-
cits and got us about half the way
there—almost half the way there to a
balanced budget, from over $300 billion
to about $160 billion. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, but for the debts rung up during
the 1980’s, we would be in balance
today.

But we still do not have a balanced
budget, and we cannot afford any tax
cut—not the President, not the House,
not the Senate tax cut. We need to bal-
ance the budget. That should be our
first priority.

Actually, Mr. President, this bill is
really an alchemist’s dream. Those who
have crafted this measure have finally
invented a machine that makes gold.
The reconciliation bill really amounts
to just that. It is a machine that
makes gold. All you do is feed health
care services for the most vulnerable
among us in our Nation, and out comes
gold.

Of course, Mr. President, not every-
one shares equally in that bounty. The
gold from this machine largely benefits
the best off in our Nation. The better
off you are, the more you get. The less
well off you are, the less you get.

I am not going to dwell any further
on the distribution issues relating to
the tax cut. As I have noted many
times on this floor, this issue comes to
me as an issue of pure fiscal respon-
sibility. Even if the benefits of tax cuts
were more fairly distributed, I would
oppose it. We cannot afford to cut
taxes while we still face a Federal
budget deficit of $160 billion. Nobody
out there believes that makes fiscal
sense. It is the opposite of sense. And
you cannot spend $1 three times. You
cannot say you are spending the dollar
to save Medicare and then you are
going to use the same dollar to elimi-
nate the deficit and then you are going
to use the dollar for tax cuts. You can
only spend it once. This budget uses it
not to save Medicare, not to reduce the
deficit, but to fund tax cuts. For that
reason, I regard this as the most im-
portant amendment in this process,
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

I thank the Chair.
Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas.
Mr. BUMPERS. I wonder if the mi-

nority leader has a speaker here he
wishes to recognize at this point?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Is the Senator refer-
ring to me?

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes.
Mr. ABRAHAM. He mentioned the

minority leader.
Mr. BUMPERS. Majority leader. I am

sorry; I have a hard time breaking the
habit.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I will have somebody
here shortly. If the Senator has a short
speech, we would be ready to go after
that.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Like the previous

amendments, this one is also painfully
simple. It is an amendment that will
not take a dozen staff to explain, an
amendment that will not take a great
deal of research, an amendment that
probably should not take a great deal
of thought. No one can misunderstand
what this is. This amendment says we
ought not do a tax cut until the budget
is balanced. Do not serve dessert before
the main course.

It is a pretty simple proposition. My
expectation is they will not want to
vote on that either. We have been here
30 hours. They do not want to give a
vote on Medicare so we will not get a
vote on this. One of these days we will,
I guess.

Let me talk about the proposed tax
cut. This is the center pole in the tent
called Contract With America. This is
the center pole of the tent, the tax cut.
And I understand why. It is enormously
popular. Go take a poll and ask people:
Would you like a tax cut? Heck, yes, I
would like a tax cut; the bigger the
better.

So I understand why it is there. This
is about polls and focus groups and
finding out what is popular—let us give
a tax cut. I wonder how the American
people would feel if they were told that
every dollar of this tax cut will be bor-
rowed in order to give it. In other
words, we are going to increase the
Federal debt during these 7 years with
this plan by $660 billion roughly—this
plan, a $660 billion increase in the debt
and then a $245 billion tax cut. In other
words, every single dollar plus much
more will be borrowed. We will borrow
money, float bonds to give a tax cut, a
substantial portion of which will go to
upper income Americans.

I think most people would say, well,
that does not make much sense. But
that is not what this debate is about—
sense. If it were about sense, we would
not even have to offer this amendment.
We would have people say let us do the
honest work and the tough work, the
heavy lifting to balance the Federal
budget. Let us do that. When we are
done with that, then let us talk about
the Tax Code, what is wrong with it,
how do we fix it, who gets a tax cut.

That is not what we are doing. What
we are doing is pretending to balance
the budget and saying now that we pre-
tend to balance the budget, we will
offer up a tax cut. Unfortunately, we
have a letter dated October 20 from the
Director of the Congressional Budget
Office. I asked, is the budget in balance
in the year 2002? The answer is no—$105
billion deficit in 2002. That is, of
course, if you take the Social Security
trust funds and put them in the Social
Security trust funds where they should
be. If you take them out and use them
as operating revenue, then you balance
the budget.

I guess those who took remedial ac-
counting and believe that double entry
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bookkeeping means you can use money
twice in two different places at the
same time, I guess they are com-
fortable and they can sleep with this.
But, of course, if you were in private
business and said, let me take the
money out of my employees’ pension
funds and use it on my operating state-
ment, you would be doing years at hard
tennis at some minimum security pris-
on. Instead, it is ‘‘budget technique’’ to
say, let us misuse Social Security trust
funds, show a balanced budget in the
year 2002 by misusing that money, and
then claim we have a balanced budget
so we are going to give a tax cut. Every
single dollar of this tax cut will be bor-
rowed in the next 7 years and every
Member of this Senate knows it. They
can pretend they did not hear or they
did not know; it escaped their atten-
tion. But they know it. This amend-
ment is very simple. It is called a ‘‘fis-
cal responsibility amendment.’’ It says,
let us do the tough, honest work first,
get the budget balanced, really bal-
anced, and then let us decide how to fix
our tax system.

Having said all of that, I hope one of
these hours we will get a vote first on
Medicare and then on the sequential
amendments because these are not dif-
ficult for anybody to understand.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I

yield myself such time as I need. I will
be very brief, and then I will yield fur-
ther time on our side.

Mr. President, the fact is it is not
surprising that the minority is arguing
against tax cuts. They are the party
that raised taxes in this country in the
last Congress by a record-setting $270
billion. In my State and across Amer-
ica, everywhere I go, the people I talk
to say we need a tax cut to make ends
meet. The middle-class squeeze we talk
about on the floor all the time is in no
small measure the result of the fact
that today in America average families
send $1 to Washington for every $4 they
earn versus $1 for every $50 they earned
back in the 1950’s and the 1960’s. Those
are the families who are paying the
bills and paying the taxes.

As we go through the belt-tightening
process here in Washington to bring
down the deficit, we believe it is only
fair to let those hard-working families
keep more of what they earn. What we
have been presented with today is an
amendment that says to all of those
families: Wait. Wait, American fami-
lies, hard-working families, for your
$500 tax credit. Wait, spouses who work
in the home, before you get your IRA.
Wait, to people who want to adopt and
need a little help making an adoption
feasible. Wait, to jobseekers who need
the opportunities created by progrowth
tax cuts.

We believe the waiting should be
over. We say this: If America’s tax-
payers want to wait for the Democrats

and President Clinton to produce a tax
cut, fine. But we have already gone
through a lot of waiting for the tax cut
that was promised in the 1992 campaign
by the President. It has never been de-
livered. The waiting that this amend-
ment suggests will have to continue
will also be undelivered. We are pre-
pared to allow hard-working families
to realize tax savings now.

At this time I yield 6 minutes to the
Senator from Alabama.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, we have
entered a new age in American politics.
All of us know that. The days are long
gone when elected officials can get
elected, duck controversy, avoid hard
choices, and, yes, hide from the judg-
ment of the people. Governing in 1995
requires hard choices, adherence to
principle and accountability. As party
defections increase, as State legisla-
tures and governorships change hands,
my former colleagues on the other side
of the aisle scratch their heads and ask
why. The answer is simple, Mr. Presi-
dent. On the other side of the aisle
there is no accountability and no will-
ingness to make hard choices.

Instead, I believe they remain wedded
to the status quo politics and policies
that have led this country to the verge
of bankruptcy.

For 60 years the other side has stead-
ily created a Federal monster that now
handles $1 out of every $4 in our econ-
omy. While the growth of the Govern-
ment that past half century is stun-
ning, it should come as no surprise to
all of us. The politics of the status quo
promoted on the other side of the aisle
operates on the simple premise that
the American people will always trade
their freedom and their hard-won dol-
lars for the promise of Government se-
curity.

‘‘Tax and spend.’’ Yes, Mr. President,
‘‘tax and spend, and the docile Amer-
ican people will never resist. Tax and
spend, tax and spend, and the American
people will never support the reform or
repeal of a Government program. Make
the American people dependent on the
Federal Government for everything
from income and health care to busi-
ness subsidies, and they will never re-
sist or even reject us.’’

These, Mr. President, I believe, are
the maxims by which the agents of the
status quo operate. But, Mr. President,
the agents opposed to change have
vastly underestimated the American
people. The reason, Mr. President: The
price of a balanced budget is so high
that the American people will reject
any politician who attempts to do the
right thing and bring the budget into
balance. They are dead wrong. We are
allowing families to keep more of their
hard-earned dollars, and we are ending
welfare as we know it, and, above all,
we are balancing the budget. The
agents of change have a solemn obliga-
tion to do the unheard of, keep their
promises. And I believe we will.

Mr. President, I would just like to
show two charts in the short time I

have of what parents can purchase with
a $500-per-child tax credit in America.

For example, with a $500 tax credit,
items parents can purchase: a winter
jacket, $30; winter boots, $30; athletic
socks, $6.50, six pairs of those; a sweat
shirt, $12; books, $100; a tutor for their
child, $230, 32 hours. That is $498.50. We
checked it out.

We also have another chart for the
$500 tax credit. Parents can purchase
847 jars of baby food or, Mr. President,
2,370 disposable diapers or approxi-
mately 6 months of electric bills.

The $500 tax credit for working fami-
lies in America is real, and they need
it.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the fiscal respon-
sibility amendment. Mr. President, we
should not cut taxes until we balance
the budget. This reconciliation legisla-
tion cuts taxes before the budget is bal-
anced. This is like eating dessert before
dinner.

I support a balanced Federal budget
and I have voted for significant deficit
reduction over the past 2 years. But re-
ducing the deficit cannot be accom-
plished if we are simultaneously cut-
ting taxes for the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans.

This is fiscally irresponsible. This
highlights the Republican’s real prior-
ity in this reconciliation bill—cutting
taxes for the wealthiest Americans.

Balancing the budget must be based
on principles that uphold basic values.
Protecting our seniors, providing op-
portunities for our young people, and
protecting the ladders of opportunity
for working families are my guiding
principles. This reconciliation legisla-
tion violates those principles by gut-
ting Medicare and Medicaid, cutting
student loans and repealing the earned
income tax credit [EITC].

The fact is Mr. President, the Repub-
lican tax cut would add nearly $300 bil-
lion to the national debt by 2002. All
but the last few billion of the tax cut is
borrowed money, under the Repub-
licans own deficit reduction timetable.

This reconciliation bill is fiscally ir-
responsible—and don’t think otherwise.
Requiring the budget to be balanced
before we cut taxes is the responsible,
fair and principled action to take.
That’s what this amendment ensures.
This amendment also ensures that fu-
ture tax cuts will be targeted to low
and moderate-income working Amer-
ican families, not the wealthiest Amer-
icans. That is why I support this
amendment and urge my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. President, the tax cuts proposed
by the Republicans are fiscally disas-
trous. I urge my colleagues to vote for
fairness and common sense and vote for
this amendment.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I have long
believed that it would take courage
and wisdom to develop and implement
a plan that would lead to a balanced
budget. Without the courage to make
tough choices and the wisdom to place
budget policy above partisan politics,
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our ability to develop an equitable plan
that can stand the test of time and
public opinion is severely limited.

While I give our Republican friends
credit for bringing this package to the
floor, I must say that a certain ele-
ment of this plan does not reflect cour-
age, wisdom or equity. A particular
concern to me is the tax breaks which
have been included in the bill.

Mr. President, it does not take cour-
age to cut taxes. That is one of the
easiest votes a legislator can cast.
What takes courage is to revisit politi-
cally popular tax cuts at a time we
have a nearly $5 trillion debt, and even
a unified balanced budget is at least 7
years away if we get there at all. And
for all the talk about fiscal responsibil-
ity recently, how can we endorse a $245
billion tax cut that makes balancing
the budget much more difficult and
adds to the debt over the next 7 years?

Mr. President, I was one of three
Democrats who supported the original
Senate budget resolution this year be-
cause I strongly believe that we have a
responsibility to make tough choices
that are necessary to balance the budg-
et.

Unfortunately, during the budget res-
olution conference between the House
and the Senate, fiscal responsibility
gave way to political expediency as tax
breaks were added up front and the
deep spending reductions moved into
the next century. Were these particular
changes wise? In my judgment, abso-
lutely not.

I think most in this Chamber would
agree we should not be cutting taxes
until we prove capable of carrying out
these spending reductions and actually
balance the budget.

If we get further down the road and
decide spending reductions, particu-
larly Medicare and Medicaid, in this
plan are politically unsustainable, I
fear, Mr. President, that we will aban-
don the spending cuts and leave the tax
cuts in place at a time when their cost
will begin to explode. And as we have
seen before, the end result will be we
will simply be further away from a bal-
anced budget.

The last point I would like to address
is equity. Including the tax cut in this
plan is not equitable. At a time when
we are asking the American public to
sacrifice by restraining the growth of
programs which benefit low- and-mod-
erate-income individuals, how can we,
in good conscience, adopt a tax cut
which, according to the Treasury De-
partment estimates, will dispropor-
tionately benefit upper-income Ameri-
cans? I simply cannot agree.

Including $245 billion in tax cuts in
this budget package is not courageous,
it is not wise, and it not equitable. I
would implore my colleagues to reject
the proposition that we should have
tax cuts before we have a balanced
budget.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor, and I thank the Chair.

YOUR’RE RIGHT MR. PRESIDENT, YOU RAISED
TAXES TOO MUCH!

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, why after
shackling American middle-class fami-
lies with the largest tax increase in
history, has Bill Clinton finally admit-
ted that he made a mistake? Why does
his confession come just days before
Congressional Republicans are sched-
uled to meet in conference to finish
one of the largest tax cut proposals
since the Kemp-Roth income tax rate
reductions brought our economy roar-
ing back in the 1980’s?

Because Bill Clinton knows his taxes
did not deliver on his promise to im-
prove the economy, bring down inter-
est rates, and thereby reduce the defi-
cit.

Tax increases never do.
History proves that increases actu-

ally poison economic growth while tax
cuts unlock capital, encourage savings,
improve investment, and create jobs,
opportunity, and growth.

Kemp-Roth led to the longest peace-
time economic expansion in history.
Eighteen million jobs were created,
along with four million new businesses.
Family income rose and home owner-
ship boomed as interest rates and infla-
tion fell. At the same time, Treasury
revenues doubled, not because Ameri-
cans were paying a higher percentage
of their income to taxes, but because
Americans had higher incomes.

We must unlock this kind of growth
again. Only by creating an environ-
ment where our economy can expand
can we simultaneously cut the deficit
and meet necessary Government obli-
gations.

Last spring the House passed a 7-year
$354-billion tax reduction package, 76
percent of which, would go to family
relief, and 24 percent to job creation.
The plan offers a $500-a-child tax cred-
it, encourages savings and investment,
and offers other incentives for eco-
nomic growth.

The proposal recently passed by the
Senate Finance Committee cuts taxes
by $245 billion, offers relief for our mid-
dle class—with over 70 percent of the
$245 billion going to families making
less than $75,000 a year—and, like its
House counterpart, contains incentives
that will encourage savings, invest-
ment, capital formation, and business
growth. These provisions mean more
jobs for Americans, greater economic
security for our families, and stability
in our communities.

Of the $245 billion Senate relief pack-
age, a full $223 billion will go to fami-
lies. The remaining $22 billion will
strengthen businesses and lead to in-
creased employment opportunity. It
will also improve America’s ability to
compete in the global community, with
other nations that provide their busi-
nesses with strong incentives to com-
pete with us.

The four pillars of both proposals are:
First, a $500 child tax credit; second,
restoration and strengthening of Indi-
vidual Retirement Accounts; third, re-
lief from overbearing estate taxes on

families and businesses; and, fourth, re-
duction of the top rate of capital gains
on individuals and corporations.

These measures meet our promise to
the American people that in Washing-
ton we will change business as usual.
The current system double-taxes sav-
ings, thwarts investment, hinders pro-
ductivity, increases prices, stifles
wages, and hurts exports. It is complex,
controlled by special interest groups,
and places disincentives on work.

Our proposals represent a major step
toward correcting these deficiencies,
and because we have cut spending, our
bill balances the budget while making
room for tax relief. The House has
acted. Now, the full Senate must pass
the Finance Committee’s proposal.
Following a House-Senate conference
to iron out any differences between the
bills, both Chambers must pass this
historic reform, and the President
must sign it into law.

Americans need relief. Our economy
needs a shot in the arm. Even Bill Clin-
ton has admitted as much. We call on
him to join us in our efforts to unleash
the potential our economy has to move
us into a bold and exciting future.

He admits he made a mistake. Work-
ing together, we can fix it.

Martin Feldstein, former Chairman
of the President’s Council of Economic
Advisers and professor of economics at
Harvard University spells out in a very
livid fashion what the 1993 tax in-
creases really did in an article in The
Wall Street Journal. I request that ar-
ticle be included in the RECORD in its
entirety.

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

[From The Wall Street Journal]
WHAT THE ’93 TAX INCREASES REALLY DID

(By Martin Feldstein)
President Clinton was right when he re-

cently told business groups in Virginia and
Texas that he had raised taxes too much in
1993, perhaps more so than he realizes. We
now have the first hard evidence on the ef-
fect of the Clinton tax rate increases. The
new data, published by the Internal Revenue
Service, show that the sharp jump in tax
rates raised only one-third as much revenue
as the Clinton administration had predicted.

Because taxpayers responded to the sharp-
ly higher marginal tax rates by reducing
their taxable incomes, the Treasury lost
two-thirds of the extra revenue that would
have been collected if taxpayers had not
changed their behavior. Moreover, while the
Treasury gained less than $6 billion in addi-
tional personal income tax revenue, the dis-
tortions to taxpayers’ behavior depressed
their real incomes by nearly $25 billion.

HOW IT HAPPENS

To understand how taxpayer behavior
could produce such a large revenue shortfall,
recall that the Clinton plan raised the mar-
ginal personal income tax rate to 36% from
31% on incomes between $140,000 ($115,000 for
single taxpayers) and $250,000, and to 39.6%
on all incomes over $250,000. Relatively small
reductions in taxable income in response to
these sharply higher rates can eliminate
most or all of the additional tax revenue
that would result with no behavioral re-
sponse.

If a couple with $200,000 of taxable income
reduces its income by just 5% in response to
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the higher tax rate, the Treasury loses more
from the $10,000 decline in income ($3,100 less
revenue at 31%) than it gains from the high-
er tax rate on the remaining $50,000 of in-
come above the $140,000 floor ($2,600 more
revenue at 5%); the net effect is that the
Treasury collects $600 less than it would
have if there had been no tax rate increase.

Similarly, a couple with $400,000 of taxable
income would pay $18,400 in extra taxes if its
taxable income remained unchanged. But if
that couple responds to the nearly 30% mar-
ginal tax rate increase by cutting its taxable
income by as little as 8%, the Treasury’s rev-
enue gain would fall 67% to less than $6,000.

How can taxpayers reduce their taxable in-
comes in this way? Self-employed taxpayers,
two-earner couples, and senior executives
can reduce their taxable earnings by a com-
bination of working fewer hours, taking
more vacations, and shifting compensation
from taxable cash to untaxed fringe benefits.
Investors can shift from taxable bonds and
high yield stocks to tax exempt bonds and to
stocks with lower dividends. Individuals can
increase tax deductible mortgage borrowing
and raise charitable contributions. (I ignore
reduced realizations of capital gains because
the 1993 tax rate changes did not raise the
top capital gains rate above its previous 28%
level.)

To evaluate the magnitude of the tax-
payers’ actual responses, Daniel Feenberg at
the National Bureau of Economic Research
(NBER) and I studied the published IRS esti-
mates of the 1992 and 1993 taxable incomes of
high income taxpayers (i.e., taxpayers with
adjusted gross incomes over $200,000, cor-
responding to about $140,000 of taxable in-
come). We compared the growth of such in-
comes with the corresponding rise in taxable
incomes for taxpayers with adjusted gross
incomes between $50,000 and $200,000. Since
the latter group did not experience a 1993 tax
rate change, the increase of their taxable in-
comes provides a basis for predicting how
taxable incomes would have increased in the
high income group if its members had not
changed their behavior in response to the
higher post-1992 tax rates. We calculated this
with the help of the NBER’s TAXSIM model,
a computer analysis of more than 100,000 ran-
dom, anonymous tax returns provided by the
IRS.

We concluded that the high income tax-
payers reported 8.5% less taxable income in
1993 than they would have if their tax rates
had not increased. This in turn reduced the
additional tax liabilities of the high income
group to less than one-third of what they
would have been if they had not changed
their behavior in response to the higher tax
rates.

This sensitivity of taxable income to mar-
ginal tax rates is quantitatively similar to
the magnitude of the response that I found
when I studied taxpayers’ responses to the
tax rate cuts of 1986. It is noteworthy also
that such a strong response to the 1993 tax
increases occurred within the first year. It
would not be surprising if the taxpayer re-
sponses get larger as taxpayers have more
time to adjust to the higher tax rates by re-
tiring earlier, by choosing less demanding
and less remunerative occupations, by buy-
ing larger homes and second homes with new
mortgage deductions, etc.

The 1993 tax law also eliminated the
$135,000 ceiling on the wage and salary in-
come subject to the 2.9% payroll tax for Med-
icare. When this took effect in January 1994,
it raised the tax rate on earnings to 38.9% for
taxpayers with incomes between $140,000 and
$250,000 and to 42.5% on incomes above
250,000. Although we will have to wait until
data are available for 1994 to see the effect of
that extra tax rate rise, the evidence for 1993
suggests that taxpayers’ responses to the

higher marginal tax rates would cut personal
income tax revenue by so much that the net
additional revenue for eliminating the ceil-
ing on the payroll tax base would be less
than $1 billion.

All of this stands in sharp contrast to the
official revenue estimates produced by the
staffs of the Treasury and of the Congres-
sional Joint Committee on Taxation before
the 1993 tax legislation was passed. Their es-
timates were based on the self-imposed ‘‘con-
vention’’ of ignoring the effects of tax rate
changes on the amount that people work and
invest. The combination of that obviously
false assumption and a gross underestimate
of the other ways in which taxpayer behavior
reduces taxable income caused the revenue
estimators at the Treasury to conclude that
taxpayer behavior would reduce the addi-
tional tax revenue raised by the higher rates
by only 7%. In contrast, the actual experi-
ence shows a revenue reduction that is near-
ly 10 times as large as the Treasury staff as-
sumed.

This experience is directly relevant to the
debate about whether Congress should use
‘‘dynamic’’ revenue estimates that take into
account the effect of taxpayer behavior on
tax revenue. The 1993 experience shows that
unless such behavior is taken into account,
the revenue estimates presented to Congress
can grossly overstate the revenue gains from
higher tax rates (and the revenue costs of
lower tax rates). Although the official reve-
nue estimating staffs claim that their esti-
mates are dynamic because they take into
account some taxpayer behavior, the 1993 ex-
perience shows that as a practical matter,
the official estimates are close to being
‘‘static’’ no-behavioral-response estimates
because they explicitly ignore the effect
taxes on work effort and grossly under esti-
mate the magnitude of other taxpayer re-
sponses.

CURRENT PROPOSALS

In Congress had known in 1993 that raising
top marginal tax rates from 31% to more
than 42% would less than $7 billion a year,
including the payroll tax revenue as well as
the personal income tax revenue, it might
not have been possible for President Clinton
to get the votes to pass his tax increase.

Which brings us back to President Clin-
ton’s own statement (half-recanted the next
day) that he raised taxes too much in 1993.
Congress and the president will soon be nego-
tiating about the final shape of the 1995 tax
package. The current congressional tax pro-
posals do nothing to repeal the very harmful
rate increases of 1990. Rolling back both the
personal tax rates and the Medicare payroll
tax base to where they were before 1993
would cost less than $7 billion a year in reve-
nue and would raise real national income by
more than $25 billion. Now that the evidence
is in, Congress and the president should
agree to undo a bad mistake. ∑

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the Senator
from Florida 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we
have just heard a speech about change
versus the status quo. This is one place
in which we are all together. This is
the status quo. This is deja vu all over
again. We started this process of saying
that we were going to meet deficit re-
duction targets and committed to the
American people our frugality and our
dedication to their attainment.

We did it under what was called
Gramm–Rudman. And in the years
from 1986 to 1990, those 5 years, we had
deficit-reduction targets for Gramm–

Rudman that were supposed to bring us
to a balanced budget early in this dec-
ade.

What did it, in fact, bring us? More
enormous deficits. And every year of
Gramm–Rudman, from 1986 to 1990, we
failed to meet the deficit reduction tar-
get. In fact, the total amount of our ex-
cess deficits, deficits beyond the tar-
get, was $201 billion over those 5 years.

Did we change that pattern after
President Bush went to Andrews Air
Force Base and negotiated a new defi-
cit-reduction plan? We did not—in 1991,
1992, 1993, again, failure to meet the
deficit reduction targets in excess of
$150 billion in just those 3 years.

Mr. President, we delude ourselves,
we repeat the status quo, not engage in
change if we are saying that we are
going to give ourselves this tax benefit
before we demonstrate, first, that we
have a serious, credible plan for bal-
ancing the Federal budget that is not
just smoke, mirrors and ideas in the
minds of a few people, but rather con-
crete law that has been passed, signed
by the President and is a firm national
contract and commitment to its at-
tainment, and, second, a period of dem-
onstrated fidelity to that plan and per-
formance under that plan.

I am the grandfather of eight young
boys and girls. I know one thing about
children: They like to eat their dessert
before they will eat their spinach. That
is what we are being asked here to do,
is eat the cake and ice cream before we
have the carrots and peas. I think we
should not go down that path one more
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. KERREY. The Senator from Ala-
bama’s speech was earlier. It was help-
ful. I have to pick up some groceries on
the way home. But I did not find it to
be terribly helpful in this debate, say-
ing that Democrats have no account-
ability, that Democrats are not willing
to make hard choices, that we are for
the politics of the status quo. That is
just bunk.

I just stood out on the Capitol steps
a little while ago endorsing a Demo-
cratic proposal that balanced the budg-
et in 7 years, making very tough
choices but without this tax cut. And
one of the hard truths that we have to
face right now is, the truth of the mat-
ter is Republicans in America, Mr.
President, not Republicans in this Con-
gress, by the New York Times poll this
morning, Republicans in America op-
pose the tax cut. Indeed, more Demo-
crats in America support the tax cut.
And the most revealing thing of all is
that the lower the income goes of
working people, the more they favor a
tax cut. Unfortunately, they do not
benefit from this tax cut.

Indeed, as a consequence of change in
the earned income tax credit, and ac-
cording to the Republican Joint Tax
Committee, every family under $30,000
will have a tax increase.
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It is remarkable, Mr. President, in

addition to not needing to cut taxes,
we have got plenty of tough choices to
make, and I hope we are able to vote in
a bipartisan fashion for tough choices,
that break the status quo of deficit fi-
nancing and move us to a balanced
budget.

But those are not the only goals that
we need to move toward. That is not
the only status quo that we need to
make. We had another million Ameri-
cans that moved into the ranks of the
uninsured in 1994. We have another 1.5
million that will move to be uninsured
in health care as a consequence of what
is happening in the health care indus-
try.

Almost 50 percent of the babies born
in the State of Texas are paid for by
Medicaid, working people, Mr. Presi-
dent, as a consequence of the status
quo. There are lots of changes that
need to be made. I am willing to make
tough votes to change the status quo
and move to a balanced budget, but not
with a $245 billion tax cut that does not
benefit the Americans that need to be
benefited.

Mr. BUMPERS. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
and a half minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague for yielding.

Mr. President, really what we are
suggesting with this amendment is two
concepts here: It is fiscal responsibility
and equity. I know that there are those
who believe that these tax breaks are
critical. Some, I believe, honestly be-
lieve, I think, this is going to create
some sort of a massive new growth, al-
though there are no studies that I
know of that indicates that is the case
at all. But the cruel, hard facts here,
Mr. President, are that what we are
talking about is a deficit that will in-
crease.

According to the hand-selected head
of the Congressional Budget Office by
our friends on the other side, they have
said this produces a deficit, this pro-
posal, in excess of $93 billion. So for
those who are seeking fiscal respon-
sibility, the inclusion of $245 billion in
tax breaks does not get us there.

So, Mr. President, on the question of
fiscal responsibility, this is irrespon-
sible. On the issue of equity, what we
are doing here with this proposal is we
are taking significant cuts, far beyond
what is needed to restore the integrity
of Medicare or Medicaid, in order to
pay for tax breaks, the bulk of which
go to people at an upper-income cat-
egory and simultaneously increasing
the tax obligation of those people at
the working class category.

If you make $30,000 or less, you have
got a $352 tax increase. That is what is
in this bill. It is in black and white, a
$352 tax increase.

If you are the top 1 percent of income
earners, your tax break is almost
$6,000. That is not equitable, Mr. Presi-

dent. It is not fiscally responsible, and
it is not equitable. And for that reason,
we urge our colleagues to support this
amendment.

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
just close by saying that I can remem-
ber when there were about 10 Repub-
licans last summer who were strongly
opposed to a tax cut until we balanced
the budget. I do not think the majority
leader was very keen for it. And the
Senator from New Mexico, chairman of
the Budget Committee, was devoutly
opposed to it.

So what happened along the way? I
can only conclude that NEWT GINGRICH
said, ‘‘This is the major part of the
contract. You do not have any choice.
You have got to abandon all economic
reason and sanity and vote for this tax
cut.’’

It is the height of fiscal irresponsibil-
ity to do it. But even more impor-
tantly, it is a social disaster. It makes
the working people of this country sec-
ond-class citizens. They are in the sec-
ond tier. I do not want to say the idle
rich, but the rich who do not work, who
get their income from the sweat of
somebody else’s brow, they are in the
first-class tier.

Mr. President, the real tragedy is the
American people are not asking for
this. If you look at the New York
Times poll this morning, the American
people are strongly opposed to a tax
cut until we balance the budget.

Here is a USA poll taken in Decem-
ber of 1994. Seventy percent of the peo-
ple in this country said, ‘‘We want the
budget balanced before you cut taxes.’’

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

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, what
is the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan controls 19 min-
utes. The time has expired on your
side.

Mr. ABRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at

this time, we are prepared to yield
back the remainder of our time. I in-
quire before I do as to whether the Sen-
ator from Nebraska is prepared to pro-
ceed with their next amendment? If
not, until they are ready I will prob-
ably be putting in a quorum call re-
quest without the time running against
either side.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum, and I ask unani-
mous consent that the time not run
against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at
this time, I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Texas, to be taken off our
time on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, if you
are looking at our budget which is now
before the Senate, it addresses two
basic facts that I believe alarm all
working Americans.

The first fact is that the average
family in America with two little chil-
dren, which in 1950 was sending $1 out
of every $50 it earned to Washington,
DC, is today sending $1 out of every $4
it earns to Washington, DC. And if over
the next 20 year, we do not start a new
spending program nor eliminate an ex-
isting one, to pay for the Government
we have already committed to will
mean that in 20 years the average
working family in America with two
children will be sending $1 out of every
$3 they earn to Washington, DC.

Bill Clinton looks at that trend and
says, ‘‘Great, let’s accelerate.’’ We look
at it and say, ‘‘It has to be stopped and
it has to be reversed.’’ And that is ex-
actly what we do in our budget.

The second figure is a very simple
fact and it is an alarming fact. A baby
born in America today, if the current
trend of Government spending contin-
ues unabated, will pay $187,000 of taxes
in their working lifetime just to pay
interest on the public debt. That is not
just economic suicide, that is immoral,
and we are determined to stop it.

Here is basically where we are. We
have written a budget that over 7 years
comes into balance. President Clinton
has trumpeted the fact that the deficit
today is down, but he does not show us
that his own budget office shows that
under his budget, and the Congres-
sional Budget Office shows convinc-
ingly, that the deficit now skyrockets
under the Clinton budget. He has sent
us not one but two budgets, and under
both of those budgets, the deficit ex-
plodes.

We have proposed a budget that
achieves balance in 7 years, and now
the President is saying to us that un-
less we increase spending on programs
that we do not need and we cannot af-
ford that the President is going to veto
our budget.

Well, Mr. President, let me say as
one Member of the Senate, there is no
circumstance under which I am going
to go back and rewrite our budget.
There is no circumstance under which I
am going to agree to increase spending,
to continue the deficit spree that
threatens the future of our country and
that threatens the future of our chil-
dren.

We have proposed a budget that cuts
taxes. It gives a $500 tax credit per
child for every working family in
America. What it means is that if we
are successful next year, every working
family in America that pays taxes that
has two children will get to keep $1,000
more of what they earn to invest in
their own children, to invest in their
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own family, to invest in their own fu-
ture.

Now Bill Clinton says the Govern-
ment can spend the money better than
that family can spend the money. We
reject that. We think history proves
that notion is wrong and we are con-
fident that the people who do the work
and pay the taxes and pull the wagon
in America agree with us.

Our $500 tax credit per child, our
elimination of the marriage penalty
will mean that the average working
family in my State will get to keep
$1,100 more of their hard-earned income
to invest in their own future, to invest
in their own children, and we want that
to happen.

We talk so much about balancing the
budget, but it has been so long since we
have done it that people forget what
the benefits of a balanced budget are.
First of all, since we are balancing the
budget and cutting taxes, the first ben-
efit for a working family with two chil-
dren is they get to keep $1,000 more of
what they earn.

But a balanced Federal budget would
mean on an average mortgage of the
average working family, that their
mortgage payments per year over the
next 20 years would be $1,664 less per
year. In buying a new car every 4 years
and financing it, as most working
Americans have to do, they would pay
$180 less in interest costs for buying
that car every year because we bal-
anced the budget.

Because we will have more growth
when income is going into expanding
the economy, that is $1,385 of income
for every working family.

You add it all up and the average
family in America gains, I repeat,
gains $4,229 a year directly from a bal-
anced budget. It means over 1.75 mil-
lion more jobs annually and reducing
the national debt mortgage on our
grandchildren by $66,000.

This budget is a choice: Do you want
more income, lower interest rates,
higher growth, more jobs, less debt on
your grandchildren and to keep more of
what you earn?

We say, ‘‘Yes.’’ The Democrats say,
‘‘No, Government can do it better.’’

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I send a
motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS]
moves to commit the bill S. 1357 to the Com-
mittee on Finance with instructions to re-
port the bill back to the Senate within 3
days (not to include any day the Senate is
not in session) making changes in legislation
within that Committee’s jurisdiction to re-
duce revenue reductions attributable to tax
breaks benefiting upper-income taxpayers
over the next seven years in an amount nec-
essary to avoid unfair cuts in Medicare pay-
ments to rural hospitals and other rural
health care providers, to maintain federal
support at the levels recommended by the
President of the United States for federal ag-
riculture and nutrition programs, and to

maintain levels of federal support for edu-
cation and child care in rural America.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time allot-
ted be reduced to 15 minutes, equally
divided.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, on be-
half of our side, we will agree to that.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the
whole country knows about the Medi-
care cuts in this budget, and the
threats they present to rural hospitals
and to health care for seniors.

A lot of people know that a few days
ago, the House Speaker NEWT GINGRICH
called this bill the round one in a long-
term plan to kill Medicare.

Many people know how deeply it will
cut student loans and assistance for el-
ementary and secondary education.

THE 1995 FARM BILL

But very few people know that this
year, the budget is also the farm bill. It
will reauthorize all the commodity
programs and the Conservation Re-
serve Program. It will eliminate sev-
eral more. Altogether, for the next 7
years, it sets our national agriculture
policy.

It is supposed to keep rural econo-
mies stable. And it should guarantee
consumers a safe and dependable food
supply at a reasonable price. But on
the Senate floor today, we have some-
thing entirely different.

I am sorry to say it, but laying ev-
erything about Medicare, tax increases
on people making less than $30,000 a
year, education and the rest aside, this
is a terrible farm bill.

WRITTEN IN SECRET

First, it is partisan. It is a hard-line,
ideological approach to agricultural
policy, not an effort to bring people to-
gether and take the best from every-
one.

Second, it is secretive. It was written
behind closed doors. And very, very few
Americans even know it is up on the
floor today.

At an absolute maximum, the agri-
cultural part of this budget will get a
grand total of 50 minutes for debate. It
is a scandal, but it is not a surprise.
Because if this were my bill, I would
not want to say much about it either.

But in any case, I want to welcome
all my colleagues to the debate on the
1995 farm bill. I imagine the other side
will be awfully quiet. But we’re here to
make up for it.

We are going to use these 45 minutes
to tell the truth about the big, gob-
bling, turkey out here on the Senate
floor. And then we’ll give the other
folks a second chance.

Our motion to recommit will restore
the traditional, bipartisan approach to
agricultural policy. We can work to-
gether, restore some fairness and mod-
eration. And if we adopt this motion,
our friends on the other side of the
aisle can have something to be proud of
when they go home and talk to their
farmers.

SEVEN LEAN YEARS TO COME

If you have read Genesis, chapter 41,
you know the story of Joseph’s dream.
He compared the 7 years to come with:

seven kine . . . poor and very ill favoured
and lean-fleshed, such as I never saw in all
the land of Egypt for badness.

These seven ill-favored cattle ate up
the good cattle, just as seven ears of
corn, ‘‘withered, thin and blasted with
the east wind’’ ate up seven good ears
of corn. So Joseph could tell that the
future would bring 7 years of trouble—
7 lean years, in which ‘‘all the plenty
shall be forgotten in the land of
Egypt.’’

Well, we may not be as wise as Jo-
seph. And the days of inspired prophecy
may be gone. But on the other hand, we
have a lot more than a dream to go on.
We have hard facts and numbers. And
these facts and numbers tell us that
our farmers have 7 pretty lean years
ahead.

This bill makes dramatic cuts in
farm supports, which have already been
cut 60 percent in the past decade. If
this turkey survives Thanksgiving of
1995, the year 2002 will see us fund just
half of today’s Conservation Reserve
Program. Bad for farmers, bad for hun-
ters, bad for recreation.

The Emergency Livestock Feed As-
sistance Program will end. Our defi-
ciency payments—the safety net our
producers need in tough times—will be
capped. In the very worst years, when
our producers need help most, it won’t
be there.

Then look at nutrition. School lunch,
daycare meals, and meals for senior
citizens are all cut. And these are not
surgical strikes—these are repeated
blows with a meat axe.

These cuts affect more than farmers.
They affect all of rural America.
Schools, grocers, bankers, fuel dealers,
equipment and automobile dealerships,
and even our local and county govern-
ments will all feel the pinch.

And we are doing all this at a time
when our competitors in Europe are
not giving up a thing. They already
give their farmers over 10 times the ex-
port subsidies we provide.

This budget cuts the Export En-
hancement Program by 20 percent, and
market promotion by 30 percent. We
will end up exporting less, and that
means lower incomes for farmers.

KEEPING YOUNG PEOPLE OFF THE LAND

Finally, maybe the most painful item
of all. That is the apparent exclusion of
beginning farmers from all these serv-
ices. This spring I went to a lot of high
school graduations in rural Montana.
Places like Geyser, Hobson, Stanford,
Opheim, Harlem and Dodson.

We have some great kids in these
communities. They are looking forward
to a career in agriculture like their
parents. They want to work and pro-
vide for their families on their own
land.

This bill shuts them out and puts
them at a competitive disadvantage.
Combine that with the trouble young
farmers have in obtaining credit, and
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the message they get from this budget
is clear. There is no place for you in
production agriculture. There is no
place for the small family farm in
America.

OUR AMENDMENT: A SECOND CHANCE

Well, we can do better. And with our
amendment, we will do better.

Our amendment is very simple. It
says, go back to the drawing board.
Take it back to the Finance Commit-
tee. Restore some sense and modera-
tion to agricultural policy, nutrition
and our rural economic approach as a
whole. The amendment doesn’t dictate
how we should do it, but it gives us a
chance to take a second look and get it
right.

Let us remember the story of Joseph.
He saw the 7 lean years coming. He
told Paraoh about his dream. And
Paraoh listened to Joseph. He changed
his agriculture policy, promoted pro-
duction, and stockpiled corn. And
therefore Egypt got through the 7 lean
years.

We can do the same. if the folks on
the other side will listen, we can take
advantage of this second chance. We
can vote for the motion to recommit,
and come back with a moderate, non-
partisan farm policy that is good for
everyone. I hope it will get the Sen-
ate’s support.

Thank you, Mr. President, and I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, there is kind of a joke in Illinois
that goes: ‘‘Just outside of Chicago,
there’s a place called Illinois.’’

That joke, or that phrase, used in the
tourism industry, is based upon a no-
tion that when people think of Illinois,
they often first think of Chicago, and
the rest of the State is overlooked. And
that part of the State, the part ‘‘just
outside of Chicago,’’ is rural. That part
of the State has vital agricultural in-
dustry. That part of the State is where
you will discover more rural commu-
nities than any other State in the Na-
tion except Texas.

In fact, when you discover that fully
half of the 11.5 million people of Illi-
nois live in the places outside of Chi-
cago, that, I think, paints a more accu-
rate picture of what Illinois is about
than what our popular mythology
would lead you to believe.

The reason I mention that, Mr. Presi-
dent, is that what happens in this bill,
in this Reconciliation Act, with regard
to rural programs is, therefore, vitally
important to the State that I was
elected to represent.

I hope always to represent all of that
State and speak to the interests of
rural Illinois—speak to the interests of
what we call downstate as much as any
other part of my State. That part of Il-
linois, just outside of Chicago, is a part
of Illinois that I am determined to see
is not overlooked. But being over-
looked, I think, captures the general

feelings shared by many rural Ameri-
cans this year when it comes to Fed-
eral dollars and Federal attention this
part of the country needs and deserves.

Mr. President, rural Illinoisans un-
derstand the meaning of shared sac-
rifice. No group of Americans should be
asked to share a disproportionate bur-
den of cuts any more than any other
group. Rural Illinoisans have told me,
and I have been around my State in
town meetings, the deficit reduction
should be a priority for this Congress.
They understand that no Federal pro-
gram should be off limits, that nothing
should be excluded from review, and
that everything should be on the table.

However, they also understand that
shared sacrifice is something that
means everybody. Shared sacrifice is
exactly what this reconciliation bill
fails to accomplish.

Some Americans will see huge and
significant tax cuts from this bill. But
more than half of all Americans, in-
cluding most rural Americans, will see
no tax cut at all. What is more, the net
effect of the overall bill is to tighten
the economic vise on rural America.

The $13 billion in farm program cuts
proposed by this bill means that Illi-
nois farmers will lose over three-quar-
ters of a billion dollars in economic
protection. With $113 million in title I
education cuts, rural Illinois loses $3
million at a time when many rural
school districts face a funding crisis.
The cuts proposed for grants and loans
for water and waste disposal programs
mean thousands of rural Americans
will not have access to safe drinking
water.

I understand my time is concluded. I
would like a further minute to finish
up.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 30 seconds to
the Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. In closing,
Mr. President, for rural America, this
bill, in fact, is ‘‘Robin Hood in re-
verse.’’ The cuts on the rural programs
are needlessly excessive, and given the
fact that the tax breaks called for in
this bill are absolutely inconsistent
with our objective of deficit reduction,
I believe we should recommit this bill
back to the Finance Committee.

Mr. President, just outside of Wash-
ington is a place called rural America,
a place populated by hard-working
Americans who are willing to do their
share—and then some—to achieve real
deficit reduction, but who cannot af-
ford the loss of economic opportunities
this bill entails.

Surely we can do better than this
bill.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want
to talk about safety nets. The policy
relative to agriculture is designed
around a safety net. They have target
price tied to some degree to the cost of
production. This is a policy that has
been established where there is no pay-
ment in good years. When you have a
bad year, you need a safety net.

The proposal in the House eliminates
the safety net. The proposal in the Sen-
ate puts gaping holes in the safety net
for farmers. The idea of doing away
with farm programs over a period of
time, in my judgment, fails to realize
the calamities, the disasters, that
farmers face. They are subject to
weather, they are subject to foreign
competition, to price changes, all sorts
of disastrous effects that can occur to
the market.

I think we are making a serious mis-
take. We have cut agriculture pro-
grams from $30 million in 1986 down to
$9 million last year. Here we come
along with a $13.7 billion further cut in
agriculture over 7 years. I think it is
too much. We are not doing right by
the farmer. We are doing away with the
policy of safety net.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I yield a minute of
my time to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator.

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to mention, also,
the safety net in regard to rural hos-
pitals and the people.

In effect, what we are doing under
the Medicaid and Medicare situation,
we are eliminating a safety net for hos-
pitals for rural America. In my judg-
ment that is a mistake.

Safety nets go across the board. In
my judgment, this bill is wrong in re-
gard to what it does to rural America.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 2
minutes is hardly any time at all.

Let me just put it to you this way.
This is thoughtless. This is not a farm
bill. It is not agricultural policy. It is
slash and burn. It is $48 billion over the
next 7 years. It plays off children and
nutrition programs against family
farmers, against the environment. It is
a 50-percent cut in the Conservation
Reserve Program, which in my State of
Minnesota and I bet every State, has
brought together those that love out-
door recreation and the environmental-
ists and the farmers.

This is really, Mr. President, the op-
posite of a careful policy—the very op-
posite of a careful policy. What we
have here is the worst of all worlds—
keep the farm prices low, then have
some subsidy. Have the subsidy in in-
verse relationship to need, with tax-
payers having to pick up the cost.

Mr. President, why do we not under-
stand that rural people are not going
to stay out of sight and out of mind?
Why are we picking on the people that
we think do not have the voice, picking
on the people we think do not have the
power, picking on people who are not
the heavy hitters, not the players, are
not the big contributors.

That is what this is about. We should
not have these tax cuts that go to
wealthy people. We should not have a
Pentagon budget that is $7 billion over
what the Pentagon wanted, and we
should not lavish subsidies on most of
the major large corporations and finan-
cial institutions in the country.
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Rural people in Minnesota, the peo-

ple of greater Minnesota, ask for one
thing and one thing only: A fair shake.
There is no fair shake and there is no
fairness to this plan.

That is why I am proud to be an
original cosponsor of this amendment.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise
to support this motion to recommit. I
am deeply concerned about the Repub-
lican budget proposal and its all-out
assault on rural America. I understand
the need to balance the Federal budget.
In fact, I’ve supported balanced budg-
ets. But, I do not think we should do it
on the backs of our working families
and farming communities. They de-
serve better treatment than that. Just
because the voice of rural Americans is
not heard as loudly on Capitol Hill as
others does not mean they can be ig-
nored.

This Republican budget attacks rural
communities in my State of Washing-
ton on a number of fronts. Republican
cuts to Medicare will force 157,700 older
and disabled rural Washingtonians to
pay higher premiums and higher
deductibles for a weakened second
class Medicare Program. The cuts will
increase the severe financial pressure
on rural hospitals in Washington. The
average rural hospital will lose $5 mil-
lion in Medicare funding over 7 years,
forcing some to close their doors. In
addition, the American Medical Asso-
ciation has stated that the Medicare
cuts ‘‘will unquestionably cause some
physicians to leave Medicare’’. Rural
America is already suffering from a
shortage of doctors when compared to
the Nation as a whole and it will only
become worse under this budget. Rural
Americans will be paying more for less,
and that is unacceptable.

In addition, Medicaid cuts will elimi-
nate coverage for children, nursing
home residents, and people in need of
long-term care. As many as 2.2 million
rural Americans, including 1 million
children will be denied medical cov-
erage in 2002 if the Republican plan is
adopted. Gordon Lederer, a farmer in
Latah, WA, sits on the board of direc-
tors of the Tekoa Care Center. Patients
pay $90/day at Tekoa, and Mr. Lederer
said that the board does not know how
the Care Center will continue to pro-
vide service to the community if the
cuts to Medicaid are enacted.

Mr. President, cuts to the earned in-
come tax credit will cripple working
families and their ability to provide for
their children in rural Washington. The
Republican cuts to EITC raise taxes on
49,945 working families in rural Wash-
ington by an average of $388 in 2002, im-
posing a $1.4 billion tax increase on
rural Americans overall. And there’s
more.

The 25 percent cut to farm programs
will reduce farm spending in my State
of Washington by $290 million, dras-
tically reducing support for commodity
programs. I am particularly concerned
about the reductions in the loan rate
for wheat. These reductions could
threaten the viability of farms in my

State. In fact, I just heard from Mack
and June Crow, wheat farmers from
Oaksdale, WA. Their son now runs the
family farm and they are deeply con-
cerned about the impacts of the farm
program cuts on their farm’s income
and hence, their ability to survive.
Farms are a symbol of American boun-
ty recognized worldwide. They are a
major part of Washington State’s ex-
port-based economy. Most importantly,
they are a way of life that roots us and
grounds us in our history and our land.
To balance the budget on the backs of
family farmers is not only unfair, it is
un-American.

Republican cuts to education pro-
grams will deny basic and advanced
skills education to 937 children in rural
Washington. Small town schools in
Washington are already having dif-
ficulty making ends meet. A 17 percent
cut in title I funds will deny these
schools crucial assistance as they
struggle to adequately prepare our
children for the future.

In addition, cuts to rural nutrition,
housing, and transportation programs
as well as cuts to programs designed to
protect the environment and public
health add insult to injury, and will
further undermine our rural Americans
attempts to secure a solid future for
themselves and their children.

Mr. President, this Republican plan
to balance the budget unfairly targets
rural Americans. It burdens them with
far more than their fair share of cuts.
I therefore encourage my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle who care about
rural America to support this motion
to recommit.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
my colleagues and I offer an amend-
ment to the budget reconciliation bill
that reaffirms our commitment to
rural America. This budget before the
Senate today will devastate the hard-
working farmers and ranchers that pro-
vide our Nation’s food supply. It will
also decimate the main street busi-
nesses, schools and hospitals that
make up our rural communities. The
agricultural cuts in this budget are too
extreme, are unfair to rural America
and should be restored. Our amend-
ment proposes to do just that.

No one should be fooled. The agricul-
tural provisions in this bill represent
the bulk of the farm bill. Buried in this
2,000-page document is the heart and
soul of agricultural policy for the next
7 years. There were no hearings during
the development of this bill and no op-
portunity for Democratic input. Now
we do not even get a vote on farm pol-
icy. It is all rolled up in this enormous
budget bill. Everyone knows this is not
the way farm bills have been developed
in the past.

This farm bill rips the safety net out
from under our hard-working producers
by cutting $13.4 billion from farm pro-
grams over the next 7 years. In South
Dakota that translates into a loss of
$460 million for our producers. Nation-
wide net farm income is projected to
decrease over $9 billion over the next 7

years. Clearly family farmers who are
already disappearing at the rate of 600
per week cannot tolerate this level of
income reduction.

The pain of this budget does not stop
at the farm gate. It bleeds into our
rural hospitals. Ten to fifteen rural
hospitals are projected to close in
South Dakota if the proposed Medicaid/
Medicare cuts are enacted. Some peo-
ple already have to drive over 50 miles
to reach a hospital or doctor. After this
budget goes into effect they will have
to drive even farther. Add to that the
fact that over 2 million rural residents
nationwide will be denied Medicaid,
and anyone can see that this budget is
a recipe for a health care disaster in
rural America.

The sad truth of this situation is that
it does not have to be this way. This se-
vere level of cuts was required only to
finance the lavish tax breaks for the
wealthiest of Americans who do not
need them. This amendment my col-
leagues and I are offering provides the
opportunity to send the agricultural
provisions back to the drawing board
and to do it right.

Rural Americans deserve better than
what they are getting under this budg-
et. Farmers and ranchers are commit-
ted to balancing the budget as long as
it is done fairly. Reducing farm income
to pay for tax breaks is not remotely
fair. No one is asking for a handout—
only as fair shake. This budget gives
rural America, the very heartland of
the Nation, little more than a cold
shoulder. We can and should do better
than that.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as I
have said previously, this bill is about
choices: 2,000 pages of making choices.

All across this country people got up
this morning and ate breakfast food.
Some ate rice that was crisped, called
rice krispies. Some ate flaked corn,
called corn flakes; wheat that was
puffed, puffed wheat.

It is interesting. We have folks that
raise these crops. They plow and raise
wheat and corn. Down South they raise
rice. Then we have a lot of folks that
process it—the ones that put the crisp
in it, put the flake in it, put the puff in
it.

The big agrifactories have plenty of
reason to smile at this. This bill is a
really nice deal for them: tax cuts,
major advantages.

But, the folks who get up in the
morning and plow, they do not have
much reason to smile. They get big
cuts.

The President said $4.2 billion in
cuts. We agreed to that.

But the Republican majority came
along and more than tripled it. You
cannot write a decent farm program
that way. They painted themselves in
the corner.

So instead of bringing a farm bill to
the floor, which we have always done
before, for the first time in history
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they threw it into a reconciliation bill
and hoped nobody would notice.

Their approach is to say to farmers,
do not worry. If you are a family farm-
er in trouble, move to downtown. That
is their answer.

It is not an answer for North Dakota,
in my judgment. A lot of farm families
rely on us writing a decent family farm
program. These people work hard, and
all they are asking for is a fair shake.

We ought not to ask them to bear the
entire burden of all the budget cuts.
They have had a 60 percent cut in sup-
port prices alone in recent years. Now
we are told to take a much higher pro-
portion of cuts than virtually any
other area of the Federal budget.

Frankly, it is not fair and it is not
right. It ought not be done.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago I spent a crisp Monday morning at
Claude Bourbeau’s farm in St. Albans,
VT, with Secretary Dan Glickman and
a number of Vermont dairy farmers. I
wanted to give him a chance to visit
with some hard-working honest folks
who will be severely affected by this
budget bill.

Many of those farmers are concerned
about this budget. I am too. I told the
farmers that they lose thousands of
dollars a year in revenue under the
Senate Republican plan.

I asked the farmers, ‘‘Which of you
could afford a cut like that?’’ Not a
single hand went up.

It turns out that I was underestimat-
ing the impact when I was in Vermont.
Just this morning, the Food and Agri-
cultural Policy Research Institute and
Texas A&M University released a new
study.

This new, independent study says
that under the Senate Republican plan,
a typical 70-cow dairy farmer in Ver-
mont would see net cash income fall by
$9,050—from $31,120 to $22,070—in the
next year. The House Republican plan
is even worse—it would cost a typical
farmer $17,850. Farm income would de-
cline from $31,120 in 1995 to $13,270 in
1996. Under these plans, typical dairy
farmers will lose 30 to 60 percent of
their annual incomes. These farmers
are already working dawn to dusk just
to get by.

These numbers are consistent with a
new analysis that USDA released a
couple of days ago.

When those farmers in St. Albans
hear how bad these cuts are, they will
be stunned.

This budget is a war on rural Amer-
ica in many ways.

Over 27,000 working families in Ver-
mont alone will see their taxes in-
crease because the Republicans are
scaling back the earned income tax
credit.

The typical rural hospital will lose $5
million a year or more in Medicare. In
rural Vermont, doctors and hospitals
will lose $290 million in Medicare
funds. I am afraid that doctors will
simply abandon the small towns.

Schools in rural Vermont will lose
$1.2 million in education funding. Our
schools cannot afford that kind of hit.

Republicans want to create giant tax
breaks for rich people and big corpora-
tions. The average rural family is not
wealthy enough to benefit from the Re-
publican budget. In Vermont, 63 per-
cent of taxpayers earn less than
$30,000—those are the people who will
see their taxes increase.

According to Congressional Research
Service, over half of all heads of house-
holds working in the agricultural sec-
tor qualify for the earned income tax
credit, which Republicans cut.

In 1994, 328,000 farm families qualified
for the EITC. Many of these were farm
laborers, but 100,000 were farm opera-
tors and managers. Over one-third of
all farm operators and managers na-
tionwide will see their taxes increase
under this Republican budget.

This Nation’s farmers are struggling,
and this budget says to them, ‘‘Tough
luck.’’

The Finance Committee cut the EITC
but it passed over $200 billion in tax
breaks. Most of those tax breaks will
benefit families earning over $100,000 a
year. Only 3 percent of rural house-
holds earn that kind of money.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield to the Senator
from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this
plan for rural America is the equiva-
lent of dropping a neutron bomb in the
middle of rural America. Remember
the neutron bomb? That is where the
buildings remain standing but the peo-
ple are gone. That is what will happen
in much of rural America if this farm
plan and this plan for rural America
ever becomes law.

The Republican plan would force
farmers off the land. In a low-price
year, it would mean a 60 percent reduc-
tion in net returns to farmers in my
State. It would close hospitals in rural
areas. The hospital association in my
State has just done a survey and they
say 26 of the 30 rural hospitals in North
Dakota would go to negative returns
on their Medicare patients. It would
shutter nursing homes and represents
unilateral disarmament in the world
trade battle over agricultural trade.

We would pull the rug out from our
producers at the very time our com-
petitors are already supporting their
farmers at a level three times ours.
That would be a profound mistake, not
only for the rural parts of this country
but for the trade balance of the United
States.

Agriculture is one of the two areas in
which we still enjoy a substantial trade
surplus. We ought not to wave the
white flag of surrender in this trade
fight. We would never do it in a mili-
tary confrontation. We should not do it
in a trade battle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, at
this time I yield 5 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, obvi-
ously I rise to oppose the motion that
is before us. It may be well intended,
but let me tell you, the simple truth is
that this amendment will hurt the very
people, the very rural America, and the
very family farms that, according to
their statements, it is intended to help.

People on the other side of the aisle
probably do not intend it this way, but
the fact of the matter is, with their tax
policy, they do not believe in taxation,
they believe in confiscation. Because,
when you leave high estate taxes, when
you leave high capital gains taxes and
the impact of inflation on each, you
are in a situation where, when you tax
inflation, it is confiscation and not
taxation.

The estate tax laws, the way they
are—and they have not been changed
for 15 years; the capital gains tax laws,
and they have not been changed since
1986—are tying up a lot of property in
rural America that will not move be-
cause people are not going to pay con-
fiscatory, high rates of taxation. One
sure thing, if you do not need the in-
come and you do not have to sell, you
are not going to sell and give it all to
the Federal Treasury, because in most
of the farms of America, the lifetime of
savings is tied up just to create an in-
come and a job for one family.

So, if you want to help rural Amer-
ica, we have to transfer the property
from one generation to another, and I
do not know how you are going to do
that if you do not do it by increasing
the exemption and encouraging people
to sell their property.

People suggest what we are doing in
this reconciliation bill on farm policy
is wrong.

The fact is that the President’s budg-
et is not good for agriculture because it
does not achieve balance in the next 7
years.

The Food and Agriculture Policy Re-
search Institute ran some numbers on
the impact of a balanced budget on
farm income. They estimate that by
the year 2002, under a balanced budget
scenario, farmers will save $2.3 billion
per year due to expected reductions in
interest rates. It is important to note
that farming is a very capital-intensive
industry and benefits greatly from low
interest rates.

Furthermore, FAPRI’s preliminary
numbers indicate that farmers’ cash
flow will increase $300 million per year
due to the increased economic activity
resulting from the balanced budget.

So the net positive impact on farm
income from a balanced budget will be
$2.6 billion per year. This gain will be
lost if we adopt the President’s budget
numbers.

Mr. President, another vital point
that my Democratic colleagues fail to
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mention is that their doomsday num-
bers on agriculture assume that the
cuts will be made to the program as it
is currently structured. They would
want you to believe that the Repub-
licans are taking $13.4 billion out of
farmer’s pockets.

This assumption reveals a lack of un-
derstanding about how farm programs
work and a failure to recognize the im-
portant reforms contained in this bill.
The next farm bill will significantly re-
duce the regulatory burden on farmers,
allow farmers to plant for the market-
place, and continue to aggressively
promote new markets and new uses for
agriculture commodities.

Specifically, farmers will no longer
be required to idle productive land be-
cause of a mandate from Washington.
Furthermore, farmers will have the
flexibility to produce whatever com-
modity they chose in response to mar-
ket signals. These reform measures,
along with reducing the regulatory
burden and finding new markets for
our products, will lead to an increase
in farm income in the future.

It is true that Government payments
to farmers will be reduced. But the fu-
ture of U.S. agriculture must rest on
the ability of farmers to earn income
from the marketplace. The reforms to
the farm programs contained in this
budget reconciliation package achieve
this goal and will allow our farmers to
flourish.

So I urge you to vote against this
motion. I yield the floor and yield the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CRAIG). Who yields time?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we have
moved away again a little bit and have
gone into posturing this afternoon, I
guess not unusually. There has been a
good deal of misinformation floating
around this budget and its effect on
rural areas with respect to health care.
Contrary to what we have heard, there
are several provisions designed to re-
cruit providers and to ensure that 24-
hour emergency care is available,
which we have not had in my State,
even though the Senator from Montana
has had some in his.

It is interesting, also, that several of
the provisions talked about here my
friends on the other side of the aisle
supported last year when they were in
the Clinton health care plan—reducing
the updates for inpatient hospital serv-
ices, section 4101. The Republican plan
does not apply 2 percent reductions to
all hospitals like the Clinton health
care plan did. Rather, it receives the 1
percent reduction.

The copayment for health care serv-
ices—this is a fee we have heard a great
deal about—somehow it was not as dev-
astating last year when it was in Clin-
ton health care plan, section 4134.

But, happily, there are a number of
provisions that are most helpful. One is

the limited services hospitals. Frankly,
there are going to be a continuing
number of these in rural areas. With
hospitals that are built relatively close
together, you simply cannot support
the hospital as a coservice hospital be-
cause there is not enough utilization.
And we have had some experience with
this. Under this bill, they can be reor-
ganized and downsized into emergency
rooms, or stabilizing facilities, and be
reimbursed by HCFA—that is a very
important change—so that you will
have the facility in the town that can-
not afford to have a full-blown hos-
pital.

Medicare-dependent hospitals. The
Clinton 1993 budget let this program
expire, but the Republican plan rein-
states it. The purpose is to assist high
Medicare patient loads in Iowa, Wis-
consin, Kansas, and other Midwest
States. But it also has the extension of
the sole community hospital. The Re-
publican plan plans to extend these
special payments to hospitals that
have 50 beds or less and are 35 miles or
more away from the nearest hospital.
Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, and other
Rocky Mountain States receive the
most money.

Medicare HMO payments. It intends
to put these on an equal footing and to
put some parity in these payments.
These HMO payments in Medicare were
based on the fee-for-service history. In
one instance, in Bronx County in New
York, the payment was $678 a month as
opposed to South Dakota where it was
$177. We need to find some equity in
that. This program does that.

Medicare bonus payments, payments
to primary care physicians to help hold
primary care providers in rural areas, a
10- to 20-percent increase there if they
practice in health care professional
shortage areas.

These are the things that are in this
bill to help rural health areas. Specifi-
cally, we have been working on it for
several years with our rural health
caucus, both in the House and in the
Senate.

Telemedicine grants. We are going to
find that we can save a great deal of
money and provide better services by
using telemedicine. There are some
grants here that allow for that to be
developed as well as to develop systems
within rural States to deliver services.

So, Mr. President, contrary to what
we have been hearing for the last few
minutes, there are some substantial
rural health additions to assist in de-
livering rural health services.

I urge the defeat of this amendment.
I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana.
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield

now to our distinguished leader in agri-
culture, a strong spokesman in our
country for agriculture. I yield 21⁄2 min-
utes and to the Senator from Iowa.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield the remaining
time.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for yielding.

Mr. President, in times past, when
rural America was hit with droughts or
floods, we brought disaster bills to the
floor of the Congress. These bills were
to ease the suffering of rural commu-
nities in hard times and to help stop
disasters.

Yesterday morning we were handed
this, a brand new 2,000-page disaster
bill. But this bill does not cure a disas-
ter in rural America; it provokes one.
This is a disaster bill for agriculture.
We were supposed to have a farm bill
this year with a full debate on a sound
food and agriculture policy for the Na-
tion. Instead, agriculture has now been
slipped into these 2,000 pages—I bet no
one has really read the darned thing—
and we have had no opportunity for
real debate or amendments.

Once again, agriculture is being
forced to take unfair and unreasonable
cuts amounting to 25 percent over the
next 7 years —even though agriculture
has already been reduced significantly
and commodity programs amount to
about one-half of 1 percent of the budg-
et. One-half of 1 percent, but commod-
ity programs take a 25 percent cut over
the next 7 years. Tell me if that is fair.

This is a disaster bill for rural health
care. We all know that access to qual-
ity, affordable health care in rural
communities has been a serious prob-
lem for years—especially for seniors.
This disaster bill, with its drastic Med-
icare cuts, makes it even worse in rural
America.

This is a disaster bill for America’s
farm families, who are already having
a tough time making ends meet. Net
farm income in real dollar terms will
be at its lowest level this year since
1986, in the depths of the farm crisis.
This disaster bill makes it worse by
lowering farm income another $9 bil-
lion, according to USDA estimates.

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

The majority controls 15 minutes 30
seconds.

Who yields time?
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

think we are in the process of trying to
work out a unanimous-consent agree-
ment that will start us voting. So I am
going to suggest the absence of a
quorum.

Mr. HARKIN. May I finish my state-
ment? May I have enough time to fin-
ish my statement?

Mr. DOMENICI. How long does the
Senator wish to speak?

Mr. HARKIN. For a minute and a
half. I was on a roll, and I did not want
to stop.

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course; 2 minutes.
Can the Senator pick up the roll?

Mr. HARKIN. I will pick up the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is yielded 2 minutes.
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Mr. HARKIN. I thank the chairman

for yielding me an additional amount
of time because I did want to make an-
other point—that this 2,000-page bill
really destroys our basic commodity
programs that we have had to put a
safety net under our farm families. It
puts a hard cap on deficiency payment
rates, doubles the percentage of unpaid
base acreage and decimates USDA’s
ability to respond to price-depressing
surpluses.

What if commodity prices and farm
income fall as they did in the 1980s?
Under this disaster bill, if corn prices
fall to $2 a bushel an Iowa farmer with
a 350-acre corn base—which is a modest
size—would lose over $10,000 of income
protection compared to the current
farm bill. And, if corn prices fell to
$1.80 a bushel, which is not out of the
question, that farmer would lose over
$17,000 in income protection compared
to what we have now in the law.

Also, this is a disaster bill for hungry
kids. The nutrition cuts in this bill are
excessive and unsupportable. It is un-
conscionable that this bill is cutting
our commitment to school lunches,
school breakfasts, summer meals, and
the special milk program.

Mr. President, these drastic cuts to
rural America are driven by ideology
and not by common sense. They are un-
fair, unreasonable, and unconscionable.

Enough is enough. Rural America is
already paying its fair share for deficit
reduction. So this amendment offered
by the Senator from Montana is to
send this disaster bill back to the Fi-
nance Committee with instructions to
pare back the upper income tax wind-
falls, and to reduce the assault on rural
America.

It is time, Mr. President, to put com-
mon sense ahead of ideology and to put
the interests of rural communities over
the interests of a privileged few.

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, our
side yields back its time, and I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. DOLE. I have been informed by
Senator DASCHLE, the Democratic lead-
er, that they will limit their amend-
ments that they will offer after all
time has expired, and with that com-
mitment I now ask unanimous consent
that all first-degree amendments pend-
ing to motions to recommit and all
pending second-degree amendments be
withdrawn.

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

Mr. DOLE. This will leave the follow-
ing issues that need to be disposed of

by rollcall votes that have been de-
bated yesterday and up to this point
today: The Rockefeller motion con-
cerning Medicare, followed by the
Abraham amendment concerning Medi-
care fraud, and the Bradley motion
concerning EITC; the Graham, of Flor-
ida, motion concerning Medicaid; Ken-
nedy amendment concerning edu-
cation; Bumpers motion concerning
deficit reduction; Baucus motion con-
cerning rural restoration.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that all votes in this sequence after the
first vote be limited to 10 minutes in
length, with 2 minutes for explanation
between each vote to be equally di-
vided in the usual form.

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

Mr. DOLE. I further ask that Senator
KASSEBAUM or her designee now be rec-
ognized to offer a first-degree amend-
ment concerning education and the
time be limited to 10 minutes equally
divided in the usual form, with no
amendments in order to the amend-
ment, and the vote occur immediately
following the vote on or in relation to
the Kennedy amendment in the voting
sequence.

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

Mr. DOLE. I further ask unanimous
consent that the next 10 Republican
amendments and the next 10 Demo-
cratic amendments be limited to 10
minutes equally divided in the usual
form, with no amendments in order to
any of the next 20 amendments offered.

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

Mr. DOLE. Let me explain to our col-
league where we go after the voting se-
quence that will occur after 10 minutes
of debate by Senator KASSEBAUM or her
designee. Republicans will be entitled
to offer the next three amendments in
a row as a result of a previous agree-
ment. Then each side will alternate
until the remaining amendments, lim-
ited to 10 minutes each, have been de-
bated.

The Senate will then begin voting on
those debated amendments, and then
begin voting on all amendments Mem-
bers are going to offer which would
have no debate time. We would just
offer it. There will be a little expla-
nation. It will be the majority leader’s
intention to keep the Senate in until
approximately midnight tonight and
resume the voting sequence until con-
cluded on Friday.

We could vary a little bit either way
this evening depending on how much
progress we make. And I have discussed
this with the Democratic leader. It is
our hope that we could finish voting
and have final passage by midafternoon
tomorrow. That will depend, of course,
on whether Members on the other side
feel compelled to continue to offer
amendment after amendment after
amendment when all time has expired.

But that will be determined later. And
I thank the Democratic leader for his
cooperation.

I will be happy to yield to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the majority
leader for that explanation, and that is
in keeping with our agreement. We
have three tiers of amendments. We
have just completed our work on the
first tier, for which now there will be
votes, without second-degree amend-
ments.

Once those votes have been com-
pleted, we will go to the second tier,
for which there will be debate of up to
10 minutes on either side. I should say
10 minutes total for 10 amendments on
the Democratic side and 10 amend-
ments on the Republican side.

That will then expire all of the time.
We will then go to the third tier of
amendments for which there will be no
time, and we will encourage Senators
to write the purpose of their amend-
ments clearly enough to allow the
clerk to read the purpose and give us
the opportunity then to vote.

We would also expect that on occa-
sion the managers might find the need
to explain a particular amendment.
But there would be no time for discus-
sion of that third tier set of amend-
ments.

I think this is a very good agree-
ment. It is what we had hoped to
achieve now for some time. I appre-
ciate the cooperation of all of our col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle. I
think this will allow us to accommo-
date our work and accommodate many
of the priorities we have been talking
about now for several hours.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just say
to my colleagues this would not be a
good day to be absent. Neither will to-
morrow be a good day to be absent. I
assume there will be anywhere from 40
to 60 votes between now and tomorrow
afternoon.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana.
Mr. BAUCUS. May I inquire of the

majority leader when the vote on the
Bumpers deficit reduction amendment
and Baucus rural restoration amend-
ments will occur. I was a little bit con-
fused as I listened to the leader read
the list and then say the Kassebaum
amendment would come up after the
Kennedy amendment. There was an
ambiguous point as to when the vote
on the Bumpers amendment and vote
on the Baucus amendment would
occur.

Mr. DOLE. They will occur after the
Kassebaum amendment or her des-
ignee. So it will be KASSEBAUM or her
designee, then BUMPERS, then BAUCUS.

Mr. BAUCUS. And then the other sec-
ond-tier amendments?

Mr. DOLE. Then second-tier amend-
ments. And then third-tier amend-
ments, which we hope will find a way
to the wastebasket.
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Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, just

one clarification, I ask the majority
leader. I would expect that we will vote
en bloc on the second tier. I wonder if
it would not be appropriate to have a
minute, 30 seconds on a side, just to re-
mind everybody what that series of
second-tier votes are prior to the time
we vote. We may have done that. I do
not have the agreement in front of me.
We are going to do that on the first
tier with 2 minutes on a side. We vote
on the second tier and have 30 seconds
on a side just to be sure people under-
stand.

Mr. DOLE. I so amend my request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. DOLE. One minute equally di-

vided.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One

minute equally divided.
Mr. DOLE. Divided very quickly.
Mr. DASCHLE. That is right.
Mr. DOMENICI. Could I ask a ques-

tion?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. We have agreed to

this, have we not?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes.
Mr. DOMENICI. Could I ask, yester-

day, when the Abraham amendment
was being discussed on fraud and abuse,
we heard a comment from your side
that it would be accepted. If that is
still the case, we can just save a little
bit of time. We are up against time
constraints. I wonder if that is still the
case.

Mr. DASCHLE. I would want to con-
sult with our ranking member. It is my
understanding we would be able to ac-
cept it, but let me confirm that after
consultation.

Mr. DOMENICI. In any event, we are
not precluding that and if the Senator
could find that out, we would save a
little bit of time.

Mr. President, I am informed that
the other side ought not work too hard
on that request. It may be that we do
not want you to say yes to our request.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I
would ask that the quorum call not be
taken from either side as it relates to
the time available on the bill, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
quorum call at this time will not be
charged.

Mr. DOMENICI. It would not be be-
cause a vote is pending in any event.
We are just following the rules?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is correct.

The absence of a quorum has been
noted. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be dispensed with.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii
off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii has been yielded 3
minutes.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise to
express my deep concern about the pro-
visions in the reconciliation bill relat-
ing to Medicare and Medicaid. In my
judgment, the proposals are a danger
to the health of millions of Americans.
House and Senate Republicans have
called for a reduction of roughly $450
billion in health care expenditures over
the next 7 years.

They argue that they are merely re-
ducing program growth, not cutting
Medicare. But the facts tell us a dif-
ferent story. We have very good esti-
mates of what it will cost to fund the
Medicare program over the next 7
years. The fact is that more people will
become eligible and we will continue to
have health care inflation.

The Republican proposal would cut
Medicare below both the medical infla-
tion rate and the private sector rate by
cutting $270 billion, for tax breaks,
from what is needed to fund the Medi-
care program. We are not just scaling
back Medicare, we are eroding its foun-
dation.

Medicare experts estimate that keep-
ing part A solvent through the year
2006 requires $89 billion in cuts, not the
$270 billion called for under the GOP
proposal. Those who want to cut Medi-
care argue that cuts are necessary to
get us to a balanced budget in 7 years.
That puzzles me.

If the objective of this bill is to bal-
ance the budget, why are we simulta-
neously considering a plan to cut taxes
by $245 billion over the same period?
Clearly, the vast majority of the cuts
are not needed to keep Medicare sol-
vent, but are needed to pay for new tax
breaks.

I am deeply concerned about the size
of the Medicare and Medicaid cuts, and
the fact that the savings will be di-
verted to provide tax breaks for the
wealthy. But my foremost concern is
the impact these proposals will have on
the poor, elderly, and the disabled who
will be drastically hurt.

Under the Republican proposal, Medi-
care premiums and deductibles will in-
crease, and the quality and availability
of care will be seriously compromised.
Seventy-five and eighty-five percent of
Medicare beneficiaries have incomes
under $25,000, and the increase in out-
of-pocket costs could make Medicare
coverage unaffordable for many. Fur-
thermore, the portion of cuts that do
not fall on beneficiaries directly will be
borne by the providers who deliver
Medicare services. These cuts will be
shifted to the rest of the population in
the form of higher medical bills and
higher health insurance costs.

I would also like to discuss briefly
the provisions of the bill pertaining to
the Medicaid Program. In addition to
cutting $182 billion in Medicaid over 7
years, the proposal before us replaces
the current Medicaid Program with a
block grant capped at fixed dollar
amounts each year. The bill would

offer only minimal coverage and bene-
fits, eliminate all Federal Standards
for providers and delivery systems, and
abolish the Federal standards set for
nursing homes and institutions caring
for the mentally retarded.

In 1987, national standards for nurs-
ing home care were established with
broad bipartisan support. These stand-
ards were designed to protect nursing
home patients because of the horren-
dous treatment many were receiving
and because State regulations were in-
adequate. Yet the Republican plan to
cut Medicaid by $182 billion contains a
provision repealing the national stand-
ards for nursing homes, even though
these standards have improved care
substantially.

Mr. President, we all agree that we
must balance the Federal budget. How-
ever, we must do it the right way. We
must ensure a basic safety net and
make adequate investments for the fu-
ture. I question the priorities set forth
in this legislation. This bill does not
safeguard health care for our Nation’s
elderly, poor, or disabled; it does not
ensure proper care of vulnerable people
in nursing homes; and it certainly does
not make adequate investments in our
future.

Mr. President, I sincerely hope that
we recognize the tremendous benefits
these programs have made in our soci-
ety and urge that we continue the fight
for dignity and security for our Na-
tion’s most vulnerable as we work to
balance the Federal budget.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this

budget bill is a raw deal for Vermont.
It makes deep and unnecessary cuts in
Medicaid, Medicare, student loans, and
dairy programs that will devastate our
economy for years to come. And it will
raises taxes on 63 percent of working
Vermont families. This is the wrong
way to try to balance the budget.

This bill cuts Medicaid by $182 billion
over the next 7 years and turns this
vital program into a block grant to the
States. Over the next 7 years, these
cuts will reduce Federal Medicaid pay-
ments to Vermont by $205 million. This
plan defaults on our guarantee that
seniors would receive health care as-
sistance when they need it the most.

Vermont’s acceptance of this enor-
mous responsibility would leave the
State hundreds of millions of dollars
short of funds to provide necessary
health care over the next 7 years.

The plan also eliminates require-
ments for nursing homes to provide
proper health standards, a loophole
that will be seized by some to lower the
quality of care and life in these institu-
tions.

It is not an easy decision to place a
parent or a spouse in a nursing home,
but often it is the only alternative to
ensure that they get proper care. And
it will be even more difficult if the Re-
publican plan prevails.

The bill cuts Medicare by $270 billion
over the next 7 years. It will cut pay-
ment rates to providers and hospitals,
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make seniors pay higher premiums and
increase deductibles. Vermont will lose
$356 million in Medicare payments over
the next 7 years, losing $88 million in
2002 alone.

In Vermont, 73 percent of our elderly
population have incomes of less than
$15,000. And 1 dollar of every 5 dollars
of that fixed income is spent on health
care. Yet Republicans are cutting Med-
icare and Medicaid to finance tax cuts
that will mostly benefit Americans
making over $100,000 a year—less than 3
percent of Vermonters make that kind
of money.

Republicans have the gall to tell us
that these massive cuts are supposed to
‘‘preserve, protect and strengthen Med-
icare.’’ I think William Wells of Rut-
land, Vermont, who recently wrote to
me, had the right response to this
claim.

With true Vermont common sense,
Mr. Wells wrote: I have heard politi-
cians say ‘‘they want to save Medi-
care.’’ Their way of saving Medicare is
like a hunter ‘saving’ a moose by
shooting it and having it mounted by a
taxidermist. It is still there but no
longer functional.

Let us be honest with the American
people. Congress can balance the Medi-
care budget and keep the system sol-
vent—but the cuts must be gradual and
spread over a longer period of time.

For 30 years, Medicare and Medicaid
have contributed greatly to the decline
in poverty and improved the health of
seniors in America. We are now asked
to turn our backs on the elderly and
distribute the ‘‘savings’’ among our
wealthiest citizens.

Mr. President, I will oppose any plan
that attempts to dismantle the health
care delivery system that has served
our Nation’s seniors so well.

This bill also makes short-sighted
cuts in education. It cuts student loan
programs by $10 billion over the next 7
years. Students will be hit with 70 per-
cent of these cuts—increasing the costs
to the 20,000 Vermonters receiving
higher education and their families by
at least $5,800 over the life of a student
loan. Because of rising tuition costs,
Congress should be working to make
education more affordable—not less.

These additional financial burdens
will discourage many students to con-
tinue their education after high school.
The Contract With America has sealed
the fate of the next generation of
Americans. They may never have the
chance of post-high-school training or
a college education—the key to a bet-
ter paying job.

This bill also makes deep cuts in our
dairy program. The Senate plan scraps
the price support system for butter and
nonfat milk and sharply limits the
price supports for cheese. Under the
bill, the average Vermont dairy farm
will lose more than $7,000 a year in rev-
enue. These dairy cuts will deal an-
other blow to Vermont’s dwindling
family farms.

At a time when many working Ver-
monters are struggling to make ends

meet, the Senate Republican budget
would hike Federal taxes on low- and
moderate-income families by cutting
$43 billion from the earned income tax
credit—a program that rewards work
and compensates for low-wages.

This Federal tax increase will also
raise State taxes in seven states, in-
cluding Vermont, that have a State
earned income tax credit tied to the
federal credit. As a result, 27,000 Ver-
mont working families earning less
than $30,000 a year—about 63 percent of
Vermont taxpayers—will be forced to
pay higher taxes. This is a double
whammy on working families.

Mr. President, this budget bill is a
raw deal for Vermont. It will leave my
home State in an economy crisis for
years to come. And I will urge the
President to veto it.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the
Balanced Budget Reconciliation Act of
1995 is proof that this Congress is will-
ing to make the difficult decisions that
are needed to balance our Federal
budget. That there is agreement be-
tween Congress and the executive
branch, between Republicans and
Democrats, and between the House of
Representatives and the Senate, of the
need to balance the budget at a date
certain is a victory in and of itself.
While we may not all agree on how to
accomplish that feat, we are at least
all proceeding toward a common goal.

This legislation continues the effort
that is already underway in the Appro-
priations Committee to balance the
budget. To date the Appropriations
Committee has reduced Federal spend-
ing by $24 billion. My colleagues who
have worked to put this legislation to-
gether know full well that reducing
spending is not an easy task. However,
given the size of the national debt, all
members know that we must act now
and make those tough choices.

The prime example that we are ready
to make tough choices is proven in this
bill’s attempt to reign in the expo-
nential growth in entitlement spend-
ing. Earlier this year I stated on this
floor that I was sobered by the demise
of the Bipartisan Commission on Enti-
tlements and Tax Reform. The Com-
mission was unable to agree on a spe-
cific set of recommendations on how to
address the issue of continued entitle-
ment growth. I am very happy that the
taboo of reforming entitlements may
finally be gone. Entitlement spending
will continue to grow from 49 percent
of the Federal budget in 1995 to 59 per-
cent of the total budget in 2002. Based
on these numbers it is clear the enti-
tlement beast has not been slain, but
at least the Balanced Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1995 takes us in the
right direction on the entitlement
issue.

Like many Members in this chamber,
I have some disagreements with the
spending decisions in this legislation
ad drafted. One of those areas of dis-
agreement relates to the $11 billion re-
duction in education spending over 7
years. Some members have argued that

this cut is small in comparison to total
spending in this area, or that the im-
pact is painless on a per person basis.
What these arguments fail to consider
is the critical role education plays in
the success of the Nation’s children,
the success of this Nation’s industries,
and the success of this Nation’s stand-
ing in the world community. Education
is an investment in the future. The
Senate would be shortsighted to cut
this investment short. I plan to work
with my colleagues to ensure that this
provision can be fixed before the Sen-
ate finishes its work on this legisla-
tion.

I am also concerned that this legisla-
tion deals a blow to States that have
been innovative in addressing the rise
in health care costs. The State of Or-
egon began an experiment in 1994 to ex-
pand health care coverage to more Or-
egonians. The Oregon Health Plan, as
it is known, has increased access to
basic health care to more than 120,000
low-income Oregonians. This has been
accomplished by making rational
choices about the effectiveness of
health care services and making the
delivery system more efficient. Al-
ready Oregon has seen significant re-
sults. Our costs per beneficiary are 10
percent less than the national average;
hospital charity care has decreased by
30 percent; emergency room visits are
down by over 5 percent; and our welfare
caseloads have decreased by 8 percent
in the past year. Unfortunately the leg-
islation before the Senate would inad-
vertently penalize Oregon for being in-
novative in its delivery of medical
services. I am working with the leader-
ship to ensure that this type of creativ-
ity and effective governing is not pe-
nalized.

There are a number of tough choices
in this legislation and the authors
should be commended for their work.
However, given the fact that 15 percent
of the current budget is spent to pay
interest on the debt, these tough
choices need to be made. We have be-
fore us a proposal that will do the job.
While I would like to see some reorder-
ing of priorities in the legislation, I am
looking forward to working with my
colleagues to assure that a balanced
budget becomes a reality.

PENSION REVERSIONS

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today in opposition to a provision in
the budget reconciliation legislation
before us that could put at risk the
pensions of hard-working Americans.
Specifically, I refer to the provision al-
lowing corporations to take money out
of funds deemed overfunded by the IRS
for deductibility purposes, and use that
money for other employee benefits,
without paying an excise tax. Of
course, because money transferred in
this manner is fungible, the money
could actually be used for almost any
purpose.

The principal problem with this pro-
vision is that pensions funds considered
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overfunded by IRS for tax policy con-
sideration are not overfunded on an ac-
tuarial termination basis. As I under-
stand it, this means that while the
plans have enough money to meet their
current ongoing obligations, if for
some reason the plan terminated, the
people who had paid into that plan
would have no guarantee that the plan
could provide the pension benefits that
they earned over the years. In such a
case, the U.S. taxpayer, through the
Pension Benefit Guarantee Corporation
[PBGC], would be forced to step in and
pay the benefits.

Mr. President, we know that workers
are concerned about their ability to re-
tire with a decent standard of living.
We also know that our Nation is suffer-
ing from a lack of savings and capital
for economic expansion, and that insti-
tutional investors like pension funds
are the single largest investors in cap-
ital. It therefore makes absolutely no
sense to me to provide an incentive to
decrease pension security, savings, and
available capital through provisions
like the one included in the budget rec-
onciliation legislation before us.

I think we should be doing more to
promote sound pension plans, and ex-
pand coverage for American workers.
This provision seems to me to be doing
just the opposite: putting existing
plans at greater risk without expand-
ing coverage. In the time since this and
a similar House provision have come to
the public’s attention, numerous pen-
sion experts, including the American
Academy of Actuaries and the PBGC,
have expressed concern about the effect
this provision could have on pension
fund soundness. I have also heard from
constituents expressing similar con-
cerns. For all of these reasons, I urge
my colleagues to strike this provision.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, in many
respects this is an amazing debate we
are having today, a debate I was not
sure I would ever see—should we, or
should we not, pass a bill which will
get our budget into balance over the
next 7 years.

It is historic. It is bold. It is unprece-
dented. And judging by the reaction, it
is real.

Unfortunately, $5 trillion in debt has
piled up waiting for this day, so even
with this action, we are still passing on
a huge debt to our children and their
children.

When I first got to Washington, after
coming from State government where
we had to balance the budget every
year, I was amazed at the cavalier atti-
tude taken by so many about budget
crisis.

It did not take me long to learn that
walking away from budget problems
had become so ingrained that success
was defined as holding the deficit to
only $200 billion—meaning we only
added $1 trillion to the debt every 5
years.

Unfortunately, that is where Presi-
dent Clinton remains today. While we
are willing to put before the public the
real questions—when do we stop adding

to the debt? When do we get serious
about slowing the growth of runaway
programs? When will Congress be will-
ing to actually say No to a special in-
terest, or a pet program and say
‘‘Sorry, I’m worried about adding to
my kid’s debt.’’

No one said it would be easy—but
with the leadership of Senator DOMEN-
ICI, and the willingness of Members to
stand up and vote for action instead of
just talking a good game—this Senate
will soon take that step.

Make no mistake, the step is a big
one, as for the first time in 25 years
Congress has the opportunity to pass a
budget which will get us to a surplus—
rather than just keep adding to our
debt.

The budget before us is tough. It sets
priorities. It recognizes that govern-
ment cannot do it all. And it makes
the statement that the time has come
for leaders of today to start paying at-
tention to the financial and economic
devastation thy are creating for tomor-
row’s generations.

We have heard many speeches about
the need to cut spending, reduce the
deficit, and get our Nation’s books into
balance. Everyone who looks at our
nearly $5 trillion debt recognizes the
need to do something so that we don’t
keep piling on that debt for our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

Over the next few days the American
people will have a rare opportunity to
see exactly what the political leader-
ship’s visions for our country’s future
are.

Too often Congress legislates for the
present, ignoring the costs for the fu-
ture. Political expediency replaces
thoughtful debate, and at the end of
the day it is with shock and dismay
that the public finally realizes what
has occurred—and recognizes what ad-
ditional debt they or their children will
be forced to pay.

It takes a long time to build up a $5
trillion debt. And even starting today
it will take 7 years to get us to a bal-
ance, meaning that we won’t even
begin paying off a dime of debt until
2002.

Some would like us to put off the
tough choices for a little longer. Others
have abandoned finding a solution to
the real budget crisis we are facing in
their zeal to make political points. And
still others claim to be on board with
the concept of balancing the budget—
they just don’t like our approach.

But as I have said before—talk is
cheap. If you say you want to balance
the budget, let’s see your plan.

If you say you understand Medicare
is going broke, and must be fixed, let’s
see your plan.

Unfortunately, what we have seen
and heard so far is much heat—and no
light.

Medicare is one of the best examples.
Medicare today is paying out in claims
more than it is collecting in premiums.
It is only because of the interest
earned on the trust fund’s surplus that
Medicare is not insolvent right at this
moment.

This means that as I speak, for every
dollar a senior is paying in, more than
a dollar in claims is being paid out. So
why is everyone not saying stop, some-
thing has to be done?

Next year even including the interest
earned on the trust fund’s won’t be
enough to pay out all the claims. Thus
next year Medicare will be insolvent,
and it will be forced to start eating
into its rainy day fund—the money
which has been built up in order to be
available for the baby boomers who
start to retire in the next decade.

And then if nothing is done, by the
year 2002 the surplus will be gone and
the entire program will be bankrupt
and will be forced to shut down.

So again I ask, why is the President
not saying we must do something to fix
this drastic problem—not just delay it
again like has been done so often be-
fore—but actually fix it?

Why are my colleagues in the Demo-
cratic party not saying let us get to
work on this problem?

Instead they want to paper over the
problems in Medicare, only fiddling
around the edges, while making no ef-
fort to make fundamental changes in
the program as we realize must be
done. We want to make savings by giv-
ing seniors a real choice—they offer a
2-year bandaid to get them beyond the
next election.

So what does our bill do? It takes on
the task of reforming and overhauling
Medicare—both to protect it for to-
day’s seniors, as well as preserve it for
tomorrow’s. It also expands choices,
and bring the program of the 1960’s into
the health care system of the 1990’s.
And it gives us 25 years of additional
solvency—versus the 25 months of the
Democrats’ plan.

How much clearer can the choice be?
A thoughtful long-term solution—or a
get-me-through one more election
BandAid.

Mr. President this debate is much
bigger than Medicare. It is much bigger
than Medicaid, agriculture, civil serv-
ice retirement, or welfare. It is about
what financial legacy we want to leave
to our next generations.

It is about whether people believe
that $5 trillion in debt is enough, and
whether we in Congress have the cour-
age to hit the spending brakes.

I hope we do. And hope that the
President will find the courage to do
the same.

Finally, I would like to express my
opposition to the amendment that the
senior senator from Arizona has indi-
cated he plans to offer.

That amendment would, allegedly,
eliminate 12 pork programs—a goal I
would support if it delivered on that
promise. Unfortunately, however, the
amendment would target several pro-
grams which are critical to our inter-
national competitiveness and our abil-
ity to create high-paying export jobs.
Let me quickly touch on just a few ex-
amples:

First, the amendment would require
the Export Import Bank to raise loan
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fees which would have the impact of
making Exim financing uncompetitive
vis-a-vis other countries’ export fi-
nance agencies. That means U.S. com-
panies will lose deals and U.S. workers
will lose jobs.

Second, it would reimpose
recoupment fees on commercial sales
of military equipment overseas. The
Bush administration eliminated this
fee because it was making U.S. export
uncompetitive and costing jobs. It
makes no sense to reimpose it.

Third, it would cancel NASA’s sub-
sonic and supersonic research pro-
grams. These programs are aimed at
ensuring U.S. aerospace companies re-
tain their technological edge into the
21st century. If it becomes technically
possible, it will be economically viable
to build only one supersonic airplane. I
want that plane to be built by Boeing
or McDonnell Douglas, not by Airbus.

CAPITAL GAINS—FAIRNESS

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, we need
to consider some very important facts
concerning the fairness of the capital
gains tax rate reduction in the rec-
onciliation bill before us.

We have heard some statements here
on the Senate floor over the past few
days by some of our colleagues who be-
lieve that a broad-based capital gains
tax rate reduction somehow favors the
rich at the expense of middle- and
lower-income taxpayers. I want to set
the record straight on this issue.

WHO PAYS CAPITAL GAINS TAXES?
First, Mr. President, let us start by

examining who pays capital gains taxes
in this country.

The fact of the matter is that most of
the tax returns reporting capital gains
come from taxpayers in the lower- and
middle-income categories.

Since there are varying views as to
where the middle-income category be-
gins and ends, I have prepared two pie
charts contained within chart 1 to il-
lustrate who these taxpayers are.

The pie on the left shows that, on av-
erage, from 1985 to 1992, 62 percent of
all returns reporting capital gains
came from those reporting $50,000 or
less of adjusted gross income [AGI]. I
repeat, 62 percent. This amounted to
more than 51⁄2 million taxpayers per
year.

The pie on the right, Mr. President,
shows the same information for tax-
payers with higher incomes, but still
within what most would consider as
the middle-income category.

As you can see, 79 percent of all re-
turns reporting capital gains came
from those reporting $75,000 or less of
AGI. On average, this was over 7 mil-
lion taxpayers per year.

Capital gains realization is hardly
the exclusive domain of the rich.

Actually, these figures dramatically
understate the number of people in the
lower- and middle-income categories
who will benefit from the capital gains
deduction.

It is estimated that about 44 percent
of all people reporting capital gains
recognize such gains in only 1 out of 5
years, on average.

In 1986 alone, of the 7.6 million re-
turns reporting capital gains, 3.1 mil-
lion of these taxpayers reported no cap-
ital gains in the previous year.
THE ‘‘OCCASIONAL RECOGNITION PHENOMENON’’

Since many taxpayers do not have
capital gains each year, it is obvious
that there are millions more of lower-
and middle-income taxpayers than this
chart indicates who will benefit from a
lower capital gains tax rate.

This occasional recognition phe-
nomenon also illustrates why the num-
bers cited for the rich are consistently
overstated by capital gains tax cut op-
ponents.

By only looking at 1-year segments,
capital gains tax cut opponents erro-
neously conclude that once a taxpayer
experiences an unusually large capital
gains recognition in a particular year,
he or she will stay in the rich category
forever. Such is simply not the case.

Take, for example, a typical farming
couple in Cache County, UT, who has
struggled over the years to make ends
meet and finally decides to sell the
farm and move to the warmer climate
of southern Utah.

Even though this couple may never
have reported more than $30,000 of
farming income in any given year, in
that 1 year of sale they will be lumped
in with the rich because they reported
a $250,000 of gain on the sale of their
farm.

To conclude that this couple is rich
because they realized a large capital
gain in only 1 year of their life is ridic-
ulous. Yet, this is exactly the basis for
many of the statistics given by my
friends on the other side of this issue.

One study looked at those reporting
over $200,000 of income per year from
1981 to 1984. Taking just single-year
snapshots of the realizations, such tax-
payers accounted for almost 40 percent
of all capital gains reported.

However, when the entire 4-year pe-
riod was considered as a whole and the
occasional nature of recognitions was
taken into account, their proportional
share dropped to just 22 percent.

Thus, the more years that are in-
cluded in the comparison, the smaller
the share of gains going to the so-
called rich.

Let me repeat, Mr. President, studies
that show lower- and middle-income
taxpayers who receive an occasional
larger capital gain as being rich are
misleading.

OPPONENTS IGNORE BENEFIT TO LOWER- AND
MIDDLE-CLASS TAXPAYERS

Now, I am the first to admit that
some who are truly wealthy will bene-
fit from a lower capital gains tax rate,
and rightly so, as I will discuss in a few
moments.

However, the impact of the benefits
of a capital gains tax cut to the
wealthy are greatly overstated, while
the positive benefits to lower- and mid-
dle-income taxpayers are mostly ig-
nored by those who oppose this change.

For example, a Treasury Department
study estimates that nearly half of the
dollar value of all capital gains are re-

ported by taxpayers reporting wage
and salary income of $50,000 or less.

Moreover, the same study estimates
that three-fourths of all tax returns
with capital gains are filed by tax-
payers with wage and salary income of
less than $50,000. Yet, to listen to cap-
ital gains tax opponents, one could
conclude that only the rich would be
affected by a lower rate.

Mr. President, to get a better feel for
how many lower- and middle-income
taxpayers will actually benefit from
the capital gains deduction in this bill,
consider the following.

It is estimated that about 12 million
lower- and middle-income workers par-
ticipate in some sort of stock equity
plans with their employers—12 million.

Moreover, many millions of Ameri-
cans own investments in stocks, bonds,
and mutual funds. In fact, as of Sep-
tember 1994, there were 93.6 million
mutual fund accounts in America. It is
interesting to note that 52 percent of
the 30.2 million families owning mu-
tual funds report incomes of $50,000 or
below and that 80 percent of those fam-
ilies report incomes of $75,000 or below.
This is middle America. This is the
teacher who married the police officer
planning for their future.

In addition, millions of people in the
lower- and middle-income categories
own homes and rental properties that
could be subject to capital gains taxes
upon sale. This bill will benefit all of
these taxpayers.

CAPITAL GAINS TAX RATE DIFFERENTIALS

Mr. President, it is well known that
in 1986, Congress raised the capital
gains tax rates on the rich, from a 20-
percent top rate to a 28-percent top
rate. What is lesser known, however, is
that we raised capital gains taxes on
middle-income taxpayers as well.

For example, a family of four earning
the median income saw a 50-percent in-
crease in their capital gains tax rate. A
family of four earning twice the me-
dian income—and these would be the
upper middle class rather than the
rich—saw a 47 percent increase in their
capital gains tax rate.

In 1990, Congress once again created a
differential between the top tax rate on
capital gains income and the top tax
rate for ordinary income.

By putting in a new 31 percent brack-
et, but keeping the top rate on capital
gains income at 28 percent, we once
again began to favor capital gains in-
come—for some.

The differential was further in-
creased in 1993 when Congress created
the 36 and 39.6 percent tax brackets and
again capped the capital gains tax rate
at 28 percent. The result is that tax-
payers in the highest brackets cur-
rently enjoy a lower rate on capital
gains, but those in the 15 percent and
28 percent brackets do not.

As you can see from chart 2, Mr.
President, this bill remedies this situa-
tion by giving those in the lowest tax
brackets the largest percentage reduc-
tions in their effective capital gains
tax rates.
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Note that the wealthiest Americans

will get only a 25-percent decrease in
their effective capital gains tax rates,
while those in the lowest tax brackets
will enjoy a full 50-percent reduction.

Not only will large investors receive
incentives to create jobs, but this relief
will now be enjoyed by smaller inves-
tors as well.

It is high time that lower- and mid-
dle-income families get some meaning-
ful capital gains tax relief. For the
first time in years, lower-income tax-
payers will enjoy single digit rates of
taxation on their capital gains.

INFLATION

One of the best reasons for a cut in
the capital gains tax rate is that a size-
able portion of all capital gains re-
ported are caused by inflation. In fact,
economists estimate that on average,
about half of all capital gains are infla-
tionary in nature.

Mr. President, I have never heard
anyone try to argue that taxing infla-
tionary gains is fair—either for the
rich or for anyone else. There is simply
nothing fair about having to pay tax on
inflationary gains.

In fact, a tax on inflationary capital
gains is not a tax on income at all or
even on the increase in the real value
of the asset. It is purely a tax on cap-
ital, very much like the property tax,
but assessed only when the property is
sold.

This bill helps to ameliorate infla-
tionary gains by providing a 50-percent
capital gains deduction. In most cases,
this should effectively nullify the tax
on the inflation element. This is fair
tax treatment—for everyone.

TAX DISTRIBUTION

Many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have expressed concern
that the dollar amounts of a capital
gains tax cut will go disproportion-
ately to those in the highest tax brack-
ets. Let me make three points about
this, Mr. President.

First, despite the continual rantings
and ravings by liberals about tax
breaks for the rich, our tax system has
gotten more and more progressive over
the past years, as illustrated by chart
3.

Note that in 1993, the top 1 percent of
all taxpayers paid almost 29 percent of
all income taxes while the bottom 50
percent of all taxpayers paid less that
5 percent.

Since 1980, our income tax system
has gotten much more progressive. If
capital gains tax cut opponents think
our system is so drastically unfair, I
want to ask them a question: If these
percentages do not satisfy you, what
percentages will?

Second, many millions of American
families currently pay no Federal in-
come taxes at all. It makes little sense
to talk about these people in terms of
tax relief. A hundred percent of zero is
still zero.

By definition, it is impossible to give
income tax relief to those who pay no
income taxes in the first place. If we
want to talk about taking from higher-

income taxpayers and giving to lower-
income taxpayers, let us call it what it
really is—welfare.

Third, opponents of capital gains tax
relief must assume that wealthier tax-
payers who realize capital gains take
the money and bury it in the back yard
or stuff it into a mattress.

Opponents ignore the fact that this
money is almost always immediately
put back into the economy, where it
goes to work creating jobs and adding
to investment capital available for
business creation or expansion. The ul-
timate fairness of the cut in the capital
gains tax is that economic and job op-
portunities will be enhanced for all
Americans because of this bill.

In conclusion, Mr. President, for the
reasons cited in chart 4, I firmly be-
lieve that the capital gains tax cut pro-
visions in this bill are fair. They are
fair for all American families because
all American families will derive a
great deal of benefit from them.

I sincerely hope that my colleagues
will take the time to consider the
points I have made and vote in favor of
this much-needed reform to our tax
law.

The bottom line, as I see it, is that
our current capital gains tax rates are
an effective tax on initiative, invest-
ment, and planning ahead—all things
that we say we should encourage peo-
ple to do.

It is time for our tax policy to reflect
our national values.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two tables referred to in
my statement be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Chart No. 1—Who reports capital gains?

Percent
AGI >$50,000, 3.4 million people ......... 38
AGI of $50,000 or less, 5.5 million peo-

ple ................................................... 62
2.9 million people, AGI >$75,000 ......... 21
AGI of $75,000 or less, 7 million people 79
Source: Treasury Department.

CHART NO. 2—WHO ENJOYS THE GREATEST TAX RATE
REDUCTION?

[In percent]

Income tax brackets: ........................... 39.6 36 31 28 15
Current capital gains tax rate ............ 28 28 28 28 15
Effective rate under this bill: .............. 21 18 15.5 14 7.5
Percentage Reduction: ......................... 25 36 45 50 50

* Assumes the Alternative Minimum tax applies.

CHART NO 4.—Why Is the Capital Gains
Deduction Fair?

It gives the largest percentage decrease to
those in the lower tax brackets.

Most of the returns filed showing capital
gains come from lower- and middle income
taxpayes.

It reverses the 1986 capital gains tax in-
crease on the middle-class.

It reduces, if not eliminates, the cruel and
unjustifiable tax on inflationary gains.

It stimulates the economy to create more
jobs and opportunity for those on the lower
rungs of the economic ladder.

f

PMA VICTORY
Mr. PRESSLER. Mr. President, I rise

today to declare victory for rural com-

munity and small city electric rate-
payers. I am pleased that both the
House and the Senate budget reconcili-
ation bills do not contain any language
requiring a sale of the Southeastern,
Southwestern or Western Power Mar-
keting Administrations—collectively
known as the PMAs. As I have stated
on this floor many times before, this is
a critical issue to my fellow South Da-
kotans.

As my colleagues know, during Sen-
ate consideration of the Budget Resolu-
tion earlier this year, my colleague
from Montana, Senator BAUCUS, and I
offered an amendment that expressed
the Senate’s opposition to the sale of
the Southwestern, Southeastern and
Western Area Power Administrations.
The Senate voted overwhelmingly
against a motion to table that amend-
ment.

The balanced budget reconciliation
bill now before us reflects the wishes of
the Senate. The PMAs represent a gov-
ernment program that works. They
provide affordable power to rural com-
munities and small cities and still
manage to turn a profit for the Federal
Government.

As I have said again and again, sale
of the PMAs would have a devastating
effect on South Dakota citizens in
rural communities and small cities—
and on people across the country.

Public power serves many functions
in South Dakota. As a sparsely popu-
lated State, utilities are faced with the
challenge of how to get affordable elec-
tricity for those who live in small
cities and rural communities where
there are less than two people per mile
of transmission line. Public power pro-
vides the solution.

Public power, purchased through the
Western Area Power Administration,
known as WAPA, costs South Dakotans
an average of 2.5 cents less than the
market rate. This lower cost is essen-
tial to encourage economic develop-
ment in small cities and towns. It al-
lows revenue to be reinvested in addi-
tional transmission lines, and better
service. The availability of hydropower
from the Missouri River to rural co-
operatives and municipalities has
helped to stabilize power rates. With
7,758 miles of transmission lines in the
Pick-Sloan region, WAPA can serve
133,100 South Dakotans—without
charging them an arm and a leg.

Public power has brought more than
electricity to South Dakota. For exam-
ple, Missouri Basin Municipal Power
Agency, based in Sioux Falls, has em-
barked on a program offering incen-
tives for planting trees. The goal is to
plant at least one tree for each 112,500
meters in the Agency’s membership
territory.

Public power also brings new jobs to
the communities it serves. In part due
to the low cost of power from East
River Electric, there are now three in-
jection molding plants based in Madi-
son, SD.

East River Electric also is involved
in other economic development activi-
ties. It provides classes to help the
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