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the issue with no plans to resolve it. It
is sort of triangulation. If somebody in
the Congress finds some sort of a reso-
lution to it, then the White House
claims success. If it fails to happen,
then the White House criticizes Con-
gress but never has a plan of its own. I
hope we move away from that. I hope
we really address the legitimate ques-
tion.

There are those who support more
government, more Federal Govern-
ment, a larger Government, and more
taxes. It is a belief—and an honest be-
lief, I think sometimes—that that is
the best way to govern, that the best
way is to take the money from people,
bring it here, and then spread it out as
they see fit. They believe that. I hap-
pen not to share that notion. I happen
to share the notion that the better gov-
ernment and the stronger government
is closer to the people who are gov-
erned; that in fact a smaller central
government and a more efficient cen-
tral government is better and leaves
the ability to govern closer to the peo-
ple.

Mr. President, I hope those are some
of the issues and some of the really
basic fundamental things that we in-
clude as we talk about budgets and as
we talk about spending.

I thank you for the time.
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. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.
f

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEARS 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002, AND 2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. Con. Res. 86,
which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 86)

setting forth the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003 and revis-
ing the current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 1998.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:
Murray amendment No. 2165, to establish a

deficit-neutral reserve fund to reduce class
size by hiring 100,000 teachers.

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

ator is recognized.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, thank

you very much.

For the information of the Senate,
we will now, as indicated, begin consid-
eration of the budget resolution. Al-
though there are not any votes sched-
uled for today, it is certainly the hope
of the majority leader and of the Budg-
et Committee that we can begin the
process of hearing from those who wish
to bring amendments so they can be
fully debated and discussed. I urge any
colleagues who might be thinking
about offering amendments to join us
today. We have heard that a couple
may be coming in a little bit. We will
welcome them and begin this process of
trying to sort through them in the
hours ahead.

At this time, it is my understanding
that the Senator from North Dakota
has opening comments to make. I yield
the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from North Dakota
is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, today is a historic

day. For the first time in 30 years, the
Budget Committee is able to present a
budget that is balanced on a unified
basis. I think all of us have looked for-
ward to the day when we would be able
to say to our colleagues, ‘‘The deficit
has been erased.’’ That is what we are
able to come to the floor and say
today.

We all understand that there is more
to do, because we all understand we are
continuing to use the Social Security
trust fund surpluses. So that is the
next challenge that faces us. But on
that front, we are making progress as
well, because in this budget resolution,
we are saving the surpluses until So-
cial Security can be strengthened, and
we are doing it on both sides. The Re-
publican budget resolution and the al-
ternative Democratic resolution will
both be balanced on a unified basis and
also preserve all of the surpluses gen-
erated by the 5-year spending plan
until Social Security is strengthened.

I thought it might be useful to re-
count for our colleagues and those who
might be watching how we got to the
position we are in today, what it took
to get here, what is the history, how
did it happen, because I think it is an
important story.

In 1993, President Clinton was inau-
gurated, came into office and laid down
an economic plan to reduce the deficit.
It was a controversial plan, one that
cut spending and also raised income
taxes on the wealthiest 1.5 percent of
the people in this country. Many said
that plan would not work. In fact, our
friends on the other side of the aisle
said it would crater the economy.

How well I remember the debate we
had on the floor of the Senate. How
well I remember the description that
came from our colleagues on the other
side who told us, ‘‘If you pass this plan,
it will not reduce the deficit, it will in-
crease the deficit.’’ They said it would
increase unemployment; that it would
increase inflation; that it would in-

crease the debt; that it would stifle
economic growth. Mr. President, the
record is now clear. Our friends on the
other side of the aisle were simply
wrong. They were wrong on every sin-
gle count. The plan that we passed in
1993 not only reduced the deficit, it has
done it each and every year since the
1993 plan was passed.

It has also led to a remarkable eco-
nomic resurgence. It has led to the low-
est unemployment in 24 years, the low-
est rate of inflation in 31 years, the
strongest business expansion in any of
our memories, and put this country on
a sound financial footing.

But, again, I think we must all recog-
nize the challenge is not over, because
the next step is to stop using the So-
cial Security trust fund surpluses.
Again, the budget resolution offered by
our friends on the other side of the
aisle this year and the alternative that
will be offered by our side recognize the
Social Security surpluses should no
longer be used in the calculation of the
budget deficit and that we will preserve
all budget surpluses until the time So-
cial Security is strengthened.

Mr. President, this first chart shows
that the unified budget is balanced for
the first time in 30 years. Here is the
record since 1969. Thirty years ago is
the last time we were able to achieve
unified balance—30 long years ago. And
in between, we saw deficits rising inex-
orably, until in 1992 they reached $290
billion. Then, as I indicated, President
Clinton came into office and proposed
the 1993 budget plan, a 5-year economic
blueprint that has made dramatic
progress. You can see what has hap-
pened since: The deficit has been in
steep decline, until this year when we
anticipate we also may run a small
unified surplus, but clearly we are on
the right track.

I thought I might also help to put in
perspective what has happened in the
last three Presidencies, what the
record has been on the question of
budget deficits, because those budget
deficits weighed down on this economy
and prevented the kind of economic
growth that we have now enjoyed since
progress has finally been made.

This chart shows from 1981 through
1999 the budget deficit record. We can
see during the Reagan administration,
he came in and inherited a deficit of $79
billion. That promptly skyrocketed so
that we were running on almost a con-
sistent basis deficits of $200 billion a
year, absolutely unheard of before that
time.

In the last years of the Reagan ad-
ministration, some improvement was
made. We were still running budget
deficits of $150 billion a year.

Then we had the 4 years of the Bush
administration, and the deficits took
off like a scalded cat. Deficits went up,
as I indicated before, so that at the end
of the Bush administration, the deficits
were running $290 billion a year. And
with the election of President Clinton,
a Democratic Congress passed a budget
plan in 1993 that has succeeded in re-
ducing the deficits every year of that 5-
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year plan. The deficit went down in
1993 to $255 billion; the next year was
down to $203 billion; then $164 billion;
then $107 billion; then down to $22 bil-
lion and, as you can see, additional
progress is being made so that in 1999,
we are now anticipating a unified budg-
et surplus.

As I indicated, the 1993 plan was con-
troversial: Cut spending, raise taxes,
income taxes on the wealthiest 1.5 per-
cent in this country. Some told the
American people that all of their in-
come taxes were going up. It was not
true. But they were able to confuse an
awful lot of people, make an awful lot
of people believe that was what was
happening.

The fact is income taxes went up on
the top 1.5 percent, but others actually
had their taxes cut because of the ex-
pansion of the earned income tax cred-
it. In fact, many more people had their
taxes cut as a result of the 1993 plan
than had their income taxes increased.
The news media never told that story.
But that is a fact. Yes, we increased
the income taxes on the wealthiest 1.5
percent, but we also reduced taxes by
expanding the earned income tax credit
for more modest wage earners in this
country, and millions of them received
a tax reduction.

But this shows what has happened to
both the spending and the revenue of
the Federal Government since 1980. The
blue line represents the spending of the
Federal Government. The red line rep-
resents the receipts, and these are all
stated as a percentage of our national
income or, as sometimes said by the
economists, our gross domestic prod-
uct, because that is probably the most
realistic way to look at the trends in
spending and revenue.

What you can see is that the spend-
ing, as a percent of our national in-
come, has come down; the revenue has
come up. And it is that combination—
reduced spending, increased revenues—
that has allowed us to achieve unified
balance. And it is that unified balance
that has taken the pressure off interest
rates, that has improved the economic
climate in this country, so that we now
enjoy very healthy economic growth,
low inflation, low unemployment, and
all of the other benefits that flow from
a strong national economy.

This chart shows how we achieve a
balanced unified budget. Looking back
to 1992, looking at the savings from the
1993 deficit-reduction package that I
have previously referenced, and look-
ing at the additional savings that will
be achieved as a result of the 1997 bi-
partisan budget deal—I think it is very
important that we be direct with ev-
erybody.

In 1993, the Democrats did the heavy
lifting. In 1993, there was not a single
Republican vote for the budget plan
that year—a 5-year economic plan to
get us back on track. And we under-
stood it was controversial. We did cut
spending. We did raise income taxes on
the wealthiest 1 percent. And the Re-
publicans all voted no. Again, I think

they were simply wrong. They were
wrong in their anticipation of what it
would mean to this economy. But in
1997, we had a bipartisan budget deal.
That made further progress at getting
our fiscal house in order.

Now, I prepared this chart to show
the relative size of the two plans. The
1993 budget package had $2.5 trillion of
savings between 1992 and 2002, that 10-
year timeframe. The 1993 budget pack-
age will account for $2.5 trillion of the
savings.

The 1997 bipartisan budget deal, be-
tween 1997 and 2002, will account for
$600 billion of budget savings. So there
is no question in terms of the 10-year
period, part of that is attributed to the
bipartisan budget deal of 1997, $600 bil-
lion. But most of it can be attributed
to the 1993 package—$2.5 trillion of sav-
ings.

As I have indicated, Federal spending
has been declining under the budget
agreement of 1993 and the follow-on bi-
partisan budget agreement in 1997. And
if we look at Federal spending as a per-
centage of gross domestic product for
national income, we can see in 1992 the
Federal Government was spending 22.5
percent of our national income. In each
and every year under the budget plan
that was passed by Democrats in 1993
and the follow-on plan that was a bi-
partisan plan in 1997, Federal spending
has been coming down as a percentage
of our national income.

In 1993, it was down to 21.8 percent; in
1994, 21.4 percent; in 1995, 21.1 percent;
in 1996, down under 21 percent to 20.7
percent; in 1997, 20.1 percent. In 1998 we
are now anticipating Federal spending
will be down to 20 percent of our na-
tional income—a dramatic improve-
ment under the budget plan first
passed in 1993, the 5-year plan passed
by the Democrats, and the follow-on bi-
partisan budget plan passed last year.

The result has been a dramatic im-
provement in the economic health of
this country. Economic performance
has been sustained, it has been strong,
and it has produced the third largest
postwar expansion in our history. You
can see from 1961 to 1969, we had 106
months of economic expansion. From
1982 to 1990, we had 92 months of eco-
nomic expansion. From 1991 to now, 84
months of economic expansion.

The economy has grown at a very
healthy rate. This chart shows the real
growth of our gross domestic product,
and the growth in 1997 was the best in
a decade. The central, underlying rea-
son is the budget plan passed in 1993
that led to the deficit reduction, that
allowed interest rates to come down,
that made this economy much more
competitive, much stronger, put us in a
position to be the most competitive na-
tion in the world.

Mr. President, I think this record is
now becoming very clear. Deficit re-
duction, fueled by the 1993 budget plan,
has led to reduced interest rates,
stronger economic growth, and that
has meant many positive things for the
U.S. economy.

The first, perhaps most important, is
job growth. We have now seen 15 mil-
lion jobs created since the Clinton ad-
ministration came into office. That is
the first 61 months. We compare that
to the first 61 months of the Reagan
administration. We can see during that
period about half as many jobs were
created—about 7.7 million. And that is
why we see such strong economic per-
formance across the country.

Well, it is not just job growth where
we have seen dramatic results of get-
ting our fiscal house in order. In other
areas of the economy, we have also
seen a dramatic improvement. This
chart shows what has happened to in-
vestment in business equipment.

One of the real strengths of the na-
tional economy, one of the reasons the
United States is performing so well in
competition with others around the
world is because our economy is im-
proving its productivity. One of the
reasons we are improving our produc-
tivity is because of the computeriza-
tion of our businesses. One of the key
investments they make is in business
equipment. That has been growing at
an 11 percent annual rate for 4 years.

You can see, going back to 1985, we
were going along at between $300 and
$400 billion, in 1992 dollars, of business
equipment investment. Once we got
that 1993 budget plan in place, business
investment took off, and we are now
approaching $700 billion a year in busi-
ness investment in this economy. It is
one of the key reasons this economy is
performing so well.

Again, it is not just business invest-
ment that shows the power of the eco-
nomic plan that was put in place in
1993 and the follow-on bipartisan plan
of last year. We can see in unemploy-
ment—here is what has happened with
unemployment, looking back to 1991.
Our unemployment rate is now the
lowest since 1973. In over 24 years, we
have the lowest level of unemployment
in this country.

In my home State of North Dakota,
we now see an unemployment rate of
under 2 percent. The economists said
that was not possible. The economists
said full employment was an unem-
ployment rate of 3 percent because of
people changing jobs in the economy
and other structural factors. But in my
State of North Dakota, we have now an
unemployment rate of less than 2 per-
cent, and, of course, nationally, the
lowest level since 1973.

There is not only good news on the
unemployment front, there is also good
news on the inflation front. And gen-
erally those two do not go together.
Generally, if you have good news on
unemployment, you have bad news on
inflation. That is not the case with this
economy. The inflation rate is showing
its best sustained performance since
1967—the best rate in over 31 years—
and that inflation performance is an-
ticipated to continue.

So inflation is under control, with
low levels of unemployment, high lev-
els of business investment, and the
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budget deficit eliminated on a unified
basis, and moving towards preserving
the Social Security surpluses by pre-
serving the budget surpluses.

We have heard a lot of talk from
some: ‘‘Well, but you raised taxes in
1993. You raised income taxes on the
wealthiest 1.5 percent.’’ Yes, that is
true, because that was important to
balancing the budget, to getting these
deficits behind us, to putting this coun-
try on a firmer economic footing. We
also cut spending. And it is that com-
bination that has made possible the
deficit reduction we enjoy today.

But it has also translated into tax re-
lief for many of the people in this coun-
try because, as I indicated before, while
we have raised income taxes on the top
1.5 percent, we also cut income taxes
for millions of Americans through ex-
pansion of the earned income tax cred-
its. In fact, as this chart shows, the tax
burden is declining for a family of four.
When you look at the payroll taxes
they pay and the income taxes they
pay, if you take those with a family in-
come of $27,450 or less, you see they
have had their tax burden reduced.

In 1984, they were paying over 13 per-
cent of their income in income taxes
and payroll taxes. That has been re-
duced for 1999, under the budget plan
we are offering, to 6.5 percent—a 50 per-
cent reduction in the effective tax rate
on payroll taxes and income taxes for a
family of four earning $27,000, in 1999
dollars.

Now, some of our friends on the Re-
publican side say, ‘‘Well, the Demo-
crats just want to spend money.’’ And
there are places that Democrats be-
lieve we ought to spend some more
money. We have the agreement from
Republicans that we ought to spend
more money on highways in this coun-
try. We also think more money ought
to be spent on education.

We think we ought to do something
about the crumbling schools. We think
we ought to do something to reduce
class sizes, to add 100,000 teachers in
this country just as we added 100,000
police in the crime bill in 1993 that has
had such a remarkable effect in reduc-
ing the crime rate in the Nation over
the last 5 years. Each and every year,
the crime rate has come down once we
put 100,000—the authorization, at least,
for 100,000 additional police on the
streets and took tough measures to
strengthen the crime laws of this coun-
try. We also believe we ought to pro-
vide 100,000 additional teachers across
America to improve the educational
performance of our kids.

So there are places that where think
additional funds should be spent. The
truth is, if you look at the next year or
next 5 years in terms of spending, there
is very little difference between the
Republican plan and the Democratic
plan—very little difference.

This shows, in the 1999 budget, the
red is the Republican spending plan,
the blue is the Democratic spending
plan. You will notice there is very lit-
tle difference, indeed, hardly any.

There is about a $12 billion difference
between the Republican plan and the
Democratic plan, out of a $1.7 trillion
budget. In fact, the Republicans’ spend-
ing plan is for $1.73 trillion for 1999; the
Democratic plan is for $1.74 trillion.

The difference is, Democrats believe
we ought to put some more money into
education. We believe we ought to put
some more money into child care, be-
cause the vast majority of parents are
both working and they tell us, we need
some help; we are under enormous
pressure.

I just had a neighbor of mine come
and tell me he is spending $17,000, he
and his wife, this year—$17,000—for
child care. Now, he is probably rel-
atively highly paid, a hard-working
guy. Both he and his wife work, have
two kids. They are paying $17,000 for
child care.

All across the country, parents are
coming to us and saying, ‘‘Look, this is
a part of our expenses that we really
need some assistance on. Can’t there be
some tax relief for child care expenses
that is above what we currently are
provided?’’

The Democratic response has been,
yes, we have made dramatic progress
on getting our fiscal house in order. We
are preserving the budget surpluses
until we get Social Security secured
for the long term. But we have some
additional revenue because of the pro-
posed tobacco settlement, and we could
use some of that money for smoking-
related matters, health research,
smoking prevention, smoking ces-
sation, but we could also use some of it
to strengthen child care in this coun-
try. We could use some of it to improve
education in this country.

So the Democrats say, yes, we will
take a little bit of that money and use
it for those purposes. For the 5-year
spending plan, from 1999 to 2003, the
Republican spending plan is in red
—that is $9.16 trillion; the Democratic
plan is in blue, $9.24 trillion. A little
bit more money, $80 million more over
5 years in the Democratic plan as con-
trasted with the Republican plan.

Again, why the difference? Because
we believe we ought to invest a little
more money in education. Yes, we be-
lieve we ought to invest a little more
money in child care because working
parents all across America tell us that
is a priority for them. And yes, we
ought to use a little of that money for
increasing the investment in highway
funds, a priority that our Republican
friends on an overwhelming basis have
agreed with us on.

There are other areas of disagree-
ment and perhaps the big area of dis-
agreement is on the question of provid-
ing for the use of the tobacco funds. In
the budget resolution, the Republicans
say all of the money that comes from a
possible settlement of tobacco, all of
that ought to go to Medicare. Demo-
crats disagree. Democrats say some of
the money ought to go to Medicare, ab-
solutely, that is appropriate. Some of
the money, we believe, ought to be

used to strengthen Social Security.
The Republicans say no, not a dime
should be used to strengthen Social Se-
curity. We disagree with that. We also
believe some of the money ought to be
used to fund smoking cessation and
smoking prevention and counter to-
bacco advertising, and have health re-
search, and improve the funding for the
National Institutes of Health. The Re-
publicans say no, none of the money,
none of it, not a dime, from the to-
bacco settlement should go for those
purposes; all of it, every penny, should
go for Medicare. We just disagree. We
don’t think that is the appropriate set
of priorities.

Obviously, Medicare is important. No
question about that. Democrats are the
ones who helped pass it, the ones who
helped preserve it, the ones who helped
protect it. But we also recognize there
are other critically important prior-
ities from a windfall that might come
from a tobacco settlement—shouldn’t
spend it all; some of it should be saved.
That is why we say some of it should be
used to strengthen Social Security.
Yes, some of it should be for Medicare.
We also recognize that if we are really
going to be protecting Medicare, then
we have to take steps to keep young
kids from getting hooked and addicted
to tobacco, because 90 percent of those
who are smokers started before age 19;
nearly half started before they were
age 14. And the addiction of kids puts a
later burden on Medicare and Medicaid
and veterans’ programs because of that
addiction.

We think an ounce of prevention is
worth a pound of cure. The Republicans
just want to deal with it at the final
result stage. They just want to deal
with it once the people are addicted
and diseased. We say let’s prevent ad-
diction and disease. Let’s spend some
of that money on smoking prevention,
smoking cessation, counter tobacco ad-
vertising, so that we really prevent
people from getting in those situations.

The fact is the Republican plan in
terms of revenue that might come from
the tobacco settlement puts all the
money into Medicare, none to these
other purposes. They say to us, ‘‘We
are funding some of those tobacco con-
trol efforts other places in the budget.’’
That is their answer. The problem with
that answer, if you look at numbers
what, is that what they have put else-
where in the budget is nowhere ade-
quate to meeting the need; it doesn’t
take care of the problem.

We have had all the health experts
come in and they have told us you need
to be spending about $2 billion a year
on tobacco control, smoking cessation,
smoking prevention, counter tobacco
advertising. Interestingly enough,
every comprehensive bill introduced on
this floor by Republicans or Democrats
adopts a spending pattern on tobacco
control efforts of about that mag-
nitude, about $2 billion a year—some
much more, some are as much as $4 bil-
lion a year. The proposed settlement
itself contains $11.3 billion for these



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2736 March 30, 1998
purposes. The Republican budget over
this next 5-year period provides $600
million, about 1⁄20th of what the experts
say is necessary in order to really ac-
complish the goals of reducing teen
smoking and of protecting the public
health.

The budget resolution that Repub-
licans have offered also ignores FDA
funding for tobacco. In all of the bills
that are out there—Republicans and
Democrats—every comprehensive to-
bacco bill that has been offered says we
ought to expand FDA authority to con-
trol this drug like they were given au-
thority and responsibility to control
every other drug in our society. Obvi-
ously, there is a cost to that. The pro-
posed settlement says that cost is $1.5
billion over 5 years. The Republicans
haven’t given a dime for that purpose.
It really makes you wonder if our
friends on the other side of the aisle
are at all serious about accomplishing
the goals for the reduction of teen
smoking and protecting our citizens
from addiction, disease, and death
caused by this industry.

These are the matters that will be
central to this debate as we go forward.
It is important to define differences be-
tween us because those differences are
real and we have seen the difference
they have made over the last 5 years.
We believe the record has proved the
Democrats were right when they cast a
courageous vote in 1993 to really get
our fiscal house in order. The results
are undeniable. They are just as clear
as they can be: deficit reduction,
strong economic growth, the best per-
formance on inflation and unemploy-
ment in nearly a quarter of a century.
That is the record. It is a powerful one.
It is one of which we are proud.

Now the question is, what do we do
going forward? The Democratic answer
is we have to maintain fiscal dis-
cipline. Yes, we have to achieve that
unified balance in our budget, but we
have to go further and preserve budget
surpluses until we have secured the fu-
ture of Social Security. As the Presi-
dent said to us, ‘‘Save Social Security
first.’’ The Democrats agree to that po-
sition.

In addition, we believe with the wind-
fall that may be anticipated as a result
of any tobacco agreement, we ought to
use some of that funding to accomplish
the goals of protecting the public
health, reducing teen smoking, and
also we ought to put some of it toward
strengthening Social Security, we
ought to use some of it for preserving
Medicare, and yes, we ought to improve
health research in this country and
children’s health care. Those are things
that the American people think are im-
portant, and we agree. No higher prior-
ity can be attached to anything than
improving the education of the chil-
dren of our country. That is something
we simply must do.

If we are going to preserve the com-
petitive position of the United States,
we must have the best educated work
force in the world. That is one reason

we are doing well. If we are going to
continue to do well, we must make cer-
tain that educational excellence is at
the top of our priority list.

I yield the floor.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, it is

my understanding that the Senator
from Alabama, Senator SESSIONS, will
be here momentarily for the purpose of
offering the first substantive amend-
ment to be considered. In light of that,
perhaps we could enter into a unani-
mous consent agreement. I ask unani-
mous consent that after the Senator
from Alabama offers and discusses his
amendment, we then allow the other
Senator from North Dakota, Senator
DORGAN, to seek recognition and be
recognized following the Senator from
Alabama.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 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.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. ABRAHAM. I ask unanimous
consent Philippe Ardanaz, an American
Association of Political Science fellow
with the Budget Committee, be granted
floor privileges during consideration of
the budget resolution.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield 20 minutes to
the Senator from Alabama for the pur-
pose of introducing an amendment and
speaking to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama is
recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2166

(Purpose: Expressing the sense of Congress
that the Federal Government should ac-
knowledge the importance of at-home par-
ents and should not discriminate against
families who forego a second income in
order for a mother or father to be at home
with their children)
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS],

for himself and Mr. ENZI, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2166.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the follow-

ing:
SEC. ll. FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS.

(a) Congress finds that—
(1) studies have found that quality child

care, particularly for infants and young chil-

dren, requires a sensitive, interactive, lov-
ing, and consistent caregiver;

(2) as most parents meet and exceed the
criteria described in paragraph (1), cir-
cumstances allowing, parental care is the
best form of child care;

(3) a recent National Institute for Child
Health and Development study found that
the greatest factor in the development of a
young child is ‘‘what is happening at home
and in families’’;

(4) as a child’s interaction with his or her
parents has the most significant impact on
the development of the child, any Federal
child care policy should enable and encour-
age parents to spend more time with their
children;

(5) nearly 1⁄2 of preschool children have at-
home mothers and only 1⁄3 of preschool chil-
dren have mothers who are employed full
time;

(6) a large number of low- and middle-in-
come families sacrifice a second full-time in-
come so that a mother may be at home with
her child;

(7) the average income of 2-parent families
with a single income is $20,000 less than the
average income of 2-parent families with 2
incomes;

(8) only 30 percent of preschool children are
in families with paid child care and the re-
maining 70 percent of preschool children are
in families that do not pay for child care,
many of which are low- to middle-income
families struggling to provide child care at
home;

(9) child care proposals should not provide
financial assistance solely to the 30 percent
of families that pay for child care and should
not discriminate against families in which
children are cared for by an at-home parent;
and

(10) any congressional proposal that in-
creases child care funding should provide fi-
nancial relief to families that sacrifice an
entire income in order that a mother or fa-
ther may be at home for a young child.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that the functional totals in this
concurrent resolution on the budget assume
that—

(1) many families in the United States
make enormous sacrifices to forego a second
income in order to have a parent care for a
child at home;

(2) there should be no bias against at-home
parents;

(3) parents choose many different forms of
child care to meet the needs of their fami-
lies, such as child care provided by an at-
home parent, grandparent, aunt, uncle,
neighbor, nanny, preschool, or child care
center;

(4) any quality child care proposal should
include, as a key component, financial relief
for those families where there is an at-home
parent; and

(5) mothers and fathers who have chosen
and continue to choose to be at home should
be applauded for their efforts.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
think the issue before the Senate as we
debate the budget resolution is how to
set our priorities as a nation. Where do
we want to spend our resources? Are we
expending our resources in ways that
strengthen our American Republic and
the people who make it up? Are we
using resources in a way that will
strengthen families? And are we using
resources in a way that undermine
families or at least undermine the free-
dom of families to make choices they
believe are important in their lives?

I have just introduced an amendment
which expresses the sense of Congress
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that the Federal Government should
acknowledge the importance of stay-
at-home parents and should not dis-
criminate against families who decide
to forego a second income in order for
a mother or father to be at home with
their children. The resolution is nearly
identical to the House resolution spon-
sored by Representative BILL GOOD-
LING, chairman of the Education and
Work Force Committee, which passed
the House of Representatives on Feb-
ruary 11 by a vote of 409–0.

President Clinton has proposed
spending $21.7 billion over the next 5
years in new Federal child care pro-
grams. Although the money the Presi-
dent is proposing to spend will benefit
parents who use business and institu-
tional day-care providers, it will not
assist the single largest provider of
child care in this country, at-home par-
ents. The President’s plan does provide
us with an opportunity to think seri-
ously about this subject and see if we
can provide a better way to help par-
ents raise their children.

I believe this resolution is critically
important. It provides this body with
an opportunity to discuss and debate
our Nation’s focus on the issue of child
care: Should our Government continue
to promote and fund child care pro-
grams designed to give middle-class
parents who hire others to care for
their children tax cuts or other bene-
fits while at the same time denying re-
lief to parents who make sacrifices so
that one parent can remain at home to
care for their young children?

It seems unfair to me that we tax
families who sacrifice outside earnings
to ensure that one parent is home with
their children while subsidizing fami-
lies in which both parents work. In
fact, the statistics show that when
both parents work, they have a higher
income. So in fact we are taxing those
with a lower income to subsidize deci-
sions of those with a higher income.

Studies show that most parents
would prefer to work less and spend
more time with their children if they
could afford to do so. By subsidizing
only nonparental care for our children,
our Government is pushing many fami-
lies in a direction they do not wish to
go. More parents are staying home.
They are choosing to forgo extra in-
come. These private, personal, and
family decisions are being reached on
long-term moral, religious, and edu-
cational considerations. Good decisions
by parents in these matters benefit our
Nation, and they should be affirmed by
governmental policy, not undermined
by governmental policy.

As I traveled my State over the last
recess and talked with people raising
this issue, people would come up to me
after meetings, and they would say:
‘‘JEFF, we agree with you. We both
used to work. Now only one of us
works. We prayed about it and we
know we are going to have to get by
with less money. But we decided this is
the best for our family.’’

I don’t denigrate in any way families
who choose for both parents to work. I

don’t ask that we diminish support for
the single parent who works. I just say,
Mr. President, it is time for this body
to join the House and to send a mes-
sage to America and a statement to the
President and to the rest of this Gov-
ernment that we believe that those
parents who stay at home to raise their
children ought to be affirmed also.
They also should receive benefits, and
they ought not to be the chumps in
this process. Because they are giving of
themselves with great sacrifice to raise
the next generation of Americans who
will lead this country.

Make no mistake our economy is in
great shape. This Nation is strong and
vibrant economically. The one threat I
see that could undermine that strength
is for us to undermine the values that
we pass on to our children. That our
work ethic is reduced, that our moral
discipline and integrity as a people is
undermined. These qualities are
strengthened when families can spend
those formative years with their chil-
dren in a close relationship. Psychia-
trists and psychologists refer to it as
‘‘bonding.’’ During those first years, it
is important for a parent and a child to
bond in order for that child to develop
confidence and a sense of self-worth
that can only be gained in many in-
stances from that relationship with
their parents. We have many difficult
societal problems, and none are more
important than developing properly
the next generation of leaders.

I just say this, Mr. President: Our
Nation can never rise higher than the
individual quality of the citizens who
make it up. And what are those quali-
ties that make us a great people? It
goes beyond mere education. It goes be-
yond how much money we make or how
smart we are. It really depends on a
willingness to cooperate, to work to-
gether, on whether or not we have high
ideals, whether or not our children are
raised with hope and a vision for
progress, whether or not they have in-
tegrity, good discipline, a work ethic
that will allow us to be competitive in
the world. We need to strengthen our
families as they endeavor to raise the
next generation of leaders.

Now, Mr. President, last year, we
passed a budget that wonderfully pro-
vided a $500 per child tax credit to fam-
ilies in this country—one of the finest
steps we have taken in many years to
actually help families. This allows
them to keep money that they could
spend as they wish. A family of three
could, in effect, have $120 extra each
month, tax free, not taxable, a tax
credit that they could use for their
children. This extra money may mean
buying shoes, textbooks, or the extra
money it takes to go to a movie or on
a school trip. These families are able to
make their own decisions about spend-
ing. That was a wonderful step in the
right direction. It did not discriminate
against those families who work or
those who choose not to have both par-
ents work. It was an equal, across-the-
board benefit, something that was

good. I think now we need to make this
additional statement by this body:
That we expect in the future to treat
all parents equally. The amendment
makes a number of points, Mr. Presi-
dent, and I will share those briefly. I
don’t know what my time is, but I
don’t want to go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 11 minutes remaining on the
time requested.

Mr. SESSIONS. All right. Mr. Presi-
dent, the resolution notes a number of
things. It notes that, whereas ‘‘a recent
National Institute for Child Health and
Development study found that the
greatest factor in the development of a
young child is ‘what is happening at
home and in families.’ ’’

That is something all of us have
known instinctively, and we believe
that our public policy has not affirmed
that effectively. Our resolution would
move us in the right direction.

It goes on to note: Whereas,
as a child’s interaction with his or her par-

ents has the most significant impact on the
development of the child, any Federal child
care policy should enable and encourage par-
ents to spend more time with their children;

nearly 1⁄2 of preschool children have at-
home mothers and only 1⁄3 of preschool chil-
dren have mothers who are employed full
time;

a large number of low- and middle-income
families sacrifice a second full-time income
[by their own decision] so that a mother may
be at home with her child;

the average income of 2-parent families
with a single income is $20,000 less than the
average income of 2-parent families with 2
incomes;

only 30 percent of preschool children are in
families with paid child care and the remain-
ing 70 percent of preschool children are in
families that do not pay for child care, many
of which are low- to middle-income families
struggling to provide child care at home;

child care proposals should not provide fi-
nancial assistance solely to the 30 percent of
families that pay for child care and should
not discriminate against families in which
children are cared for by an at-home parent;

any congressional proposal that increases
child care funding should provide financial
relief to families that sacrifice an entire in-
come in order that a mother or father may
be at home with a young child.

Therefore, it be resolved that the
Congress of this United States recog-
nizes that:

many families in the United States make
enormous sacrifices to forego a second in-
come in order to have a parent care for a
child at home;

there should be no bias against at-home
parents;

parents choose many different forms of
child care to meet the needs of their fami-
lies, such as child care provided by an at-
home parent, grandparent, aunt, uncle, par-
ent, neighbor, nanny, preschool, or child care
center;

any quality child care proposal should in-
clude, as a key component, financial relief
for those families where there is an at-home
parent; and

mothers and fathers who have chosen and
continue to choose to be at home [with their
children] should be applauded for their ef-
forts.

Mr. President, the purpose of this
resolution is not to suggest that we do
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not need more relief for families. We
need relief for families where both par-
ents work or where the only parent
works. They need relief. But we ought
not to discriminate and be biased
against those parents who sacrificially
choose to spend the time they believe
is necessary for their child to develop
emotionally, morally, religiously, and
ethically.

That is a good thing for America. It
is a good thing when parents can and
are willing to spend their time with
their children. Public policy should af-
firm that choice, just as it affirms
other choices that parents make or feel
compelled to make. I would suggest
that this is a matter we ought to sup-
port aggressively. I believe it is a mat-
ter that will help set the tone for our
budget process as we go forward. It will
send a signal to those on the commit-
tees who will be considering legislation
to see what we can do to strengthen
our ability to care for children, and I
believe this resolution to be quite sig-
nificant and representative of a
marked change in the direction that we
have followed before.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator DODD be added as a
cosponsor to this amendment. He
called our office before I had a chance
to add his name to the sponsors of this
resolution, among whom are Senators
LOTT, SHELBY, ENZI, FAIRCLOTH,
HELMS, NICKLES, GRAMS, MCCONNELL,
LIEBERMAN, BROWNBACK, INHOFE, CRAIG,
HUTCHISON, FRIST, COVERDELL,
ASHCROFT, ABRAHAM, MACK, DEWINE,
and COATS, and others are being added
as we go along.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to add those names as co-
sponsors?

Mr. SESSIONS. The names I read, ex-
cept for Senator DODD, have already
been listed as sponsors on the legisla-
tion.

I ask that Senator DODD and Senator
DOMENICI be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question.

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes.
Mr. DORGAN. I ask the Senator if he

would allow my name to be added also
as a cosponsor.

Mr. SESSIONS. I would be honored
to have that.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my name be added as a co-
sponsor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair.
Mr. President, I also ask unanimous
consent that the occupant of the Chair,
Senator ROBERTS, be added as a cospon-
sor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you. Mr.
President, I think, indeed, we are deal-
ing with an important issue. I know

the Chair himself, along with other
Senators, has introduced legislation
that would, in effect, accomplish many
of the things that are called for in this
amendment. I salute you for your con-
cern for children and your work in that
regard. I think it is time for us to
make sure that we establish a policy in
this body that treats parents equally
who sacrifice for their children. I think
this amendment makes that point, and
I am proud to offer it.

Mr. President, I believe we do have,
by consent, 2 hours set aside for debate
on this amendment. At this time, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of that time be reserved. I would like
to speak on it some more, and other
Senators have advised me that they
would be speaking on this.

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

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

ator from Michigan is recognized.
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, under

the previously agreed-to unanimous
consent agreement, I believe that the
Senator from North Dakota will be rec-
ognized for up to 20 minutes, and I
would like to seek unanimous consent
that following the statement of the
Senator from North Dakota we would
then recognize the Senator from New
Hampshire, Mr. GREGG, for up to 20
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator is correct. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator is recognized.
BUDGET PRIORITIES

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I may
not take the entire 20 minutes. But I
thank the Senator.

Mr. President, we are talking about
the budget. This is a ritual that occurs
here every year in the U.S. Senate. And
the budget reflects our priorities. What
do we think is important? What do we
hold dear? What do we think are the
most important issues in this country?

I have said before that 100 years from
now we will all be dead. None of us will
be here. Historians will look at what
this Congress felt was important, and
find that out by evaluating what kind
of a budget this Congress enacted. That
will tell historians what Congress felt
was important about the lives of the
people who live in this country and
what matters. What is the priority?
That is what this budget debate is all
about.

The Senator from North Dakota,
Senator CONRAD, spoke a bit ago about
where we have been. I recall a few
years ago, during a particularly aggres-
sive debate about the economy and fis-
cal policy, a colleague of mine standing
on the floor of the Senate talking
about how awful things are in America
and how we really ought to be ashamed
about what has happened in the last 35
years in this country. I sat over here. I
listened to that. I thought, gosh, we
must be living in different places.

I think this is a remarkable country.
Yes; we have significant challenges.

But I look at the last 50 years as 50
years of significant advancement in
this country in a dozen different ways.
Yet some see it differently.

We find ourselves in this country
today living in a country with an econ-
omy that is growing, more people
working and fewer people unemployed.
The inflation rate is down; the unem-
ployment rate is down; economic
growth is up; the crime rate is down;
and the welfare rolls are down. Things
are moving in the right direction in
this country. It doesn’t mean we don’t
have some challenges. But the fact is
things are moving in the right direc-
tion.

I suppose some have their own ideas
about why this has happened, why is it
that we have reached this intersection
and why this country is doing quite
well.

Senator CONRAD indicated that in
1993—at a time when our budget defi-
cits were growing year after year and a
swollen budget deficit that was getting
worse, not better—that Congress was
called upon by a new President to do
something serious about fiscal policy
and to send a message to the people of
this country that times in the future
will be different, that Congress and a
President would no longer sit around
and accept increasing budget deficits.
He proposed a plan that was enor-
mously controversial. It passed by one
vote here in the Senate and one vote in
the House of Representatives.

For anybody who asks if one vote
matters, it does. In 1993, a plan that
was very controversial passed by one
vote in both bodies. The result was the
American people finally understood
that we were going to put this country
on the right track on reducing the Fed-
eral budget deficit and getting this
country’s fiscal policy under some kind
of control. Yes, that bill made the
right investments in the future, but it
cut a good deal of spending, and yes, it
did increase certain taxes, in most
cases only for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans. But it did. And that is what made
it so controversial. It was hard to vote
for. Some of my colleagues who voted
for it are not here any longer. But it
was the right thing to do, and it put
this country on the right track. We
find ourselves in a country where
things are better.

Now the question is, What should
this budget provide? What is important
now for the future—education, health
care, safe food, a clean environment,
safe workplaces, jobs? What represents
the priority of those of us serving now
today? Are we trying to move forward,
or are we holding back?

Let me just again remind people that
we have always had in the Congress
folks who have their dander up, saying,
‘‘Don’t go there. Don’t do that. It won’t
work.’’ We had that with Social Secu-
rity. We had it with Medicare. We had
it with virtually everything that was
intended to be done to make this a bet-
ter country. When we decided to stop
employing children in this country—let
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us stop having 12-years-olds work 12
hours a day in the mines—we will have
child labor laws, we had people who
said, ‘‘Don’t do that. It will ruin the
economy.’’ When we decided we were
going to have a minimum wage law, we
had people saying, ‘‘Don’t do that. It
will ruin the American economy.’’
When we decided to have Social Secu-
rity, we had people who said, ‘‘Don’t do
that. It is socialism.’’ When we said let
us have a Medicare program because
half the senior citizens in the country
can’t afford health care, people said,
‘‘Don’t do that. It will ruin this coun-
try.’’

This country has been strengthened
by a lot of good ideas that have made
this a better place. Yes. Social Secu-
rity. Yes. Medicare. Yes. Food safety
standards, clean air requirements,
child labor law, minimum wages—a
whole series of things that have made a
better country. This country has a
wonderful, wonderful history, and I
think a better future.

We survived a civil war. We survived
a depression. We won two world wars.
We defeated Hitler. We cured polio. We
put people on the Moon. We invented
the television, the computer, and the
jet airplane. This is quite a remarkable
country. There is nothing quite like it
on Earth.

If you look at other developed na-
tions around the world, their econo-
mies have slowed down and are not
doing well. Yet this country—the big-
gest, most successful democracy in the
world, truly a country with significant
economic might—is on the move again,
on the march again, and doing much,
much better.

So what do we have to do now, in
order to keep our country moving for-
ward? We need to face several big chal-
lenges: Medicare and Social Security.
Before I talk about the priorities in the
budget, let me talk about Medicare and
Social Security. Those are the two big
entitlements that we have to deal with.
Even though we have dealt with most
of the fiscal policy problems, we have a
demographic problem in the future
with Medicare and Social Security. I
want to make one point about that.

The problems in Medicare and Social
Security are born of success. We could
solve Medicare and Social Security in-
stantly if we simply go back to the
same life expectancy that we had 30 or
60 years ago. Those who created the So-
cial Security program created a pro-
gram that said, by the way, you are ex-
pected to live, on average, to be 63
years of age and we will pay a retire-
ment benefit after 65. I went to a small
school. But I understand that adds up
pretty well. If you are paying benefits
at 65 years and people are living on av-
erage 63 years, that works out pretty
well.

But from the turn of the century,
when we were expected to live to age 48
in this country, to now, when you are
expected to live to age 77, nearly 78
years of age, we have increased life ex-
pectancy in this country by nearly

three decades. Does that put some
strain on Social Security and Medi-
care? Yes; it does. But, again, it is born
of success. Just ratchet back life ex-
pectancy 30 years and you will solve
the financing problem for Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

So we ought not shirk from these
challenges. These are not difficult
challenges. We can solve the demo-
graphic problems confronting Social
Security and Medicare. But let us re-
member that the reason these problems
exist is because we have had significant
success in this country. People are liv-
ing longer, better, and healthier lives.
That is what is causing the problems in
these areas.

Let me just for a moment talk about
the priorities in the budget. Senator
CONRAD talked about several of them. I
want to focus on a couple.

Tobacco: Senator CONRAD has done a
lot of work on the tobacco issue as the
chairman of the task force here in our
caucus. This budget resolution indi-
cates that all of the revenue that will
come from a tobacco settlement must
be used exclusively to adjust the bal-
ances of the Medicare trust fund. In
other words, it explicitly says no
money from any tobacco settlement
can be used for the central goal of the
tobacco legislation, and that is, pre-
venting people from starting to smoke
in the first place, protecting young
people in this country from the dangers
of smoking.

Almost no one reaches 25 or 30 years
of age and wonders what they can do to
further enrich their lives and come up
with the idea they ought to start
smoking. Nobody does that because at
that age they understand smoking can
kill you. Cancer, heart diseases, and
other illnesses persuade people who
know the facts not to start smoking.
The only future customers who exist
for tobacco are kids. The targeted ca-
pability to try to addict our kids is
something we are trying to attack in
tobacco legislation.

The use of the funds from the tobacco
settlement must be, it seems to me,
used for anti-smoking education initia-
tives all across this country, for smok-
ing cessation programs, for those who
are addicted, for FDA tobacco-control
activities, to counter tobacco advertis-
ing, and a range of other ways. But
none of them are capable of being fund-
ed in this budget. None of them.

It doesn’t make any sense at all to
write handcuffs into this budget resolu-
tion that stop us from using the pro-
ceeds of the tobacco settlement to do
the very things that we are having the
tobacco settlement for in the first
place, and that is to try to address the
issue of teen smoking and to stop ciga-
rette companies from addicting teens.
Yet none of it is possible in this budget
agreement. That cannot stand. We
must have amendments and will have
amendments on that issue.

Second, education: We have had a
number of people here in the U.S. Con-
gress who forever have said, ‘‘Let’s just

say no on education’’ when it comes to
the U.S. Congress. I understand and re-
spect the fact that most of elementary
and secondary education funding comes
from State and local governments. It is
that way and ever should be that way.
Yet we in the Congress have developed
some niche financing and some assist-
ance in certain areas that help invest
in education and make our schools bet-
ter.

President Clinton has made some
proposals dealing with education that
are very, very important proposals
that will not be funded in this budget.
The proposal dealing with repairing
America’s schools is a very important
proposal.

We have thousands of schools in this
country that are 50 years old, or 60
years old, or 80 years old. They are
coming apart at the seams. We send
our children there. In the morning we
tell our children good-bye. We kiss
them good-bye and send them to
school. We in this country don’t want
our kids to go to unsafe schools or go
to schools that are in disrepair. None
of us want, as parents, to do that.

I have two young children in public
school. The taxes I pay to support their
education are something that I am
enormously proud of. I want those chil-
dren, and all American children, to be
the best educated children that they
can possibly be. I want them to be able
to say, ‘‘I went to the best schools in
the world.’’ That is what I want our
public education system to be in this
country. Yet, this budget says no to
those education initiatives. It says we
can’t do anything about trying to stim-
ulate the repair of crumbling schools
by providing just a basic incentive
from the Federal level to State and
local school districts and others who
would be able to put up the money at
reduced interest charges to repair
crumbling schools. This budget says we
can’t do that. It just says no to fixing
crumbling schools.

Or, the question of class size. My
daughter last year was in public school
in a class of 30 students. Does anybody
believe that it doesn’t matter if your
kid is in a class with 35 students or 30
students versus 15 students or 18 stu-
dents? We know better than that. All
of us know better than that. We all
know that smaller class sizes mean
better education, particularly more
teacher time for each student. Presi-
dent Clinton talks about funding
100,000 new teachers, to try to reduce
class sizes in this country. He is pro-
posing after-school programs for
school-age children who don’t have any
place to go after school because both
parents are working. For all of these
initiatives, the response is the response
that we have had for 50 years from
some of the same voices. ‘‘Just say no
to these issues. It is not the Federal
Government’s job.’’ Gosh, if we had re-
lied on that advice we wouldn’t have
done much of anything that has made
this a better country. A fair amount of
what we have done in terms of public
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investment has made this country a
much, much better place in which to
work and to live.

When President Clinton proposes
smaller class sizes with qualified
teachers, he is talking about an initia-
tive of over 7 years to help local
schools provide small classes by hiring
more teachers in the early grades.
When he talks about modern school
buildings, he is talking about Federal
tax credits to pay interest on $22 bil-
lion in bonds to build and renovate
public schools in this country.

But this budget that came out of the
Budget Committee falls far short on
these issues. The suggestion is, Well,
this isn’t a priority. This doesn’t rank
with other priorities. I disagree with
that. And we have room, obviously, to
disagree on these issues.

But if one doesn’t believe that edu-
cation is the first priority in this coun-
try—that our future is our children and
the education of our children will de-
termine what kind of country we have
in the future, how we compete in the
global economy, whether this country
grows—if we don’t believe that, we are
not going to do well in the future. We
must do as those who came before us
have done and say that education is a
priority. It represents the first priority
for this country.

There is another little part of this
budget we are considering that I find
highly troubling, and I know at first
blush it will be very, very interesting
to some people. It is a piece that says
let us sunset the Tax Code. In other
words, it is saying that the Congress
should sunset and get rid of the exist-
ing income tax system we have in this
country. It includes a sense of the Sen-
ate provision providing for repealing
the entire Internal Revenue Code at
the end of 2001. Notice that it doesn’t
say what they would replace it with. It
just says repeal the Tax Code.

Well, what that says to somebody
who just bought a home yesterday or is
considering buying a home tomorrow
or next month or did 6 months ago, it
says, ‘‘By the way, don’t count on your
interest deduction on your mortgage
being deductible, because there may
not be a tax system that allows you to
deduct interest on your mortgage.’’
Can you imagine that coming from this
Congress?—this Congress saying,
‘‘Don’t count on that?’’

By the way, are you contributing to
an IRA? This budget says, ‘‘Don’t
count on that being treated as it is now
for tax purposes.’’ Are you making a
charitable contribution? ‘‘Don’t count
on that being deductible.’’ Are you a
business person about to make an in-
vestment, or a business about to make
an acquisition of another company, and
it hinges on the question of, How will
this be handled from the Tax Code
standpoint?’’ What this says is, ‘‘Don’t
count on it. Don’t count on this Tax
Code, because we have other ideas.’’

We have billionaires walking around
saying, ‘‘We want a flat tax.’’ Only in
Washington, DC, would it be a new idea

to hear a billionaire talking about a
flat tax plan that cuts his own taxes.
Only here could someone call that a
stroke of genius. Flat tax, VAT tax,
sales tax—these are the alternatives
that are being proposed to the current
system. What is behind this proposal to
abolish the current Tax Code at 2001
without providing for an alternative?
The stimulus behind this is that some
people want to create a national sales
tax, a national VAT tax, or some sort
of national flat tax, all of which will
cut taxes for the wealthiest Americans
and increase taxes for working Ameri-
cans.

Let me say that again, because it is
important. This budget bill does not
tell us what people have in mind as a
replacement for the current system,
because the majority can’t agree on
that. But all the plans that are being
discussed to replace the current IRS
Code—all of them would essentially say
we are going to tax work and we are
going to exempt investment.

I ask people this: Why is the income
from work any less worthy than the in-
come from investment? Why this ro-
mance with a plan that says, if you are
a worker, we tax you; if you are an in-
vestor, we don’t? If you get your money
by working all day and you are bone
tired at night after 10 hours going out
working for a wage, trying to provide
for your family, you pay a tax. But if
you sit in a chair and clip your coupons
and make your $10 million a year from
interest and dividends, this Congress
likes you so much that you don’t have
to pay any tax. It is just the work that
is taxed, the investment is not. We will
have an amendment to strike this pro-
vision.

Get rid of the Tax Code? I don’t par-
ticularly like the Tax Code. I think we
could substantially improve it, dra-
matically simplify it. But get rid of it
and replace it with a plan that says the
upper-income people pay less taxes and
lower- and middle-income people pay
more taxes? I don’t know who came up
with this approach, but I hope they are
prepared to defend it on the floor in
discussing this amendment that I will
offer at some point during the debate.

Mr. President, those are some of the
difference I have with this budget. But
I don’t want people to believe that
there is nothing in common among
Senators. There are things in the budg-
et resolution to which we will all
agree.

I just stood and asked the Senator
who was introducing the child care
amendment to add my name as a co-
sponsor. He is a Republican; I am a
Democrat. I happen to think what he
has said on the floor and what he has
written on that amendment make good
sense. It is right to say to those who
need to find good child care, when both
parents have to go off to work because
they must make ends meet, and they
have child care problems—can we and
should we help them? Yes, I think we
could and we should. Does it also imply
that those who make sacrifices to have

one spouse stay at home to take care of
those children, should they have some
opportunity to see us reach out to try
to provide some help to them? Abso-
lutely.

There are a number of things—this
being just one example—where we
agree on public policy issues. I have
mentioned a few where we don’t agree.
Where we don’t agree, from time to
time we have significant debate about
that, and then we vote, and when the
vote is over, we count the votes. The
winner is the one with the most votes.
We understand that. My party here in
this Chamber has fewer votes than the
other party. Hopefully, a number of
these amendments will not be party
line votes. The child care issue, which
I just mentioned, is a good example of
that.

I hope the first issue I mentioned will
be another example. On tobacco, there
is a big difference, I mean a huge dif-
ference. There are billions of dollars
coming from a tobacco settlement that
the majority says cannot be used under
any circumstance to deal with teenage
addiction. But the whole purpose of
this settlement is to say to tobacco
companies, ‘‘We won’t allow you to ad-
dict our kids anymore. It is wrong.’’
And we want to use some of the money
from a tobacco settlement to fund
smoking prevention, smoking ces-
sation, addiction treatment and other
public health work to deal with smok-
ing. But the majority’s budget says
‘‘No, you can’t do it.’’ Well, this budget
has to be changed, and we are going to
have a big debate about that.

The last item I mentioned, the Tax
Code, do we want a budget to go
through the Congress that says: ‘‘By
the way, American people, we are going
to sunset the Tax Code; we are going to
get rid of the Tax Code at the end of
2001. So now, if you have your house,
and you sit out there and wonder
whether you are going to be able to de-
duct the interest on your mortgage?
Just go ahead and wonder, because we
are going to get rid of the Tax Code
that allows to you do that and we are
not going to tell you what we are going
to put in its place. We may put a na-
tional sales tax in its place,’’ they
would say. ‘‘We will not tell you that
yet, because we know that is con-
troversial and we know how you will
react when you find out what a na-
tional sales tax would do.’’

Well, we know what a national sales
tax does because all the studies show
it. There is no dispute about it. We
know it will cut taxes for upper-income
folks and raise taxes on working peo-
ple. But the majority says, ‘‘We are not
going tell you what we are going to re-
place it with, but all we are going to do
is serve notice on you today that your
home mortgage interest may not be de-
ductible tomorrow or in 2001.’’ So we
are going to have an amendment on
that. We need to change that provision
in this budget resolution.

Mr. President, I have used my time.
There are several other items that I
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will talk about later in this debate. I
have mentioned a couple of amend-
ments I intend to offer. I thank Sen-
ator CONRAD for giving me the time on
this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, a number
of points have been made by the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. He always
makes them well. Even when I disagree
with him, I enjoy listening to him.

Let me point out a few things that I
want to talk about initially relative to
this budget that, if you were to listen
to the other side, you might not fully
understand, because there appears to
be an incomplete explanation.

For example, on the issue of edu-
cation, the Senator from North Dakota
used the term: ‘‘The Federal Govern-
ment has niches which it is responsible
for in the area of funding education.’’ I
think that is a good term, ‘‘niches.’’
The Federal Government does not have
responsibility for the overall funding of
elementary and secondary school edu-
cation. In fact, that has always been
reserved to the local community, and
should be reserved to the local commu-
nity. It should be parents and teachers
who are empowered, controlling their
schools by controlling their local dol-
lars.

But yes, we do have some niches that
we are interested in as the Federal
Government. Probably the primary
niche we are interested in is taking
care of the special-needs child. In fact,
we have a law called 94–142, otherwise
known as IDEA, the purpose of which is
to make sure the special-needs children
get adequate funding as they try to get
decent schooling. When this law was
passed, the Federal Government said it
would pay 40 percent of the cost. Re-
grettably, the Federal Government, as
of 2 years ago, was only paying about 6
percent of the cost. But as a result of
the leadership of people on our side of
the aisle, myself included, and Senator
LOTT and a number of other people—
Senator COLLINS from Maine—we have
aggressively pursued trying to increase
the funding for special education, and
we have gotten it up to about 9.5 per-
cent of the local cost. But it still re-
mains the single largest unfunded man-
date the Federal Government puts on
local school districts and basically has
the effect of saying to the local school
district: You must educate these chil-
dren. The Federal Government said it
will pay 40 percent. We are not going to
pay our 40 percent. Therefore, you
must use your local tax dollars to pay
the Federal share, and therefore you
have very little flexibility in how you
use your local tax dollars, because the
Federal Government is requiring you
to use them to educate children to pay
for costs which the Federal Govern-
ment was supposed to pay for in the
first place.

Well, the administration has been
grotesquely lax in its fulfillment of
this obligation also. When the Senator

from North Dakota says the adminis-
tration has all these wonderful new
education initiatives—they are going
to go out and build schools and reduce
class sizes, they are going to add pro-
posals and programs for after-school
education—what they do not mention—
what they do not mention—is the ad-
ministration, the White House, the
President, and the Democratic Mem-
bers of this Congress, in their own
budget as proposed, failed to increase
at all, for all intents and purposes,
funding for special-ed kids. They failed
to even make a minor attempt to try
to fulfill the obligation of the special-
ed child, something that we are by law
required to do.

So, yes, the Federal Government has
niches in education. One of those pri-
mary niches, which we have cited, by
law, is that we will pay 40 percent of
the cost of the special-needs child. We
don’t do it. The Democratic Member-
ship is unwilling to do it. The White
House is unwilling to do it. Why? They
want to take all kinds of new programs
to take care of new constituencies to
generate new press releases. It is about
time they lived up to the obligation on
the books. Our budget, the Republican
budget, does that. It moves one more
time aggressively—in fact, outlines $2.5
billion of new spending for special edu-
cation over the next 5 years—with a
strong, firm commitment to try to get
to that 40 percent, something that is
totally ignored on the other side.

So, when you wanted to talk edu-
cation, the Republican budget lives up
to the obligation of the Congress, the
Federal Government, in the area of
education. The Democratic proposals
just put out press releases and try to
buy new constituencies and do nothing
for the special-needs child. Basically,
they failed in that arena.

Now we go to the issue of the tobacco
settlement, and that is what I want to
talk about primarily here today. The
tobacco settlement is obviously a very
complex and intricate piece of process.
But there should be some black-letter
rules that guide us in this settlement.
The Senator in the chair has been a
leader on identifying one of these
black-letter rules, which is that attor-
neys should not get an outrageous
amount of income out of these settle-
ments. The billions of dollars in attor-
ney’s fees that are being awarded in
Texas and Florida are just obscene, ob-
scene. They are going out of the pock-
ets of the taxpayer into the attorneys’
pockets, and they are not doing any-
thing for anybody. Clearly, there
should be some action taken in that
arena. That should be a black-letter
law addressing this issue, and I con-
gratulate the Senator in the chair for
his leadership on that count.

Equally, we ought to recognize what
the problems are that are created for
the Federal Government as a result of
tobacco smoking. The single biggest
problem we have as a Federal Govern-
ment as a result of tobacco smoking
from a health standpoint is that senior

citizens are disproportionately im-
pacted by the health impacts of smok-
ing all their life, and that impact on
senior citizens flows directly back to
the cost being on the Federal Treasury
in the Medicare system. So it is per-
fectly reasonable and appropriate and
right, to the extent that the Federal
Government receives revenues as a re-
sult of this tobacco settlement, that
those revenues should go to support
the primary cost which the Federal
Government incurs as a result of to-
bacco smoking in this country, which
is the cost to take care of our senior
citizens.

I point out, the other side of the aisle
suddenly has decided to spend this to-
bacco settlement money on all sorts of
new initiatives for a panoply of new
constituencies and programs, the pur-
pose of which appears to be once again
to create press releases rather than
create substantive progress. I point out
to the other side, it was just a year ago
we saw from the other side such croco-
dile tears, it now appears—because
they wouldn’t be genuine tears or they
would be supporting us in this matter—
crocodile tears about their concern for
the trust fund, Medicare trust fund,
and how it was being raided, they al-
leged, by the Republican side of the
aisle.

We made a firm, unalterable commit-
ment to Medicare. We recognize on our
side that Medicare remains probably
the single most difficult entitlement
program, from the standpoint of fiscal
solvency, that we have on the books.
Social Security is a tough one, but
Medicare is even tougher. If we are
going to address it effectively, we do
need those revenues from the tobacco
settlement in order to make sure that
our seniors have a legitimate health in-
surance program.

So this proposal that we have in this
budget to put the money into Medicare
is the most logical place that it should
go. It should not go to some new pro-
gram that the President announces.
Every day, he seems to announce a new
program on the basis of the tobacco
settlement. There was a week where I
think literally every day of the week
he announced a new program.

Let’s support the programs we have
on the books, both in education and in
health care.

The tobacco settlement raises other
issues, issues that I am concerned
about. I read in the papers about the
movement toward an agreement on the
tobacco settlement. From my stand-
point, I find the issue of immunity to
be really the core issue of how this set-
tlement comes down. Of course, it is
the issue of immunity which the to-
bacco companies are trying to buy as
they try to settle this lawsuit—this sit-
uation; it is not a lawsuit. It is a law-
suit in some areas but not a lawsuit at
the Federal level. They are trying to
buy immunity, and I have a lot of prob-
lems with that, and I should think any
thinking Americans would have a lot of
problems with that.
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Basically, what we would be doing if

we give the tobacco companies immu-
nity—remember that we as a Congress
have been unwilling to give product li-
ability protection, not immunity, just
plain little old protection to company
after company that functions across
this country producing legitimate
products that make sense for the
American people, that they use regu-
larly and that they need, whether it
happens to be your toaster oven, or
whether it happens to be some gadget
in your car, or whether it happens to be
some other item—your computer
screen. Company after company which
has sought product liability reform in
this Congress has met with a stone
wall. The only product liability we
have given in this Congress over the
last 10 years has been for the small
plane producer, which was a very good
decision, and it has worked great for
them.

For every other industry in this
country, legitimate industries produc-
ing legitimate products that are used
daily by Americans and that benefit
Americans—benefit Americans—we
have said no, absolutely no product li-
ability protection.

Yet, the tobacco companies come to
us—the producers of a product which,
by its very nature, causes an addiction
which it appears the tobacco compa-
nies knew caused an addiction, the pur-
pose of which was to not only addict
Americans generally but specifically
targeted at our kids to addict them to
something that will kill them—when
the tobacco companies come to us, we
say, ‘‘Oh, maybe we should give them
immunity.’’

What great irony. What incredible
irony. We won’t give immunity to the
person who is making the toaster oven
or the person who is making the com-
puter or the person who is maybe mak-
ing the device that allows somebody to
live longer and live a better life, but we
will give immunity to companies which
are producing a product the purpose of
which is to kill people, addict people
and specifically targeted on our kids. I
just find it incredible—incredible—that
we would be considering that.

What is the argument for giving im-
munity? ‘‘Well, if we don’t give them
immunity, the tobacco companies
won’t agree to advertising restraints.’’
That is the only thing they give us for
their immunity. We allow them to con-
tinue to produce a product which is in-
herently deadly, which is addictive,
and what do we get? We get a little less
of Joe Camel. What a great deal that is
for the American people and for this
Congress. It is absurd. Yes, we can’t
put limitations on their advertising
without their agreeing to it because of
the first amendment, in many ways,
but there are limitations we can put on
that are within the first amendment.

More importantly, we could act uni-
laterally as a Congress in all the other
areas of this tobacco settlement,
whether it has to be raising the cost of
cigarettes so they become less market-

able—which is exactly what we should
do—whether it happens to be address-
ing the issues of immunity, or whether
it happens to be initiating our own
counteradvertising campaign, and cer-
tainly the Government of the United
States has the capacity, the will and
the dollars to do that without any
question in a manner that will be
equally effective. I will be happy to go
into the arena of advertising and de-
bate the issue.

We can do everything in this tobacco
settlement without granting immu-
nity, but by granting immunity, we get
virtually nothing. All we get is the to-
bacco companies agreeing to advertis-
ing limits. To me, it is inherently in-
consistent and affronts the logic of the
institution for us to be having our first
major product liability protection flow
to companies, flow to an industry
which is producing a product the pur-
pose of which is to addict people, spe-
cifically children, with the knowledge
that it will kill them. It makes no
sense.

For that reason, I am offering a
sense-of-the-Senate amendment on the
issue of immunity.

I ask unanimous consent that the
pending amendment be set aside, and I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG] proposes an amendment numbered
2167.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. 3 . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING
IMMUNITY.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this resolution assume that no immunity
will be provided to any tobacco product man-
ufacturer with respect to any health-related
civil action commenced by a State or local
governmental entity or an individual prior
to or after the date of the adoption of this
resolution.

Mr. GREGG. I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, what this

amendment says is it is the sense of
the Senate that we won’t grant immu-
nity. Really this is a very simple vote
for people. You can either come down
on the side of setting the worst prece-
dent I can imagine, which would be
that the first major product liability
reform in this country would be immu-
nity, total absolute immunity, for all
intents and purposes, granted to to-
bacco companies in exchange for their
paying us money which we could ob-
tain, if we decided to go that route,
through some other policy without
having to grant immunity.

The same amount of revenue can be
generated a number of other ways
without their agreement for advertis-
ing restraints, which means little to
us, because we can address the adver-
tising in other forums. For those two
reasons, we grant immunity and, in the
process, give a product which, as I
mentioned a number of times, is inher-
ently harmful, addictive, and aimed at
our children and kills you, protection
from lawsuits. It makes no sense.

Thus, I think the Congress should
speak on this. I know a number of com-
mittees in the Congress are addressing
this issue right now. They are nego-
tiating through the process. But I be-
lieve we should as a Congress, as a Sen-
ate, speak on it early so that we lay
out the framework of this debate early.
If Members feel there is some value
from giving immunity, let them vote
that way. From my point of view, there
is no value in giving this type of immu-
nity. I just don’t think the pluses out-
weigh the minuses in any sense of the
word.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask that that re-
quest be withheld.

Mr. GREGG. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have
a reservation of a right to object.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I simply
don’t want to yield back the time on
my amendment. I will be happy to have
the Senator proceed——

Mr. KENNEDY. On the bill, on our
time.

Mr. GREGG. Right.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that the Senator from Massachu-
setts proceed under the bill and not
under the time on my amendment
which is pending.

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, over the next few

days, we will cast important votes on
the budget resolution, including some
of the most important votes this year
on education priorities. We will also
address issues affecting children,
health care, enforcement of our
antidiscriminatory laws, and on the
proposed tobacco legislation.

I look forward to those debates. We
will be having virtually all of them
within a relatively short period of
time. We will be debating many public
policy questions. I want to take a few
moments this afternoon to address
some of those issues that I believe de-
serve the attention and support of the
Members of the Senate.

We will consider a very important
amendment by the Senator from the
State of Washington, Senator MURRAY,
on reducing class size. The President
proposed to help ensure high academic
achievement by all students by reduc-
ing the ratio of the number of teachers
per student. It would help increase ef-
fective communication between the
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teacher and the students, and give stu-
dents more individual attention. The
President’s proposal will help reduce
class size by increasing the total num-
ber of teachers for students in K
through 12. We are going to have to ac-
tually increase the number of teachers
by 50,000 a year just to maintain the
current ratio of teachers to students,
and this doesn’t take into consider-
ation the fact that in many parts of
the country, we have an aging teaching
population, as well as current short-
ages of teachers.

There was a request by the President
of the United States to recognize that
need and to also commit resources to
that effort, and that was turned down
by the Republican Budget Committee.
The Budget Committee did not address
the need to modernize our schools,
even though a General Accounting Of-
fice study showed that we need over
$110 billion to ensure that students in
our schools are safe and secure, free
from environmental hazards, and in an
atmosphere and climate where stu-
dents can grow and learn. That effort,
led by Senator CAROL MOSELEY-BRAUN,
would provide $22 billion in bonding au-
thority to States and communities—
and they would get the bonds interest-
free.

The President has also advanced a
concept called education opportunity
zones. We should help school districts
and communities address the chal-
lenges that they are facing, whether it
is academic failure or significant prob-
lems in school dropouts or other kinds
of difficulties giving them needed re-
sources to implement creative and in-
novative reforms that work for their
communities.

Chicago, for example, seems to be
having success with its reforms. This
city is tackling school reform head on,
and it’s working. We should help more
communities that are attempting to do
that. But the Republican budget ig-
nores those needs, and turned down the
Education Opportunity Zones proposal
as well.

The Republican Budget ignores the
fact that 5 million children were going
home to empty homes or empty apart-
ments, unattended, unsupervised, after
school. Their only friend was a tele-
vision set—with all of the problems and
challenges that exist out there for
young students, creating temptations
for misbehaving. After-school pro-
grams have been so successful in this
country, and they have had a dramatic
impact in reducing violent crimes, re-
ducing teenage pregnancy, and increas-
ing academic achievement. Some of the
programs I have seen in Boston help
students develop skills that might
eventually develop into job skills in
photography or in cooking.

Parents and students alike support
after-school programs. Parents know
their children are safe and engaging in
productive activities, and when they
get home, the children have done their
homework and are able to spend qual-
ity time with their parents.

It is clear that the Republicans do
not want to address these issues. Per-
haps we will have a chance later on in
the Congress to resurrect these meas-
ures. But the way that the procedures
work here, they will need what we call
a supermajority, not just a bare major-
ity, to get approval—we will need more
than 60 in order to be successful.

So these debates will be very, very
important in these next few days. We
also should support efforts to increase
funding for the IDEA program, for chil-
dren with disabilities. There was some
increase in those funds, but not nearly
to the degree that they should be. We
ought to at least have an opportunity
to debate those issues and make a judg-
ment on them.

We are effectively cut into a short
period of time as a result of the Budget
Act. And then when we return after the
Easter break, we are restricted further
on debate on the Coverdell bill. So it is
obviously frustrating, when we know
that the American people put the ques-
tion about education front and fore-
most, but we are not being able to give
the kind of full attention and support
that we think these issues require.

Nonetheless, I wanted to say why I
support the proposal that Senator
MURRAY will be advancing and we will
have an opportunity to debate on to-
morrow, on the question of reducing
the class size in grades K through 3
across the country.

And I say, Mr. President, I hope that
all of our Members will pay special at-
tention to Senator MURRAY as a former
schoolteacher, former member of a
school board, someone who has been
active in the local life of a community,
in the school policy issues. She brings
enormous, refreshing insight and
awareness and understanding of what
really works in local communities, and
I congratulate her on her leadership on
this particular issue. I think all of us
who listen to her benefit immensely
from her range of knowledge, her un-
derstanding, and her real insight into
education issues, and particularly
when she speaks to the importance of
reducing class size in grades K through
3 across the country.

A necessary foundation for success in
school is a qualified teacher in every
classroom to make sure that young
children receive individual attention.
That is why it is so important we help
bring the 100,000 new qualified teachers
into the public schools and reduce class
size in the elementary schools. Re-
search has shown that students attend-
ing small classes in the early grades
make more rapid progress than stu-
dents in larger classes. The benefits are
greatest for low-achieving, minority,
and low-income children. Smaller
classes also enable teachers to identify
and work effectively with students who
have learning disabilities and reduce
the need for special education in later
grades.

A national study of 10,000 fourth-
graders in 203 school districts across
the country and 10,000 eighth-graders

in 182 school districts across the coun-
try found that students in small class-
es perform better than students in
large classes for both grade levels.
Gains were larger for fourth-graders
than eighth-graders. Gains were largest
of all for inner-city students in small
classes. They were likely to advance 75
percent more quickly than students in
large classes.

Another significant analysis, called
Project STAR, studied 7,000 students in
grades K through 3 in 80 schools in Ten-
nessee. Again, students in small classes
performed better than students in large
classes in each grade from kinder-
garten through third grade. The gains
were larger for minority students.

We also know that overcrowded
classrooms undermine discipline and
decrease student morale. Many States
and communities are considering pro-
posals to reduce class size, but you can-
not reduce class size without the abil-
ity to hire additional qualified teach-
ers to fill the additional classrooms.
And the Federal Government should
lend a helping hand.

This year, California Governor Wil-
son proposed to spend $1.5 billion to re-
duce fourth-grade classes to 20 students
or less, after having reduced class sizes
for students in grades K through 3 last
year.

In Pennsylvania, a recent report by
the bipartisan legislative commission
on urban school restructuring rec-
ommended capping class sizes in kin-
dergarten through grade 3 in urban dis-
tricts at 20 students per teacher.

In Wisconsin, the Student Achieve-
ment Guarantee In Education Program
is helping to reduce class size in grades
K through 3 in low-income commu-
nities.

In Flint, MI, efforts over the last 3
years to reduce class size in grades K
through 3 have led to a 44 percent in-
crease in reading scores and an 18 per-
cent increase in math scores.

Congress can do more to encourage
all of these State and local efforts.
We’ve tested the effects of reducing
class sizes, and we are seeing positive
results. But it is only taking place in a
handful of places across the country.
The Murray amendment will take the
success of those particular impressive
outcomes and make them available to
other communities across the country
so that when the demonstrated success
is out there, it will be replicated and
duplicated all across the Nation.

This is a concept whose time is over-
due. We have an excellent opportunity
to make a very, very important con-
tribution to helping local commu-
nities. This is a partnership between
the local, State, and the Federal Gov-
ernment. We have all acknowledged
that our participation at the Federal
level is extremely small, about 7 cents
out of every dollar. This is a modest
program but one that can demonstrate
very, very significant. We can help lead
the way in reducing class size. I cer-
tainly urge my colleagues to support
Senator MURRAY’s amendment and to
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increase our investment in education.
The Nation deserves our support.

TOBACCO LEGISLATION

Mr. President, on another subject,
while I have great respect for the time
and the effort which the chairman of
the Commerce Committee has devoted
to tobacco legislation in recent weeks,
the proposal he announced over the
weekend is inadequate to address the
public health crisis of youth smoking.

The seriousness of the threat to our
children requires a much stronger re-
sponse. The chairman’s mark does too
little to protect children from smok-
ing, and it does far too much to protect
the tobacco industry from its victims.
On each of the key issues, this proposal
falls short of what comprehensive to-
bacco control legislation should be.

First, the significant price increase
of $1.10 per pack over 5 years, which
the Commerce bill proposes, is not sub-
stantial enough to produce the dra-
matic reduction in youth smoking
which all of us desire. Public health ex-
perts have concluded that an increase
of $1.50 per pack swiftly instituted and
indexed for inflation is necessary to
achieve our youth-smoking-reduction
goals.

Dr. Koop and Dr. Kessler, the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, the
ENACT Coalition, and the Save Lives,
the Not Tobacco Coalition have all
stressed the importance of a price in-
crease of at least $1.50 per pack. Nearly
half the Members of the Senate have
already cosponsored bills proposing a
$1.50 per pack increase within 3 years.
The Budget Committee also endorsed a
$1.50 increase on a bipartisan vote of
14–8.

According to Deputy Treasury Sec-
retary Lawrence Summers, every 10
cents in price will reduce youth smok-
ing by 270,000 children over 5 years.
Thus, the difference between $1.10 and
$1.50 will be more then one million ad-
ditional kids smoking in the year 2003.

Only an increase of at least $1.50 a
pack can reduce youth smoking to the
targets outlined in the June 20 settle-
ment, which is 60 percent in 10 years,
and prevent these additional children
from a lifetime of nicotine addiction
and tobacco-induced diseases.

One million young people between
the ages of 12 and 17 take up this dead-
ly habit every year—3,000 smokers a
day. In fact, the average smoker begins
smoking at the age of 13 and becomes a
daily smoker before the age of 15.

These facts are bad enough, but the
problem is growing worse. According to
a spring 1996 survey conducted by the
University of Michigan Institute for
Social Research, the prevalence of
teenage smoking in America has been
on the increase over the last 5 years. It
rose by nearly one-half among 8th
graders and 10th graders, and nearly a
fifth among high school seniors be-
tween 1991 and 1996.

I point out on the floor that we have
seen a dramatic difference in our own
State of Massachusetts where we have
reduced the consumption by a third of

the national average. It is very inter-
esting. We had a very modest increase
in the cost of tobacco in my State, but
we also had a counteradvertising cam-
paign. And lo and behold, the tobacco
industry reduced the prices to absorb
all of the increase that had been re-
quired by the State. But with the to-
bacco education campaign, we saw a re-
duction of a third as measured to other
kinds of nationwide figures.

So the point that we are making here
is that with the additional $1.50 to $2,
which virtually every one of the public
health authorities have mentioned to
be essential within the short period of
time of 3 years, and the attendant kind
of counteradvertising campaign and
the cessation programs to help to as-
sist kids to stop smoking and the sup-
port for antismoking campaign efforts
by nonprofit and community-based or-
ganizations—all of those programs can
have a dramatic impact.

Now we know that there will be those
who say—$1.12 at least is where the
President’s request would have been in
terms of his budget submission. But
the fact is the President and the Vice
President, the administration, have ba-
sically supported the $1.50 in the short-
er period of time. I hope that we are
not looking for what is the least we
can do for the young people of this
country. I hope what we would be say-
ing as a test is that we are looking for
what is in the best interest of the
young people of this country. How are
we going to set that standard? Rather
than what is the least we can penalize
the tobacco companies in order to
please them, we ought to be looking for
what is in the best interest of these
young people in order to meet that par-
ticular responsibility.

Mr. President, I hope we will have an
opportunity to vote on that during the
course of the consideration of the budg-
et. I know we have inclusion in the
budget of $1.50 per pack, but I hope
that we will, or I expect we will, have
a chance to vote on $1.50 as well and
put the Members on record on this par-
ticular issue, and I welcome the chance
to support that if our leaders, Senator
CONRAD and Senator DASCHLE, offer
that.

We have a very simple way of doing
this, making sure the FDA is going to
have the kind of legislative authority
to be able to deal with the problems of
addiction. And it is very clear what
words have to be added to the author-
ity of the FDA to be able to do that.
We know the FDA will have the au-
thority and the power to do so. How-
ever, the Commerce Committee refused
to accept this regulatory approach, and
they have other language in there
which I am very much concerned may
create endless litigation opportunities
for America’s most litigious industry,
big tobacco.

We will look forward to seeing the
details of the language. Again, I won-
der why we don’t try and do it right, do
what is in the public health’s interest,
but that is the standard rather than

what is more acceptable to the tobacco
industry.

I know our friend and colleague, Sen-
ator CONRAD from North Dakota, will
go into considerable detail. The fact is
that these look-back provisions in the
Commerce Committee draft are fun-
damentally flawed, and I think all of us
in this body understand if we don’t
have adequate penalties, then we really
don’t have adequate protections. Pen-
alties have to be effective, at least
have an effective action in discourag-
ing youth from smoking. As designed
in the Commerce Committee proposals,
I believe they are woefully lacking.

Once children are hooked into ciga-
rette smoking at a young age, it be-
comes increasingly hard for them to
quit. Ninety percent of current adult
smokers began to smoke before they
reached the age of 18. Ninety-five per-
cent of teenage smokers say they in-
tend to quit in the near future—but
only a quarter of them will actually do
so within the first eight years of light-
ing up.

If nothing is done to reverse this
trend in adolescent smoking, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention
estimate that five million of today’s
children will die prematurely from
smoking-caused illnesses.

Increasing cigarette prices is one of
the most effective ways to stem this
tide. Study after study has shown that
it is the most powerful weapon in re-
ducing cigarette use among children,
since they have less income to spend on
tobacco and many are not already ad-
dicted.

An increase of $1.50 per pack in ciga-
rette prices is also realistic. It will not
bankrupt the industry, which will pass
it on in the form of higher prices. If we
increase the pack by $1.50, the total
cost will be $3.45 a pack—still lower
than the cost in many European coun-
tries —$3.47 in France, $4.94 in Ireland,
and $5.27 in England.

Secondly, I am concerned about the
FDA provision in the Commerce Com-
mittee draft. It will not allow FDA to
regulate nicotine as a ‘‘drug’’ and ciga-
rettes as ‘‘drug delivery devices.’’ Pub-
lic health experts strongly believe that
this is the most effective way to regu-
late tobacco products. When the Com-
merce Committee refused to accept
this regulatory approach, compromise
language was drafted to create a new
FDA chapter for tobacco products. I
am concerned that this approach will
create endless litigation opportunities
for America’s most litigious industry—
Big Tobacco. Why not provide the pub-
lic health advocates with the legal
tools which they believe will be the
most effective in regulating tobacco
products? Why place unnecessary hur-
dles in their path?

Third, the lookback provisions in the
Commerce Committee draft are fun-
damentally flawed. The penalties for
the tobacco industry’s failure to meet
the youth smoking reduction targets
are arbitrarily capped at $3.5 billion,
which is the equivalent of only 15 cents
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a pack. An increase this small will
hardly give tobacco companies a strong
economic incentive to stop marketing
its products to children. It will just be-
come a cost of doing business. This pro-
posed cap will destroy the effectiveness
of the lookback penalties as a mean-
ingful deterrent.

In addition, the penalties are im-
posed on an industry-wide basis, which
removes the incentive for an individual
company to stop marketing its prod-
ucts to children. In fact, the Commerce
Committee draft will create a perverse
incentive for a company to increase its
marketing to children. Each company
knows that if it captures a greater
youth market share, its own costs will
rise by no greater an amount than its
competitors, while its future profits
will be increased and its competitors
will bear a portion of the cost associ-
ated with gaining that long-term com-
petitive advantage. It is critically im-
portant that the penalties are assigned
on a company-specific basis to give
each individual company a strong eco-
nomic incentive to discourage children
from beginning to smoke.

The targets for the reduction in
smokeless tobacco use among children
are also not in parity with the targets
for cigarette use reduction.

The use of oral snuff and chewing to-
bacco is a serious public health prob-
lem. It causes cancer, gum disease,
tooth loss, as well as nicotine addiction
and death.

The Committee should not let
smokeless tobacco products become a
cheaper substitute for children if the
price of cigarettes increases due to the
lookback penalties. In Massachusetts,
once the price of oral snuff and chew-
ing tobacco was brought into parity
with cigarettes, its use among adoles-
cents fell by over two-thirds between
1993 and 1996. Smokeless tobacco de-
serves equal attention, and we should
expect similar reductions in use among
children.

Fourth, the environmental tobacco
smoke provisions are clearly unaccept-
able. States will be allowed to opt out
of providing protections from exposure
to secondhand smoke to workers and
their families. This means there will be
no national minimum standard to pro-
tect non-smokers, particularly chil-
dren, from exposure. The Commerce
Committee draft also exempts res-
taurants from smoke-free require-
ments, despite the fact that the Jour-
nal of the American Medical Associa-
tion has reported that environmental
tobacco smoke exposure for restaurant
workers are estimated to be two times
higher than for office workers, and at
least 1.5 times higher than for persons
who live with a smoker.

Fifth, the provisions on document
disclosure in the Commerce mark are
grossly inadequate. It would not re-
quire disclosure of many of the most
significant documents. It would allow
the industry to hide behind a ‘‘trade
secret″ privilege no matter how signifi-
cant the information concealed was to
advancing the public health.

Sixth, while the Chairman has not
yet publicly disclosed the full extent of
the litigation protection he intends to
offer the industry, the proposals being
promoted in private discussions are
truly draconian. They would prohibit
all class actions for past misconduct,
prohibit punitive damages for past mis-
conduct, prohibit all third party claims
and impose other serious restrictions
on aggregation of claims. Collectively,
these restrictions would make it prac-
tically impossible for the victims of
smoking induced illness to recover
from the industry whose product is
killing them. We must not bar the
courthouse doors to the victims of the
tobacco industry. I hope these extreme
and grossly unfair proposals are never
put before the Commerce Committee.

One litigation protection for the to-
bacco industry is already in the Com-
merce Chairman’s mark. It is really
the ultimate protection any industry
could be given. On page 96 of the draft,
tobacco companies are granted an 80
percent tax credit for money paid in
judgments or settlements for lawsuits.
In plain language, this means that the
American taxpayers will pay 80 cents
of every dollar the industry is ever re-
quired to pay to its victims. Instead of
using the money raised by the $1.10 per
pack cigarette price increase to deter
youth smoking, to conduct anti-smok-
ing education and counter-advertising
campaigns, to assist smokers who want
to quit, and to conduct medical re-
search into smoking related diseases,
this legislation proposes to give it back
to the tobacco industry to cover its
litigation losses. This outrageous idea
should be rejected by all one hundred
Senators. Congress was embarrassed
last summer by the $50 billion tobacco
industry tax credit snuck into the Bal-
anced Budget Act. Enactment of the
tobacco company tax credit in the
Chairman’s mark would be an even
greater embarrassment.

The legislation which the Commerce
Committee is scheduled to consider
this week is seriously flawed. It should
be sent back to the drawing board for a
major redesign. Congress has an ex-
traordinary opportunity this year to
protect generations of children from a
lifetime of addiction and premature
death. To accomplish that great goal
will require a much stronger bill than
the one currently before the Commerce
Committee.

I want to next address the child care
challenges that we are facing in the
budget. President Clinton is right in
giving it a high priority. Cutting-edge
research is giving us a greater under-
standing of the great significance of
the early childhood years and develop-
ment. Obviously, the best possible care
should be available and affordable, and
it should be quality. That is central to
what this issue is really all about.

We know we need more child care and
child development programs. We know
we need money to pay for those pro-
grams. The Senate Democrats have
proposed increasing our commitment

to child care improvements by at least
$14 billion in mandatory spending over
the next 5 years. This was immediately
attacked as ‘‘big government spend-
ing’’ on new programs. Why is it only
when the investment is in our children
that it is considered ‘‘big government
spending’’?

The Republican budget would pre-
clude the possibility of child care legis-
lation beyond their proposed increase
of $5 billion in discretionary authority
for the Child Care and Development
Block Grant and $9 billion in tax cuts.
Both of these approaches are problem-
atic. We know we will never see discre-
tionary money for child care, given the
discretionary spending squeeze.

Obviously, these child care dollars
would only become available if offsets
were made in other discretionary pro-
grams, and programs for low-income
children and families are always most
vulnerable. In addition, the proposed
tax cuts are unlikely to help the very
families who most need assistance in
paying for child care—low-income
working families. As long as the de-
pendent child care tax credit remains
nonrefundable, expanding it does noth-
ing to assist low-income working fami-
lies, who have no tax liability. In ef-
fect, the child care proposals in the Re-
publican budget are empty promises
that simply give Republicans a chance
to say that they have done something
for child care. Our children and fami-
lies need guarantees. We must have
real, mandatory money for children
and their families.

On another issue, employment dis-
crimination takes many forms, wheth-
er based on gender, age, race, or na-
tional origin. Bigotry in the workplace
undermines the fabric of our country
and society.

When the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was
signed over 30 years ago, Congress in-
tended that the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission serve as a na-
tional watchdog against workplace dis-
crimination. The Agency’s mission is
laudable. It has been an important
force in curbing real and widespread
problems of work force bias.

For example, the EEOC was able to
reach a settlement with Del Labora-
tories after 15 women brought charges
alleging several decades of egregious
sexual harassment. The Agency was
also able to end 15 years of discrimina-
tion against African Americans and
women at Estwing Manufacturing
Company. Estwing had a policy of race-
coding applications to prevent the hir-
ing of African Americans and refusing
to hire women to perform certain jobs.

Who can forget the outrageous inci-
dents of gender discrimination taking
place at Mitsubishi Motor Company.
The EEOC is currently representing
over 300 women in that Mitsubishi leg-
islation.

In recent years, the Agency has ‘‘re-
invented’’ itself, and, without addi-
tional resources, managed to decrease
the number of cases waiting for inves-
tigation and resolution. There is a
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limit, however, to what the EEOC can
do without a budget that reflects its
responsibilities.

I urge my colleagues to support the
President’s request for $279 million for
the EEOC. The Senate must earmark
these funds for the Agency. It is the
right thing to do and this is the time
to do it.

MEDICARE

Too many Americans nearing age 65
face a crisis in health care. They are
too young for Medicare, but too old for
affordable private coverage. Many of
them face serious health problems that
threaten to destroy the savings of a
lifetime and prevent them from finding
or keeping a job. Many are victims of
corporate down-sizing or a company’s
decision to cancel the health insurance
protection they relied on.

Three million Americans aged 55 to
64 are uninsured today, but no Amer-
ican nearing retirement can be con-
fident that the health insurance they
have today will protect them until
they are 65 and are eligible for Medi-
care.

The consequences of being uninsured
at this age are often tragic. As a group,
they are in relatively poor health, and
their condition is more likely to wors-
en the longer they remain uninsured.
They have little or no savings to pro-
tect against the cost of serious illness.
Often, they are unable to afford even
the routine care that can prevent
minor health problems from turning
into serious disabilities or even life-
threatening illness.

If we do not act to stem this trend,
the problem will only get worse. Be-
tween 1991 and 1995, the number of
workers whose employers promise
them benefits if they retire early
dropped twelve percent. Barely a third
of all workers now have such a prom-
ise.

In recent years, many others who
have counted on an employer’s com-
mitment found themselves with only a
broken promise. Their coverage was
canceled after they retired.

For these older Americans left out
and left behind through no fault of
their own after decades of hard work, it
is time to provide a helping hand.

Democrats have already introduced
legislation to address these issues—and
the budget must provide for its enact-
ment. The legislation allows uninsured
Americans age 62–64 to buy in to Medi-
care coverage and spread part of the
cost throughout their years of eligi-
bility through the regular Medicare
program. It allows displaced workers
aged 55–62 to buy into Medicare to help
them bridge the period until they can
find a new job with health insurance or
until they qualify for Medicare. It re-
quires companies that drop retirement
coverage to allow their retirees to ex-
tend their coverage through COBRA
until they qualify for Medicare.

This legislation is a lifeline for mil-
lions of older Americans. It provides a
bridge to help them through the years
before they qualify for full Medicare

eligibility. It is a constructive next
step toward the day when every Amer-
ican will be guaranteed the fundamen-
tal right to health care. It will impose
no additional burden on Medicare, be-
cause it is fully paid for by premiums
from the beneficiaries themselves.

MANAGED CARE

A week ago, Helen Hunt received an
Oscar for her role as the mother of a
severely asthmatic child in the movie
‘‘As Good As It Gets.’’ In the movie,
she delivers a line of unrepeatable in-
sults aimed at her son’s HMO. And au-
diences across the nation burst into ap-
plause and hoots of knowing laughter.
In some cases, life imitates art. In this
case, however, art imitates life.

We face a crisis of confidence in
health care. A recent survey found that
an astonishing 80 percent of Americans
now believe that their quality of care
is often compromised by their insur-
ance plan to save money. Another sur-
vey found that 90 percent of Ameri-
cans—men and women, across the po-
litical spectrum—say a Patients’ Bill
of Rights is needed to regulate health
insurance plans. And they report that
they are willing to pay for it, despite a
campaign of disinformation from the
business community and insurance in-
dustry.

One reason for this concern is the ex-
plosive growth in managed care. In
1987, only 13 percent of privately in-
sured Americans were enrolled in
HMOs. Today 75 percent are in some
form of managed care.

At its best, managed care offers the
opportunity to achieve both greater ef-
ficiency and higher quality in health
care. In too many cases, however, the
priority has become higher profits, not
better health.

The list of those victimized by insur-
ance company abuse grows every day.

These abuses are not typical of most
insurance companies. But they are
common enough that Congress needs to
act to protect the American public. A
recent report in California found that
17 percent of managed care enrollees
developed permanent disabilities as a
result of plan denials. The Clinton Ad-
ministration is prepared to support leg-
islation to address these issues. Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle in both
chambers are prepared to act. And the
time to act is now.

We need to ensure access to appro-
priate specialty care—care that people
pay for through their premiums,
deductibles and copayments. We need
to ensure that patients have the rights
to appeal plan denials, especially those
that threaten the life, health or future
potential of those in need of services.
We need to take action to monitor and
improve the quality of care for every-
one. We need to make plans account-
able for their decisions, and provide all
patients, regardless of whether they re-
ceive their insurance in the individual
market, from a public program or
through an employer, with the right
for redress when plan denials result in
injury or death. We need to simply

make sure that people are aware of
their rights and able to compare their
options—when they are fortunate
enough to have a choice of plans.

Legislation must be carefully craft-
ed, so that it curbs abuse without sti-
fling innovation and appropriate meas-
ures to control costs, but action is es-
sential. The American people know
that the current system is out of con-
trol, and they want protection. This
can be the Congress that finally enacts
a health insurance bill of rights to as-
sure that patients receive the protec-
tion their insurance company promises
but too often fails to deliver. Our na-
tional bottom line must be patient
needs, not industry profits.

CHILDREN’S HEALTH

Last year, we created a new chil-
dren’s health program designed to
reach uninsured children in working
families whose income is too high for
Medicaid but too low to afford private
health insurance. We made an unprece-
dented investment of 24 billion dollars
over the next five years. More than 10
million children are uninsured, and ap-
proximately one-third of those children
are already eligible for, but not partici-
pating in, Medicaid. We need to do
more to enroll children in the pro-
grams for which they qualify. And we
need to ensure that the proper re-
sources and options are available to
states to encourage enrollment in the
new program.

The President included proposals in
his budget to expand the outreach op-
portunities available to states. They
were paid for by other administrative
savings in Medicaid. But they have
mysteriously disappeared in this Re-
publican budget. Instead, it appears
that the savings extracted from a pro-
gram that serves primarily low-income
women and children are being used to
buy bridges and roads. Gone are the
provisions, scored by CBO at only $400
million, that would help states fulfill
our goal of enrolling every eligible
child in the health insurance program
for which they qualify. Why? They
could have included the outreach provi-
sions and still had a billion dollars to
spend on other priorities.

Mr. President, these games have to
stop. When the Congress acts to pro-
vide its citizens with opportunities, we
should make every effort to follow-
through with policies that address im-
plementation concerns. If we really
want children to receive the health in-
surance we extended to them last year,
we need to fully fund outreach activi-
ties. This budget fails to deliver the
funds necessary to ensure uninsured
children receive the care to which they
are entitled.

DISABLED PERSONS

Mr. President, I want to reinforce an
issue of great importance to every
American in this country that Senator
JEFFORDS will be speaking about later
today—the need for accessible and af-
fordable health care for disabled per-
sons, so they can work and live inde-
pendently.
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Disability does not pick its owner—it

can happen to any of us here today, and
we have seen many of our own col-
leagues and Members of this Congress
struggle with the unexpected con-
sequences of disability in their lives.
Yet disability policies in this country
continue to impoverish disabled per-
sons and disregard their ability to be
productive members of their commu-
nity.

The lack of accessible and affordable
health care is the reason that only one
half of 1 percent of disabled persons
ever go to, or return to work. There are
54 million disabled people in this coun-
try who may have the capacity to work
but cannot because they are afraid of
losing their health care.

This Congress needs to put in place
health care options that support dis-
abled persons to work, live independ-
ently, and be productive and contribut-
ing members of their community. I en-
courage your support in funding these
options during this budget process.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I wish
to recognize the leadership of Senator
KENNEDY on the critical issue of pro-
tecting the public health and the to-
bacco legislation. He has been one of
the most valued members of the task
force on tobacco in the Democratic
Caucus. No one has worked harder to
make certain that we keep our eye on
the ball of what are the important pri-
orities. Over and over, he has reminded
our colleagues that the priority is to
protect the public health and to reduce
teen smoking. Those are the things
that I think all of us want to accom-
plish. I thank him publicly for the ex-
traordinary leadership he has brought
to the cause.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I under-
stand the Senator from North Dakota
is willing to yield back the time re-
maining on my amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. We are prepared to
yield back, and the Senator is prepared
to yield back.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent we both be allowed to yield back—
I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

AMENDMENT NO. 2168 TO AMENDMENT NO. 2167

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate
that this resolution assumes that no im-
munity from liability will be provided to
any manufacturer of a tobacco product)
Mr. GREGG. I send to the desk an

amendment in the nature of a second
degree.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.

GREGG], for himself and Mr. CONRAD, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2168 to
amendment No. 2167.

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
Strike all after the first word and insert

the following:

3 . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING IMMU-
NITY.

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels
in this resolution assume that no immunity
will be provided to any tobacco product man-
ufacturer with respect to any health-related
civil action commenced by a State or local
governmental entity or an individual or
class of individuals prior to or after the date
of the adoption of this resolution.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask unanimous con-
sent I be added as a cosponsor to the
amendment that has been sent by the
Senator to the desk.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I understand Senator
SESSIONS would like to get the yeas
and nays on his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays on my
amendment No. 2166 offered previously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
an objection to it being in order at this
time for the yeas and nays?

Without objection, the Senator may
request the yeas and nays.

Mr. SESSIONS. I request the yeas
and nays of my amendment No. 2166.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays are ordered.
Mr. CONRAD. Now we go to the Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. KYL. Madam President, I ask

unanimous consent the pending amend-
ment be laid aside for the purpose of of-
fering an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is laid aside.

AMENDMENT NO. 2169

(Purpose: To express the sense of Congress
regarding freedom of health care choice for
medicare seniors)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 2169.

Mr. KYL. I ask unanimous consent
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of title III, add the following:

SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING
FREEDOM OF HEALTH CARE CHOICE
FOR MEDICARE SENIORS.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the follow-
ing:

(1) Medicare beneficiaries should have the
same right to obtain health care from the
physician or provider of their choice as do
Members of Congress and virtually all other
Americans.

(2) Most seniors are denied this right by
current restrictions on their health care
choices.

(3) Affording seniors this option would cre-
ate greater health-care choices and result in
fewer claims being paid out of the near-
bankrupt medicare trust funds.

(4) Legislation to uphold this right of
health care choice for seniors must protect
beneficiaries and medicare from fraud and
abuse. Such legislation must include provi-
sions that—

(A) require that such contracts providing
this right be in writing, be signed by the
medicare beneficiary, and provide that no
claim be submitted to the Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration;

(B) preclude such contracts when the bene-
ficiary is experiencing a medical emergency;

(C) allow for the medicare beneficiary to
modify or terminate the contract prospec-
tively at any time and to return to medicare;
and

(D) are subject to stringent fraud and
abuse law, including the medicare anti-fraud
provisions in the Health Insurance Port-
ability and Accountability Act of 1996.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that seniors have the right to see
the physician or health care provider of their
choice, and not be limited in such right by
the imposition of unreasonable conditions on
providers who are willing to treat seniors on
a private basis, and that the assumptions un-
derlying the functional totals in this resolu-
tion assume that legislation will be enacted
to ensure this right.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, this
amendment is a sense of the Senate en-
titled ‘‘Freedom of Health Care Choice
for Medicare Seniors.’’ The purpose of
this amendment is for Members of the
Senate to go on record as supporting
the eventual adoption of legislation
that will ensure that all seniors have
freedom of choice in obtaining health
care services for themselves and mem-
bers of their families.

As a result of the balanced budget
amendment of last year, an amend-
ment went into effect on January 1
that precludes most seniors from hav-
ing this freedom to contract. While it
establishes the principle that they may
do so, it puts forth a condition that is
virtually impossible for them to sat-
isfy; namely, to find a physician who is
willing to dump all of his Medicare pa-
tients for a period of 2 years prior to
the time that their services are sought.
As a result, it is impossible for most
seniors to exercise a choice that is
theoretically theirs in the law today.

This proposal to be amended into the
Balanced Budget Act is to express our
sense that we intend to adopt legisla-
tion later that will provide for this
right. As a matter of fact, I have intro-
duced legislation, as has Congressman
BILL ARCHER from Texas in the House
of Representatives, that would fulfill
this commitment. Mine is Senate bill
1194, the Medicare Beneficiaries Free-
dom to Contract Act. We have 49 co-
sponsors for this at the moment, and I
think number 50 is on the way. Clearly,
it is a popular idea because of the ex-
pressions of concerns by our senior
citizens that they would like to have
the freedom to contract for the serv-
ices they desire. In the House of Rep-
resentatives, Representative ARCHER,
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, has over 190 cosponsors.

What is this sense of the Senate, and
why do we need it? We believe the
sense-of-the-Senate amendment here
provides that Medicare beneficiaries
should have the same right to obtain
health care from the physician or pro-
vider of their choice as do Members of
Congress and virtually all other Ameri-
cans, and that there should be no un-
reasonable provisions or unreasonable
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conditions that prevent them from ob-
taining this care. Moreover, we specifi-
cally provide that the assumptions un-
derlying the budget resolutions assume
that this legislation will be enacted.

So what is the problem here? Prior to
January 1 of this year, and for all of
the time that Medicare has been in ef-
fect, Americans have had the ability to
go to the physician of their choice, and
if that physician did not feel he could
treat them under Medicare, or chose
not to do so, or they chose not to be
treated under Medicare, they would
have the choice to contract outside of
Medicare. Obviously, they had to pay
the bill themselves.

For most Americans, Medicare is
such a good deal that this was rarely
taken advantage of. However, there are
situations in which a senior citizen
might want to take advantage of this
requirement. It had always existed. For
example, a constituent of mine wrote
to me and pointed out that in her com-
munity there was only one specialist
that she felt could take care of her par-
ticular kind of diabetic condition. She
went to see that physician, and he said
that since she was 65 years of age, she
was a Medicare beneficiary, she was
Medicare eligible, and since she was
Medicare eligible, he would have to
submit the bill to Medicare if he treat-
ed her, but that he could not take on
any more new Medicare patients, that
he had as many as he could afford to
continue to provide care to. She said,
‘‘No problem, I’ll pay you. You bill me
directly, and we will save Medicare the
money.’’ He pointed out—and verified
this with the Health Care Financing
Administration—that they would as-
sume he had committed fraud if he
took care of her, submitted the bill to
her, and had her pay him directly.

Unless the bill is sent to Medicare,
the care can’t be provided. In effect, it
is Medicare or no care. As of January 1
of this year, that is the law of the
United States of America, believe it or
not. Once you turn 65, you lose a right
that all other Americans have, which is
to go to the physician of your choice.
It is Medicare or no care. You cannot
contract outside of Medicare for Medi-
care-covered benefits. That is fun-
damentally un-American.

If you have saved all of your life to
provide for health care for yourself,
your spouse, and your family, you are
going to do anything within your
power to help your spouse, let’s say,
who is ill, and if she wants to go to
someone who is not treating new Medi-
care patients, for example, or is a non-
Medicare-treating physician, you are
going to spare no expense to save her
life. I had this happen to a friend of
mine. I was able to get a compas-
sionate release from FDA to get an ex-
perimental drug so she could use it in
the last few months of her life. Unfor-
tunately, she passed on anyway. Her
husband was willing to do anything to
preserve her life, go to any lengths.

Are we going to tell senior citizens in
the United States they can’t do that,

they can’t go to the doctor of their
choice, that they have to go through
Medicare or they can’t be cared for at
all? If they can’t find somebody willing
to treat their particular condition
under Medicare, that is it, sorry, this is
the United States of America, but they
don’t have that right anymore?

If you are 64 and a half, of course,
you have that right. If you are a Mem-
ber of Congress, you have that right. If
you are in Great Britain, under a so-
cialized medicine system, you have
that right. Even in Great Britain,
which has socialized medicine, you can
either go to that program or contract
privately, so long as you pay the bill
yourself. That is all we are asking for
the United States of America. Yet,
under an amendment that the Presi-
dent insisted be part of the Balanced
Budget Act of last year, that right has
been taken away from seniors in this
country.

All over the country, seniors are be-
ginning to complain because they have
figured out what has been taken away.
This is one of the first things being
brought up in town hall meetings.
They ask me, ‘‘Why are you taking
away the Medicare rights?’’ I have said,
‘‘Look, I didn’t do it. I didn’t know
that agreement had been struck in the
middle of the night and snuck into the
Balanced Budget Act. Everyone voted
for it, and we knew nothing about it. A
couple of days later, it was revealed
that the President had insisted that
this provision go into the law.’’

So, Madam President, I think it is
important for the Members of the Sen-
ate to go on record in the Budget Act
here as supporting the principle of free-
dom to contract. The measure I have
introduced has all kinds of safeguards
to prevent fraud and abuse. We can
have a good discussion about exactly
what those should be. If you have a
suggestion on how to make it better,
fine with me, let’s talk that out. At
some point, we will actually bring that
legislation to the floor and have that
debate.

I think all of us can agree on the
basic principle that, A, we should have
the freedom of choice to contract with
the physician of our choice in this
country; B, there should be adequate
provisions to prevent fraud and abuse;
and, C, we need to get this done as soon
as possible. That is what our sense of
the Senate calls for, Madam President.
I hope that those people who have ex-
pressed opposition to this legislation
will come forward and debate the issue.
Let’s have an open public debate, be-
cause the people of America need to
understand what the Congress and the
President did to them last year when it
took away this fundamental right.
Those of us who believe in the principle
of doing everything you can for your
loved ones need to support this.

One final thought before I sit down.
This law that is currently in effect is
just like saying to seniors on Social
Security that the only way you can
provide for your retirement, your fi-

nancial needs, is through the Govern-
ment’s Social Security system; you
can’t save any money, you can’t have
any stocks and bonds, you can’t have
any pension, you can’t have any insur-
ance annuities—none of that; it is ei-
ther the Social Security system, the
Government program, or no system.
That is what we have said with regard
to health care—you either take the
Medicare health care program or noth-
ing; you cannot contract outside of
Medicare for covered benefits. As I
said, it is ludicrous when you present it
that way.

Opponents say that there might be
some fraud and abuse here. I think that
sells the physicians in this country and
our senior citizens very short. I know
of nobody more careful about their
bills than seniors. I know my mom and
dad are. They can tell you whether
they were overcharged. We can put pro-
visions in this to ensure that there is
no fraud and abuse. I think it is fun-
damentally wrong for us to deny this
right to citizens just because we feel
there may be some physician out there
who would abuse the system.

So I conclude by urging colleagues,
when we have an opportunity to vote
on this, to support this principle again
in the Budget Act—and at this point it
can only be a principle; it cannot be
the effective legislation. We will pro-
pose that later. Surely we can support
this principle through the sense of the
Senate and, at a later time, actually
support the legislation that would ac-
complish the principle.

Madam President, at this time I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. KYL. I thank my colleagues.
Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, ear-

lier, Senator KENNEDY raised concerns
about the tobacco legislation that is
moving through Congress. Obviously,
tobacco legislation is part of the budg-
et resolution as well. The budget reso-
lution provides a special reserve fund
so that, in fact, if the tobacco legisla-
tion moves, it will be possible to use
those funds for a number of purposes.

Senator KENNEDY had indicated that
at the same time there is legislation
moving through the Commerce Com-
mittee. He raised a number of concerns
about the legislation as it has been de-
scribed in the press. Madam President,
just let me add my voice of concern to
what we have heard about that legisla-
tion moving through the Commerce
Committee. One of the major issues on
comprehensive tobacco legislation is,
Will this industry be given special, un-
precedented protection—protection
that has never been granted any other
industry at any time? That is, special
protection against suits by victims of
the industry, whether they be individ-
uals or third parties who have had
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costs imposed on them by the use of to-
bacco products.

Madam President, the bill going
through the Commerce Committee at
this point is silent on the question of
liability—liability for the tobacco in-
dustry. Being silent on liability in to-
bacco legislation is like having a dis-
cussion of the Titanic and failing to
mention the iceberg. This is central to
any discussion that anybody can have
about tobacco legislation. How can you
be silent on the question of liability?

Many of us believe that there should
be no special protection granted this
industry. Many of us believe it is inap-
propriate to give this industry, of all
industries, the kind of unprecedented
protection that they seek. It is trou-
bling that we saw this industry come
before Congress and swear under oath
that their products caused no health
problems, swore under oath that they
had never targeted our kids for mar-
keting and advertising, swore under
oath they had never manipulated nico-
tine levels in order to make their prod-
ucts more addictive, and that their
products were not addictive.

Now the documents have come out.
The documents show that, without
question, in fact, these products cause
the health problems that they have
sworn they do not cause. We know,
based on the release of the documents,
that they have targeted our kids for
marketing and advertising. In fact,
they have targeted kids as young as 12
years old in their marketing and adver-
tising. The documents disclose it. The
documents also disclose that they
knew their products were addictive.
The documents disclose that they knew
they were engaged in these efforts,
which they absolutely denied when
they were before Congress. And now
they come to us and they say, well,
look, if we are going to be involved in
this, you have to give us special protec-
tion.

The Senator from New Hampshire
sent an amendment to the desk that
says we ought not to give this industry
immunity, we ought not to give them
special protection, and we ought to
deal with this industry the way we
have dealt with every other industry;
we ought to address head-on the prob-
lems that they create and do it without
giving them some kind of special deal.
I think the overwhelming majority of
Americans would say that is exactly
the right thing to do. We should not be
giving them special protection. They
don’t deserve it. They don’t need it. It
is not necessary in order to accomplish
the result.

So at some point very soon we are
going to have a chance to debate and
discuss the amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire. I just want to
commend him this afternoon for offer-
ing that amendment. I look forward to
the debate. I want to hear on the floor
of the Senate the argument advanced
that this industry should be given spe-
cial protection. I want to hear people
in public defend the position that this

industry should be given special treat-
ment. I want to hear on the floor of the
Senate how somebody rationalizes and
defends this industry. I don’t think it
is possible. I don’t think it will stand
the light of day.

Out here in the back room someplace
when nobody is around and nobody is
reporting, all of a sudden there is a lot
of grave talk about, oh, we have to give
this industry special protection. I want
to hear those arguments made out here
in the cold light of day. I want to see
our colleagues have a chance to vote on
the question of whether we are going to
give special protection to this industry
or not.

Madam President, I very much look
forward to our debate and discussion
on that question. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire for offering that
amendment.

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

ator from New Hampshire.
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I cer-

tainly appreciate the support of the
Senator from North Dakota on this
amendment. I believe he has summa-
rized the concern which I have as well.
The fact is you can’t defend immunity.
It is just inconsistent with the policies
of discovery to give immunity to a
business which has basically targeted
young people with an addictive product
which was intended to kill them. The
idea that we would start by giving im-
munity to that industry is not only
ironic but totally wrong.

So I certainly appreciate the support
of the Senator from North Dakota in
this effort.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. ASHCROFT. Madam President, I
seek the floor for purposes of speaking
in regard to the budget resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution is the pending business. The
Senator is recognized.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Thank you very
much.

Madam President, I rise today to ex-
press my opposition to the budget reso-
lution.

More than just being an accountant’s
ledger, the Federal budget should em-
body our Nation’s values. Yet, from
looking through the budget, the values
that are transmitted here seem to be
nothing more than an inflated sense of
Washington’s self-arrogance. The budg-
et represents Washington’s arrogance,
Washington’s belief that the interests
of the individual and individual tax-
payers are second, if not third, fourth,
or fifth, as compared to the bureaucrat
and the bureaucratic appetite to con-
sume resources at the Federal Govern-
ment level.

I think it is a slap in the face of
Americans who thought they sent indi-
viduals to Washington to curtail the
size of Government, those who have
worked to make sure that they sent in-
dividuals here to guard their freedoms.
It is a challenge to them when they see
the House and the Senate march stead-
ily forward on bigger and bigger budg-
ets consuming more and more of the
resources of an average family. I be-
lieve that I was sent to Washington to
cut taxes to make it possible for people
to retain more of what they earn to
spend on their own families rather
than have Washington somehow come
to the conclusion that Washington
could spend the money more effec-
tively on America’s families than
America’s families could.

I oppose this budget based on the fact
that it is designed to grow Government
substantially and it is designed to take
more and more of what people earn. I
have prepared a series of proposals of $1
trillion in tax cuts and debt and tax
limitation measures. I would like to
see us put those in our public policy.
But, frankly, there is really not a
chance to do that because this budget
and the budget rules that are proposed
are designed to block such measures,
ensuring that the priorities and judg-
ments of the Budget Committee re-
main inviolable. I would like to explain
in detail my opposition to this budget.

First, it increases the size of the Gov-
ernment. The budget resolution rec-
ommends that the Federal Government
spend $9.15 trillion over the next 5
years. That represents a 17.3 percent
increase over the previous 5 years. The
past 5 years as compared to the next 5
years, a 17.3 percent increase. Five
years from now the Federal Govern-
ment would spend $276.5 billion more
than it will spend this year. That is an
increase of 16.5 percent.

So this massive growth of Govern-
ment I don’t believe is consistent with
the mandate of the American people.
Even President Clinton intoned in his
State of the Union Message a little
over a year ago that the era of big Gov-
ernment was over. He could hear the
footsteps of the electorate in their
steady march demanding that we have
smaller Government—meaning greater
capacity for our families. And, yet,
here we go again. We have growth that
amounts in the next 5 years to 16.5 per-
cent.

Second, I oppose the budget because
it takes far more tax revenue from the
American people than ever before. The
budget resolution recommends that the
Federal Government collect $9.3 tril-
lion in tax revenue over the next 5
years. That is a 27.5 percent increase
over the previous 5 years. Five years
from now the Federal Government
would collect $327.9 billion more than
it will collect this year. That is an in-
crease of 19.5 percent.

Now that we know what the budget
resolution does, we should address the
one thing that the resolution does not
do. This budget resolution does not cut
taxes.
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As a recent report by the Senate Re-

publican Policy Committee reads, ‘‘The
fiscal year 1999 budget resolution pro-
vides for no reconciliation bill. It,
therefore, contains no specific tax-cut
instruction.’’

Year by year, the amounts by which
the aggregate levels of Federal reve-
nues should be changed are as follows:
Zero, zero, zero, zero, zero, zero.

The numbers in this resolution do
not reflect that the report accompany-
ing the resolution holds out the hope
that Congress might pass a $30 billion
tax cut over 5 years. $30 billion over 5
years is a number which might be hard
for folks to anticipate. But here is
what it amounts to. It amounts to $1.83
per person per month in terms of tax
relief—$1.83 per person per month. In-
flation may be tame. But even the
most frugal consumer would be hard
pressed to stretch $1.83 very far.

Looking at this another way, $30 bil-
lion in tax relief out of the $9.3 trillion
in tax revenue represents a cut of
three-tenths of 1 percent over 5 years.
That is the equivalent of getting a 30-
cent discount on a $100 order of grocer-
ies. And if that weren’t bad enough,
this budget resolution would consider
offsetting those cuts with tax in-
creases.

Page 70 of the committee report ac-
companying the budget resolution
reads:

This ‘‘reserve fund’’ would permit tax re-
lief to be offset by reductions in mandatory
spending or revenue increases.

This is no idle threat. The last page
of the chairman’s mark lists illus-
trative examples of taxes that could be
raised, including taxes on vacation and
severance pay, and adopting some of
President Clinton’s proposed tax in-
creases.

I believe it is wrong for us to be con-
sidering tax increases, especially at a
time when the average American is
still working for the Government this
year. I say ‘‘still working for the Gov-
ernment this year’’ because, according
to authorities, we all work until May 9
now in order to pay for Government. It
is only after we have worked all the
way until the second week in May that
we begin to pay ourselves instead of to
pay our Government.

Compared to last year’s resolution,
this budget resolution recommends
that the Federal Government collect
$212 billion more in tax revenue than
was recommended for the same period
last year.

Whose interest does this resolution
serve? As I mentioned earlier, this
budget has its priorities upside down.
They are inverted. They are skewed.
My clear understanding of Government
is that it exists to serve the people.
But this budget has that backwards.
This has people existing to serve the
interests of Government.

Let me read a disturbing line from
page 52 of the committee report accom-
panying the budget resolution:

The tax writing committees will be re-
quired to balance the interests and desires of

many parties while protecting the interests
of taxpayers generally in drafting the tax
cut.

Why did the Budget Committee feel a
need to include a reminder in this re-
port to keep the interests of the tax-
payers in mind? Taxpayers should have
been in the forefront of our mind. It
read as if the interests of the taxpayers
are secondary. That said, the American
taxpayers deserve more consideration
than this budget allows.

Relief for taxpayers cannot come a
moment too soon, and we should have
a budget which reflects our ability to
constrict Government and to enlarge
the capacity of individuals.

Allow me to place this budget pack-
age within the context of the overtaxed
worker.

For the past 5 consecutive years, the
growth in personal tax payments has
outstripped that of wages and salaries.
This is an important point. People
have had their taxes going up faster
than their salaries and wages have
been going up. Not since 1980–1981 have
there been more than 2 consecutive
years in which tax growth had exceed-
ed wage growth. Well, not until the
past 5 years.

The average American now works
until May 9, as I mentioned, a full
week longer than the average Amer-
ican worked for the Government when
Bill Clinton assumed the Presidency.
The average American now is working
to May 9 to pay Federal, State, and
local taxes. Some individuals think
that includes State and local taxes.
What do we have to do with that?
Frankly, a significant share of what
State and local governments charge in
terms of taxes is being charged because
we have mandated programs on the
State and local governments.

I can’t help but think of President
Reagan’s definition of a taxpayer:
‘‘Someone who works for the Federal
Government but doesn’t have to take a
civil service exam.’’

Frankly, all of us have been working
for the Federal Government. We will
all be working for the Federal Govern-
ment until May 9 this year—for the
government at least.

The last year that the Federal Gov-
ernment collected less tax revenue
than it did the year before was 1983.
That was 16 fiscal years ago. If you de-
fine a ‘‘tax cut’’ as when the Govern-
ment collects less in taxes, we have not
had a true tax cut since 1983.

Because of the tax increases of 1990
and 1993, taxpayers will give the Fed-
eral Government $600 billion more over
the next 5 years than they would have
otherwise.

Why are taxes so high? Taxes are
high because Government is too big
and because Government spends too
much. Taxes are high because our
budgets reflect that we believe that the
bureaucracy is better at spending
money on American families than
American families are. I believe that is
a mistaken belief.

This year the $1.7 trillion that Wash-
ington will spend is more, in inflation-

adjusted dollars, than the Federal Gov-
ernment spent cumulatively from 1800
to 1940. Over the past 20 years, Con-
gress has allowed Federal spending to
increase 291.3 percent. Adjusted for in-
flation, that represents a real spending
increase of nearly 60 percent. In the
past 10 years nondefense Federal out-
lays adjusted for inflation have in-
creased by one-third.

The last year that the Federal Gov-
ernment spent less than it did the year
before was in 1965, 34 fiscal years ago.

When I entered the Senate in 1995, I
hoped that the new Republican major-
ity in Congress would pursue a general
downsizing of the Federal Government,
allocating to States and local govern-
ments, and, yes, to the best govern-
ment of all, the family, which obvi-
ously finds the best department of so-
cial services and the best department
of education, the best department of
health when it spends its own resources
fostering the needs, ambitions, aspira-
tions, hopes, and achievements of the
family, I had hoped that we would re-
duce the size of the Federal Govern-
ment to make the resource allocation
of this culture more effective and more
efficient by placing it in the family and
close to the family, where good deci-
sions could best be made.

Despite our efforts, the Federal es-
tablishment is growing more costly
and more intrusive than ever before.
Federal spending has grown by $200 bil-
lion just since 1995. Nobel laureate Mil-
ton Friedman observed, ‘‘Congress will
spend whatever revenue it receives plus
as much more as it collectively be-
lieves it can get away with.’’ Another
way folks say that, back in Missouri,
is, ‘‘We live by the ‘they send it, we
spend it’ motto.’’

Frankly, it is time to say to the
American people ‘‘You earned it, we re-
turned it.’’ We need to give to the
American people some of their money
back so they can make good judgments
and good decisions of how to deploy
their own resources on themselves and
their families and in their own commu-
nities without sending it through the
shrinking process of the bureaucracy in
Washington, DC.

This budget resolution assumes a cu-
mulative surplus of $149 billion before
any tax cuts over the next 5 years. As
each week passes, the call for new
spending seems to grow. The Senate
spent last week debating whether to
pass emergency legislation that would
breach the discretionary spending caps,
including $4.48 million for maple syrup
producers to replace taps and tubing
damaged by ice storms in the North-
east.

Before closing, let me just reiterate
my opposition to the resolution for
these reasons:

No. 1, the budget increases the size of
Government. It is time for us to in-
crease the size of opportunity for
American families.

No. 2, the budget resolution does not
instruct Congress to cut taxes. We were
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sent here to limit the size of Govern-
ment, to cut the burden on the Amer-
ican people. The American people are
paying more in taxes than ever before
in history. It is time—we are not at
war—to understand if we are at war,
that we are at war with ourselves and
we should stop taking so much of the
resource of American families. We
should make it available to them.

No. 3, when spoken about, the so-
called predicted tax relief would be a
proverbial slap in the face, or at least
in the wallets, of the American people:
$1.83 per person per month. You can’t
get a cup of gourmet coffee—I couldn’t
get it if I drank it—at that price.

No. 4, it would allow Congress to off-
set the tax cut with a tax increase
rather than with spending cuts.

And, No. 5, it would have the Federal
Government collect $212 billion more
than the budget resolution agreed to
just last year.

The Senate should reject this budget
resolution and adopt a resolution that
reflects the values of those who sent us
here, one that curtails spending, one
that provides tax relief, and one that
further limits the Federal debt. I en-
courage my fellow Senators to vote no
on this backwards budget, this budget
that really believes and sets a value on
the idea that Washington knows best.

It is pretty obvious to me that you
let the person spend the money who
you think can make the best invest-
ment. And it is pretty clear to me that
Washington thinks it can make better
investments and better judgments
about our family and our culture than
can people in their families and busi-
nesses in their institutions. I do not be-
lieve that Washington knows best. The
genius of America is not that the val-
ues of Washington would be imposed on
the people; the genius of America is
that the values of people would be im-
posed on Washington. But this budget
gathers to the bosom of the bureauc-
racy the capacity to confiscate the re-
sources of the people and to spend
them in an arrogant sense that we
know better how to spend resources on
America and her families than Ameri-
ca’s families do. Nobel laureate Milton
Friedman observed Congress will spend
whatever revenue it receives plus as
much as they can get away with, and
this is one of those settings where it
looks to me like we are making that
kind of commitment to expenditure.

I believe Members of this body should
look carefully at this budget and
should understand it does not reflect
the values of the American people. It
fails, for instance, to obliterate or to
curtail or to remove the marriage pen-
alty. If we want a system which would
reflect the values of America, under-
standing that this country is most
likely to succeed in the next century if
we have strong families, then we would
endow the family with strength and
the finances to do what families ought
to do. Instead, this budget resolution
provides the basis for continuing the
marriage penalty, which is really a

way of fining people for being married
and saying to individuals who are mar-
ried in this culture: We will charge you
$29 billion a year. That is the freight
for being married in America.

It is time for us to abandon that and
say what we want in this culture is
lasting, durable marriages and families
that will provide the basis for a culture
in the next century which will allow
America to continue to prosper and to
lead. We cannot do that if we have a
value system reflected in a budget
which attacks America’s principle of
strong families rather than reinforces
that principle.

I urge my colleagues in the Senate to
reject this budget and to call for a
budget which would reduce the impact
and size and onerous burden of the Fed-
eral Government and to empower the
people to make decisions that will fos-
ter families and institutions at the
local level with the requisite strength
to preserve and protect America’s
greatness.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Madam President, I
am here today to discuss aspects of the
budget. Today we continue the discus-
sion on our 1999 budget, and I am gen-
erally pleased with the work that the
committee has done. I am generally op-
timistic about our country as we
progress, but today I wish to place an
emphasis on education with a special
emphasis on the congressional respon-
sibility for the education of the chil-
dren of the District of Columbia, the
Nation’s Capital.

In 1995, when the Republicans took
over the leadership role in Congress, I
became chairman of the subcommittee
responsible for education on the Labor
and Human Resources Committee. I
also, as No. 13 in seniority on the Ap-
propriations Committee, became the
subcommittee chairman on the DC Ap-
propriations Subcommittee.

Although I left the Appropriations
Committee in 1997 to go to the Finance
Committee, I vowed to continue my
work for the schoolchildren of the Dis-
trict. I did so to follow through with
the work I helped start in 1996, with
the writing of the new education plan
for the District.

Also, when I became chairman of the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee, I believed I had a special obliga-
tion for education in the District of Co-
lumbia. The Constitution, through the
District clause, confirmed by the Su-
preme Court, endows in Congress the
same powers over the District of Co-
lumbia that a State has—not only pow-
ers but responsibilities. Thus, Congress
is responsible under the Constitution

for the District’s education. We must
not forget that.

As Republicans, we believe strongly
that State and local governments are
the key players in establishing edu-
cation policy. This conviction works
beautifully for every State in the Na-
tion except for the Nation’s Capital.
What an irony. We, as Republicans in
leadership of this Congress, have not
fully recognized that under the Con-
stitution we must act as both the State
entity for the District and the local
governing entity for education.

In 1996, Congress did recognize that
the District’s educational system was
indeed in trouble; in fact, the whole
city was in deep trouble.

The control board was established to
help the District’s education crisis.
The present DC education reform plan
was written in the 1996 appropriations
bill with assistance from Congressman
Steve Gunderson, who had strong sup-
port from the Speaker, and also with
the help of the then-Senate majority
leader, Bob Dole. The implementation
of this plan began in earnest under the
leadership of General Becton and con-
tinues under Chief Academic Officer
Arlene Ackerman. They recently gave
a nationally known student achieve-
ment test to evaluate basic student
performance in the District. It clearly
established a severe problem. The Na-
tion’s Capital, for which we are con-
stitutionally responsible, has the worst
educational results in the country, in-
cluding the worst student dropout rate
of close to 40 percent.

In addition, through decades of ne-
glect, the District of Columbia has one
of the worst school infrastructure prob-
lems in the Nation. GSA found that $2
billion of repairs and improvements are
needed.

When I took the chairmanship of the
DC Appropriations Subcommittee in
1995, I immediately met with the super-
intendent, then-Superintendent Frank-
lin Smith, who was a member of the DC
school board.

They all had great intentions and
great plans. And, in fact, they had
great plans and great intentions for
many years, but evaluation results got
worse, not better. This was true even
though teachers were teaching to the
same tests they had been using since
1978. They told them what the tests
were going to be. It was obvious that
the superintendent of the school board
had no control over the system.

The control board had been estab-
lished realizing the dimension of the
problem. This is back in 1996. They
knew that the firm leadership with ap-
propriate authority had to be estab-
lished. In my mind, the board very
wisely chose two generals to answer
that challenge—General Williams as fi-
nancial officer and General Becton as
superintendent. In my opinion, the
generals, with considerable personal
sacrifice, performed admirably, and
ably. We are indebted.

In particular, General Becton is a
unique individual. He is 70-plus, but
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looks 50, and has the energy of a 40-
year-old. He is personable and tough.
Although not primarily an educator,
his accomplishments as president of
Prairie View A&M University proved
his ability in this field. He got the job
done. They both got the job done. The
generals had to kick a lot of butts.
Friends are not made that way, wound-
ed critics are. But they got results.

Per-pupil costs are down to within
the average in the Washington metro-
politan region, a constant source of ir-
ritation with many Members who
claim they add all this money. They do
not anymore. Personnel numbers had
been reduced. Many inefficient man-
agers were replaced. The congression-
ally enacted school reforms are being
implemented. Tough decisions, such as
ending social promotion, have been
made; and that is a tough one. This, of
course, has created a great need for re-
medial help for tens of thousands of
kids who must improve to warrant
graduation.

A most qualified chief academic offi-
cer, soon to be superintendent, Arlene
Ackerman, has been hired. The chal-
lenges before her are daunting. The di-
mension of the remedial help required
for ending social promotion, not only
in Washington but nationwide, has not
yet been fully appreciated. She will
need our help. She must have our help.

As mentioned above, the education
infrastructure is in a shameful condi-
tion after decades of neglect, requiring
$2 billion worth of improvements. For-
tunately, Parents United had been
formed some time ago and has brought
a lawsuit to enforce corrective action.

Unfortunately, after Generals Wil-
liams and Becton had initiated their
plans for school repairs, and finally
having funding available in a manner
that would not have required any clos-
ing of the schools, the judge, in her
frustration, ordered the schools closed
anyway. This caused emergency ac-
tions in contracting to get the schools
opened and raised the costs consider-
ably. I was present with the control
board education trustees the night this
happened. They did what they had to
do. In fairness to the judge, her frustra-
tion, expressed in her ruling, raised the
public’s awareness to the deplorable
condition of the schools.

But where will the $2 billion needed
for repairs come from? Congress is re-
sponsible for making it available. This
may require money from the budget, it
may not, but it has to be found. Bond-
ing is obvious, but how is it to be paid
for?

This January, I held hearings on the
DC school situation. I have attached
Professor Raskin’s applicable testi-
mony that the Constitution requires us
to find the funds.

At the beginning of 1997, I left the
Appropriations Committee and went to
the Finance Committee. I vowed to
continue to fight for funds for DC. Dur-
ing reconciliation, I nearly got an
amendment for $1 billion passed in the
committee. The Senate did provide $50

million for the repairs of the Washing-
ton, DC, schools—a small amount, rel-
atively, to the $2 billion.

In conference with the House, at the
House’s insistence, the $50 million was
cut. But OMB Director Frank Raines
agreed to work with me to find the
money. He asked me to put together a
working group. This has been done. To
help prepare material for the working
group, I held three days of hearings in
January. Material from these hearings
has been forwarded to the members of
the working group.

I have also outlined several options
for the working group’s consideration.
Some require no Federal funds; others
are completely Federally funded.
Somewhere we have to find the answer.
I hope we can furnish guidance soon. I
have attached materials showing the
need for congressional action, as the
DC financial system under present cir-
cumstances cannot provide a sufficient
revenue stream to pay for bonds.

Let us end on a positive note.
Progress is being made to improve the
DC school system. I recently traveled
to Chicago with General Becton. I also
traveled to Long Beach, CA, with Ar-
lene Ackerman. These school systems
are examples of sound reform where
corrective action is being taken. We
learned a great deal on these trips. And
work is starting here.

First, we must make sure children
can read and comprehend. Programs
such as Everybody Wins!, a literacy-
mentoring program I am deeply in-
volved with, have been started, helping
thousands of youngsters. Hundreds of
our volunteers come from the Senate,
and they have been doing a wonderful
job in bringing the reading situation in
that school under control, but thou-
sands more are needed to help. The
flow of nonreaders to upper grades
must stop. Substantial growth here is
expected by next year in these pro-
grams. There are two others called the
President’s Program for Reading and
also another one called the Everybody
Reads Program started by the District.

To help the students ‘‘in the pipe-
line,’’ summer schools will be held. The
second thing: A group to find remedial
solutions through information tech-
nology has been formed. Much needs to
be done.

No. 3, legislation has been intro-
duced, S. 1070—my bill—to form re-
gional efforts in skill training, giving
an opportunity for those young people
to be able to get those $30,000 to $50,000
jobs, high-paying jobs, that are avail-
able and can be filled.

No. 4, I also met with the presidents
of regional universities and colleges to
work together with the business com-
munity to form a cohesive, seamless
educational system, for which the com-
prehensive framework should be estab-
lished by the end of May. And that is
critical. We have the resources in this
region, we have the people in this re-
gion, but we must work together to all
do what we can for the school system.

No. 5, the critical needs for in-service
training of teachers must be met. The

Department of Education and the local
teacher colleges are pledged to help. I
just met with some from the Depart-
ment of Education. The Higher Edu-
cation Act soon will be out on the Sen-
ate floor, and that will help, also
across the Nation, to assist us with re-
spect to the serious problems we have
with our schools not having the profes-
sional development necessary.

Let me close by emphasizing that our
problems in education will end only
when the classrooms provide the appro-
priate education. This is a primary re-
sponsibility of the States and local
school districts. Just remember, as for
DC, under the Constitution, DC is our
‘‘State.’’ And we are responsible for our
local schools, those in the Nation’s
Capital. Right now, we have the worst
schools in the Nation. They must and
they should be the best.

Madam President, at this time I
would like to turn to another edu-
cation issue dealing with the budget
also, and I just alert the Budget Com-
mittee as to what is being done.

(The remarks of Mr. JEFFORDS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1882
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. JEFFORDS. Finally, I will talk
to another matter which will have an
impact upon the budget also. Hope-
fully, CBO comes up with figures you
like; these figures are so small in terms
of what the good is we should find no
cause for alarm here.

I rise to discuss an issue that is criti-
cally important to this Nation. Today
there are millions of people with dis-
abilities who want to work but just
cannot. Why? Because the day they
start work they lose access to afford-
able health insurance. These bright, in-
telligent, and very willing individuals
are denied the right that every other
citizen in this Nation has—the right to
work. We have the responsibility to re-
verse this desperate situation and
grant people with disabilities the right
to become productive, taxpaying work-
ers.

Last week, I introduced legislation
with Senator KENNEDY and Senator
HARKIN entitled the Work Incentives
Improvement Act. This bill will reform
Social Security’s work incentive pro-
grams and remove employment bar-
riers for people with a disability. This
legislation was developed over many
months with the help of the disability
community, the Social Security Ad-
ministration, the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration and other congres-
sional offices. This bill will end the in-
surmountable health barriers to indi-
viduals who wish to work.

Our friends with disabilities do not
need an incentive to work. They want
to work. In fact, they are so desperate
to obtain gainful employment that
they are pushing this Congress to com-
plete action on this legislation this
year. And we must. These citizens are
trapped by a system that penalizes
their attempts to be productive. Social



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2753March 30, 1998
Security’s current work incentive sys-
tem has had limited success. Out of 7.5
million people who are social security
disability beneficiaries, less than one
percent can take advantage of these
work incentives and actually are em-
ployed. The benefits offered are too ex-
pensive, time limited, and offer too few
health care services for the many per-
sons with disabilities who wish to
work.

For many years I have assessed why
so few disabled social security bene-
ficiaries return to work. The primary
barriers relate to their inability to ob-
tain or keep adequate and affordable
health care coverage. For example, dis-
abled social security beneficiaries who
return to work are covered through
Medicare, but after 39 months they
must pay full fare for their health ben-
efits—more than $370 every month. I
seriously doubt that even a well-off
person can afford to pay this rate every
month over the course of their working
life. In fact, out of more than 3.5 mil-
lion beneficiaries, only 114 have chosen
to take advantage of this Medicare
coverage, preferring the alternative—
staying at home and receiving it for
free. I don’t know whether they prefer
it; that is probably not right.

Another barrier to work is the inabil-
ity to get coverage for certain medical
services. These services are usually un-
available in the private markets. If
they are available, they are
unaffordable. Necessities like personal
assistance services and prescription
drug coverage are offered through some
state Medicaid plans, but disabled so-
cial security beneficiaries who need ac-
cess to these Medicaid services must
impoverish themselves to get them.
Many are doing just that. These dis-
abled social security individuals who
have coverage for low-income Medic-
aid, called ‘‘dual eligibles,’’ are the
fastest growing entitlement population
in the government.

The Work Incentives Improvement
Act will provide access to appropriate
health insurance for those persons with
disabilities who wish to return to
work. Many of these beneficiaries will
be eligible for affordable Medicare.
Beneficiaries will have access to lim-
ited Medicaid services through State
Work Options Programs. They will be
able to access critical services like
Personal Assistance and prescription
drugs in states that chose to offer
them. Such incentives will allow peo-
ple to return to work, confident in the
knowledge that they will both keep
their health care and get coverage for
other needed services.

No one in this body can disagree with
the idea that work is a central part of
the American dream. This budget reso-
lution should provide funding for these
and other initiatives designed to allow
people with disabilities to work. Pro-
viding cost-effective assistance for peo-
ple to work is both fiscally responsible
and morally right. Those who work
will become fully contributing mem-
bers of society by paying for their own

insurance coverage, and as taxpaying
citizens of our nation, paying for these
government programs as a whole.

Inaction by this body will ensure
that our Government continues to
deny a person’s dream to get back to
work to help himself, to help herself, to
pay taxes, to be able to participate in
our society in a meaningful way. I hope
the Senate will move ahead to resolve
this problem and help persons with dis-
abilities realize their dream to work.

I wish everyone had a chance to be at
the press conference we held with
former leader Bob Dole and Justin Dart
and other leaders in this field to see
the expression on their faces and the
joy that came when we announced
what we would do to help those who
were assembled to be able to partici-
pate in the workplace. I can assure
Members that this bill—we have had
CBO estimates much lower than pre-
vious estimates. It is hard to conceive
why it costs money because all you are
doing is allowing people benefits to
work and to start paying taxes and to
contribute to the cost.

It is very difficult for me to see how
there is any cost whatever. I yield the
floor.
f

EDUCATION SAVINGS ACT FOR
PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS

Mr. COVERDELL. As everybody
knows by now all too well, we have
been in the midst of a filibuster going
all the way back to last summer on
education reform proposals. We have
been battling the White House, the mi-
nority leadership and the status quo. I
am pleased to announce—in fact, I am
ecstatic—that the filibuster is over and
that a unanimous consent has been en-
tered into, I think a reasonable agree-
ment, that does adhere to our view
that all amendments should have been
related to education and not extra-
neous and not broad new tax policy. We
will go to our education reform on the
day we return from the recess on April
20 of this year.

Now, the majority leader needs to be
commended for the diligence and the
attention he gave to try to end this fil-
ibuster. I also am complimentary of
the minority leader and his attempt to
bring this filibuster to an end. But I
am especially grateful to the Members
on the other side of the aisle, prin-
cipally my key cosponsor, Senator
TORRICELLI of New Jersey, for the at-
tempts and effort they made—under
very difficult circumstances I might
add—for an extended period of time to
recommend that a filibuster was not
the way to handle education reform.

Because the filibuster has been
ended, America’s children are going to
be the major beneficiaries—and their
families. At the end of the day, mil-
lions of American families are going to
be able to open education savings ac-
counts to help children in public
schools, private schools and home
schools. Now with the suggestions from
the other side of the aisle, we are going

to have an opportunity for expanded
school construction and financing that
aids and abets school construction
across our Nation.

After all is said and done, bringing
this to a favorable conclusion will lead
to a very healthy and wholesome de-
bate about reforming education and
moving away from the status quo.
Madam President, the winners, those
who are going to gain the most from
the fact that we have set this filibuster
aside, are America’s children. They are
going to be the beneficiaries of the fact
that the Senate has now, on a biparti-
san basis, agreed to go to an extended
and meaningful debate about reforming
education in America, principally
grades kindergarten through high
school.

I thank all who have been involved
on both sides of the aisle. I think it
will prove most beneficial to America
and her children.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I

will take just a moment. I did want to
respond ever so briefly to the remarks
of Senator COVERDELL.

I did not object to the unanimous
consent request by which we will con-
sider the Coverdell proposal. Amend-
ments have now been made in order
and the proposal will be considered on
the floor of the Senate in a way that
limits the amendments and limits the
time for each amendment.

I say the Senator from Georgia puts
his own construct on exactly what has
happened. There is another construct,
and that is that this was not a fili-
buster but a lockout—circumstances
where we were told that a bill was to
come to the floor of the Senate, a bill
dealing with tax credits for education,
and the only circumstance under which
it could come to the floor of the Senate
is if those on the minority side would
be willing to restrict their amendments
both as to type of amendments and as
to time.

It is a very unusual Senate proce-
dure. It is not a procedure that has
been followed by the majority side, I
might say. As one Member of the Sen-
ate who will not want to see this habit-
forming, I simply say to the Senator
from Georgia that I am happy he will
get his day on this piece of legislation.
The amendments have indeed been lim-
ited. I think he would not want to be in
a similar circumstance on the next
issue on which someone on this side
would, if in the majority, say we would
like to bring our bill to the floor, and
by the way, we will only do that in
ways that restrict your opportunity to
offer amendments, and only do that in
ways that restrict the time of the
amendments that you do offer.

For example, among the ideas that
exist here are not just an idea to pro-
vide tax credits for people who send
their children to nonpublic schools—all
schools, but especially nonpublic
schools; among the ideas that exist
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