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am not asking for that. No one is ask-
ing for that. We don’t need to know the 
timing, or the types or selection of 
weapon platforms. But we do need a 
dialogue on why this is necessary, and 
why this is in our U.S. vital national 
interests. 

I indicated just a moment ago that 
Senator WARNER has requested Sec-
retary Cohen, our national security ad-
viser to the President, Sandy Berger, 
Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, 
and anybody else that will listen, espe-
cially the President of the United 
States, to please come down here, to 
please come to the Capitol, and to 
please consult with us. What is going 
on? 

As I have indicated, we are having a 
very tough time in regard to the na-
tional defense. 

As I said, it is a national disgrace. 
And before we commit American men 
and women in uniform to a possible 
combat role overseas and an additional 
role as opposed to what we are doing in 
Bosnia, we have to be consulted. Mr. 
President, what is going on? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. President, I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

THE BALANCED BUDGET 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I don’t 
know to what extent it will run in 
headlines in the papers tomorrow or to 
what extent it will be a feature on the 
news tonight, but today is a very im-
portant day because today, for the first 
time since 1969, the Federal Govern-
ment has balanced its budget. Today, 
for the first time since 1969, the Fed-
eral Government has done what every 
family and every business in America 
has to do every year, and that is bal-
ance their books. And it is a very big 
deal. It is a very big deal because it 
gives direct benefits to every citizen 
because we are not going to borrow any 
money next year. What it means is 
that the Federal Government, with all 
of its borrowing power, will not be 
crowding out small businesses, will not 
be competing against homeowners, 
and, as a result, rather than the Fed-
eral Government running a $200 billion 
deficit, which would be $200 billion we 
would borrow, taking it away from 
small businesses that would have cre-
ated jobs and new economic oppor-
tunity, taking it away from families 
that would build new homes, new 
farms, and invest in building new fac-
tories, now that money will go in the 
private sector. 

I noticed on Saturday that there was 
a headline in the Real Estate section 
that said, ‘‘Loan Rates Fall to 30-year 

Low.’’ It is not a coincidence that we 
have balanced the budget for the first 
time in 30 years. If we had a deficit 
today at the same level that we had 5 
years ago, mortgage rates, rather than 
being 7 percent, would probably be 9.5. 

What that would mean is that mil-
lions of Americans who today can build 
and buy their own homes would not be 
able to build and buy those homes. 
People would be paying hundreds of 
dollars a month in interest payments 
that they are not now paying. We have 
literally created millions of jobs. We 
have seen the largest growth in equity 
values in the history of the country. 
Today, the average American family 
has more money in financial assets 
than it does in the equity of its home. 
That has never happened before in 
American history, and it is probably 
true that last year the average white- 
collar worker saw the value of their fi-
nancial assets in their 401(k)s and their 
IRAs grow more than their income. 

So the American people are happy. 
The approval rating for the President 
is at a record high. The approval rating 
for Congress is at the highest ever re-
corded for any Congress in history. And 
I think the basic reason is because we 
have balanced the Federal budget, the 
economy is strong, and, despite all the 
economic problems in the world, there 
is one economic oasis of prosperity, 
and that economic oasis is America. It 
is the product of a Government which 
has been willing to say no when no is 
the right answer. 

What I would like to do today is the 
following. I would like to try to ad-
dress this sort of age-old question of 
who did it. I don’t want to spend a lot 
of time on that because I am willing 
personally to give credit to lots of dif-
ferent people and institutions, but I 
want to make an important point 
about the role of the American people. 
I then want to talk about a threat that 
I see on the horizon, and that threat is 
that I see growing signs in the waning 
days of this session that Congress is 
poised, at the prodding of the Presi-
dent, to initiate another spending spree 
that could endanger the surplus, that 
could drive up interest rates, and that 
could reverse everything that we have 
done. 

So let me begin with a question. I 
have a chart here. It is about balancing 
the budget, and it really poses the 
questions: Who led? Who followed? And 
who got out of the way? My guess is, to 
the extent that anybody in the country 
is interested, there is going to be a lot 
of effort today for people to try to 
claim credit, so I thought it would be 
instructive to go back to 1995. 

In 1995, we have a new Congress, a 
Republican majority for the first time 
since 1954. We have had a dramatic 
election which has changed the polit-
ical landscape of the country. And 
President Clinton, in January of 1995, 
submits a budget that has a deficit of 
approximately $200 billion. That $200 
billion deficit rises for a couple of 
years and then basically comes back to 

a $200 billion level. In fact, the Presi-
dent in that budget that he submitted 
showed for the fiscal year 1998 an on- 
budget deficit of $274.8 billion, with an 
off-budget surplus with Social Security 
of $78 billion. So roughly a $200 billion 
deficit. That was the budget the Presi-
dent submitted in 1995. 

The new Republican Congress sub-
mitted a budget that sought to imple-
ment this document which was much 
discussed in 1995—is largely forgotten 
today; unfairly forgotten, in my opin-
ion—and this document is the Contract 
With America: A Bold Plan to Change 
America. 

The budget that flowed from this 
plan—this plan principally being a plan 
developed by NEWT GINGRICH and DICK 
ARMEY in the House—produced a budg-
et submission that, for the first time 
since 1969, proposed to balance the 
budget, in this case over a 7-year pe-
riod, with a practical program to 
achieve that result. 

What actually happened? You can 
look at the red to see what Clinton pro-
posed, and that is $200 billion deficits 
as far as you can see. You can see what 
the new Republican Congress proposed, 
and that is a proposal to gradually, 
consistently lower the deficit to bal-
ance the budget in the year 2002. 

Finally, you can see in yellow and 
black what actually happened. What 
actually happened was, with the elec-
tion of a Republican majority in both 
Houses of Congress, interest rates 
started to fall immediately, equity val-
ues started to rise almost immediately, 
and the net result is, the American 
people started to believe that some-
thing might have actually changed be-
cause they went to the polls in 1994 and 
voted for a change. The net result is, 
we have a balanced budget today. 

The point I want to make is, if you 
want to know who led, the American 
people led. Those who should be given 
credit here—and I think the lion’s 
share of the credit—are basically the 
people who came out and voted for a 
change in 1994. Elections have con-
sequences. Elections make a difference. 
They rarely live up to their billing. We 
did reform welfare. The House did vote 
on every item they committed to in 
the Contract With America. But, as 
you know, the President vetoed the 
spending cuts and the substantial tax 
cut contained in the Contract With 
America. So Republicans advertised 
more than they were actually able to 
deliver. 

The point is, by changing the polit-
ical environment in Washington, DC, 
the American people did the rest. The 
economy performed, and we have a bal-
anced budget today. 

Who led? The American people led. 
Who followed? Republicans followed. 
And who got out of the way, and reluc-
tantly got out of the way? Bill Clinton. 

Today, we are facing a new crisis. I 
guess it was predictable. With a sur-
plus, the first surplus in many of our 
adult lives, we are seeing an inten-
sifying debate about what to do about 
it. 
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Everybody will remember the Presi-

dent in the State of the Union Address 
stood up and said: 

But whether the issue is tax cuts or spend-
ing, I ask all of you to meet this test: Ap-
prove only those priorities that can actually 
be accomplished without adding a dime to 
the deficit. 

Now, if we balance the budget for next 
year, it is projected that we’ll then have a 
sizable surplus in the years that imme-
diately follow. What should we do with this 
projected surplus? I have a simple . . . an-
swer: save Social Security first. 

Tonight, I propose that we reserve 100 per-
cent of the surplus . . . every penny of [it 
going to Social Security]. 

That is what the President said on 
January 27. 

Then he said it even more clearly on 
February 9. This was in a speech on So-
cial Security at Georgetown Univer-
sity. He said: 

I think it should be the driving principle of 
this year’s work in the U.S. Congress: Do not 
have a tax cut; do not have a spending pro-
gram that deals with that surplus; save So-
cial Security first. 

Interestingly enough, this clear rhet-
oric by President Clinton has started 
to change. If you follow the evolution 
of it, it has changed in one funda-
mental way, and that is, he has stopped 
talking about spending. All he is talk-
ing about now is tax cuts. 

I read from the Washington Times on 
September 27. The President says: 

The Republican tax plan drains billions of 
dollars from the surplus before we have done 
the hard work of strengthening Social Secu-
rity. It is dead wrong to return a portion of 
the surplus to the American people via tax 
cuts. 

But for the last month, the President 
has not mentioned spending. 

The President started out in January 
saying, ‘‘Don’t spend it, and don’t give 
it back in tax cuts.’’ When the Presi-
dent stood up and said those things, 
since I and many others have been 
working on trying to develop a plan to 
rebuild the financial foundations of So-
cial Security, I applauded. 

What has happened—and it has been 
a subtle change which I am sure has 
not been recognized by many people—is 
the President has gone from saying, 
‘‘Don’t spend it, and don’t give it back 
in tax cuts, save it for Social Secu-
rity,’’ to, ‘‘It’s dead wrong to return a 
portion of the surplus to the American 
people via tax breaks.’’ 

What is left out is a discussion of 
spending. 

The minority leader, Senator 
DASCHLE, says: 

We’re not opposed to tax cuts, we’re just 
opposed to using the Social Security trust 
fund to pay for those tax cuts. 

Where is the rhetoric about using the 
Social Security trust fund to pay for 
new spending? 

Let me tell you why the President 
and his supporters have stopped talk-
ing about spending. They have stopped 
talking about spending because they 
have started spending. 

Under the President’s proposals, 
those that have already been adopted 

and those that are pending before the 
Congress and those that are being dealt 
with day and night now in the last 2 
weeks of this session, the President has 
proposed busting the budget by up to 
$20 billion. 

The tax cut in the House, which the 
President has committed to veto be-
cause it takes money away from Social 
Security, costs, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, $6.6 billion in 
fiscal year 1999. The President has said, 
‘‘Don’t give that $6.6 billion back to 
the American people; save it for Social 
Security.’’ But the President has pro-
posed, and Congress has either adopted 
or is in the process of adopting, up to 
$20 billion of new spending. 

I ask the question: If it hurts Social 
Security to give $6.6 billion back to 
working families, to repeal the mar-
riage penalty and to get rid of the 
earnings test which prevents people 
who are retired from being able to 
work to supplement their income with-
out losing their Social Security—both 
of those provisions I strongly support, 
but both those provisions I am willing 
to defer if the money is going to Social 
Security. What I don’t understand is, if 
it is wrong to give $6.6 billion back in 
tax cuts, how can it be right to spend 
$20 billion—over three times as much— 
on new Government programs? 

So the President’s first speech was 
right in January. He told the whole 
story: ‘‘Don’t spend it. Don’t give it 
back in tax cuts. Use it to save Social 
Security.’’ But for the last month, the 
President never mentions spending 
anymore. You read quote after quote 
from the President’s allies, and over 
and over and over again you find the 
same thing: They are against cutting 
taxes, but they never mention spend-
ing. 

Congressman BONIOR, who is the 
House Democrat Whip, said in the de-
bate on the tax cut, ‘‘This tax bill is a 
raid on the Social Security trust fund. 
It is nothing less.’’ Where is his speech 
about $20 billion worth of new Govern-
ment programs now pending before this 
Congress? 

Are we concerned about raiding the 
trust fund only when the money is 
going back to working Americans, or 
do we have any concern when the 
money is going to spend money on the 
same old Government programs? Obvi-
ously, for some people it is only a prob-
lem if it is going back to the taxpayer; 
if Government is spending it, it is not 
a problem. 

Some might ask, how is this hap-
pening, given that we have a budget 
and that we have committed to a bal-
anced budget? Well, how it is hap-
pening is a loophole in that agreement 
that allows the President to declare 
spending an emergency. And by declar-
ing it as an emergency, it can become 
law in violation of the budget. 

I want to, in the brief time I have 
left—and let me ask, Mr. President, 
how much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 40 seconds remain-
ing. 

Mr. GRAMM. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I have 10 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. GRAMM. Let me review for you 
the emergencies the President wants to 
spend money on. Let me remind you of 
the Daschle quote. And the Daschle 
quote was, he was not against tax cuts, 
he was simply against taking the 
money away from Social Security. 

I am not going to argue that any of 
these things are bad uses of money, but 
what I am going to argue is, they are 
not emergencies, most of them are on-
going problems. We are spending $1.7 
trillion in the Federal budget this year. 
Any one of these things could have 
been funded had the President chosen 
to make them a priority. But back 
when he submitted his budget, they 
were not even a priority, they did not 
exist as a priority. Today they are an 
emergency. Why? Because the Presi-
dent wants to bust the budget and 
spend $20 billion. 

The first problem is the problem re-
lated to the fact that we are about to 
enter a new millennium. It seems that 
we have suddenly discovered that the 
year 2000 is only 2 years away—in fact, 
a year and 3 months away. 

Does this come as a shock to anyone? 
And I thought I would look back at: 
How long have we known there was 
going to be a year 2000? Some might 
find it instructive that we started 
using the term ‘‘in the Year of Our 
Lord,’’ AD, in the calendars in the year 
525—an abbot in Rome started in the 
year 525 to measure dates in the mod-
ern era from the birth of Christ—‘‘in 
the Year of Our Lord.’’ It came into 
common usage and then was officially 
adopted by papal decree in the Grego-
rian calendar in 1582. In short, we have 
known for 1,470 years that the year 2000 
was coming, and yet all of a sudden it 
is an emergency. 

If we have a problem with computers 
about the year 2000, why did those 
problems not exist when the President 
submitted his budget? Why all of a sud-
den is this an emergency? Well, my 
point is, it is clearly not a surprise. 
For 1,470 years we have known the year 
2000 was coming, and for at least the 
last decade we have known that some 
computers would have difficulty in 
making the transition. We have an ad-
ministration that claims to be a high- 
tech, computer-literate administra-
tion. Our Vice President pled in vain 
for the Government to take over and 
create an information superhighway 
where the Government would run the 
Internet. We rejected it. And now the 
Internet continues to flourish as basi-
cally a private system. 

But the point is, the President is ask-
ing between $3.25 billion and $5.4 billion 
as an emergency for something we have 
known about for 1,470 years and some-
thing he could have asked money for 
and did not when he submitted his 
budget. 

The second emergency is, we are 
going to have to do a census in the 
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year 2000. That hardly comes as a sur-
prise. The Constitution, in article I, re-
quires that there be a census every 10 
years. We have done a census every 10 
years in the history of the Republic. It 
is hardly a surprise that we are going 
to do a census this year. But everybody 
who is familiar with it knows that this 
administration has consistently under-
funded the census, and now they are on 
the verge of declaring it an emergency, 
when they created the emergency. 

Embassy security. Everybody knows 
the terrible tragedy of where we had 
two Embassies bombed in Africa. Both 
of those Embassies had asked for en-
hanced security, and in both cases the 
administration had rejected it, to 
spend money on other things. But the 
important point is, the $1.6 billion 
being requested will be spent over the 
next 10 years. 

I could understand if you said, ‘‘Well, 
we want to begin it now, and until we 
can write a new budget and make it 
part of our budget, would you des-
ignate that as an emergency?’’ I could 
understand that. But the President is 
asking us to designate as emergency 
spending an item which we have been 
debating and looking at for a decade 
and an item which in many cases the 
money will not actually be spent, and 
the construction will not occur, for 4 or 
5 or 6 years. 

Then there is defense readiness. All 
of a sudden, this administration has 
discovered that we have been cutting 
defense spending every day that Presi-
dent Clinton has been in office. And 
these dramatic reductions in defense 
spending are beginning to affect reten-
tion, they are beginning to affect re-
cruitment, they are beginning to affect 
modernization. 

This is hardly a surprise. Many Mem-
bers of the Senate, both Democrats and 
Republicans, have stood up and de-
nounced these cuts in defense. But yet 
they have been made so that money 
could be spent on programs that were 
deemed by this administration to be of 
higher priority. Now that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have gone public for 
something they clearly must have 
known for years, but remained silent 
about because the process has become 
politicized, in my opinion. Now the 
President is saying we have an emer-
gency in defense. 

My point is, this emergency was cre-
ated by an administration that would 
not support defense, and now they want 
to bust the budget to try to correct 
problems that they produced. My alter-
native is, let the President, in next 
year’s budget, propose a permanent 
change in defense spending within the 
overall cap in spending that he agreed 
to last year. And I will support it. But 
let’s not raid Social Security to try to 
correct a problem that, in fact, has 
been created by our own budget deci-
sions. 

The next emergency is Bosnia. There 
is an emergency because we have dis-
covered that we have troops in Bosnia. 

That sounds almost comical. 

We sent troops to Bosnia in Decem-
ber of 1995 and they were supposed to 
be there until December of 1996. Then 
we expanded the mission in October of 
1996 and they were supposed to be there 
until March 1997. Again in November 
1996 we extended the deployment of 
troops to Bosnia until June 1998. Fi-
nally, in December of 1997 the Presi-
dent announced that troops would be 
deployed to Bosnia indefinitely. 

Now, how can it be an emergency to 
fund troops in Bosnia when they have 
been there since 1995 and the President 
has told us they are going to be there 
indefinitely? Why didn’t the President 
put money in his budget to pay for 
troops in Bosnia? You know why he 
didn’t. He didn’t because he wanted to 
take the money out of Social Security. 

So here is where we are and this is 
the concern that I want to raise. The 
President has said—and rightly so, in 
my opinion—we have a big job to do 
next year in fixing Social Security. 
Don’t cut taxes, don’t increase spend-
ing, and let’s take this surplus and fix 
Social Security first and then we will 
decide what to do if any is left. That is 
what he said on January 27 of 1998. 
Since then, the President has said less 
and less about spending, more and 
more about taxes, and now the Presi-
dent is saying, ‘‘Don’t cut taxes with a 
Social Security surplus;’’ but, at the 
same time, the President is pushing $20 
billion worth of new spending. The tax 
cut passed in the House would cost $6.6 
billion; the President is talking about 
increasing spending by $20 billion. 

Now, my point is a very simple point. 
If it hurts our ability to save Social Se-
curity to cut taxes by $6.6 billion, and 
that is wrong, how can it be the right 
thing to do to increase spending by $20 
billion—more than three times as 
much? 

The bargain I would like to strike so 
that I and others could support the 
President on a bipartisan basis: we 
won’t do our tax cut, you don’t do your 
spending. Let’s just say no. Then next 
year, let’s fix Social Security. I believe 
we will have money left for a substan-
tial tax cut next year, but let’s not 
start a spending spree this year that 
would endanger our ability to save So-
cial Security next year. 

Now, I know that as people get ready 
to go home it is always hard to not say 
yes to every spending interest in the 
country. But I believe the President 
took the right position in January. He 
has changed that position now. 

My proposal is straightforward and 
simple: Don’t cut taxes this year and 
don’t increase spending this year. Save 
the $6.6 billion that we would have used 
on tax cuts for Social Security next 
year; save the $20 billion or as much of 
it that we can that we would have 
spent this year for Social Security next 
year. And once we have fixed Social Se-
curity, then let’s look at cutting taxes 
for the American people. 

That is the challenge. We are going 
to see this debate in the next few 
weeks. I intend to be here saying no on 

spending—not because I don’t want to 
build up defense. I voted against many 
of the defense cuts of the last 5 years. 
But nobody can say that this is an 
emergency when we created it and the 
President created it through his budget 
problems or policy. Nobody can say it 
is a shock that the year 2000 is coming 
and the President didn’t know about it 
when he sent us his budget in January. 
Nobody can say they didn’t know we 
were going to do a census. Nobody can 
say they didn’t know we were going to 
be in Bosnia. These are not emer-
gencies as the law was intended to 
apply to emergencies. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 
the President’s position and call on the 
President to do it. The President said 
on January 27th, don’t cut taxes and 
don’t increase spending. I say yes, 
don’t cut taxes, don’t increase spend-
ing. 

The only problem is the President 
continues to say don’t cut taxes, but 
the President is the driving force be-
hind an effort to increase spending by 
$20 billion this year. And that spend-
ing, every penny of it, will come out of 
Social Security, and it will diminish 
our ability to rebuild the financial 
foundations of Social Security. I say 
no. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The Senator from South Da-
kota is recognized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Susan Hansen 
of my staff have floor privileges during 
my remarks. 

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

f 

BUDGET SURPLUS 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, we 
have reached an extraordinary point in 
our Nation’s contemporary history 
with the finding of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget that we will, in 
fact, at the end of this fiscal year, be 
running a significant budget surplus. 

I think there are a great number of 
causes for that, a great number of peo-
ple who could be commended for that, 
but I think to put this in some perspec-
tive, it is worthwhile to note that some 
6 years ago when President Clinton 
took office, the annual deficit each 
year by the U.S. Government was run-
ning in the range of $292 billion each 
year. We were spending $292 billion 
more revenue than we had coming in. 
The size of the Federal deficit had ex-
ploded through the 1980s, and we had 
reached, finally, this terrible point in 
1992. 

Since that time, we have had 6 years 
of successive declines in the Federal 
budget deficit until, finally, this year 
for the first time in 30 years we are 
now at least in a unified budget in sur-
plus. 

What an extraordinary accomplish-
ment. At a time when other nations’ 
economies are suffering, this country 
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