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] ma
wrs oing. and obstruction of justice.

w

: threatened violence.

 ye ederal authorities - subsequently
zed Kachuhs and five coconspira-
with conspiracy to kidnap, kid-

51x were found gmlty Kachulis
oS sentenced to life, with the cocon-
irators receiving terms ranging from

;%years to life. )
: brazen attempts to thwart jus-

uch
8 via intimidation and violence have
me everyday occupational hazards
those whose duty it is to enforce

o }P Criminal laws. S. 2543 will better

| cquip our law enforcement community
vrave those hazards. The bill makes

epurder-for-hire” a Federal offense. It

full statutory protection

ptends
ns charged with the enforcement

“}snd_prosecution of Federal law, the

es of those persons, actual as

yell as potential witnesses, and Gov-
emment informants. Lastly, the bill
vides for increased criminal penal-
ties for offenses involving a.ctual or
American’ law enforcement daily‘
| risks violence and physical harm in an

effort to maintain respect and integri---
y for the law. For its part, the law.
must be clearly committed to protect .

ind sustain those enforcement efforts.

*}'We in the Senate should act without
any further delay to adopt S. 25643 as a .

dear- and determined statement ‘of
thatcommitment.o "
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President,. I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum.

“The PRESIDING OFFICER. "The
derk will call theroll. .~
*The assistant secreta.ry proceeded to

] al the roll.

" Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Presuient I

‘Y% unanimous consent that the order

»j.‘ﬂ for the quorum call be rescinded.

5} out obJectnon it is so ozdered

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

N

' ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS"
‘ The PRESIDING OFFICER. There

4 Will now be a period for the transac-

: ﬁon of routine morning business. -

Mr, STAFFORD. Mr. President, I .
ngest the absence of a quorum. -

The PRESIDING -OFFICER, The

{ terk will call the roll.

The assistant secretary proceeded to
ﬁll the roll
- Mr, HATFIELD. Mr. Presxdent Iask

E ‘mammous consent that the order for
: "16 quorum call be rescinded.

- The PRESIDING ' OFFICER (Mr.
). Without objection, it is'so

1 Ordered.

- Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

lmous consent that I may proceed

if in morning business without the

lime being charged ags.inst the budget
lution. .

i The PRESIDING OFFICER With-

- °“t . 0bjection, it is so ordered

THE WAR N LEBANON.
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the
WODle of Lebanon are dying today.
ey have been dying.now for almost

t threats and violence to all per-
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3 weeks, and no endl to their suffering
is in sight. Their bodies lie unburied,
and, in many families, there is no one
left to- mourn. They are a people

caught In the hatreds of age-old differ-

ences. For them, the destruction of
the Palestine Liberation Organization,

‘the securing of Israel's northern

border, and the trivumph of 0V.S. weap-
onry ,over Sovxet “Weaponry offers no
solace

They have been a resilient people—
these Lebanese—pewxrhaps too resilient.
Time and again, they have taken up.
their lives in the aftermath of bomb-

‘ing, automatic weapons- fire, or artil-.
- lery rounds. Intheixr acceptance of vio- .j'
lence, perhaps they have invited vio-

Ience. But this time, the destruction .

-may be too great, the trauma too deep.
" Lebanon and its peaple may be lost, to
‘become ghosts in some buffer zone -

where only soldiers feel at ease.
“This is no longer the defensive oper-
ation of a friend amd ally. This is no

.great opportunity for the United
States .in the Middle East. This is no -
. solution for the troubles of Lebanon, the pending business? . . -

- The PRESIDING - OFFICER.. The
clerk wm repott. the House . a.mend-

There is no victory here for anyone.

“We deceive ourselves if we’ thmk oth- =

erwise.
Israel] Forces mva.ded Leba.non on

‘June 4 with the mpnounced aim of

pushing PLO forces out of artillery .
range Of Isracli settlements—a dis-

" tance of some 25 miles. But even as Is-

raell spokesmen made those first an- .

~nouncements, Israeli Forces aJready
“had penetrated  beyond that’ stated
goal. And with each new fait accom-

pli—with each new village and town
occupied—that goak shifted. It shifted
eastward to the Bekaa Valley and the
Syrian missiles there, It shifted again

" yesterday with the bombing of west
“Beirut, and it threatens to shift to the

gates of Damascus. and beyond. And as

-Israeli leaders shift their goals to suit

military exigencies, relief supplies are -

turned back from lebanon’s borders -

by Israeli military .authorities or by ..

‘fighting a.nd the threat oi dxsease
" mounts. R
What is Israel’s goal now—today?
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fiscal year 1983 recommendations for -
military assist:nce to Israel. We can
make no bargain with armed aggres- .
sors—iriend or foe. -

Mr. President, ”I suggest the absence

of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.- The

.clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

out ob;ectxon, it is: so ordered.

' . CONCLUSION OF MORNING
+ BUSINESS

' N
The PRESIDING OFEFICER Mom~
ing buslness isclosed. - . .

FIRST CONCURRENT IRESOLU—

TION ON THE- BUDGET—CON- -
FERENCE REPORT ©~ - - '

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President. what is

ent.
The assxsta.nt legxslative clerk read

as follows:: - .

"“The House recedee from its amendment to
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92 and agrees
to the concurrent rmolution with an’ amend-
.. ment. .

('I'he text of the House amendment

is printed in the House proceedings of
‘the RECORD of June 22, 1982 at page
~ H3723.y: - ¢

LS, Mr. President aparha.-‘

menta.ry inquiry. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER The -

Senator will state it.

- Mr. CHILES, Mr, President, is it in

‘order now to move the a,doptxon of the
amendment, move that we concur in
‘the adoption of the a.mendment with
an amendment? -

The PRESIDING OFF'ICER % is in :

order

U’P AMKNDMENT RO 1039 :

Must Lebanon -and its people be de- . (Purpose. To .provide an increase of $100

stroyed utterly in "the .name of de-

fense? Can Israeli children live in
peace only if Lebanese children die in .

war? I will not coumtenance that bar- -

gain, and-I do not believe this Nation

million over current policy. for Federal
Law Enforcement Agencies (FBI, Drug
Enforcement Agency;) Immigration and .
Naturalization Service) (F. 750)): -

‘Mr., CHILES. Mr, ‘President, 1 move

can afford to be a silent partner to it. that we concur.in the House amend-
Israel can stop the fighting now, if ment with an amendment which I
its leaders so choose. The dead can be send to the desk. I ask for its immedi-

buried, the wounded treated, and ne-.
gotiations begun to restore Lebanon

ate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER The

and its people to.a free, sovereign way amendment will be stated.

of life, It is time—bwut the Israeli Gov-
ernment must seize this moment.
I ask President Reagan to call one

The assistant leglslatwe clerk read

-as follows:
The Senator from Florida (Mr Cxuus)

last time for an immediate cessation of for himself, Mr. JounsTon, Mr. Nuxy, Mr.

roposes an

hostilities. If Israel's leaders choose . Domenict, and Mr. HOLLINGS DUGRg”
again to ignore the: wisdom -of that “nm'm"ed amendment nuTt president, I ask

advice, I strongly urge the President,
through the United Nations, to call for
‘the imposition of .international sane-
tions against Israel, to freeze. all mil-.
tary ald.now in the .pipeline for xsmel.
and” t.o can for a reassesam ent; {. his

?&#‘f‘m v

_Mr. CHILES. Mru:u mrt.hcr read.

nsent
,,mxmm» o{umous e endmcn dispenseq
46 nm«cd, With.
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; The amendment is as follows:
§ Amendment to the House smendment to
n. Res. 92:
‘ffm section (bX14) setting forth the ap-
“ ropriate levels of budget authority and
p et outlays, for the fiscal' years 1982
mmugh 1985, strike out all after *‘(14) Ad-
tion of Justlce (750) ”, and lnsert
me following: _ -
- «piscal Year 1982: .
¢ “(A) New budget authority, $4, 500, 000 000
7 «(B) Outlays, $4,600,000,000.
; “C) New direct loan obligations. so
. D) New primary loa.n gua.rmtee commlt-
mentS. $0.
i w(B) New seconda.ry‘loan guarantee com-
_ mitments, $0.
¢ #piscal Year 1983:

. a(A) New budget authority, $4, 800,000 ooo .

© «(B) Outlays, $4,800,000,000
© «(C) New direct loan obllgatlons. $0.
(D) New pﬁma.ry loan guarantee commit-
-ments, $0.
- #(EB) New sécondary loan gua.ra.ntee oom-
. mitments, $0. .
“Piscal Year 1984: -
- “(A) New budget authoﬂty. $4, 900, 000 000
* “(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000.
“Fiscal Year 1985: T
- “(A) New budget authority, 35 000, 000 000
" %(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000."
(b) In section (aX1) through (aX3). sett!ng
forth the recommended levels of Federal
"-revenues, budget authority and budget out-
lays for the fiscal years 1982 through 1985,
* strike out all after “(1) the recommended

~

B

levels of Federal revenues are. as follows .

. and insert the following:
. “Fiscal Year 1982: $628,400,000 000
“Fiscal Year 1983: $666,050,000,000.
“Piscal Year 1984: $738,400,000,000.
“Fiscal Year 1985: $821,900,000,000. ’
“and the amounts by which aggregate levels
- of Federal revenues should be changed are
" a8 follows:
“Fiscal Year 1982: —$200,000,000, -
“Fiscal Year 1983: +$20,900,000,000.
"Fisca.l Year 1984: +$36,000,000,000.
“Piscal Year 1985: +$41,400,000:000.
L “(2) The appropriate levels of total new
budget authority are as follows: o
< “Piscal Year 1982: $777,672,000,000. -
-“Flscal Year 1983; $822,650,000,000,
.. “Fiscal Year 1984: $878,873,000,000,
“Fiscal Year 1985: $961,111,000,000.
- “(3) The appropriate levels of total budget
outlays are as follows: :
’ “Flscal Year 1982: $734,100, 000 000. -
“Fiscal Year 1983: $769,968,000,000.
“Fiscal Year 1984: $822,328,000,000.
< “Fiscal Year 1985: $3881,856,000,000.” .
: .. The PRESIDING OFFICER., There
+ are. 30 minutes equally divided. .
*~ Mr. DOMENICI. That was going to
. be my question, Mr. President, wheth-
© er this is an amendment that will
;..come within the 30-minute rule in the
; Budget Act.
- __The PRESIDING OFFICER 'I'he
* "Senator is correct.
©© Mr. DOMENICL I wonder if my
good friend (Mr. CuiLes) will agree
that we can vote on this amendment
at 10:30? If he wants to use 15 min-
. utes, I shall not use anything other
an what remains. :
- Mr. CHILES. That will be fine with
me, Mr. President. Then we shall have
. an up-or-down vote on the amendment
at 10:30?

Mr. DOMENICI. We shall not 8sk,

unanimous' consent. That is what we
are shooting for. I shall not use a lot
- of time and it will proba.bly work out
better that way. .
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It is the Intention of the leader that
we not vote up or down but that there
be a tabling motion first on the

-amendment. I want to send notice of

that.
Mr. CHILES. Mr ‘President, I hope
the Senator is talking about our reduc-

.ing our time a little bit, which I am

perfectly willing to do, but that we
may have an up-or-down vote on the
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICL We do not have to-

reduce the time. I am sorry, the Sena-

.tor may go ahead. .

BUDGET FOR PEDERAL LAW !:NPORCDEENT
‘Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, we are

taking the unusual step of seeking to
.amend the conference agreement on
-the budget resolution to provide ade-
. quate funding for Federal law enforce-

ment activities. We face a'continuing
crisis of increased activities by orga-

.nized crime,: by drug smugglers and

drug dealers. Yet our Federal law en-
forcement agencies are not being pro-
vided the resources they need to keep

‘up with crime, far less to gain on it.

When the Senate first considered

-the budget resolution as reported by

the Budget Committee, the law en-
forcement agencies were held to a 3-
year “freeze.” The Senate accepted my
argument that organized crime was
not going to freeze its activities for 3
years, so we could not afford to freeze
enforcement, -

Unfortunately, the conference agree.
ment came back below the $4.8 billion
freeze level reported by the Senate
Budget Committee. I objected to that
agreement in conference, a.nd I object
today. .

Mr. President, 1 remind my col-
leagues that we are not dealing here
with grant programs that can be
picked up by State or local govern-
ments. We are dealing with agencies
whose budgets are mostly salaries, .If
we freeze them for 3 years, they will
have to cut back on staff. That means

fewer drug agents, fewer FBI agents,

fewer customs agents monitoring our
ports of entry.

The Budget Committee projects in- -

flation of almost 20 percent over the 3

'years, 1982 through 1985. A three-year

freeze, therefore, would cost the law
enforcement agencies 20 -percent of
their real funding level. For the FBI,
that would mean a loss of 550 special
agents, or the closing of entire FBI of-
fices,

For the Drug Enforcement Agency,
the freeze would mean a layoff of 195
agents, one-tenth of the DEA’s au-
thorfzed strength. I do not know of
anyone who thinks we are so far ahead
in the war on drugs that we can cut
back one-tenth of our agents.

For the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, whose burdens of border
Dpatrol and processing are increasing
every day, a freeze would mean cutting
1,511 people in 1983; cutting another
707 people in 1984; then still another
707 people in 1985. The total loss
would be 2,925 staff,

* Mr: President, we are gettmg ready’
: to take up an immigration bill on the
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floor. The committees have been work-
ing long and hard on that. Part of that
bill is going to call for further addi-
tional enforcement agents .for immi-
gration—more border patrol, more
agents. Here, we are in this
resolution about -cutting 2,925 staff
men of IRS. I do not know how the
rest of the States are situated in

.Tegard to Immigration. I thought we

had a national problem, a hemorrhage
‘of aliens coming into this country. I’
can tell you we have a hemorrhage in

_my State, and I can tell you that there

are nowhere near the number of Im-
migration and Naturalization Service
agents right now to deal with that
problem, to even begin to deal with ’
that problem :

" And what about the Mexican border

. with Texas and the States that-border

on the Rio Grande? Do we seriously
think that there are sufficient Immi- .

gration and - Naturalization _ Service

agents today that we can cut approxi-

‘mately 3,000 agents .in the next .3

years? My goodness.

I just cannot believe that we are
taking actions like that to freeze these
particular agencies. What kind of -
signal do we send to our Iaw enforce-
ment people, do we send to FBI
agents, do-we sent to customs agents,
do we send to DEA agents, to Immi-
gration and Naturalization agents,

‘when we say, “We are cutting back on

Government, boys, so wé are gomg to .
have a little freeze”?

As we know, last year, we a.etua.lly
had DEA agents who had to put their
cars on the blocks toward the end of.
‘the year because they did not. have
gasoline to go out and patrol. Their
wives tried to have a cake sale in one .
-particular area to try to raise gasoline .
money. The Justice Department told
them that would be illegal, that they
could not use those funds. Yet in the
face of that and the cutbacks we are
already facing, now we are t.a.lkmg
about a freeze. . .

Mr. President, the Umted states
does not.have control over our borders
today. We cannot control the flow of
refugees, or illegal immigrants” or .
anyone who chooses-to come in for
any purpose. How, then, can we a.fford
to cut back INS staff? i

My good friend, the distinguxshed
chairman of the Budget Committee,
Mr. DoMeNIcI, has argued that if we
want to provide adequate funds for
law enforcement, the Appropriations
Committee can take the $260 million
out of other programs. But the budg-
ets for everyone are extremely tight
this year. We watch the budget confer-
ence add back all kinds of money in
key areas, because that is what the
‘House leadership said they needed to

‘get enough votes for passage of the

resolution. Well, if - those areas are
critical, as I believe they are, then how
are we going to cut them. to pay for
law enforcement activities?

1 really would like to- be - shown.
‘where we can cut $260 million in dis- -
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naty appropriations .to pay for
! nforcement" I do not know
iher we are going to cut education
e ¢ handicapped, cut the space pro-
cut veterans medical facilities or
sm,,ewhere else. The Budget Act
’ulres us to set spending levels by
{d n, and we have done that. Each
# uon has been cut to the lowest
‘em,ble
methmg else to pay for law en-
eﬂto
president 1 hope the Senate will
e the critical need for Federal
enforcement and. adopt this
: dment.
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. Pxesldent, the
-uished Senator from Florida is
ht on target. Last year, our Presi-
“¥oat went to New Orleans. He talked
.-fethe 1aw enforcement bodies. He de-
“ihed Jaw enforcement as that thin

: ' e line separating civilization from

( jungle of violence and crime and
“{hen came back. I served as chairman
"$47 now as ranking member of the

Hate Justice-Commerce  Subcommit-
ggon Appropriations, so we have the

the Immigration, the DEA budg-
s anthe Appropriations Subcommit-

s there. When President Reagan
‘Fame back from New Orleans to our
~}jmmay, he proposed cuts in the law
Jnforcement agencies, and we lost
fhny agents. I know as of last year,
‘4 had 1,000 fewer FBI agents at the
$ud of 1981 than we had at the end of
i—with an increased population,
increased incidence of crime, thh
ater job to do. :
t us talk about the DEA. Of
, the United States, with its ju-
sctlona.l size increased; with -the
) Zone "Management Act and

nomic zone—that increased our ju-
f % ictional size by one-third for the
DEA, the Coast Guard, a.nd other law
Fmforcement agencles. -
we have a bigger job to do, with
ome 1,000 agents less. As the Senator
tom Florida points out, this resolu-
will cost us another 550 Federal
eau of Investigation agents, an-
iher 200 in DEA. Agents down in
ffort Lauderdale had gotten together
L¥ih cake bakes to get for their cars
funds that had been eliminated
ough budget cutbacks. They_ had
deadlined in my own State’s
tyard. So this is a real problem.
le funding reductions adopted last
*'severely impacted the ability of
fderal law enforcement agencies to
% their job. ‘The following table
“0Ws the dollar amount as-well as the
ithber of agents reduced in each
. [Doltars in thousands)

- gy
sgam"’m@;m B B
! uralization.......c. \
w’mﬂﬂﬂdmmsuam_._-m 85% - 555

—-..........;...;..._,._..._.. 106,625

level; some to intolerable -
, I just do not see how we can .

extension of the jurisdictional
es out to the 200-mile limit of the
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- This is where we get down to where
we can talk polemically of spend and
spend and tax and tax. Let us not talk
at the Federal level about law enforce-
ment because the Congress does noth-
ing to assist that effort. On the con-
trary, we are cutting funds for law en-
forcement. I support this amendment
against those cuts. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'I‘he
Senator from New Mexico.

.Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President I

- yield myself 2 minutes.

Let me say to the Senate tha.t from
the standpoint of the procedure, we do
not normally have the opportunity for
floor amendments-when we consider a
budget conference report, so for those
who would think that the assumptions
in a conference report for discretion-
ary appropriated accounts are too low,
the normal remedy would be to vote
-against a budget resolution. It so hap-
pens that in this instance the product
of the conference is outside scope in a
couple of areas, principally in the area
of ‘medicare and medicaid, because it
was the_desire of the conference to
come in lower—with less cuts—than

either resolution. As a result, Senator -

CHILES has another opportunity to at-
tempt to amend the resolution.

Now, I am not being critical of him. I
am merely explaining that normally
you would not be able to do what he is
doing. You would just say I do not like
the resolution because it does not have

- enough discretionary appropriations,

and one of those things tha.t I do not
like is this function.

But today, if we vote this amend-'

ment in, we will have no budget reso-
lution. After months and months of
work we are being asked basically to

‘turn this whole thing down because we

want to add $150 million in outlay esti-
mates for function 750, and we'want to
add $260 million in budget nuthority

’for that function.

‘The numbers we compromised on in
conference with the House are very
close to what the administration re-
quested for this function. If this com-
mitee had gone through each function

item by item we would have found.

about $200 million in function 450 for
EDA that goes to the Commerce,
State, Justice Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations that also has jurisdiction
over Federal law enforcement activi-
ties. The authorizing committee that
oversees EDA has alréady indicated it
will probably not reauthorize the EDA
program,

The reason I make the point is that
we cannot be sure what the Appropri-
ations Committee will do. But if we

want to assume that it uses for law en-

forcement only the exact amounts. as-

.sumed in this resolution, that would

be about $50 million short of the ad-
ministration’s request. On the other
hand, if we assume that the other ap-

~propriators are as-concerned. as the

1157

- saying,
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Senator from Florida, then it seems to
me that they can put less somewhere
else and find enough to make do this
year,

I just want to make the point to the

‘Senate that we really should not turn

down a budget resolution coming back
from conference through adoption of
an amendment at this point in €ime.
Only because of a procedural accident
is there an opportunity to amend the
conference agreement today. I say to
those who really think that issue is

-not with the appropriators, but with

the Budget Committee, you can go.

.ahead and vote with the distinguished

Senator from Florida and then we will
have no budget. I think the better
course is to get on with the last 2%
months of work. Let us get a budget.
Let us see whether Congress wants to
implement it and enforce it. Let us

assume that our appropriators will put

law enforcement activities: very high
on their priority list and we will not
suffer the conseqgences as described by
Senator CHILES, - consequences about
which he and many of the rest of us
are legitimately worried. -

The PRESIDING OFT'ICER. Who

yields time?

. Mr. CHILES addressed the Cha!.r

The PRESIDING OFFICER The
Senabor from Florida.

Mr. CHILES. 1 listened with great
interest to this accident we are talking
about, this window that kind of hap-
pens to give the Senator from Florida
an opportunity to address this prob-
lem, by offering this amendment,
which was occasioned by the fact that
the majority conferees wanted to
monkey with the figures in the budget
resolution. And they wanted to do that
in order to get a few more votes and to
try to adjust a few more budget fumc-
tions. So, through some closed meet-
ings that were had, we find that the
majority brought back sort of a pack-
age. None of us had an opportunity to
change that package. We did not have’
a normal conference where you go in -
and you sort of go through each item.
We recefved -a package that was al-
ready there. It was already worked
out. And through the negotiations
that went on between the Republicans
of the House and the Republicans in
the Senate we had this package pre-
sented. Of course, in that package, the
majority cut out the law enforcement
figures that the Senate had put in on
my floor amendment.

. There are two bills pendmg on the
Senate Calendar now that are trying
to present a package of anticrime bills.
The Senator from Florida is a cospon-
sor with Senator NUNN in one of thase,
S. 2543, and a cosponsor with Senator
THURMOND and Senator Bipen in an-
other one, S.2572. One of those has 17
cosponsors. One has 50 cosponsoas.
That is 50 people in the Senate, and
another 17 on another bill, who are
“We are concerned ahout
crime.” The President has said he s
concerned about crime. The Attorney
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‘ General has said he is concerned
" gbout crime and has presented a pack-
age of bills. The Senate caucus of -the
pemocrats have said- they are con-
cerned about crime and they have
gone on record. The Republicans have
said they are concerned about crime
and they have a package of bills. Ev-
erybody is concerned about crime. So
what are we doing? We are so con-
cerned about it that we are going to
cut a few thousand agents. We are
going to cut a few thousand people but
that is not important. This budget res-
olution is important,

Yesterday, I say to my distinguished
friend from New Mexico, I saw -an
amendment to the emergency supple-
mental bill sent back to the House be-
cause that was important; that had
something to do with the amount of

money Senators can receive from '

speaking engagements, so that was
pretty dadgum important. I did not
hear anyone say there, “Do not
tamper with this bill because this
might doom this bill to failure.” Ev-
erybody said that this is the legitimate
parliamentary device under the rules
of Congress where we have a chance to
address a matter as serious as this,
how much we are going to be able to
receive for our speaking engagements
and so we.jolly well address that. We
sent that back to the House and said,
“If you want this emergency suppie-
mental, you better agree with our
amendment.” But today we are told
not to be concerned with 3,000 border
agents, with a hemorrhage at our bor-
ders, not to be concerned with wheth-

er we are going to cut DEA 10 percent,”

not to be concerned that you are going
to cut 500 FBI agents, not to speak of
the customs agent. Do not be con-
cerned about that because it is more

package going down the track. -

We waited days and days, and we -
have had plan 1, plan 2, and plan 3. I .

know of no reason why we should not
adopt the House amendment with an

amendment and send it back to them

and simply say the Senate says crime
is important. The Senate says we need
to do-something about law enforce-
ment.

The 50 Members of the Senate that
have cosigned the Thurmond-Biden
bill, the 17 Members that have co-in-
troduced the Chiles-Nunn bill, and all
‘of the Democrats and all of the Re-
- publicans who have talked about
crime so long and hard feel at this
time that we should not cut these par-
ticular moneys; we should take this
opportunity to say we think this is im-
portant, it is in our national interest to

speak to this questnon That is what -

this amendment gives us a chance to
do.

I do not see how any Member of the
Senate can say, “I am a cosponsor of

one of these bills, I am telling my.

people back home that I stand long
and hard and firm on crime, but I just
had to vote with the dist.mguished
chairman from New Mexico, I had to
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go ahead and cut 3,000 border patrol
agents, cut the 500 FBI agents because_
it was very important that we get that
budget resolution that only has a little
over $100 billion deficit. It is very im-
portant that we get that on the way; it
is going to do so much for the econo-
my.” That just does not add up.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp a

table comparing our amendment to . Alothe
the House and Senate levels, showing -

that the conference gave up virtually
all of the Senate pos:tmns to the
House in this function.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the

RECORD, as follows:

CHILES AMENDMENT 10 BUDGET RESOLUTION mNFERENCE

REPORT - »
[in biioos of dolas]
N  fiscal year 1983 Fiscak
Tocal yemr B = Fscal year
- 1984,. 1985, BA
BA 0 m\om.- and 0
- Senate-passed 49 43 50 sl
House-passed KX 45 43 425
Conference substiute. 450 . 465 45 45
Chiles amendment.. ..~ 48 48 49 50
Over conference +2600 150 +4 | +5
, Drug

Assumgtions: (1) Law enforcement agemcies
thy uu(s)sxoomumumi (z)ugusu&mc&wm
curren
s oy g it 10 i B T Y B
. Mr. CHILES. Mr. Presment. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in

the Recorp two tables prepared by the
Senate Budget Committee’s ma.jority

_staff for our markup.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be print.ed in the

;Rnconn. as follows‘
Aimportant that we get this budget -

TABLE I—FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSI'ICE.

- HISTORICAL DATA
[Outlaysughn‘mdaﬂm.‘wm]
m. N N ) . thﬂ .

T o . 1976 1977 1978 1918 1980
Federal Bureau of Investigetion 85 05 05 0§ 08
immigration and Naturalization —_ 2.2 33 3
ggf tnforcement Adminstratio e = 1 2 2 2 2
Service . -3 3 4 45
3 4 &4 5 &
R TN T B B
e 11203 A
Federal prisont SySEem. e 2 2 03 3 &
Al other. I J o8 -7 9 10
Total uACtoR..o.m.crrsoere — 33 36 38 42 48§
Nominal growth (percent) oo 14 8 § 1 19

Real growth (percent)..l____._........; 8 2 ~1 1°

Souwe Senate Budget Committee.
TABLE IL—FUNCTION 750: ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE,
HISTORICAL DATA
[Outiays in bifions of dekars, fiscat years)
' . Revised baseline
: Actu3)

Major program ———————————
ki 981 1002 1083 19 1985
Federat Bureau of lvestigatio........... . 07 0 0.8‘ 08 of
tmmigration and Namnﬁzanun Service . 4 4 5 5 5
. Druf Enforcement Administration ..., 2 2 2 2 3
Customs . R, 5 35 5 5 5
THE JUBICIBIY.consssssmscssmrsecnssosrmsmesrasonen 6 3 1 ' B
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TABLE IL. —FUNCTION 750:-ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE,
HISTORICAL DATA—Continued

(Outays in bions of dokars, fiscal years]

" petwal  Revised baseie

* Yajor program _—_
. 1981 1oy 1983 1984 1985

and stafistics ... 5 03 a1 1
}Em' st 3 2 3. 3
al Prison System 4 4 4 3
e 1LV 13 13 1
Total hmmm_......___._... 47 46 48 49 50
Nomina! gnmlh (puwn) [RUS—— 7 =2 4 2 2
- Real gowth (peroet) e eeoeee. ~7 -8 & 5.5

. Soure; Senate Budget Committee,

" Mr. CHILES. Mr. President table T
-shows that the law enforcement agen-
cies’ budgets have hardly grown over
the last 5§ years, a period when there
has been tremendous real growth in
the overall Federal budget.

Table II is even more telling: It
shows that the figures in our amend-

-ment will only bring function 730
" -spending up to the projected current
- policy baseline for the years 1983 .

through 1985. Even if we achieve that
_baseline level, spending for law en-
forcement and justice will decline by -
10 percent in real terms.

So the budget we are proposmg is

_really very tight. The only way we will

be able to get improvements is law en-
forcement is by restraining other pro-
grams in this budget function. But to
“cut it down as low as the conference
committee proposal will just not be
‘tolerable.

The PRESIDING OI-"FICER Who
yields time? -

Mr. DOMENICI I yield myself 2
‘minutes. -

Mr. President I say to the Senator
from Filorida that I would be ready
now, but I am waiting for the leader. I
“have a couple of minutes, so I will re-
spond to some of the Senator’s allega-
tions of “monkey business.” -

The Senator from Florida indJcat.ed
“that the reason we came back in dis-
agreement is that some “monkey busi-
ness” occurred. I do not argue with
either him or the distinguished rank-
‘ing minority Member, when they talk
about Stockman 1, Domenici 2, Stock-
man 3. Indeed we did work on budget
options in private meetings with Bos
MicHEL and others.

I am sorry there was no other way to
get a budget, but the reason the con-
ferees went out of scope had nothing
to do with private meetings. It was
done openly, in public, by, the confer-
ees when they approved the functional
numbers and the reconciliation

- instruetions. The Senator from Flor-

ida was not there. He had been very
diligent. That really is the “monkey
business” that puts us on the floor
with amendments being in order.

If there are going to be cuts in DEA, -
FBI, the law enforcement people,
about which my good friend from
Florida is concerned, this budget is not
going to do it. The Appropriations
Commiittee is going to do 'it_.~ .
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d the staff look -at all of the
3 ! et authority that is going into the
@ ropriations Committee’s  cross-
o ”" end I find that for domestic dis-
- % jonary programs, the budget au-
;"% ty being sent to the committee is,
L lll o all domestic programs, equal to the
i iﬂﬂz levels.
the Appropriations Committee
ts to move that money around so
: ,;nt they put law enforcement at high
) mugn priority to receive addltional
pding , it seems to me that can readi-*
ll done There are some programs
at are not going to be funded as

o(hefs Some of that money could be
goved into law enforcement and we
v need not have the results that the dis-
hed Senator from Florida wants
wprevent. :
: Mr, BAKER. Mr. Mldent it had
wevlouSly been indicated, I believe,
pd announcements were. made last
and perhaps again this morn-
pg—on the cloakroom line on this
e, at least—that there would be a
motion against the Chiles
'ypendment. There seems to be strong
pntiment by the Senator from Florida

gown vote. The Senator. from New
__§ Mexico Indicates that he has no strong -
‘Fpreference one way or the other, -
k I believe this would be a logical ta-
- motion; but I have no objection
to an up-and-down vote, Since we al-
Fwady have an order for a vote at

" ¥Find vote up and down, if the Senator
“£from Florida is preparead to do so.

‘¥ Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield

‘Thick any time I have remaining.
" § Mr. DOMENICL. I yield back the re-
P dnainder of my time.
£:Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
" Efor the yeas and nays. ~
. ‘F'The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
" . fthere' a sufficient second? There ls a
imifficient second.
‘g The yeas and nays were ordered.
K ‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
" ~¥Question is on agreeing to the motion
~“Blo coneur in the House amendment to
-FBnate Concurrent Resolution 92 with
it amendment. On this question the
fYeas and nays have been ordered, "and
(o }he clerk will call the roll.
. The assistant legislative clerk called
Ethe ron,

. jie Senator from Delaware (Mr.
- [iBmen), the Senator from Nevada (Mr.

RVAKNON),, and the Senator from

sdawali (Mr. MATSUNAGA) are necessar-

:4¥ absent,

' *‘ I further announce that, if present
¥id voting, the Senator from’' Dela-

Yare (Mr. Bipen) would vote “yea”.

f p ‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
3 alere any other Senators in the Cham-

T who desire to vote? .

" The result was announced—yeas 33,
3’8 64, as follows: -

were in 1982, such as DEA and -

that he would like to have an up-and-.

16:30, I am prepared to go ahead now

¢ Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that:
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{Rollcall Vote No. 193 Leg.}

. YEAS-33
Bradley Heflin Metzenbaum
Burdick Hollings Moynlhan
Chiles Huddleston Nunn .
Cranston Inouye Pell .
DeConcinl Jackson Randolph
Eagleton Johnston Rudman
Exon Kennedy Sarbanes
Ford Leahy Basser
Glenn Levin Specter
Hart Long Tsongas
Hawking . Melcher Weicker
NAYS—64 .

Abdnor Domenici Murkowski
Andrews Durenberger Nickles
Armstrong East Packw
Baker Garn . Percy
Baucus Goldwater Pressler
Bentsen Gorton Proxmire .
Boren Grassley _Pryor
Boschwits Hatch Quayle
Brady Hatfield Riegle
Bumpers Hayakawa Roth
Byrd, Heinz Schmitt

Harry P.,Jr. Helms . Simpson
‘Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey Stafford
"Chafee Jepsen .Stennis
Cochran Kassebaum Stevens
Cohen Kasten Symms
D'Amato Laxalt Thurmond
Danforth Lugar - Tower
Denton Mathiss . Wallop
Dixon Mattingly © Warmmner
Dodd . MeClure. Zorinsky . -
Dole Mitchell L

. NOT VOTIN G—3

Biden - .... Cannon. * . Matsunaga

So the motion to concur in the
House amendment to Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 92  with an amend-
ment (Chiles UP amendment No. 1039)
was refected.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was rejected.

motion on the table.

agreed to.

."(Later the following occurred )

Mr. BOLLINGS. Mr. President, 1
+yield” to the distinguished Senator
from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr.  President, . this
‘morning when the Chiles amendment
was voted on T was necessarily absent.
I had to take my young daughter to a
hospital, and everything is fine with
my daughter, but I missed the vote.
And having said this and begging the

Senate’'s indulgence for being so per-

sonal on a matter I would not have
mentioned that except the vote this
morning was of great importance and

interest to me and.I regretted deeply -

missing it. -

I wish at this point, although 1 am
not asking unanimous consent to be
recorded but to have it recorded in the
record had I been here I would have
voted and spoken on beha.lf of the
Chiles amendment, -

Mr. President, as the ranking
member of the Judiciary: Committee
and the chairman of the Democratic
“Task Force on Crime, I support Sena-
tor CriLEs amendment which would

relieve Federal law enforcement agen-

cies of a budget freeze at current level
appropriations through 1985. A freeze

in this area would undoubtedly mean a-

reduction in personnel -for labor in-
tense agencies like the U.S. Attorney's,

Mr. HATCH. I move to lay that

June 23, 1982

FBl, Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion, and Customs. .

I need not spend a lot of time ex-
plaining how the Federal law enforce-

- ment agencies are already- losing

ground against drug traffickers and
organized crime. Today we have 8 per--
cent fewer Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation agents than we did in 1975; -
Drug Enforcement Administration has

11 percent fewer personnel than it did
in 19%9. The U.S. Attorney’s, which

-are screening out over 50 percent. of

their cases partially because they are
understaffed, have 101 fewer positions
and State and local assistance funds
for law enforcement have been cut by
75 percent since 1980. Since 1975 vio-
lent crime in America has gone up 33
percent and the drug trafficking busi-
ness is estimated to be a $85 bmlon a
year business.

This budget proposa.l wm lncrease

'national defense by over $100 billion

in the next 3 years. I cannot believe
that this body does not believe it es-
sential to spend one-half a percent of
that figure on fimproving domestic de-
fense. Other than the economy there
is no other issue our constituents are
more concerned about than crime. -
Last year we worked in a bipartisan
manner in blocking administration
cuts that would have eliminated 434

-positions in the Drug Enforcement Ad-

ministration, 340 agents in the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, froze under-

-gover investigations, froze personnel in

the U.S. Attorney’s Office—which was

“already 14 percent understaffed—and

eliminated all State and local drug

- - task force programs.-
The motion to lay on the table was - P

Again, in a bipartisan manner last

‘month, we voted not to subject law en-
‘forcement agencies to a budget freeze

when the first budget resolution was
voted out of this Chamber of Con-

" Just as it was clear to this hody’
then, it should be clear now: We

cannotf afford to make budget cuts to
law enforcement programs. .

Mr. President, the crimes of bur-
glary and robbery alone cost this
Nation more than $8 billion in proper-
ty lost or damaged a year. This does
not include such things as the increase
in the price of goods to pay for secu-
rity and insurance.

But the real cost of ‘crime is the
physical-and mental anguish that vie-
tims, family members, and friends
suffer for every crime that occurs,
There are no statistics or dollar fig-
ures that can put in perspective the
damage and hurt that occurs when
you or a family member or friend are a
victim of crime.

- It is time to stop the rhetoric on the
crime issue and spend the money so
that we at least give our law enforce-
ment people the tools necessary to do
the- job. As you well know, criminals
are not cutting budgets. If a greater
commitment to specific law enforce-
ment, prosecution, judicial and correc-
tion agencies is necessary, then we



June 25,1982

must face that fact and make the: com-
- mitment.

1 ask my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICIL. Mr. President, I
understand now that the distinguished

* genator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM)
desires to discuss the -issue, and we
have 5 hours to further discuss the
proposal before the Senate, and I yield
to the dlstingmshed Senator from

Ohio.

The PRESIDING OF'F'ICER Before
the Senator begins, let me ask the
Senator——

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator from Ohio will have
to seek recognition. One Senator
cannot parcel out time to another Sen-

“ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (con-
tinuing). The Senator is correct. The
Chair was about to recognize the Sen-
ator from Ohio. The Senate will please
be in order. -

The Chair is advxsed that until the
motion is made to concur, there are 30

. minutes evenly divided between the
majority leader and the minority
leader on the House amendment. -

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
amendment of the House in the

nature of a substitute to Senate Con- ’

current Resolution 92.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion is in order. There are § hours
of debate.

The Senator from Ohio

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate? :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. Will the Senate
please come to order.

The Chair is advised that-——

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
vield the time on our side to the Sena.-
tor from Ohio. -

The PRESIDING OFFICER (con-
tinuing). The Senator from Qhio.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
we have before us today the so-called
conference report on the budget, and
we have had a lot of discussion—may
we have order in the Senate Mr
President?

The PRESIDING -OFFICER- The
Senator’s point is well taken. The
Senate will be in order. Those wishing
to confer please leave the Chamber
and repair to the cloakrooms.

The Senator from Ohlio.

. Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
all of the discussion in connection
with this budget has related to the
question of how many billions. up or
down, how far the budget is in a defi.
cit position or whether or not it is $103
billion or $116 billion or whether or
not we can find $2 billion here or $2
billion there.

None of the discussion has related to
the real impact of this budget on the
beople of America, and it is a sad reali-

. ty that we have been more concerned
about what Wall Street is going to say
about this budget than we are about
what the people on Main Street and
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the people back home are going to say
about this budget and what xts impact
is going to be.

Not one word has been said about

-the human equation, about what hap-

pens when you cut billions of dollars
out of the Federal budget on human
services programs and go on your
merry way. Nobody has talked about
that. Nobody seems to care. Nobody is

‘concerned. Yet the White House

pushes forward relentlessly saying,

“*“We have got to have this budget.”

Well, let us not kid ourselves. When
all is said and done it is much ado
about nothing because you have a
$115 ‘billion deficit in 1983, almost

- twice the amount of any previous ad-

ministration’s . worst defict, and you
have got something like $90 billion in
1985, probably 150 percent of the
highest deficit ever before in the his-
tory of this country.

But -having said all of that, you
would have thought with all the time
and effort that have been put into this
subject that some thought would have
‘been given to its impact upon people,

Mr, President, I. object to being ex-

‘pected to speak further while all of

this conversation is gomg on. - The _
Senate is not in order.

- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s point is well - taken. The -
Senate will please be in order. Those
Senators wishing to converse will do so
in the cloakroom. - -

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr President,

‘the President now has had his first

budget resolution. He has his second
budget resolution, he has his tax bill

.and he has also picked up something

else along the way—~he has a rea.l re-
cession in America. )

The President, according to the Wall
Street Journal of June 10, indicates.
that the people at the ‘White House
are more and more concerned about
the perception that the Reagan ad-
ministration is seen as a reverse Ro-
binhood. Instead of robbing from the
rich, the Reagan administration is
seen as robbing from the poor. Accord-
ing to a recent Gallup poll, people at
the White House cannot understand
why 60 percent of the public thinks
that the administration does not care
about the poor, while 75 percent be-
Heves that the administration does
take’care of the rich, .

Every single thing in this bill, every
provision of this bill, every provision
of this'budget resolution will only add
more to the rich and take more away
from the poor.

The administration does not want to
-acknowledge that its policies are noth-
ing better than the trickle down poli-
cies of Herbert Hoover, dusted off and

‘rejuvenated for the 1980’s. --

Now, we heard those policies enunci-
ated once before in the halls of Wash-
ington. They came from a man by the '
name of Charlie Wilson, head of Gen-
eral Motors, who some years ago said,
“What is good for General Motors is
good for the country.” But the fact is
that is not the reality of life and the
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people of this country are soon going
to learn that as they learn of the
impact of this budget that is about to
be passed. .

I stand on the floor today not for
the purpose of persuadimg anybody to
change their vote. I am well aware of
the fact that will not happen. -

But I think every person who votes
on this budget ought to understand
full well what its impact will be upon
America, ought to umderstand the
impact of the earlier passed budget
and this budget and the impact of in-
creased defense spending and the cuts
in taxes. And the bottomn line result is
a recession in America, 10-percent un-
employment, 12 percemt in my own

.State, continued high int,erest rates,

and no movement forward. -
The result of the twwo budgets and

the tax cuts and the increased defense -

spending means that the America that
we .leave to our children will not be
nearly as great as the America that we
found here. But this administration
does not want to deal with the prob-
lems it has caused for millions of -

Americans. It 1s only concerned with - -

its image.
Back some. months ago, the ‘Wash-

ington Post had a story “Change -

Sought in Reagan Image. Fairness to -
Poor Offensive Launched. Administra-
tion Seeks to Change Admmxstration
Image Toward the Pooxr.” -

Then they went on to quote Reagan,
the President of the Unxited States.

During his recent trip to Alabama, Ten-
nessee and Oklahoma, Reagan described his
tax reduction program a= “the best darn
thing that's been done For working and
middle-income people in mearly 20 years”
and stressed his “real compassion” for
people who cannot help tlhemselves. “The tax
cut, he sajd repeatedly, will create jobs and
*most of the benefits will £0 to average citi-
zens in your hometowns.” .

Well, that is not the way the media
of this country has been reporting it.
On April 5, 1982, Newssweek magazine
had a cover story, a picture of a little
waif and the headlime on the story
was: “Reagan’s Ameriea, and the Poor
Get Poorer.” And whemn you read what
Newsweek had to say ©on that subject,
you pretty well undexrstood what the
issue is all about.

The Newsweek articke stated:

Ronald Reagan took the podium in New
York last week to defemnd himself against
what he believes is notkhing more than a
cheap political shot: the charge that both
he and his policies are indifferent—even
hostile—to the nation’s poor. The occasion
was a $250-a-plate dinner for the National
Conference of Christlarss and Jews, which
made Reagan the first fmcumbent President

to receive its Charles ¥Mvans Hughes hu-

manitarian award. His nomination was
highly controversial, arxd the hotel where
the honor-was bestowed was flanked by
10,000 demonstrators protesting his policies
at home and abroad. Reagan accepted the
medal with characteristic graciousness—
then declared his disynay at the rising
chorus of criticism. “Tadday I'm accused by
some of trying to destroy government's com-
mitment to compassion ;and to the needy,”
he said. “Does this bother me? Yes. Like
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R, inay I say I'm not trying to destroy
FD t is best in our system of humane, free
éwemment——l m doing everything I can to

'f &9_5 ¢ candid admission of what one

xte House aide termed “a significant po-
headache for the President”—the

i blicS growing perception that Ronald
an favors the rich over the poor and

W*" his policies will effectively widen the
sap between them,
- put that is not the only place they
e
m vge with the poor. On June 10 of
{his-year, the Wall Street Journal, in. -
one of its lead stories wrote:
pamaging  view. White House strides to
combat the feeling Reagan is insensitive.
e of “Robbing the Poor” Persists, but
des say it is a problem of perception.
Mr. President, if it is a problem of
perception in the past, it will be a re-
dlity in the future under this budget
T inat we are going to pass here today,
without my vote, I might say, and
Jyithout the vote of many others in
this body. What we really have today
in this country is a double standard,
one standard for the rich and powerful
and ‘another for everyone else. More
 than a million Americans have already
exhausted their full 6 months unem-
 ployment benefits.

And what does somebody expect
them to do? What do they expect
those people to do? To go on welfare? .
' If they have no savings, what other
choice do they have? Where is the
compassion, where is the humanity,
where is the concern? All that we hear.
is, “Balance the budget,” and it has
been a total failure in that respect.
But, unfortunately, it has not been a
fotal failure in coming down harder
J and-harder and harder'upon working
.- people, middle-class America.ns, and
poor people, :

And what does the Repubhca.n Na-
“tional Committee say about this? Well,
“| let me quote to you what the Republi-

tan Party’s National Finance Commit-
tee chairman stated just a few days
| 8o, And you have got to listen to this ~
-d the impact of it.

-8aid he, “The recession has been a
benefima.l and cleansing tonic.”

“Beneficial for whom? ‘“Cleansing
‘bnle.” What is he talking about?
{ What kind of a man can the chairman
& 01 the Republican National Committee
ces be and say that the recession
k ‘beneficial? What has happened to

US crowd? Have they no heart? Have
+ hg?y no concern? Have they no feel-

-5

Now the- Rezgan administration is
toing over the social security disability
Lg and terminating benefits in an as-
lllshmg 45 percent of the cases re-
Mewed, People on social security dis-
bility, getting a bensefit because they
ot work, because they are dis-
[Wled, and without any reason or
Jhyme just going forward and taking
m off the disability benefit rolls

: P:c forcing them to go to the appeal

That is a 45-percent cutoff. But even
More astonishing is the fact that the

been talking about Reagan’s -
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Social Security Administration’s own
administrative law Judges are actually
reversing those decisions in 70 percent
of the cases.

But while a case is pending, there
are no benefits, there 'is no income,
and there is travail. Some in my own
.State have been known to take their
own lives because of the termination

- of the social security dxsa.blhty bene-

fits.

(Mr. DANFORTH assumed the
chair.) -

Mr. METZENBAUM. Oh, thls is a
great administration. This is an ad-
ministration that speaks extremely
well, but does not act nearly as well.

_After his election,, Mr. Reagan ap-
pointed as the VA Administrator a
man who has publicly compared the
effects of agent orange to those of
teenage acne. Imagine the absurdity of
that.

“While - slashing progra.ms for Viet-
nam veterans on the ground that they
represent coddling, that same VA offi-
cial appropriated for himself an unau-
thorized chauffeur at the cost to the
Government of $6,414. -

Every time I go to a Budget Comnnt-
tee hearing, every time I sit in a meet-
. ing, someone comes up with a figure
about how we are going to eliminate a
lot of waste and fraud, how we are
going to cut back on Government

‘spending. Well, the facts do not speak

too well in thaf area. U.S. News &
World Report, on March 15, 1982, did
a whole article about the fact that the
crowd that is in the White House and
serving in the Cabinet is the first to
spend money lavishly without concern,
without care.. - -

Ronald Reagan ordered a sharp cut-
back in Federal travel expenditures
and when he did that it was under-
stood that across the board there
would be those kinds of cuts. But the
fact is his people are still traveling
first class; not economy, even using
the Concorde airplane to cross the At-
lantic, spending $350 a day for hotel
suites, and hundreds of dollars a day
for stopover vacations while on trips.
And even that great head of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, who is so con-

cerned about a tight money policy,"

never sees fit to fly any way except
fxrst class.

" They seem to be saying, itis all nght
for most Federal workers to be held to
strict accountability, but do not hold
their bosses to strict accountability.

It was all right for David Stockman
to come before the Budget Committee
and tell us how we should cut back on
food stamps, the school lunch .pro-
gram, the school milk program, the
women and infant children program,
-and all-the other programs, but when
David Stockman had to go to Baton
Rouge to make a speech, good David

did not see fit to travel the way the
rest- of us travel, but on a special-

plane. No, in order to get to Baton
Rouge, he had to get an Air Force
Saber jet to take him down to make
his political speech. -

June 23,-1982

And he is not the only one. When
the Secretary of Commerce wanted to
go out to Tucson, Ariz., it did not
bother him that there are plenty of
commercial flights back and forth to
Tucson, Arizona—he had to go deluxe,
So he spent, from the taxpayers’

money, $11,243 for a Lear jet to take

him to Tucson to make his speech.

As a matter of fact, it is rather inter-
esting in connection with that flight
that the Federal excise tax, which was
$535.41, was actually $18 more than
the lowest round trip fare between
Tucson and Washington.

And when the Transportation Secre-

‘tary wanted to go down to Mexico, he

had to go the best way possible, taking
some family and friends along with
him. He spent $31,246 of the taxpay-
ers’ money, using a Coast Guard 1
plane, a 12-seat Coast Guard plane,

~ It Is great to talk about economy; it
is great to talk about how we are going
to save money; it is great to'talk about
eliminating waste; but not for the high
mucketymucks of the Reagan adminis-
tration. No, they have to travel the
best way possible. -

I like the Deputy. Secretary of
‘Transportation. I like his reason for
traveling first class instead of travel-
ing coach. His argument was he had to
go first class instead of coach because
he would not have been able to reach
his destination in time if he had gone
coach. My question is, Does he mean
that the front of the plane gets there
a little bit earlier than the back of the
plane? I do not know. .. -

Even our Secretary of. Defense, the
great Cap the Knife, travels pretty
fancy. Last June the Secretary of De-
fense, Caspar Weinberger, joined
members of the Grocery Manufac-
tures of America when they met at the
luxurious Green Brier Resort in White
Sulphur Springs, W. Va. Cap made a
speech. He spent two nights at_the
hotel. The bill for the Secretary and
three aides came to $3,650, almost all
of which was paid out of a $300,000
Pentagon, fund that is designed “to
maintain the standard prestige of the -
United States.”

You have to maintain the standard
and the prestige by keeping the Secre-
tary of Defense in those fancy summer
and winter resorts.

And then he made five trips: to
Maine on Air Force executive jets, all
at the taxpayers’- expense, all to his
vacation home in Bar Harbor, Maine.

Mr. President, maybe those little
items will not balance the budget, but
it is an indication of what this admini-
stration is all about. They live high off
the hog and let the people eat with
the pigs. They just do not seem to care
at all about what-is happerﬁng to
people in American.

A couple of weeks ago I listened to
the President’s address which was

-transmitted via satellite from Europe,

I must tell you frankly I was disap-
pointed. Ronald Reagan talked about
his visit to France, Britain, Germany,
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and Italy. It was a magnificent trav-
elog. He talked about the anniversary
of D-Day and the Marshall plan. But
he did not say a word about the most
devastating economic conditions we
have seen in American since the days
of Herbert Hoover. .

So 1 had an opportunity to respond
to him, to respond to him and point
out to him on behalf of the Democrats
that in the 10 weeks since he began his
series of broadcasts, 700,000 more
workers joined the ranks of the unem-
ployed. Each Saturday he spoke, and
for 10 weeks he made his remarks to
the American people, an average of
70,000 per week more joined the ranks
of the unemployed during each of
those weeks, ' , . -

And during the samé 10-week period,
unemployment benefits ran out for

nearly a million people, a million will- -

ing workers who have now been job-
less for 6§ months or more. - .

And in that same 10-week period,
4,200 businesses of all sizes, from the
corner grocery store to Braniff Air-
lines, filed for bankruptcy. .

That, Mr. President, is the highes
rate of business failures in the past 50
years. But does the White House care?
No. . L . :

That is the highest rate of business
failures since the Depression year of
1932. Does anybody down on Pennsyl-
vania Avenue really care or feel for
those who have gone bankrupt? -

Do they care-about the. fact that

American farmers are losing their
farms by the thousands? There is not
one iota of evidence to suggest that
there is any feeling, that there is any
concern about the real problems of
America. ST
. Image, yes. But when it comes to the
reality of the kind of America we
have, nobody cares. Nobody will lift a
finger to do anything about it in this
White House, this Republican admin-
istration. . .
" Thousands of American families face
the possibility of losing their homes,
their cars, and what is left of their
human dignity. I remember two
women from Ohio who are wives of
unemployed steelworkers who came to
Washington to speak to the problem
of unemployment in their community.
They met with the Vice President of
the United States and he was very con-
siderate in listening. I sat in with
those women and they said: )

Mr. Vice President, the American dream
- used to be that the average person wanted

to be able someday to own his own home
and own his own car. : :

They said, St

Mr. Vice President, today, the problem
will we be able to retain the home and the
" car that we now own? , )

. Our country, Mr. President, is in
trouble, deep trouble. The American
people know it, but the Reagan admin-
- Istration does not know it, does nat
care about it, and does not have a
policy to deal with this human suffer-
ing. . . .

"jobless Americans, -
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Several months ago, when the econ-
omy did not take off, what did the
President do? The Precident blamed
the Carter administration. Later, he
blamed 40 years of Government mis-
management. That would have been
under the administration of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. Then -he said 50

years. That would be under the admin- -

istration of Herbert Hoover. Then,
when that did not seem to work, he

blamed the media for reporting the‘

bad news from south Succotash. -
Now, Mr, President, the President o

the United - States is blaming the

Democrats—blaming  us for his tax

- bill, blaming us for his budget bills. He

was so0 anxious to get them through;
and he was successful in every single
detail. He was also successful in creat-
ing a recession in America. :

Mr. President, it is not a question of

who is to blame. I say to the President,
there is nothing to be gained by look-
ing for scapegoats. Ten million unem-
ployed do not care whether the blame

Tests on the President or on the Con-
gress of the United States. They care

about one thing.and one thing alone:
They want and they need their jobs
back. - - 7 - S -

- Thousands
business people do not want and do
not need lectures on supply-side. eco-
nomics. They need lower interest
rates. Thirty-six million senior citizens
should not be living in fear of Republi-
can raids on their social security. They
need a Government that lives up to its

. promises, - )

Ronald Reagan ran ﬁga.inst waste in
Government. Today, his administra-
tion does nothing in the face of the

- greatest waste of all, the waste of pro-

duction . from our idle factories, the

- waste. of crops from our bankrupt

farms, the waste of skills of millions of
The time has come to act. The coun-
try has had enough of government by
anecdote and bumper-sticker slogans.
But are we acting? Yes, we are pass-
ing a budget bill. Whom we are going
to make happy, I am not sure. It will
not solve one single problem in Amer-
ica, but at least Congress will be able

‘to say we passed a budget hill. And it

is 2 budget bill that will penalize the
poor. It will penalize middle-income
Americans. And nobody cares.

On June 20, just a few days ago, the
New York Times had an editorial enti-
tled, “What? Penalizing the Poor?” I
think it so well addresses the problem
that I want to share it with my col-

leagues in the Senate. Said the New:

York Times: ) :
There he goes again. In Houston last

- week, President Reagan denounced “the

special pleaders” who go about “campaign-
ing against our budget cuts as penalizing
the poor.” As he has insisted repeatedly,
“There have been no budget cuts”—only
slower spending growth. . - .

That's the kind of statement that has

given Mr. Reagan such a reputation for

compassion. (Gallup reports that 65 percent
of the public thinks he doesn't care about
the poor while 75 percent thinks he does

of farmers and small
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care about the rich.) Almost any way you

slice the budget figures, spending for people
in need is being cut. The poor are being pe-

- nalized. The special pleaders, if that's how

Mr. Reagan thinks of advocates for the
voiceless poor, are right. M :

What is the President thinking of when -
he keeps saying there are no budget cuts?
Welfare? Impossible. In 1981, about $8.1 bil-
lion was spent for Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, the msin welfare pro-
gram. Mr. Reagan cut that to $7.8 billion for
1982, and proposed chopping it to $5.5 bil-
lion for 1983. The new Congressional budget
figure, $6.4 billion, is almost generous by
comparison. ’ ;

Can the President be thinking of jobs and
training? Also impossible. The 1981 spend-
ing figure was $5.6 billion. He cut that to
$4.3 billion in 1982 and proposed a bare $2.4
billion for 1983. The Congressional figure is
$3 billion-plus. B

Or, most important of all, when he says
no budget cuts, can the President be think-
ing of hunger? Qutside Puerto Rico, Wash-
Ington spent $10.3 billion. for food stamps;
the main anti-hunger program, in 1981. The
1982 figure will be $10.6 billion. For 1983,
the President proposed $9.6 billion. That is
not a decrease in the rate of increase. It is a
decrease, plain, simple and painful,

Food stamp benefits have not been adjust-
ed for inflation since September 1980. Food

.now costs about 9 percent more. |

If not welfare, if not jobs, if not even
hunger, it’s hard to Imagine what ‘Mr.
Reagan does have in mind when he says
there are no budget cuts that penalize the
poor. Does he think no one will examine
such statements? Or does he believe that re-
peating them often enough will gomehow
make them accurate? -

Life is hard enough for poor-people when,
in a recession, the Government helps them
less. It does nothing for Mr. Reagan’s state
ure or the country’s conscience when he
keeps saying that less is more.

I think, Mr, President, I am not only
concerned with what is happening to

“the poor, but also with the other com-

ponents of the budget. We have been
attempting to pass this budget for
over 6 months. What do we have in

. the budget? We have a defense budget

that will increase by $100 billion over

the next 3 years. In 1980, the defense

budget was $135 billion. In 1983, 3
years later, defense spending will be
$251 billion, almost doubling the
single largest program in the Govern-
ment within 4 years. And by 1985, the
defense budget will rise to $316 billion.
In other words, from 1980 to 1985, we
shall increase the defense budget from
$135 billion per year to $316 billion per

‘year.

That is a -staggeriné military ‘ins

.crease, Mr. President. That is a tre-

mendous military increase. That is an
increase far beyond what anybody
could ever have contemplated would
be necessary or probably what is
needed. Yet the fact is that with all of
those dollars being thrown against the
military, with Cap the Knife being the
new Secretary of Defense, we expected

" economies to be affected. |

But the fact is that the Pentagon re.
fuses to make even the most basic
cost-saving efforts. 'The current agd.
ministration’s record is no better than
it was in 1967 when then Secretary of
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" nefense Robert McNamara estimated
D€ failure to use competition result-
.Wm wasting 25 cents of every pro-
urement dollar, ’ .

® 4. President, on February 25, 1981,
1 "mevdist,mguished senior Senator from
; Arizona, Barry GOLDWATER, and I ad-
- gressed & letter to the Secretary of De-
fense pointing out the kinds of econo-
- pies that could be effected in the De-
N ent of Defense, coming to a
“ figure approximating $10 billion a
* geal. Did anything happen? No, noth-
ally happened. .

‘“%{,2 gistinguished senior Senator
- jrom Arizona and I filed suit against
! tne Navy because they refused to use
: competitive bidding in procuring a
 plane known as the CTX. Did the
* Navy try to help? Were they support-
" jye? Of course not. They went into
. wurt-to throw us out on a technical-
';ltyf'he facts are that there are econo-
" ples that can be effected in the De-
ent of Defense without in any
{-yay affecting the strength of our Mili-
¢ tary Establishment. o

© "Mr. President, I ask unanimous.con-
gent that the entire letter that the
genfor Senator from Arizona and I
' gent to the Secretary of Defense be
. printed in the REcoRrp at this point.

' was ordered to be printed in the
RecorD, as follows: .
3 UNITED STATES SENATE, -
¥ Washington, D.C., February 25, 1981.
 Hon., CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, .
‘Department- of Defense, The Pentagon,
-+ Washington, D.C. . :
. Dear SECRETARY WEINBERGER® In his State
of the Union Address, President Reagan re-
‘stated his intention to move immediately to
sirengthen the nation’s defensive posture.
“"But even here,” he said, “there was no ex-
- emption. The Department of Defense came
-tp with & number of cuts which reduced the
: budget increase needed to restore our mili-
F tary balance . . . The aim will be to provide
the: most effective defense for the lowest
passible cost.” ’
.We support the goal of upgrading our mil-
. llary strength and we commend the Presi-
~dent for his determination to accomplish
. that objective in the context of sound, cost-
- toniscious methods of management. - :
- We are convinced that the Department of
. Défense, whose budget will soon make up
-bearly a third of all Federal spending, is in a
- position to effect major savings without in
iy way sacrificing military muscle. These
‘Avings can be made in two major areas—im-
- Jroved:  procurement practices, including
‘Breater use of multi-year contracts and
. More effective administration.
urement reform is by no means a new

. Mample, then-Secretary Robert McNamara
Stimated that the failure of the DOD to
m‘e advantage of competition contributed
t° the waste of as much as twenty-five cents
- éach procurement dollar. :
- Your predecessor, Secretary Brown,
:hoed Secretary McNamars’s frustration in
January, 1979, when he told the New York
Fiiimeg that “his key disappointment so far
%88 his inability to induce genuine cost effi-
" Geney within the Defense Department.”
;l d in 5 report submitted on December 25,
1979, to the Chairman of the Senate Budeet
‘mmittee on the implementation of OMB
Cirecular A-109, the GAO stated that:

'- There being no objection, the letter:

dople at the DOD. As long ago as 1967, for”
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“The greatest non-compliance with A-109
appears to be the services’ reluctance to
seek solutions to their weapon system needs
through competition. - Pre-conceived solu-
tions are still being proposed as needs
rather than seeking solutions through com-

- petitive proposals.” .

President Eisenhower once pointed out
that the world's spending on arms.“is not
spending money alone. It is spending the
sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scien-
tists, the hopes of its children.” That, we be-

‘lieve, 1s what we must keep in mind when

we talk about
DOD. .

Today, just as it has for years, the DOD
spends fewer than 10 percent of its procure-

finaricial efficiency. in -the

ment dollars through contracts let by com-

petitive sealed bidding. Just as consistently,
the Department takes the sole source route
for over half of its procurement spending.

We are aware of the argument that sole
source contracts are necessary in order to
acquire sophisticated items that cannot be
procured through price competition. “This
may be true in some cases, but it is also true
that the Department routinely lets sole
source contracts for items that could readily
be purchased on the open market.

Two years ago, to take only one of many
instances, we flled suit in Federal court to
require the Navy to use competitive bidding
to procure the CTX, an off-the-shelf light
cargo aircraft. In spite of the clear intent of
the Senate, made abundantly obvjous in &
colloquy between ourselves and the Chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee, and

‘in spite of the existence of several compe-

tent suppliers, the Navy, in the end, pro-

-cured the CTX through a sole source con-

tract after our case was dismissed on a tech-

-nicality. This decision by the Navy is typical
. of a procurement policy that operates with-

out regard for saving taxpayer dollars. -
There is no doubt of the fact that compe-

tition can lower the cost to the taxpayer of

acquiring even highly sophisticated weapon-

Ty, . .
In 1973, a study prepared for the Joint
‘Economic -Committee examined the costs of
twenty complex weapons systems including
sophisticated electronics and missile sys-
tems.  These contracts originally were
awarded through sole source procurement,
but for various reasons the costs were later
readjusted by price competitive bids. The re-
sults were dramatic—price decreases averag-
ing 51 percent. More recently, GAO’s Sep-
tember 25, 1979, report to the Chairman of
the Budget Committee on the status of

"DOD’s efforts at procurement reform in-

cluded data supplied by the DOD on its pro-
gram to break out spare parts from larger
systems for competitive acquisition.- .
-. At the Oklahoma Air Logistics Center, a
turbine should cost $86.23 when procured
on a sole source basis, Competitive procure-
ment lowered the cost to $64.99,

A nput assembly that cost $246.29 on a sole
source basis was acquired competitively for
$36.75. -

A panel assembly costing $1,454 on a sole

source basis was purchased through compe- -

tition for $245.

Those are laudable savings, but unfortu-
nately, they are more the exception than
the rule. In February of this year, the CBO
estimated that over the next five years,
modest improvements.in procurement effi-
ciency could.reduce the Department’s out-
lays by $16 billion and its budget authority
by $22 billion.

In this time of budget austerity, we are -
convinced the opportunity exists to make.

the kinds of far-reaching reforms in pro-
curement that have in the past eluded us.
New legislation might be useful in this
regard, but current -law provides a more
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than adequate vehicle for a determined
effort to improve the Department's efficien-
¢y in procurement. o

Under existing legisiation, sealed bid comn-
petition is specifically required for all pro-
curement. Unfortunately,- the law also pro-
vides 17 exemptions to that rule, several of
which are exceedingly broad. As a result,
DOD officials have been able virtually at
will to purchase on a non-competitive basis.

We believe that these wasteful practices
can be brought under control. But to do so
will require a tough-minded, persistent and
systematic effort to change fundamentaly
the way the DOD bureaucracy does its pro-
curement business. - -

1t is not enough simply to state a policy of
enhancing the use of competition. Responsi-
bility for implementing such a policy must
be very precisely delegated. And to be effec-
tive, it must be placed in the hands of offi-’
cials'who are accountable personally to the .
highest level in the Department. Whenever
competitive bidding is not used, the failure
to do so should be specifically approved or
disapproved at the level of the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. Such a review proge- .
dure would require procurement officers to
prove their case to one of your aldes. When
competitive bids.are not used, a top level af-
ficial, responsible directly to you, should be
charged with this task. A general exception
could be made for all contracts below a cer-
tain dollar amount and for emergency situm-
tions. - PR R

We would also suggest that the .depart-
ment make greater use of formal advertising
in awarding contracts. Currently, hundreds
of millions of dollars in contracts are award-
ed each year, particularly for consultamt
services, with no notification to potential
competitors that this work will be available,
Why not simply require, when national se.
curity considerations permit, that all comn-
tracts in excess of $10,000 be announced in
the Commerce Business Daily no less than
thirty days prior to the closing date for sub-
-mission of bids? We are confident, that the
free enterprise system will respond.

In order to facilitate that response, we
strongly support enhancing the Depart.
ment’s flexibility in the area of negotiatimg
multi-year contracts for the procurement of
selected weapons systems. A contractaer,
after all, cannot be expected to make major
capital investments in machinery and raw
materials in the absence of assurances that
a market will continue to exist in the
future. By discouraging necessary invest-
ments through single-year contracts, we lose
for the taxpayer the economies of scale that

- should be realized in majer dacquisition pro-

grams. Those savings, we believe, would
amount in the long run to a far greater sum
than we might have to pay out to compem-
sate companies whose multi-year contracts
must, for whatever reasons, be terminatex
ahead of schedule.

Another problem—oné that has implica-
tions for the Congress as well as for the De-
partment—is the annual spending spree in
which DOD and virtually all other Federal .
agencies have indulged at or near the end of
each fiscal year in order to clear the amp-

.counts and protect future appropriations,
That pattern of bureaticratic self-protectiam
inevitably produces wasteful spending,
funds marginal projects, and adds.enox-
mously to the cost of government. It is nee-
essary to reverse the incentive system by re-
warding officials for saving money, rather
than giving them powerful incentives o
spend every penmny available. We are certain
that a Secretary who chose to bluntly com-
‘front that pattern of spending would have
strong support in the Congregs. Certainly,
he or she would have ours. - °
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put procurement reform is not the only
grea i which major savings can be made.
The Systems Acquisition Report Quarter-
Update issued by the General Accounting
omce on November 17, 1980, demonstrates
that something Is very wrong with the
" er in which DOD has managed its
major acquisition program.

In the S.A.R. issued in September, 1978,
for example, the cost of acquiring 545 YAH-
¢4 advanced attack helicopters was project-

¢ ed st $4.14 billion, or $7.4 million for each
. pelicoper. In late 1980, that figure had risen
o 10 $5.85 billion or $10.7 million per afrcraft.
m 1978, each Perry class frigate was ex-
ted to cost $139 million. In FY '81 the

cost per ship rose to nearly $225 million. In-

: nation has been severe since 1978, but not

severe enough to turn a figure of 139 into &

: figure of 225. .

The program cost for the F-18 Hornet was
‘estimated at. $14.3 billion in 1978, with a
cost per plane of approximately $14.8 mil-
fion. For FY 1981, the P-18 program cost es-
timate has reached $29.7 billion and the
unit cost will exceed $30 million. Again, in-
fiation cannot account for the cost growth.

These are not isolated cases. Runaway

_costs characterize our entire defense pro-
" eurement program. -

But no reform will have any beneficial
effect as long as the DOD continues to bail
our wasteful contractors. Admiral Rickover
has described what happens when contrac-
tors know that they can always count upon
the Pentagon to save them from the conse-
quences of their own bad management, -

“Large defense contractors can let costs

. come where they, will and count on getting
- . relief from the DOD through changes and
claims, relaxation of procurement regula-
tions and laws...or other escape
~ mechanisms ... they will make' their
- money whether their product is good or
bad; whether their price is fair or higher

than it should be; whether delivery is on .

. time or late.,” -

We believe that the time is long past due
for decisive action. The Defense Depart-
ment should cut off contractors with re-
cords of waste, overruns, and poor manage-
ment. There are companies that are pre-
pared to give the taxpayer a dollar’s worth
of value for every dollar spent. Those are
the companies that should get the govern-
ment’s business.

In order to put teeth into that approach,
we suggest that you establish a second
review process in the Office of the Secretary-

., of Defense. Just as a top level official -

should be required to sign off on non-com-
petitive procurements, so should cost over-
runs be intensely reviewed. Such a review
ought to be triggered whenever an over-run
exceeds the rate of inflation.

. The Department carn also do more inter-
naily. There is no reason why the DOD
cannot do what every well-run private cor-
poration does to control costs and improve
its own productivity. But a glance at a

random sample of GAO reports done .over.

the past two years on DOD operations dem-
onstrates vividly how far the .Department
has to go.

One report is entitled “Correct Balance of
Navy’'s Foreign Military Sa.!es Trust Fund
Unknown.”

“The Department of Defense,” the report
says, “does not know the correct cash bal-
ance being held in trust for countries in-
volved in the Navy's foreign military sales
program. This is despite the Navy's having
spent thousands of staff days since early
1977 to determine why the trust fund ac-
count does not agree with detailed military
sales case accounting records. Unreconciled
differences in cash balances between the
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sets of reeords totaled $544 million, as of

.June 1, 1978.”

Another GAO rq:ort is entitled, “The Afr
Force Should Cancel Plans to Acquire Two
Computer Systems At Most Bases.

“The Air Force plans to install two com-
puter systems at about 105 bases to perform
such functions as accounting, finance, per-
sonnel, and supply. This program will cost
about $600 million to $1 billion more than a
one-system approach over an expected life
of 20 years.”

GAO concludes that this Is unnecessarily
expensive and restricts competition on the
largest computer acquisition ever attempbed

. in the government.,

Another, selected at random, suggests

that “The Army Should Use Available Serv-
{ceable Parts to Avoid Repairs.” -

“The Army unnecessarily spends millions
of dollars to repair parts when more than
enough serviceable parts are available to
meet current needs, The Army needs. to es-

tablish procedures for identifying repair-ac- .

tions, notifying depots that replacement
quantities are avaﬂable, and matchlng ac-

‘tions with quantities.”

And there are many more. “DOD contin-

.ues to subsidize the foreign military sales

program by not charging for normal lnven-
tory losses.”

-“GAO reported in September 1977 and
August 19878 that DOD was losing millions

of dollars because normal inventory losses

were not being recovered on foreign military
sales. The Arms Export Control Act was
amended in September 1978 expressly to re-
quire recovery of thm lom on certain in-
ventory sales.”

- ‘”Although the. mﬂltary servicu have since

identified almost $600 million in inventory.

losses, governments have not been charged
for their fair share of the losses as required
by the Act. As a result, the United States
has lost millions and creat.ed a subsidy to
foreign government.” -

DOD Can Save Millions of Dollars by Im-
proving Management of Air Force Inven-

_tories, -

“Two Air Force l.ogisms Centers has over
$50 million in excess stocks on order for
items or which they had over $8 million of
stock on hand exceeding current ‘needs.”

Andso it goes, - - B

‘The Navy’'s material handling costs can be
reduced. .

The Navy does not know if it has too
much electronic/electrical depot mainte-
nkia!?é:.e capability, too. little, or the right

Defense Department is not doing enough
to maximize competition when awarding
contracts for foreign military sales pro-

grams.

‘We could add many more items to this
list, but the point is that waste and ineffi-
ciency have over the years become a way of
life for too many in the Department. The
Nation cannot afford to permit this situa-
tion to perpetuate itself any longer.

We hope, Mr. Secretary, that you will
seize the opportunity presented by Presi-
dent Reagan’s approach to Federal spending
to undertake major reforms in your Depart-
ment’s operation. By so doing, you will con-
tribute to the Nation's economic health and
to the real strength of our armed forces.

Very sincerely yours,
© BARRY GOLDWATER,
- U.S. Senator.
Howarp M METZENBAUM,
U.S. Senator.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
there are other areas of wa.stefulness
in the Department of Defense that
can be so easily achieved and accom-

plished. The Department of Defense
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only uses sealed competitive bids with
respect to 8 percent of their procure-
ment dollars. Why? Why? What is it
that makes them so sacred that they
cannot do what every little township
and county and city and village in
America does, what every other de-

.partment of government does? But,
‘no, they are unwilling to use competi-

tive bidding in spite of all of the pro-
testations to the contrary. They even
tried, according to the GAO in 3 very
recent report, to say that they had in-

. creased the amount of competitive bid-

ding, but what did they really do?
They jiggered the. figures. They
changed the method of making their
computations.

What kind of economy is that? What
kind of responsibility is that?

And then, when it comes to the
question of cost overruns, that cost us
billions and billions of dollars a year,
it was Admiral Rickover who made the
statement:

No defense contractor can losé’ doing busi-
ness with the Department of Defense. If he
makes a bad contract, the Department of
Defense will bail him out and they will find -
a8 basis on which to pa.y him additional
money

-Cost overruns. are rampant at the
Pentagon. - -

There were 1, 107 Blackhawk heli-
copters that we were to buy. Original-
ly it was to cost $2,300 billion. Now it
is going to cost better than three times
that- amount, $7.7 billion, a cost over-
run of 237 percent. .

There was a Patriot missile whose
cost exceeded the estimated produc-
tion cost by $2.5 billion smce it was
first made in 1979,

There is no reason. under the Sun
why- the Department of Defense
cannot be run like a business. Why can

the Secretary of Defense not say that

you cannot have a cost overrun unless .
it is approved by somebody who is at
his right hand? Why cannot they
refuse to permit a cost overrun beyond
the Inflation factor? That has been
‘proposed to them, but they are not
willing to take that kind of step be-
cause it might step on the toes of some
of the big defense contractors and
some of the biggest supporters of this

’ admimstration.

The Kiowa helicopter was a small
scout-type helicopter, at a cost of
$110,000 each. Now the Army wants to
spend $143,000 each or a total of $40
million to fix a chronic engine and’
rotor problem. But even fixed, the
Pentagon spokesmen say the Kiowa
will not fly on hot days similar to
those experienced in the Middle East.

Then we are all familiar with the ex-
penditures for military bands. The
current budget is $89.7 million. There
are three full military bands in the
District of Columbia area.

-1 want to be frank. I have enjoyed
going to the Marine band show that
takes place every Tuesday night near
where I live. It is a magnificent pro-
duction and 1 enjoy it much, but I
really ask, in these days of trying to
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yt back on Government spending, do
f need to have three full military
ds in the District of Columbia
res, €ach one of which has a larger
:dget than the Washington National
«mphony?
Th% Department of Defense consist-
intly refuses to move toward any pro-
.dure that might-save some money,
rhere was a Washington Post article
Locently, just a small blurb, and it was
sntitled “Leave Us Alone.” It read as
oﬂOWS: . : : ' )
¢ The central recommendation of the Office
% Management and Budget’s brand new
udy of Government contracting is that all
frederal agencies, defense and civilian,
Ehould have to follow the same procure-
fent rules. But there is one problem. The
ipefense Department does not like the idea.
¢ This week House-Senate conferees gave
fthe Pentagon what it asked for, a specific
begal provision exempting Defense from any
toMB procurement rules it does not choose

w obey.

Defense accounts for about 70 percent of
the CGovernment’s $110  billion . annual
spending for goods and services. ]

- Mr. President, the Department of
pefense is not the only place where
there are wasteful expenditures in this
budget that is going to be approved. It
still provides $4 billion for construc-
tion of water projects by the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, $4 billion for water projects. Do
not touch the water projects. That is
the private preserve of the western
Senators, What difference does it

Unfon says that it believes the water
project construction area should no
be shielded by budget cuts. .

But the fact is they are shielded—
. yhot one single penny is cut back with
-Jrespect to water projects. .
We are continuing to fully fund the
wippers, or Bureau of Reclamation,
program even though the GAO has
written study after study gquestioning
ihe need for many of these projects,
questioning the huge subsidy that the
.} Federal taxpayer provides for these
-} brojects and questioning the limited
: | tumber of people who actually benefit
~} from a massive development program.
Cut the budget when it comes to feed-
} ng people but protect the water pro-
- | lect of the western Senators, -
On March 13, 1981, the GAO issued
8 report entitled “Federal Charges for
Irigation Projects’ Reviewed Do. Not
Cover Costs.” That GAO report stud-
led six Federal irrigation projects and
found that water produced will cost
the Government between $54 and $130
... ber acrefoot each year, )

| But the crops grown by the farmers

¥ill not yield even enough revenue to
fover the costs. Yet, farmers continue
' buy the Federal water because they
g:tcharged & price below Government

4s the GAO stated, the terms of re-
Payment, lack of interest, and length

| Ytime without repayment combine to

8lve a Jarge subsidy to users of Federal
T “Tgation, . e
1 . President, Fortune magazine ran

jmake that the National Taxpayers

0 article on February 23, 1981 enti- .
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tied “Ending the. Southwest’'s Water
Binge.” That article points out that
Federal taxpayers are paylng tremen.
dous subsidies for water to landowners
and firms in the Southwest and West,
but in many cases that water is being
squandered. As Fortune magazine
stated 15 years ago and again last
year, the Southwest is not running out
of water. It is running out of cheap
water. The Southwest’s reaction to its
artificial water shortage is to cry out

. for even more Federal spending on

projects, ranging from the one-third
.completed $2.2 billion central Arizona
project to & $26 billion dream of bring-
ing water from the Mississippi to west-
ern Texas, . B S
. Mr. President, my point is that there
are ways of balancing a budget that
are not being wused in this particular
budget measure. It still contains $252
‘million to break ground for the Clinch
River breeder reactor, which will ulti-
mately cost. more than $3.6 billion,
compared to the original cost estimate
of $1.1'billion. . : T
This budget can take food out of the
‘mouths  of Kkids, keep young people

“from being able to go to college, and.

cut back on medicare benefits, but it
still has funding of about $200 million
in budget authority and $80 million in
outlays for the tobacco subsidy pro-
gram. Last year, we almost killed that
program and came within two votes of
doing so, and we should have done so.

Now industry is trying to reform the

allotment system, but in attempting to -

reform it, are they really zeroing in on
the problem of the allotment system
and - the drain upon. the Federal
budget? We will see, as the days and
. weeks unfold. ST _

" This budget provides for a cut of
$15.4 billion over the next 3 years for
medicare—$15.4 billion for medicare—
and medicaid will be cut by another
$2.2 billion. But do not touch the
water projects. Do not touch the to-
bacco subsidy program, Do not cut the
Defense Department increase. That

$17.7 billion cut out of medicare and .

medicaid is on top of the $16 billion in
c\lxﬁs passed in last year's reconciliation
b e v ye -

Where to do you think this money is
going to come from, when you cut
medicare and medicaid? - -

Supporters of these cuts have sug-
gested that the medicare and medicaid
programs can be cut without causing
health care payments for the aged and
the poor to' go up. That is just not so.
That is just not the fact. They said it
last year, and we have already seen
Blue Cross insurance premiums double
in 1 year because of these Federal
budget cuts. These additional cuts will
hurt even more.

According to a recent memo by the
American Association of Retired Per-
sons and the National Retired Teach-
ers Association, these medicare pro-

posals will have a tremendous impact -

on out-of-pocket expenses for the el-
derly. ' S

June 23, 1982

One proposal to save $123 billion
from a new relmbursememt system
would be particularly disastrous. Ae-
cording to the AARP, even the most
vocal advocates for toughex hospital
reimbursement rules do not see sav-
ings beyond $2.5 billion over 3 years
from that proposal. This proposal
would require huge, new out-of-pocket
costs for hospitalized . ‘medicare
beneficiaries of $18 per day for the
second through the 60th day of hospi-
talization, . : - .

For an average hospital stay, a medi-
care beneficiary’s out-of-pocket costs
would increase by 60 percent next year *
alone, under this proposal.

Another proposal to index part B de- .
ductible—that is, for doctor bills—~to
the CPI, the estimated savings would
be. $60 million In fiscal 1983 But, says
the AARP, “After the 25 percent in-
crease in the part B dedwctible last
-year, the elderly simply canmot afford -

“another precipitous increase in the de-

ductible again this year.” . . . -
. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
Sent to have printed in the Recorp the .
Republican Senate Budget Committee
staff figures with respect to the possi-
ble health care package and the
impa.ct. upon the people of this coun-
XyY. - T o
There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be primted in the.
-RECORD, as follows:. - - o

MEDICARE -

of porl B deductie to (P

82 % = 58

3200 M 3N

oW
Tmﬂmeﬁa?kgﬂaﬁemgs‘ i — 0% 3488 30 i
Total medicare reguiatory savi e — 862 'lgg 0.
Total medicare savings (bil ; e 3112 5460 6.960

Mr. METZENBAUM: Mr. President,

"1 address myself now to ame of the

major reasons why we find! ourselves
in the position we do, of not being able
to balance the budget. .- - .
Before 1 came to the U.S. Senate,
was a business person. Iran & business,

. several-businesses, and I wnderstooq
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in running a business, you have hikes. That is a’15-percent cut in their
ncern yourself about two factors. taxes. ] T
was how much you are taking in, = Mr. President, the fact is this budget
the other was how much you are resolution instructs the Finance Com-
ding. The fact is that the problem mittee to repgrt new legislation by
is on the whole question of how July 12 that will raise a total of $98.3
ih we are taking in—$750 billion in billion in new taxes including $20 bil-
cuts over a 5-year period. lion for fiscal year 1983.
gay that when you do not take in Mr. President, it is not going to meet
"money, you cannot balance the the problem. It is not going to really
jget. Can you believe it? Sixteen of - zero i.n on the issue because the real
, new U.S. Senators who came here question is will the Finance Commit-
"the wave of conservatism and New tee raise new taxes by closing corpo-
ghtism in 1980—even they, after the rate loopholes, or by increasing taxes
£ bill was passed, wrote to the Presi- that hit the middle and working class
it of the United States and said: families? Will the Finance Committee-
' President, we did not know that the eliminate the safe harbor leasing pro-
 bill was going to make it possible for 50 visions, which will cost the Treasury
ircent of the corporations by 1985 to pay $14 billion over the next.3 years and
b taxes at all. o “almost $30 billion over the next 5
What an inequatable and iniquitous - years? co o
dece of legislation that was. Corpo- That provision has ‘been a boon to
ate taxes are going to be cut and cut the rich companies, not to distressed
;nd cut. The 1981 act will reduce the industries around the country. .
sorporate share of Federal revenues to ~ General Electric earned $2.6 ‘billion
only 7.1 percent by 1987—7.1 percent— in 1981, paid no taxes, but it received
down from 12.4 percent in 1980; and $200 million in tax breaks from this
by the end of this decade, the corpo- -leasing provision. In fact, in 1980, Gen-
rate share of Federal receipts will be eral Electric, the Nation’s largest elec-
below 5 percent, and it will continue to trical manufacturer, paid $330 million,
fall, : - . but in 1981 it actually .got a refund
The business tax reductions will cost from the Government of $100 million.
each taxpayer, in the form of higher Under the safe harbor leasing provi.
taxes for foregone services, $180 in sion IBM purchased nearly a billion
1982, rising to $950 in 1986. Over the dollars. in tax breaks from the Ford

decade, the Reagan  corporate tax Motor Co. And the Governmenf now -
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single items costs the Federal Treas-
ury $2.2 billion through fiscal year
1985. :

Some years ago the timber interests
of this country were pretty good in
getting their lobbyists to get through
a tax provision making it possible for
them to treat timber as a capital gain.
What the farmers in Ohio grow does
not become a capital gain. They pay
their full tax on the profit on it. The
farmers in Ohio pay their full taxes on
what they grow on the farm. Why is it
that we make it possible for those who
grow timber, which is planted in the
same manner as our other crops, to -
treat their profits as a capital gain? -
That will cost the Federal Treasury $2
billion through fiscal year 1985.

Why do we make jt possible for com-
panies to take their entire operations
into our island possession and pay no
-taxes at all?, - .

A corporation doing business in a
U.S. possession may elect to take a tax
credit equal to the Federal income tax
otherwise owed. In 1973 that tax
credit provided the tax cost to the
Federal Treasury of $2,300 per em-
ployee. By 1979 for every person em-
ployed in an island possession, it was
.costing the Federal Treasury $18,310
per employee, and I am sure it is much
higher now. e

In - 1978, the Federal tax loss for

phaseout will cost each taxpayer an .
average of $7,330. . -~

Mr. President; I am mo different
than anyone else in the Senate, in

estimates that this kind of corporate

. trafficking in tax loopholes will cost

the Treasury $30 billion in 5 years.
Mr. President, there are so many

Congress, and the people of America. other tax loopholes -that could be
It would be more fun to pay no taxes closed but I doubt very much that
than to pay some taxes. It would be they will be closed and I see little indi-
more fun to pay the least-amount of cation from the Budget Committee
taxes rather than the fair amount of that there is any intention of directing _
taxes. But you cannot rin this Gov- the Finance Committee to close them.
ernment without having sufficient If we did one thing, if we closed the oil
income to pay the bill. We can sit and company tax loopholes, the elimina-
cut, and cut, and cut, and try to cut tion of the foreign tax credit on oil
back on social security benefits as the and gas -extraction, the replacing of
Republicans have attempted to do and the percentage depletion for oil and
the White Bouse has attempted to do, gas with cost depletion, the change in
but that is not.the answer. The answer .the ACRS period for refinery property
is we went too far in that tax bill. The from 5 to 10 years, the elimination of
budget resolution attempts to -talk the State and _
about this problem. But the fact is emption from the windfall profit tax,
there are so many tax loopholes at the and the elimination of the intangible

local government ex- -

pharmaceutical companies located in
_Puerto Rico was over $43,000 per em-

ployee while the traditional labor-in-
tensive industries averaged their cost
of less than $3,000 per employee. The ..
difference occurred because they took
their operations down to Puerto Rico
and operated there. ’

‘The real question is, what is going to
happen and where are we going to get
this extra $20 billion? : )

I have ‘the feeling, Mr. President,
that.some of these tax loopholes that
presently exist are not going to be
eliminated, including the one that was
talked about in today’s editorial in the
Washington Post about the tax subsi-

-dies for retirement. I doubt very much

that the chairman of the Finance
Committee, notwithstanding his will-

present time that I do not believe they
will ever be able to close them ade-

drilling cost deductions that one act

ingness and effort to do something

alone, if we had the guts to stand up about some of these loopholes, is going

quately and the tax bill was so unfair to the oil companies and their political

to be able to muster the necessary

and so unbalanced.

action committees, we would pick up

number of votes to get such a provi-

During 1982, 1983, and 1984, includ- $31.6 billion alone in the next 3-year Sion out of committee,

ing -bracket creep and social security .
increases, workers who were earning

period.
- If we improved taxpayer compliance

‘The Washington Post editorial today
made it clear how accountants, law-

$30,000 or less when the bill was we could pick up $17.4 billion in a 3- yers, and corporate executives can put
passed will be paying a greater share year period. If we changed the tax- away $45,000 per person tax exempt in
of their income in Federal taxes than ation- of foreign-earned income we a pension fund and now under certain

they did in 1980. For taxpayers with
incomes between $10,000 and $15,000,
the tax increases will average 9 per-

could pick up & billion dollars.
Then, Mr. President, there are some
others. there is an excess bad debt re-

circumstances it can go up to as much.
as $150,000 in a single retiremeént ac-
count and no taxes are paid on that

cent. For taxpayers earning under serve that financial institutions have, amount or the interest earned on it
$10,000 the increase will be 28 percent. No other businesses have it. If they . until it is withdrawn after retirement.

But for those with incomes above have bad debts, they write them off. Under that provision, if he dies and
$200,000, the Reagan tax bill cuts will But the fact is that banks and finan. leaves the money, his heirs pay no

provide reductions of more than cial institutions are permitted to com- estate

tax. Self-employed people

$58,000 each over the next 3 years pute and deduct amounts far in excess cannot do that. They can set aside
after fully offsetting tax increases due of their actual expense. And what does only $15,000 a year in a tax-exempt ac-
to bracket creep and social security that cost the Federal Trea_sury? That count and an ordinary employee who

~



.. ole can lay away only $2,000 a

P2 tax free. :

: ‘%y do we make it possible for the

1., to pay no taxes and for average

; [gericans to carry such an unfair
? o

prd ?xi"resident. I ask unanimous con-
1.5t to have printed in the Recorp the
12 washington Post editorial. -
ere being no objection, the edito-
! was ordered to be printed in the
rD, as follows: :
from the Washington Post, June 23, 1982]

TAX SUBSIDIES FOR RETIREMENT

‘rhe Tax Code now provides every worker
ome incentive to put away money for re.
ent. But the size of that incentive
" §1es enormously—and unfairly—depend-
- l.gon where you work. - .
A corporate executive or an incorporated
or lawyer may have a corporate plan
sets aside up to $45,475 each year in a
zle retirement account—and as much as
150,000 if he is covered by two plans. He
‘ a75 0O taX on that amount or the interest
amed on it until it is withdrawn after re-
trement. His heirs pay no estate tax on the
qnd when he dies. Self-employed people
‘}wwever, can set aside only $15,000 a year in
s tax-exempt account, and an ordinary em-
soyee who Is single can lay away only
a year tax-free. - : .
Corporate plans, moreover, may allew in-
-  gividuals to borrow money from thefr retire-
{pent accounts to use for other purposes—
thereby wiping out any stimulus for addi-
tional savings that the tax exemption may
pave provided. )
. The generous tax treatment of corporate
‘pensions was meant to encourage corpora-
tions to provide better benefits for all their
employees. In practice, however, other fea-

{'wen all—of the benefits go to higher-paid
't employees. In recent years, increasing num-
J.bers of professionals have incorporated so
that- they could get similar benefits. Now
the self-employed are complaining because
- they don't get equal treatment.
*F,»;LExtending corporate-level benefits to all
}iypes of businesses and workers would
.8mply cost the Treasury too much in lost
{ revenue. The only sensible answer is the one
-that the Treasury Department—and the
~House legislation sponsored by Rep. Charles
;Rangel—would pursue: cutting back on cor-
~porate benefits, eliminating loopholes that
- bromote use of pension funds as simple tax
: shelters and moving In the direction of
tliminating all distinctions among types of
- businesses and trades. -

« Corporations are naturally fighting tooth
- and nail against any erosion of their execu-
i lives’ benefits. To satisfy critics, they’'d
¢ nther just cut out benefits for professionals
- ind keep their own. Some corporations are
¢ven threatening to respond to any cutback

gg;benefits't,hey give their lower-paid workers,
# But, as Assistant Treasury Secretary John
gif;.Cha.poton suggested recently in testimony

- before the House Ways and Means commit-
€e, if inducements for fair treatment of
ower-paid workers are needed, there are
better ways to provide them. -

The goyernment has an interest in en-
touraging people to provide adequately for
heir old age. But tax breaks for some mean
Igher taxes for others, and the case for
Subsidizing truly golden retirement years is
Xtraordinarily weak. R

" Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
 I'think some attention should be given
o what the Budget Committee is

tres of the tax law allow corporations to -
‘fgilor their plans so that the vast bulk— -

by retrenching on the relatively stingy-
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thinking about as far as tax increases
are concerned. Is the Budget Commit-
tee talking about really closing tax
loopholes? Well, hardly so. They did
mention the island possessions credit as
being one possibility.

They did talk about eliminating cap-
ital gains for timber as being a possi-
bility. They did talk about eliminating
the DISC as being a possibility. And
they did talk about cutting back the
entertainment deduction for business
to a 50-percent level as being a possi-
bility. -. i

But there are some areas that they
talked about that I think the people of
this country ought to understand.
They- ought to understand what the
Reagan administration is thinking
about, because this administration
that is so determined to cut and cut
‘and cut human service programs,

-people-oriented programs, programs

that have to do with the quality of life
in America, is not willing to go back
and see the harm that it has done
with respect to the most recent tax
bill. and the unfair shifting of the
burden from the corporate taxpayers
to the individual taxpayers. :

No; let- me tell you what they are’
talking about. The employers of this
country have a right to deduct for
for health-paid -

health deductions,

-benefits for their employees. But one -

Republican proposal would restrict

that deduction, which would mean

that’ the individual employee would
not receive as much in health benefits.

The Republicans are talking about
eliminating the student exemption.

"They are talking about eliminating

State and local sales tax deductions.

They are talking about eliminating gy

State and local personal property
taxes as being a deductible item on

your income tax. They are talking -

about eliminating the right to deduct
your accrued interest on your life in-
surance, They are talking about taking
away from consumers -the right to
deduct the interest that they pay
when they buy something on credit,
"excluding up to $1,500 on auto loans.
How generous they are. They are talk-
ing about repealing a $100 dividend ex-
clusion. They are talking about
taxing—this is a beauty—taxing all un-
employment compensation.

First they cause the people to be un-
employed, then they see to it that
their benefits run out because they
.cannot find & job, then they get unem-
ployent compensation and now it is

‘suggested that we tax unemployment

compensation. That is a real beaut.
That would raise $2.4 billion according
to these figures in 1984 and $2.2 billion
in 1985. :

And they are talking about eliminat- -

ing $150 a year health insurance de-
duction. »

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire list be printed in
the REcorp at this point. st

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

KasTEN). Is there objection? -

June 23, 1932
Mr. DOMENICL Reserving the right

to object. 1 did not hear that request,

Mr. METZENBAUM. To include the
ent&ire list that the Budget Committee
had. S

Mr. DOMENICI. That the Budget
Committee had? B .

Mr. METZENBAUM. Yes; it was 3
part of the markup document.

Mr. DOMENICI. The grocery list of
tax expenditures? @ . - ’

N'[;r. METZENBAUM. That is cor- -
rect. -

Mr. DOMENICI. 1 have no objec-
tion. . - ’ -
- There being no objection, the mage-
rial was ordered to be printed in the -
RECORD, as follows: ] .

CHAPTER I1: REVENDES

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL »

{Dottars in biioas}

Fwiyws‘
1983 1984 1985 Watd -
Ta meammg___ _su -su ué e
Business energy tax tredits....... 01 - 03 05 ”%
Tavexempt revence bonds oo =02 03 11 12
eyl T S I T
. Copoce minimum tax S 4. 4x 4251-'1L2
- Sublotal tax revisions 65 138 K2 7
mummu&mmmmm‘ L2013 - 4

— M 1 9
Internal Revenve Service staff in- - ‘09\‘_0
_ ~ 21 28 "2 &9

Subtotal, improved tax eok . .
kection and enforcement .. 55 54 47 15§
Aiport and aiway 531 Tand v B e
Raroad revement .~ _17 —I8 13 &3
Federal  hospital insurance taxes.... . 0.6 09 . 23
Caribbezn Basin MitigtVe m —02 02 —04
: , i ol 01 93

Total e 120 183 185 488

* Effective January 1, 1983 except provisions with fiscal year 1982 mewenve ~
effect. The enterprise zones would begin January 1, 1984,

350 million or Jess. m o
»mmmmmummhm

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS
‘Repeal of the completed contract method,

-Present regulations allow contractors in

projects which take more than one year to
complete to defer the  taxation of any
income until the project is completed even
though certain costs are currently deducted.
Repeal of business energy tax credits,
Present law provides additional investment
tax credits for the purchase of energy prop-
erty. Some are scheduled to expire at the
end of 1982 and others in 1985 and later,
Gasohol is granted an excise tax exemption
or an equivalent credit. The proposal would
also repeal provisions which allow tax.
exempt industrial development bonds to fi-
nance low-head hydroelectric facilities and
other energy property. ’ =
Restrictions upon tax-exempt bonds for
private activities. The proposal would allow
only straight- line depreciation over an ex.
tended recovery period for assets finaneed
with tax-exempt bonds after 1982, Tax.
_exempt bonds would have to be publicly gp-
proved by local governments and, after

"1985, they must contain a finanejal  contri.

bution, commitment, or obligation from the

-local government. Small-issue industrial de-
-velopment bonds would not.be allowed for
large business. - ) :



June 28, 1982
Rrepeal of special tax treatment of modi-
fied coinsurance. Present law allows life in-
surance companies to convert taxable in-

. yestment income, which is subject to a 46
* percent tax'rate, into underwriting income
» ‘which is taxed &t-a maximum rate of 23 per-

i t. !
ceé:lapitalizat.iou of construction period in-
terest and taxes for corporations. Present
. )aw requires Individuals to capitalize, but

corporations are allowed immediate write-

offs. The proposal would require capitaliza-
tion over ten years -except for low-income
housing. ’ L

Imposition of an alternative corporate
minimum tax. The present add-on minimum
tax would be repealed and replaced witha
15 percent tax which would be paid if it ex-

ceeded the tax liability otherwise calculat-
ed. The alternative tax base would include

. taxable income plus certain tax preferences
in excess of $50,000. The investment tax
credit would not be allowed against the al-
ternative tax. : -

Imposition of 5 percent withholding on in-
terest and divided income. Taxpayers aged
65 or older with tax liability of $500 ($1,000
on joint returns) or less would be exempt.

Speed-up of corporate income tax pay-
ments. Corporations would be required to

* make estimated payments equal to 90 per-
cent of current year liability after 1982, All
remaining liability would be due in one pay-
ment on the fifteenth' day of the third
month following the close of the tax year.

Hiring of 5,000 additional IRS collection
and enforcement officers.

Beginning in fiscal year 1984, several non-
refundable wage and investment credits
would be established as part of the Presi-
dent’s urban enterprise zone proposal. The
zones would also receive relief from capital
gains taxes and tariffs as well as continued
availability of tax-exempt industrial devel-

opment bond financing. '
MISCELLANEQUS TAX INCREASES *
{Doltars in bilbons)
Fiscal years -
1983 1984 1985 Total
B oy et e 2 S 856 S
JI oans"é (mdm c{aﬁl ....... . 66 . 14 15 38
. 1N recap-
N._:._;-.x.w_.!e.a.!,_.__... 05 20 3 55
4. Eimmnate capital gains for bmber_ 03 06 07 16
5. Entertainment jons (SO per-
cont it} e 01 03 63 07
~ Total DUSSS e - A1 88 T N0
1. Student exemption ... 04 11 1Y 26
2. Stateand local sales tax...._.... 08 54 60 122
3. State and foca) personal property
2 SO OO |1 | g6 06 13
4§, Accrued interest on ife insurance .. 15 37 39 a1
5. Consumer interest seogmse (ex-
clufing up to $1, on auto
J0BS) oo e e 09 63 67 139
6 Repeal $100 divicend exciusion..... 02 06 06 = 13
o 1 Reped 15 net .
- 8 .-Ixclusv,}n " - 11 RN
. 1ax 2l tmem, et compensd-
tion _.; i L2422 4§
9, Eiiminate $150 heaith insurance ’
wl {o : t fioor under medical oood a0
ll%ﬁgc:‘t floor wader : i B # i
. Ce "
detuchon . i TR T I
Total indVidial...om e 44 235 258 538
Total business and indvidual........... 85 323 W0 N8

' Repeal unless otherwise stated.

MISCELLANEOUS TAX INCREASES )

. Business . .
- 1. The Employer Health Insurance deduc-
tion encourages overinsurance and higher
health care costs. In fiscal year 1983; we will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lose $18 billion of general revenues from
~this deduction and $8 billlon of Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund revenues. Capping the de-
ductioh at $150 a month for families and
$60 for singles would raise $12.7 billion from
fiscal year 1983 through 1985. -

2. The Island Possessions Credit provides
long-term tax deferral to American compa-
nies operating in U.S. possessions, Puerto
Rico, American Samoa, and Guam, in return
for job creation. Ninety-nine percent of the
$1.4 billion annual revenue loss goes to
Puerto Rico. Half of that amount goes to 16
large pharmaceutical companies who hire
relatively few Puerto Ricans. The exemp-
tion was originally enacted in 1921 for U.S.
firms in the Philippines to give them the
same tax treatment as British competitors.
The statute remasained on the books after
Philippine independence i 1946, and it was
only a few years later that Puerto Rico pro-
moted this benefit for itself and enacted its
own reductions in addition. Treasury and
CBO reports have since questioned the job
creation attributable to this provision.
Repeal of this provision would raise $3.5 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1983 through 1985.

- 3. The Domestic International Sales Cor-
poration (DISC) was established in 1971 to
encourage exports of domestic production
and to stem the relocation of production
overseas. Treasury studies have ghown a
slight increase in exports, but at.a very high
cost in foregone revenue. DISCs are allowed

to permanently defer half of their export -

income in excess of a base period amount.
Repeal of this provision and faxation of de-
ferred income would raise $5.5 billion from
fiscal year 1983 through 1985.

4. Capital gains treatment for timber was
granted in 1943 to provide the same tax for
those who selectively cut timber as part of
their business as those who sell an entire
stand of timber. The tax code generally
treats “stock in trade” as ordinary income.
Repeal of this provision would raise $1.6 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1983 through 1985.

.5. Firms are allowed to deduct the full
amount spent on business entertainment as
an “ordinary and necessary” business ex-
pense if the meal or entertainment is direct-
ly related to or associated with the firm’s
business. This deduction-has been the sub-
ject of continuing controversy, with oppo-
nents arguing that it provides a government
subsidy for personal pleasures that have
only a remote business purpose, and defend-
ers aruging that the conduct of business is
greatly facilitated by such expenditures.

" Limiting business meal and entertainment

expense deductions to 50 percent of the
amount spent would increase revenues by
$0.7 billion in the fiscal year 1983-1985
period. |
) Individual

1. -The rule allowing a parental personal
student exemption was adopted in 1954. The
main reason for the rule was to avoid the
“notch” probiem that resulted when a de-
pendent's earnings were close to the exemp-
tion amount; an extra few dollars in earn-

" ings could deprive the parents of the exemp-

tion, costing them hundreds of dollars in
extra taxes. The exéemption was also justi-
fied as & way of taking into account the
added costs parents incur for students. Pres-
ent law provides that until a child turns 19,
the parents can claim an exemption of
$1,000 if they contribute at least half of the
child’s support. Beyond that age, an -addi-
tional test is imposed—the child must have
less than $1,000 income in order to qualify
as a dependent. If the child is a student,
however, the parents can claim an exemp-
tion regardless of the student’s income, so
long as'they provide half of the support. If
the special exemption for students was re-
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pealed effective "January 1, 1983, the im-
creased Federal revenues over the fiscal
year 1983-1985 period would total about $2.6
billion. - ) ‘ .
2. & 3. State and local sales and personsal”
property tax deductions have been included
to preserve state and local revenue sources
and as an item determining the taxpayer's
ahility to pay taxes. In most cases, however,
these taxes are deducted by higher income
itemizers (a third of all taxpayers) for pex-
sonal consumption expenditures. This de-
duction also encourages states to rely more

‘heavily upon sales taxes than they other-

wise would with a resulting increase in the -
level of inflation. Repeal of both of these
taxes would raise $13.5 billion from fiscal
year 1983 through 1985, T

4. Premjums paid for whole life insurance
contribute both to a death benefit and to a
savings benefit. The accrued interest on life
insurance savings is not taxed under presemt
law even though interest income on other
forms of saving is taxed. Taxing- this inter-
est income currently (even though the
policy-holder has received no cash income)
would raise -$9.1 billion for fiscal year 1983
through 1985. Allowing a $100 floor to elimi-
nate taxation of small amounts of such
income would reduce the revenue gain by
approximately half.

5. Consumer interest expense deductioms
encourage high-income taxpayers to borrow
to make consumption expenditures. This
helps raise interest rates. Only 17 percent of
all taxpayers use this deduction. Twenty-
two percent of this tax benefit goes to those
with incomes in excess of $50,000. Repealing
this deduction, excluding automobile inter.
est, would raise $13.9 billion for fiscal year
1983 through 1985. : .

6. The $100 dividend exclusion and its
predecessor, the dividend credit, have been
part of the tax law since 1954 to alleviate
the double taxation of dividends at both the
corporate and individual level and to pwo-
mote broader stock-holding by small inwes-
tors. Numerous studies have shown that
this provision does little to achieve these ob-
Jectives, especially because of the very bow
dollar limitation. Repeal of this exclusfon
would raise $1.4 billion over the fiscal year
1983 through 1885 period. :

7. The net interest exclusion was added to
the tax law im 1981 to promote persomal
saving beginning in 1985. Some studies have
questioned whether individuals are respon-
sive to such ineentives. Repeal of this provi-
sion would raise revenues by $1.1 billiom in
fiscal year 1985. :

8. Taxing umemployment compensation
would increase employment among higher
income workers. In many cases these wark-
ers have seasonal employment or they hxave
working spouses. As much as half of all un-
employment compensation goes to thaose
who have experienced temporary laywoff.
Once the benefits have been exhausted, the
worker is rehired. In the cases where unem-
ployment reduees income below the poverty
level, - existing income tax exemptions and
deductions womld allow that portion of un-
employment compensation to remain tax-
free. Present law already recognizes the ttax-
ability of unemployment compensation for
individuals with incomes exceeding $20.000
and couples with $25,000. Taxing all urmem-
ployment compensation as of Januarw 1,
1983 would raise $4.6 billion in fiscal year
1983 through 1985. L '

9. The medical insurance -deduction was
created in 1942 and expanded in 1965 on the
theory that insurance expense ultimatly re-
duces medical expense claimed as a deduc-
tion and should therefore be encouraged. It
now appears that medical insurance s so
widespread thiat unnecessary medical ex<
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contribute to a $22 billion annual

¥ e loss. Repeal of this deduction would
» £0.9 billion in fiscal year 1983 through

-JF°" rhe medical expense deduction is al-
§ ;lo'd on the theory that expenses which
-ewtastrophic and severely impare a tax-
" r's ability to pay taxes should be de-
ple. Originally, in 1942 when the de-
. J%.tion was created, a five percent floor was

Wf posed. Now, there is a three percent floor
* ¥un an additional one percent floor on pre-

ption drug expense. With the rise in
¢l th care costs, encouraged by the deduct-
ity of employer health insurance pay-
“nts, the average health care cost as a per-
.t of adjusted gross income has risen-to
wr 12 percent. Thus, it is difficult to sup-
ot the present law 3 percent floor as the
" {ariding ‘line for catastrophic medical ex-

pse. A 10 percent floor would raise $5.1
lion from fiscal year 1983 through 1985.
"1 The casuaity loss deduction currently
paelts only three percent of the taxpayers
vho itemize their deductions and who incur
, sudden and unexpected loss from fire,
trm, theft, etc. This deduction tends to
pnefit high-income taxpayers. It has
en to be difficult to administer and to
e subject to abuse. It creates an incentive
p underinsure -and to take unnecessary
Imposing a 10 percent floor under this
kduction would raise $1.6 billion in fiscal
',gr 1983 through 1985. .

EXCISE TAX INCREASES *

XD

TRENA

{Dotiars in tilions)]
; . Fiscal years .
i 1983 1984 1985  Total.
| Gtk dstled spis (8203 galon)— . $16 $26  §27  $69
}E:::nhm (16 cents a pack) .. 12 18 . 18 A8
Mwbie beer (S18abomel) . 08 12 11 31
{ Dmble wine (34 cents 3 galoR)} . 02 02 - 02 | 06
§lctie telephone (2 pescent) *._____ 05 06 13 - 24
§ Dodle motor fuels (8 cents) .+ 23 34 33 . 90
1§52 bared 0 import fee.... ... &6 122 115 324
© J 4 ibpercent excise tax on boxures ... 15 16 17 .48
ST 167 236 217 80

2 .
i Mr. METZENBAUM. Now what is
really going to happen? When are we
-poing to require the oil companies of
this country to pay their fair share?
When are we going to eliminate some
of these gross tax loopholes, or are we
mly going to consider taxes on con-
fumers by increasing taxes on tele-
thones and gasoline and alcohol and
Ehbacco and the like?

-The sad part about- this entire
‘matter is that those measures to in-
ifrease revenue that probably have the
ibest chance of getting through are
ithose that will increase the consumer-
Oriented taxes. Here is a budget that
:0mes down hard on working people
ind poor people. Here is a budget that
Creases  military  spending -and
Fthrows money at the military, and
‘ere is a budget that talks about pick-
Ing up $20 billion in 1983. That is a

‘flaxes of $750 billion.

.. Exxon, in 1980, made $2.5 billion and
-Paid 1.3 percent taxes. .

- Now what kind of fairness, what

€ we? What kind of Congresspersons
ind Senators are we that we do not
Seem to care about the impact of this

:Bittance. We caused reductions in

d of equity, what kind of a country
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budget on the people of this country:
the impact of the earlier budget on
the people of this country, the impact
of the tax bill, the inequities and un-
fairness and disproportionate responsi-
bility that was caused by reason of
that tax bili? Do we not care? Do we
not feel? Whose Senators are we?

Whose work are we doing down here?’

How can we be.so cruel that we do not
seem to care at all about the impact of
this budget? :

We worry only about the mathemat-
ical figures, the numbers. It is the
impact that I think we ought to be
talking about.

The White House is worried about
the perception that the Reagan ad-
ministration policies are helping the
rich and hurting the poor. Unfortu-
nately, that is a reality of America.
They are hurting more than the poor.
They are hurting ' middle-income
American. They are hurting Ameri-
cans. That is the real problem, they

are hurting Americans. When funds"

are. cut for food stamps, for jobs, for
medicare, for medicaid, for education,
and for other  human service pro-
grams, people are going to be hurt.
People are being hurt now and will
be hurt even that much more, but not
one word of concern about that. “Get

.. the budget bill through, Wall Street

demands it.” o

Yesterday the House passed this
budget resolution by only three votes,
211 to 208. That is hardly a resounding
mandate, But the President got his

5 - budget bill 'in the House and he is

going to get it in the Senate. This
budget is going to be hard for may
people to swallow. There are 215 mil-
lion people in America and my guess is
there are not 215 of them that know
what is in this budget bill.

- We have heard much talk about
sending a signal to Wall Street so in-
vestors will have confidence. Let me
say it is time to worry less about Wall
Street and it is time to worry more
about the people of this country. It is
time to worry about the millions of
Americans who need help because
they are unemployed. It is time to pro-
vide the social safety net-that was
originally talked about and promised.

- This budget will hurt millions of
people, It is unfair. It is inhumane. It
is unjust. ~ . .

Some may say, “Well, Senator, you
have used those words before.” Indeed
I have. And the facts only serve to
confirm exactly what I said before and
what is true today and it is more true
and it is going to get worse and worse
and worse. This administration’s prior-
ities are turned upside down. This ad-
ministration has: done more to turn
the clock back in about 16 months
than probably any other administra-
tion in the history of the Nation.

But do they care? Do they care? Is
there any single indication that any-
body down at that White House really
cares or is concerned? . .

And I say to my Republican friends
In the U.S. Senate, “Do you really un-

"near future. : .
*Mr. President, it seems to me that at’
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derstand what you ‘are doing here
today? Do you really care what you
are doing?” You told us when David

Stockman was before us that this"

thing of supply-side economics was
going to work so well. It worked so
well that one out of every eight people
in my State are unemployed. Oh, that
is great work. And there is not any in-
dication that they are going back to

"work,

Inflation has started up again. Oil
companies are increasing their prices
even though there is noe shortage. But
this administration does not-care. This
administration is the most indifferent,
most Jacking in compassion that I
think we have ever had in the history
of our Nation. S .

This budget goes in the wrong direc-
tion. I will vote against it. I urge my
colleagues to do the same. '

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? - -. ST

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 1
yield to my distinguished colleague
from Nebraska, Senator ExonN.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank

.my friend from South Carolina with

whom I have had the privilege of
working on the Budget Committee
since I came to the Senate.

"We are discussing the budget today

’

and I would like to make a brief state-

ment and then if I could, if he would
agree, my friend from South Carolina,
possibly he could . clarify some of the
questions that I have in my mind that
I think many of the Members of the

U.S. Senate would be asking for clarifi- -

cation on as we come down to the vote
on the matter before us in the very

least the Senate should clearly under-
stand what it seemingly is about to do.
I am fearful that many in the land
who have been led to believe that we
are making progress toward a reduc-
tion in Federal spending and deficits
may soon ask, “Why didn’t someone
tell us the truth about what was really
happening with regard to the lack of
true fiscal responsibility?”

So to try and spell it out one more
time as clearly as we can, so that our
colleagues will know what they seem-
ingly are about to do, and so once
again shortly before the vote it will be

spelled out so no one can possibly mis;. .

understand, let me first ask the rank-
ing minority member on the Budget
Committee, my friend from South
Carolina, if the figures I have, and as 1
interpret them, are accurate. .

In the first place I would ask the
question, is it true that the conference
report we are about to vote on predicts
a deficit for fiscal year 1982 of $105.7
billion as presented to us in the con-
ference report? : : :

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is for the year

1982, In the conference report, the
deficit for fiscal year 1983 is $103.9 bil-
lion. o ' - '
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M. EXON. I thank my friend. So it
js true, then, that for 1982 the project-
ed deficit is $105.7 billion.
. M. HOLLINGS. That is correct.
the same period the independent, non-
artisan Congressional Budget Office
. Bys that deficit is more likely to be
5113 8 billion for 19827
. HOLLINGS. That is correct.
. EXON. To carry this one step
urther for 1983, which we have just
verified, the conference report pro-

ects a decrease, I would point out, to

51039 billion in deficits’ for 1983. Is
ma.t correct?
+ Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct.”
: Mr. EXON. And is it also true that
or the same period, the independent,
ponpartisan, nonpolitical Congression-
" al Budget Office estimates that that
' same figure will not be $103.9 billion
" put will be more likely $116.4 billion?
M.r HOLLINGS. The Senator is cor-

i, Mr EXON. I would simply point

' put, Mr. President, that when you take
people who are not involved in trying
to give the best face of the budget pos-
sible, we are going in the wrong direc-
tion with regard to the deficits in the
budgets of the Federal Government,
from $113.8 billion for fiscal 1982 up,
. and not down, to $116.4 billion in 1983.

" 1 would simply ask my friend from
. South Carolina, the ranking minority
member on the Budget Committee, is
it fair to say, then, that this budget
takes us in the wrong direction rather
‘than the-right direction from the
standpoint of ba.lancmg the Federal
_budget?

Mr. HOLLINGS. It very definitely
takes us in the wrong direction. The
Senator will remember the distin-
guished President in his campalign
stated that what we were trying to do
was to increase the size of the econo-
my and decrease the size of Govern-
ment. We find in 1980 that outlays by
the Federal Government as a percent-

.age of the GNP was 22.5 percent. In
-1982 it now has gone up to 24.3 per-
cent of the GNP. So Government is
getting bigger and bigger and bigger,
~and the economy, incidentally, with
the Dow Jones stock market index
below 800, is getting smaller and small-
er and smaller.

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend from .

South Carolina. Let me ask another
question. Is it fair to characterize this
as the worst budget, by far, ever pro-
posed from the standpoint of deficit fi-
nancing, that is, Government spendmg
more than it takes in?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes.

Mr. EXON. I hope that my col-
leagues and the people of the United
States will remember that.

There is one other point. It seems to
me it is critically important that often-
times when we talk about budgets,
where we are going to cut and where
we are going to spend, we lose sight of
a very, very important factor, not only
with regard to deficits but how those
deficits continue to mount and mount

Ml‘ EXON. Is it also true that for .
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and mount and the increase of the
public debt that must accrue. There
was the $1 trillion figure for the first
time in our history just last year.

If this budget is approved, where are
we going in increases or decreases in
the national debt limit in future
years?

Mr. HOLLINGS. Right to the pomt
of course, we have exceeded the $1
trillion debt limit and we are going to
have to extend that debt limit again in

the next 10 days. But if you take that

$1 trillion limit and look at the public

debt for 1982, it goes to
$1,151,200,000,000; in 1983, to
$1,310,800,000,000; in 1984, to

$1,461,500,000,000, and then it goes, in
1985, to $1,607,500,000,000.

So, in 1981 when President Carter
left office the national debt was 34.9
percent of the GNP; in 1982 that
jumped to 37.7 percent, and now,
under . this particulatr conference
report by 1985, the public debt will
amount to 39 percent of the GNP.

So we are saddling all the genera-
tions to come with a bigger govern-
ment, a bigger debt, and a locked-in in-
terest cost that is going on and on and
on. I do not see how the ensuing Con-
gresses, the body politic, w111 be able to
cope with them, -

Mr. EXON. I thank my fnend from
South Carolina. I would like ‘to ask a

" further question. What was the public

debt, approximately, of the Federal
Government in the year 1979 or. 1980?

Mr. HOLLINGS.
$827.6 billion. -

Mr. EXON. I thank my friend. Then
if I understand the figures which have
just been presented, the course that
we are going on with the budget that
seemingly we are about to adopt would
show that in round figures the public
debt of the United States would basi-
cally double in a period of 5 or 6 years,
from roughly $800 billion to $1.6 tril-
lion. Is that correct?

Mr. HOLLINGS. That is correct It
is a disaster. a

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I tha.nk
my friend from South Carolina. I
intend to vote against the budget fig-
ures being presented for the basic
reason that it seems . to this Senator
that we are bent on a course of
making it impossible for us to reduce

the interest rates, the high interest

rates, the highest real interest rates in
our history.

Until we do that; it seems to me, we
are not going to have any chance for

-the farmers, the small businessmen,

and people in general to lead us out of
the serious recession that confronts
our country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
~ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
yield " to the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin,

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
what is wrong with the budget resolu-
tion, especially as amended by the
House?

-. First, it gives the country a $104 bil-

"lion deficit for the 1983 fiscal year.

In 1979 it Wa.s_
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That will be the biggest deficit ewer by
far in the history of the country. The
deficit will almost certainly grow far
larger than $104 billion. I estinmate it
will go to $125 billion to $140 bilkion.

Every budget deficit in recent years
has suffered gross underestimate
when it was first proposed im the
budget resolution. This will be mo ex-
ception., How do I know? Easy. First, it
assumes that we pull out of thse cur-
rent recession with a burst. Growth
which, in this fiscal year, will be close
to zero is expected to increase to 5.4
percent. This rapid reversal of the
economy from recession to boorn pro-
vides an essential basis for keeping the .
deficit down to $104 billion. If—as the
great majority of competent experts
seem to agree—we grow at a far Jesser
rate and suffer only a sluggish xecov-
ery to, say, 2% percent growth or
maybe 3 percent growth, the adeficit
will be much bigger. Here is why: The
level of unemployment in those cir-
cumstances would stay at 9.4 percent,
or increase. For every l-percemt in-
crease in unemployment, the F@edera.l 3
deficit grows about $25 billion.

The Budget Committee . assumes
that unemployment will drop to 8.4
percent next year from the present 9.4
percent. That is the way they get the
deficit at $104 billion. That does not
sound too difficult, except that minem-
ployment is a lagging indicator. Bt only
improves after the economy hass been
growing at a pretty solid rate famr some
time. Employers just do not hire back
former workers until they put their
current workers to work full timme and -
even overtime. And what chance: do we
have for that? Unemployment Inas hit
the homebuilding industry. amd the
auto industries especially hawd. In
fact, every credit-sensitive imdustry
has been driven to its knees. No tbig re-
covery, no substantial increase fin em-
ployment in those industries willl occur
until interest rates begin to drop. But
will they? The committee asssumes
they will. They assume interesit rates
will come down sharply. Buit why
should they? Interest rates todkay are
high for one big-reason—mammmoth
Federal deficits on top of a hwge na-
tional debt and skyrocketmg off-
budget borrowing.

In fact, off-budget .borrowimg in-
creased in the past few years malmost
exactly twice as fact as the rapiidly in-
creasing budget deficit. The MEudget
Committee assumes that the E'ederal
Government will take somethimg like
45 percent of all new credit ¥m 1983
that would be more than in amy year
in our history by far except 1982, and
that- grim fact alone will prrobably
abort any effective recovery.

- Here is why: Interest rates preesently
paralyze much of American imdustry.
With the Federal Government sstill de-
manding 8 mammoth share c¢of the
credit available, and a recoverimg econ-
omy, of course, also requiring Encreas-
ing credit, the  pressure on iinterest
rates will be greater than evem. With
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at scenario, 1983 will be a replay of
1980, 1981, and 1982. The recovery will
into rising prime rates, mortgage

_ §mtes, rates for auto buyers and farm-
{ors and small business men, and once

¢ sickly, anemic recovery will stum-
‘ple, stagger and then sink into reces-

~'4Si° r all these reasons, the budget res-
gution is wrong. This Senator intro-
-duced an amendment to the budget
,esolutxon that would have given us a
deficit in 1983 of $90 billion—far too
: but a great improvement over
- § ghere the budget resolution before us
""puts the economy. It is time for us to
: e that we face not a 1- or 2-year
.problem but a iong period—perhaps 10
years or more—of slow g’rowth or re-
Y cession, of high and often growing un-
'} employment, of great pressure on our
.} manufacturing industry and our finan-
{'¢fal institutions, of extraordinarily dif-
-ficult decisions on credit. We will have
‘o0 do what may seem almost impossi-
. ble.

\_"b’-rhis is something that I think too
few people in Congress or too few
‘economists outside of Congress have
-concentrated on: We have to hold
- down spending, increase tax revenues,
and, at the same time, nudge the econ-

‘Y omy into a healthy period of prosper-
jty and growth.
{ That is tough. It is one thing to
stlmulate the economy by mcreasmg
»spendmg and cutting taxes. It is some-
‘thing else when you are going in the
Jcopposite direction. That is what we
i have to find a way to do. We must dis--
renthrall ourselves of the illusion that
1>we are still in the thirties and that we
can solve this recession by Federal
§:jobs and spending programs. Inflation
and its high-interest handmaiden have
‘given us an_entirely new, much more
?* difficult, much more challenging ball
igame. Now we will not be able to
uspend our way or borrow our.way out
tiof the recession. It will take years of
.consistent and patient forbea.rance to

- We should not kid ourselves; we are
gomg to have to face deficits, unfortu-
nately, probably for years to come; un-
5 employment at a high rate for years to
i tome; bankruptcies for some time to
:.come, and business failures. But unless
‘? We recognize those grim facts and rec-
t 0gnize also that it is going to take a
L long, long time to push our way out of

t, we shall not succeed.
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. McCLURE. Will t.he Senator
; yield"
' Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
k;« going to yield to the distinguished
i thairman of the Energy Committee
i ‘for a colloquy, but before the distin-
‘ ' Buished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
 PROXMIRE) leaves the floor, may I take
; I minute with him?

I'am sorry the Senator will not vote
1 “for the resolution, because I listened
?-Carefully to- his analysis of the prob-
Jems we have in this American econo--
Iy and I agree. I think those of us

—for the fourth time in 4 years— -
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who put this resolution together and
have worked on fiscal policy reorienta-
tion for the last year-and-a-half agree
with his analysis.

We will not solve these economic
problems the way we solved previous
recessions and certainly not the way
we solved the previous depression.
Huge new expenditure programs will
not .solve it. As a matter of fact, and I
regret to say this, I think he is abso-
lutely correct on one point he made.
The problems we find ourselves in are
not subject to miraculous, instant
curses. It is going to take a long period
of hard, dedicated work, year after
year, reducing that exorbitant rate of
growth of the National Government
and reducing taxes as much as we can,
moving as-close to balance as possible,
with a monetary policy that accomo-
dates that kind of fiscal policy. -

"I do not know if the American
people are gaing to have the staying
power-to let their leaders and their
politicians do that, but I think that is
what it is going to take.. :

I thank the Senator for his ana.lysxs
I regret that we cannot move any
more quickly than we have in this res-
olution. We have put together the best
budget we: can that will get the votes
necessary to move in the directions we
must go. We cannot move any faster.

We have.the problem: that the Presi-
dent with the strong: support of the
American people, _has pushed for
major increases in the national de-
fense function, not cut it. We have
that going at the same time we are
trying. to hold down the budget. We
are doing the best we can. -

I wanted to say that to him here on
the floor. I hope we will arrive at some
point. in time that we produce a budget
resolution that the distinguished Sen-
ator can support. I think he'and I are
moving in the same. direction. I regret
that we: just cannot.put it into the po-
litical process of getting enough
people to support things that would
satisfy his inclinations and his con-
cerns, and I regret that.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Will the Senator
from New Mexico yield? .

Mr. DOMENICI. I would be pleased
to. . ST
Mr. PROXMIRE. 1 want to thank
the Senator for the excellent state-
ment he made. I could not agree with
him more, and I cannot tell him how
reassuring it is that the Budget Com-
mittee has that understanding. I think
too few people in this country do have
it. This is not something we can solve
this year or next year. It is going to
take at least 10 years or more to solve:
We have to be persistent. We have to
recognize that it is going to take years
of great du‘ﬁculty, of high unemploy-
ment, years in which we are going to
have to make the most unpopular kind
of political decisions of cutting spend-
ing and increasing revenues.

I think that we are very fortunate to -

have a man of the character and qual-
ity of Senator PETE DOMENICI as chair-
man of the Budget Commxttee because
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he does have that understanding. I
thank the distinguished chairman.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my distin-
guished friend from Wisconsin.

I will be pleased to yield to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Ene-gy
Committee, Mr. McCLURE.

Mr. McCLURE I thank the chair-
man.

Mr. President, I rise to ask for a
clarification of the conference substi.
tute in several regards. )

First, with respect to the fiscal year
1983 functional total for energy (270),
section 1(b)(4) establishes a functional
total of $4.8 billion in new budget au- -
thority. However, as the Senator frem
New Mexico stated in his opening re-
marks, this functional total assumes:
certain user fees will be enacted;
namely, this functional total assumes

-the enactment of $300 million of nu-

clear waste user fees based omr Senate
passage of S. 1662. In addition, the res-.
olution assumes enactment of $60 mil--

‘lion in user fees collected by the Fed-
eral Energy Regulatory Commission,

as proposed by the administration.

Is this a correct interpretation of the
Senator’s statement? -

Mr. DOMENICL. Yes.

Mr. McCLURE. Am I also correct in
interpreting the Senator’s statement -
to mean that for the purpose of Ap-
propriations Committee actions re-
garding fiscal year 1983, the energy
functional total is effectively $360 mil-
lion higher in budget authority than
the figure set forth in section 1(bx4),

Mr. DOMENICI. That is a correct
interpretatior of the conference sub-
stitute.

Mr. McCLURE. My second concern,
Mr. President, is in the event that the
Congress should fail to enact the legis-
lation to raise these user .fees, what
would be the effect on the functiomal
total for energy. Am I correct that for
the purpose of the Appropriations
Committee actions the available new
budget authority for fiscal year 1983
would beat the higher. figure amd
would be unaffected by whether or nat
legislation regarding nuclear wastes
fees and FERC user fees become final
law?

Mr. DOMENICL That is correct.. .

Mr. McCLURE. Would that also be
the case should this resolution become

- operable as the second budget resolu-

tion for fiscal year 1983.

* Mr. DOMENICI. That also would be
the case, Mr. President. .

Mr.- McCLURE. My third concerm,
Mr. President, is the statement in the
conference report regarding user fees
which reads as follows:

The managers agree that the amounts set
forth above for increases in revenues in-
clude the assumption that the followimg
amounts will be raised through increased
user fees to recover costs of Federal pro-
grams and activities: Revenues from user

" fees fiseal year 1983, $0.9 billion; fiscal year.

1984, $X.0 billion; and fiscal year- 1985, $1.4
billion:.

The statement of managers then
goes on to-add the following:
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‘rhe spending totals in various functional

- categories of the budget also include as-

~ sumed increases in offsetting receipts from

new OF expanded user fees. The conference

. substitute assumes that certain user fees

be increases, but the managers agree

that the budget may be implemented with-

. out the imposition of the specific user fees
asumed. :

Mr. President, a clarification of this

" Janguage would appear appropriate.
I understand this report language,
- geveral authorizing committees have
" peen provided reconciliation instruc-
! tions based on assumed user fees. Con-
- yersely, several authorization commit-
" tees have not have assigned reconcili-
ation _instructions, although enact-
ment of legislation providing for new
or expanded user fees are assumed in
various functional totals. Am I correct
* jn my intrepretation of this report lan-
guage? : X
- " Mr. DOMENICI. You are correct.
The Finance Committee was given a
reconciliation instruction on user fees;
office committees with user fee juris-
diction were not instructed.

Mr. McCLURE. With regard to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, as we discussed earlier the

. user fees from nuclear waste and
FERC are assumed in the functional
totals, are these fees the subject of
reconciliation instructions?

Mr. DOMENICI. No, they are not.

Mr. McCLURE. Would the absence
of their inclusion in a reconciliation

instruction in conjunction with the .

report language in any way affect our
earlier understanding of the function-
al total for the energy, in particular,
from the standpoint of the Appropri-
ations Committee actions.

“Mr. DOMENICI. The subject report
language is consistent with our earlier
discussion. From the standpoint of ac-
tionis by the Appropriations Commit-
tee, spending totals in the various
functional categories of the budget
would be adjusted by certain user fees,
such as nuclear waste and FERC,

: whether or not such fees are included

within a reconciliation instruction to
the authorizing committee. :

Mr. McCLURE. I thank the Senator
- for yielding. N

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank my friend,
the chairman of the Energy Commit-
tee. .
~ Mr. President, I want to yield now as

much time as Senator GRassLEY de-
sires. He says 4 to 5 minutes, but I will
yield as much time as he desires. .

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Sena
tor from New Mexico for yielding.

Mr. Presidént, I am going to cast my
vote today for this budget resolution,
and that vote comes not because I
agree with everything that is in it, be-
cause obviously I do not. But my sup-
- port of it comes from the deep concern
that I have for the future direction of
our economy and because I think that
this budget resolution gives a much-
needed and beneficial direction to our
economy. ' ’

However, I have to remind my col-
leagues that our work has just begun.
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To paraphrase the poet Robert Frost,
“We have miles to go before we sleep.”

Recognizing that urgent action to
reduce projected deficits is a very nec-
essary first step toward lower interests
rates, I support this resolution as the
best possible package that could pass
Congress. The final product differed
widely from the original freeze con-
cept which I proposed and supported
initially and which the Senate Budget
Committee adopted, due to the good
work of our chairman, in some modi-
fied version on May 6. ’

I still believe that a freeze on total
Federal spending would be the fairest
of all budgets and would have pro-
vided the means of sharing the burden
of spending - restraint evenly and
across- the board. It also would have
been the most effective way of halting

the growth of Government spending

at the Federal level. .

However, this budget resolution goes
a long way toward reducing the. pro-
jected deficits of $625 billion that
would have accumulated by 1985 had
we not taken action. It will reduce
those deficits by 400 billion over the
next 3 years. We have established in
this budget a clear downward trend of
Government activity in the capital
markets. But while the Government's
share of borrowing will be declining,

. our efforts to straighten out the econ-

omy are nowhere near completion. For
there are two sides to the equation for
reducing interest rates. Not only must
we reduce Government borrowing but
we must also create new capital. The
only way that can happen is for Con-
gress to reform the laws governing the
economy. We must change from a buy-
and-borrow economy to a save-and-
invest economy. The first place to
start in this reform is with the Federal
Tax Code. The problems of the Feder-
al Tax Code are so numerous that it
boggles the mind. The Code is inequi-
table, inefficient, and grossly compli-
cated. Billions of dollars are paid to
tax experts to figure out for their cli-
ents how to avoid paying taxes. :
Mr. President, think of the potential
.and beneficial use of those billions of
dollars wasted through avoiding taxes.
They could be spent within our econo-
my in a productive way. And think of
the human resources, some of the
brightest minds in the country, that
would be freed for productive purposes

_if we could somehow simplify and neu-

tralize the Tax Code. .
The present Tax Code through ‘de-

. ductions, credits, and exemptions is

heavily. biased against savings and in-
vestment, and strongly favors con-
sumption and debt creation.

The high marginal tax rates faced
by all taxpayers make it increasingly
difficult for lower income workers to
become middle-income earners and
middle-income earners to become
higher income earners, .

Mr. President, unless Congress acts

" urgently to reform the laws governing

our economic activity, there is little
chgnce that the recovery we expect
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later this year will be stistained. We
cannot finish work on { his budget res-
olution today thinking W¢ have satis-
fied all requirements fo¥ turning the
economy around. There {s much more
work to be done and, breause of the
urgency of the matter. there is little
time in which to do It Significant
structural changes are 0 order, and
unless we make the swilé back to a
save-and-invest economy, We Will be ig-
noring the fundamentnl CRUSES of our
current high interest rntes and eco-
nomic weaknesses.

I yield back the floof" .

.Tiie PRESIDING OIFICER. Who

elds time? .
YiMl'. DOMENICI; Mr, President, I
yield myself as much time as 1 need.

Let me first say to genator GRrass-
LEY, the distinguished Junior Senator
from Yowa, that my respect and admi-
ration for him grows ¢VeI¥y week in
this Senate. I did not know him and he
did not know me before We started

‘serving on this committee, but I know

that- the statement he Jjust made

saying he is going to support this
budget resolution did not come easy.

He does not like the deficits that are

here. He did not like them for years

before. But let me say.he understands

that when you are in the majority you
need to govern. He uncderstands that

governing is a lot more difficult than

that simple approach that some in this

body take of being asninst everything

and for nothing unlesy what they are

for is something they know will not

pass.

Now, I am sorry thnt the distin.
guished junior Senator from Ohio left
the floor, because what I am about to
say is aimed at several Of his state-
ments here today. I will have more to
say about that slxortL\'.r iend, Senat

I say to my good I or
Gmssxs:sY. th:t it would- have -been

.much easier for him to have taken his

4 minutes o s $0 minutes and
to ta.u‘cl aio:tpfﬂrhétpe things that are
wrong with the fiscsl policy of our
Government, and thet A, For that
reason, I am gom o \'Ot«e no.” I am
sure that the 4 minutes e used could

_have grown to 34 minutes, with littie

effort. .

So I tell the Senstor that my admi.
ration and respecs for his positive con-
tributions grow esch m;wwwee :;t:tk to

et s hing ¢z which C vote
gnt:i w?lrllilgltl will rf'::?s us i1 the right di-
rection. I comms=3 hiw for it, and I
thank him for his svert in the com-
mittee and in ths Sexnsle.

Mr. President. I wisht to speak for
about 10 minutes. fxvwing which the
distinguished chs——wsu 0f the Appro-
priations Comrm e wints to have a
colloquy with ™= cnuirman of the
Budget Commiz=:. \ Wish to talk
about and resp:cd fv some of the
things that havs it #nd here this
morning.

It really is ampmra t© lisf.en to the
words of the d.is;*:;;:shvd junior Sen-
ator from Ohis .t (he deplorable
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1 of the tax laws of this country
4 the rather incredible nature of
{ie tax cuts that were passed last
~.r; how those tax cuts move abso-
ly in the wrong direction, and that
;ne had anything to do with it, he
p\ﬂd have done it differently.
It struck me that there were not
many Senators who voted against
year's tax bill, and I thought I

find that he yoted for that miserable
- bill that helps the rich and hurts
{ipe poor and makes Senator HOLLINGS
: jemble and shake. Senator MEeTz-

EAUM cast his vote with the 89 who
gpported it, not with the 11 others.
wnator HOLLINGS, the ranking minor-
iy member, who has been opposed to
jand talks about its adverse effect—
 Jyith which I do not agree—voted with

S

pe 1l _ 7
“That is enough on that Issue. I will
pthrough a few other items,

“First, I hope that those who listen to
the words of Senators on the floor un-
grstand that it is easy to be against

pgve to govern and when it does not

{¥5uld find out whether he had. Well,’

werything, especially when you do not’
patter what your proposals are, be-
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cause they are never going to become
law anyway. It is easy to do that. -

If the distinguished junior Senator
from Ohio, who has his litany of prob-
lems with this budget and with this
President, had supported budgets in
the past, it might be that this Senator
could say, “He has voted for some poli-
cies that are significantly different. He
is just complaining because the poli-
cies he voted for in the past are not in
effect.” But he did not vote for those
major policy changes when his own
party was in office. He used to come to
the floor and say the same thing to
Senator Muskie when he was here.

He voted against reporting out of
committee the last budget Senator
Horrings presented from the Demo-
cratic side. o

So is is difficult to tell what he is
really for, except that he is for higher
taxes. He is for higher expenditures,
except for Government travel costs
and things of that type which he says
will cut expenditures. That does not
really address the issue of high ex-
penditures, ‘Since he is for higher
taxes, higher expenditures, and. a bal-
anced budget, I wonder what. kind of
budget he would produce and vote for.
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I repeat: He has the privilege of not
having to do that.

It was said on the floor that this -
budget does not address human fac-
tors. Well, I have a summary chart
which shows that the human re-
sources programs continue to grow.
Spending for human resources contin-
ues to climb. If one listened to state-
ments on this floor, one would think
they were being cut. Let me give some
example:

Medicare: If all the proposals are im-
plemented, there would be & 69-per-
cent increase in 1985 over 1981; civil
service retirement, 39 percent; medic- -
aid, almost 40 percent; subsidized
housing, 68 percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
chart showing the major benefit pro-
grams and the growth that will occur. .

‘There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed In the
RECORD, as follows: i .

- GROWTH OF MAJOR BENEFIT PROGRAMS

The following table shows the growth of
major benefit programs between fiscal year
1976 and fiscal year 1981 and their project-
ed growth between. fiscal year 1981 and
fiscal year 1985 under the budget resolution
approved by the cdhference committee: o

<

QOutizys (billions)

Govth

Student financial assistance {inchudes Pel granis) 2.

' - : ) 1885 1981 over 1976 _ 1985 over 1981
1976 1981 {recom- -
R - mended) Amaount Percent Amount Percent
5 Vel . |
- Sackal seeurity - 372 $138. S0LS $65. %0 $635. 46
L e 178 25 n7 iy 133 292 - 63
vl service retirement 8. 1. U3 LK 13 6.8 3.
i -8 16, © 33 82. . % .65 ]
retirement 1 13. 181 6. 8 44 2 -
o s A R S - IS - R B
stai = . 2 . : g
e : #onom o ox % B
ncome. 3 g : . v
Velerans medical Al 1 88 3 1] 18 %
A, R 8. 85 2 |1 J—
Ralioad setirement 38 53 65 L S 12 . -
Qhild nutrition L 3. 39 L 89 E] 13
pension ¥ 2 kX 37 . 31 -1 =3
Guaranteed student loans s R 23 29 22 2200 5 %
2 4 38 2 % -7 -~15

3 Decrease _duri

fiscal
* 8 Decrease h%ywlé%?mmnhmﬁmwdungu

-'§:Mr. DOMENICI. Excessive Govern-
‘ghent travel has been debated here on
the floor as if it were central to the
-pdudget resolution. That is not true. So
:that everyone understands, we do not
fMopt line items-in the budget resolu-
tton, We do our best to set broad
ftuidelines. I really do not think Gov-
Etmment travel has much to do with a
ihidget resolution of almost $770 bil-
ilion. We ought to be debating the
flroad issues here. :
- 'E.Water projects: Water project spend-
g is down while human resources
}fending is up. It has been expressed
sbere this morning that excessive
‘fftending for water projects is what is
‘fausing us to have to deny the needy
i ¥hat they need from their Govern-
blent, In fact, this budget resolution
§ ‘ontains $200 million less spending for
. Vater resource programs than the
+1980 budget. After accounting for in-
clation, there has been a 25-percent
:feal reduction in water programs. I do

1981-85 period reflects a projected decline in the number of pension recipients. Also, new cases tend to have
i in 1981 which initially took effect in fiscal year 1982. -

not think the last President or this
President- asked for a new project.
That means 5 years without a new
start. :

Defense spending: The distinguished
junior Senator from Ohio speaks in
terms of waste and fraud, but the real
point of it is that he wants lower
spending for defense. That is what he
is talking about—lower spending for
defénse. :

We held defense spending - down
during the 1970’s and now we have to
pay for that. I do not think the major-
ity of the American people support’

‘less for defense. They might argue

about how much more is enough, but
they surely do not want less.

Then as to a balanced budget I just
want to make one statement here. The
Senator from Ohio wants increased
taxes. I wish that those who want in-
creased taxes would state which taxes
they would increase and how much.

himmmmsm‘mammmmmgemm

Then we cpuld put that out for Sen-
ators to see what they think about it
and so the American people could look
at that. - :

On the fiscal 1982 numbers, it has
been said that the outlays we are
using are wrong. Let me tell him, I
have a copy of the letter CBO wrote to
the distinguished ranking minority
member, and it says that CBO thinks
the fiscal 1982 deficit will be between
$105 billion and $115 billion. That is
not what they get when they do it
item by item. But the next to the last
paragraph of that letter, which is in
the RECORD, says it will. be between
$105 billion and $115 billion. We used
the lower end of that range for our es-
timate. I think it is going to be right. 1

-do not see why we should look askance
. at our estimate. . )

. Then we turn to fiscal years 1983
through 1985, in terms of the various
estimates and the various conclusions
drawn in the budget conference.
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¢ 1 wish to make a number of docu-
: nnts part of the Recorp which will
,;'belp explain the conference decisions.
‘Many of the items in dispute are
“yeally judgment calls.
. Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, will
my colleague and good chairman yield
_for a moment?

Mr. DOMENICI. 1 will be finished in
.1 minute and then I will yield if that is
catisfactory with the Senator.
- Mr. ANDREWS. That is adequate,

Mr. DOMENICI. I am just going to
make these part of the REcorp, 1 shall
ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the REcorD my analysis of the
CBO repricing of the budget resolu-
tion which addresses the major reesti-
mates: revenues, defense outlays, OCS
receipts, and interest costs. We have
secretary of the Interfor Watt’s letter
with reference to OCS and Secretary
of Defense Weinberger's letter with
reference fo defense outlays. Also,
there is the June 18 letter from Sena-
tor HoLLINGs to Dr. Alice Rivlin re-

questing the reestimate, and Dr. Riv-- '

1in’s response of June 22. I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REcorD these materials to which I
have made reference, -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-

. out objection, it is so ordered.

The material ordered to be pnnted
in the REcorp follows:

CBO REPRICING OF THE BUDGET Rr:sonmon
. BACKGROUND

On June 18, Senator Bolh.ngs wrote CBO
asking them to reprice the Conference
Agreement on the First Budget Resolution
using the post-policy consensus economic
forecast and the CBO estimating techniques
for both revenues and outlays. :

On June 22, Director Rivlin wrote Senator
Hollings answering his request. In short,
CBO re-estimates the Conference Agree-
ment deficits higher by the following
amounts:

[lnhﬁiwsofduﬂm]

o . fiscal year
UMz 1983 1984 1985
Defict agreed 1o by the conferees.... 1057 1038 839 600
B e matsslower Bl 4125 4207 437
USRS A 7+
€80 renricing of conference agreement
defict .. I138 164 1046 927

ANALYSIS
The CBO re-estimates fall mto four
main categories: revenues, defense out-
lays, OCS receipts, and interest costs,

We have been over the revenue esti- -
mates before. This year CBO intro-

duced a new, largely untested method
of estimating revenues. It yields lower
revenue estimates than the long-tested
Treasury estimating method. The con-
ferees (and the Senate) opted to use
the Treasury figures based on their
. well established methodology.”
Defense outlays have also been the
subject of longstanding argument
going back to last year. We-have assur-
ances from OMB and the Department
of Defense that DOD plans to live
within the outlay levels for the de-
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fense function set by the conferees. If
they do the management job they
have promised, it is hoped that the
outlay level set by the conferees will
not be exceeded.
"OCS receipts have also been a
matter of great discussion. The confer-
ees decided to go with the administra-
tion’s estimate which is higher than
that of CBO. Again, this is largely a
question of management on the part
of the Department of the Interior in
achieving the levelp we have used. Sec-
retary Watt has stated that the De-
partment has re-examined all of the
avallable information on OCS receipts,
including the CBO methodology, and
that they see no reason to depart from
the numbers the conferees assumed.
The interest re-estimates by CBO
are largély the result of the higher
deficits in their re-estimate. If the
other areas mentioned turn out the
way the conferees assumed, the higher
CBO interest estimatre will disappear.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., June 21, 1982,
Hon. PeTe V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

DgAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Recent developments i

in the world oil market and possible delays

resulting from. litigation have caused the

Department of the Interior to evaluate the
Administration estimate of anticipated re-
ceipts from our Outer Continenta! Shelf
leasing program.,

We have also examined the assumptions
and methodology employed by the Congres-
sional Budget Office in generat.mg its estj-
mate of OCS receipts.

Our reviews :show no reason to .question
the validity of the fiscal year 1983 OCS re-
ceipts estimate of $15.7 billion contained in
the April update to the President’s Budget.
We still bellieve our estimate to reflect the
most probable level of receipts in fiscal year
1983. The Administration estimate is $3.8

billion above the corresponding CBO esti- .

mate of $11.9 billion.
If I can be of further assistance ln claﬂ!y-
ing this matter, please let me know.
Sincerely,
. - JAMES G. WATT,
Secretary.

', THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, :
Washington, D.C., June 22, 1982,
Hon. Pere V. DOMENICI,
Chairman, Committee on Budget, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: Realizing the ex-
treme importance of the budget resolution
and urgency of actions necessary to com-
plete the effort, I thought it would be
useful to assure you of the credijbility of the
Administration’s outlay estimating method-
ology.

This same methodology, which was used
in the fiscal year 1982 outlay estimates, has
achieved results at the end of the third
quarter which confirm the analyses, as-
sumptions, and methodology.
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If I can be of further assistance on this
matter, please do not hesitate to call upon
me or my staff for such assistance,

Sincerely,
CasPAR W. WEINBERCER.
: U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., June 18, 1982,

Dr. Auice M. RIvLIN,

Director, Congressional Budget 'Oﬂice,
House Annex Number 2, Second and D
Street, SW., Washington, D.C.

DEear Avice: Now that the conference on
the First Budget Resolution for fiscal year
1983 has reached agreement, I would like
your office to prepare an estimate of the
conference #greement for fiscal year 1982-
85 using CBO estimating techniques. ‘This
estimate should be based on the post-policy
consensus economic assumptions, adjusted
for the actual 7.4 percent COLA, the latest
CBO estimate of revenues, and the spending
assumptions consistent with the bipartisan
baseline. .

The estimate should contain all sigmifi-

‘cant revenue and outlay, adjustments to

both bydget functions and deficit reduction _
categories (by program) in light of the most
recent spending data. For those cases in
which the House and Senate have differing
policy assumptions regarding program cuts,
use the Senate assumptions. . -
If the budget process and the fiscal poliicy
set forth in this budget resolution are to
have any credibility with the American -
people and reassure the financial markets,
they must be based on the most objective,
nonpartisan data avalilable. I am confident

that your office can best-supply this infor-

mation.

Because the conference report will be eon-
sidered in the Senate early next week, I
would appreciate receiving this estimate mot
later than Tuesday, June 22. If you have
any questions or require additional detalls,
please contact Tom Sliter of the Budget
Committee staff.

Thank you for your ass:stance.

Sincerely,
: ERNesT F. Hou.mcs
- U.S. CONGRESS, ~
Concnzssxomx. BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, D.C. June 22, 1982.

Honorable Ernest, F. Honings.

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: Pursuant to your
request of June 18, the Congresshonal
Budget Office has prepared an estimate of
the conference substitute for the First Con-
gressional . Budget Resolution for Fiscal
Year 1983. As you requested, the estimage is

- based on the post-policy consensus economic

assumptions adjusted for the actual July

- cost-of-living adjustment, the latest CBO es-

timate of revenues, and the spending as-
sumptions consistent with the bipartisan ba-
seline.

The major CBO estimating differences
with revenues and outlays are listed om the
attached table. Each estimating difference
is identified by budget function and deficit
reduction category.

Two aspects of these estimates deserve
special mention. First, CBO has reestinzated
the figures in the conference substitute -only
in those cases where the conference exglicit-
1y chose not to use CBO estimating tech-
niques. With the exception of OCS aceeler-
ated leasing, CBO has not reestimated any
of the policy changes assumed in the comfer-
ence substitute, because it is our umder-
standing that the dollar reductions asstmed
take precedence over any speciﬁc program-

matic assumptions.
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Second, many of the assumptions in the
bipartisan baseline date from -February.

Based on our analysis of actual revenues -

gné spending through April, CBO projects
that Fiscal Year 1982 revenues will be in the
range of $625-630 billion, outlays will be in
the range of $735-740 billion, and the deficit
will be in the range of $105-115 billion,

Should you so desire, we would be pleased
to provide further details on these esti-
mates. : - .

Sincerely,
Arice M. RIvLN, :
’ Director.

TABLE A—MAJOR CBO ESTIMATING DIFFERENCES WITH -

REVENUES AND OUTLAYS FOR CONFERENCE SUBSTITUTE
[By fiscal yeas, o bilies of dors) -

1982 1983 1984 1985
S :"13 0 84
shstitvte .. . 6284 659 . 738 |
%u;mumdﬂm______ -12 -48 - 113 - 221
by 5 6272 6561 7267 7993
OUTLAYS : .
Cooference sbstitute .. T3I 7698 &9 8814
I-nso)_' ¥ 13 1318 20
o 95«‘» ? ® 12 a3 %
mﬁamm 600 3. 4 5
L ( p:han{aqlumalﬂ)_- S S —
R e
e
hmqmsoos 13 .18 34 54
s id M TS B3 8920 -
- DEFCY
1057 1039 . 838 60O
Cotemns e 2 st oy
o T R Y s 164 1046 927

(Later the following occurred:)

- Mr. METZENBAUM. Will-the Sena- .

tor from New Mexico yield for a ques-
tion? ; - N -
Mr. DOMENICI. I had already
agreed to yield to Senator HATFIELD.
Mr. METZENBAUM.
question. S
- Mr. DOMENICI. Surely. .

- Mr. METZENBAUM. Do I under-

stand the Senator indicated on the

floor of the Senate that this Senator-
had attempted to move defense spend--

ing down below last year's figure?
Mr. DOMENICLI. No. I indicated that

I wanted to respond to some of the .

things the Senator from Ohio said and
he was not here. I was sorry about

that. The Senator is here now, but I’

cannot go back and.- do it all over
again. I indicated that in the 1970’s we
tried to have less money for defense,
in the 1980's we were making up for it,
and that the Senator from Ohio would
like to cut money out of defense. I
thought we had to put more money in
and I thought most Senators and most
Americans did also.

Mr. METZENBAUM. If the Senator
from Oregon will yield further for 1
more minute. Let me make it clear
that the Senator from Ohio has never
Supported or taken the position that
Wwe did.not need additional -defense
Spending. The question of degree has
been at issue and it is at that point

. Mexico. -

221 . pressed some concern to him on the -

Just for a-

. Committee,
‘Mexico, what levels for REA loan and”
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that I have.a difference with the

‘budget figure. But it is not a question

of whether or not it ought to be some-
thing less than the past year.
Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena-
tor from Ohio. : i
(Conclusion of later proceedings.)
Mr. DOMENICI. I have a few ful:-

-ther remarks I will make later.

At this point I yield to Senator AN-
PREWS who desires to engage in a collo-
quy with the Senator from. New

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. President, I ap-

' ‘preciate the Senator yielding.

I would like to note that I think that .
it is extremely important for the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico
to have completed the work on the
conference report. A number of us ex-

proper interpretation of the changes
that were made in the budget resolu-
tion in the conference with the House
of Representatives. The House 'of Rep-
resentatives had a far different ver-
sion, of course,  than passed the
Senate. : '

-~ Some of us are very, very concerned

about the fact that for the first time

. we have placed restrictions on the ag-

gregate levels of new direct loan obli-

- gations and new loan guarantee com-.
mitments. My colleagie has pointed -
- out.that the limits are so high that it

should not affect any agency this year.

That assumption would appear to be -
‘correct. Later on I am sure he will re-
assure Senator HATFIELD, the -chair.

" man of the Appropriations Committee,

as he has reassured me, that theé inser- -
tion of section 9 in the coriference’

" report will not set a binding precedent”

of placing a ceiling on total loan and .
loan guarantees in future budget reso-
lutions. - = 7( : o

Mr. President, one of the things 1
wish to clear up today with my friend
from New Mexico concerns rural elec-
trification. A strong Federal rural elec-
trification policy is vital to the eco-
nomic development of the rural areas
of this country, especially during the
current recession and especfally during
this period of energy shoitage where
we are importing some $75 billion
worth of energy from OPEC countries.
The most important Federal . rural
electrification programs are those ad-
ministered by the REA. With the key
role played by these programs in mind,
I ask the chairman of the Budget
my friend from New

loan guarantee programs in fiscal year

1983 are assumed in this conference

agreement? - '

- Mr. DOMENICL Let me say to my

good friend, first of all, that I appreci-

ate his bringing these areas of concern

to the floor because I do not think
they are his alone. They are the con-

cerns of many other Senators, and I

compliment the Senator from North .
Dakota for bringing them to our at-

tention and to the attention of the

" Senate.

Budget,
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In answer to the Senator’s question,
the fiscal year 1983 credit BHudget
totals assume, in function 270: Energy,
that REA will be given autharity to
incur $1.425 billion in new direct loan
obligations and to issue $6.4 billion in
new loan guarantee commitments in
fiscal year 1983. The credit budget -
totals assume that the Appropriation
Act limitations on the REA programs
in those amounts enacted for fisca]l .

" year 1982 will be maintained for the

next year. ‘ :
Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the Senator
from New Mexico for his informative -
response, * -- - . 4 B
‘1 wish to make a further inquiry in
the nature of setting legislative histo-

ry. .
As the Senator undoubtedly knows,
there is a good deal of concern among

_rural electric cooperatives around the

country that REA, at the direction of
the Office of Management and’
may take_ - administrative'
action to revise the current criteria by
which cooperatives are determined teo
be eligible for REA loans, the cuzrent
ratios for REA concurrent and sapple-
mental_loans, and the interest- rates
now charged on those loans. The
effect of those changes will be to-re- -
strict significantly the number .of co--
operatives eligible for REA assistance
and to raise their financing costs. I
proposed language to the conferees on’
these issues. Have the conferees on

. the first budget resolution taken these

concerns into account in assuming the
loan -and loan guarantee levels for
REA cited by the Senator from New
Mexico? .- i - . ’

-~ Mr. DOMENICL. Let me again say to

my good friend that the answer te his
question is in the affirmative. My rec.
ollection is that the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas (Mrs. KASSERAUM)"
presented the language that I will
soon quote, and it has been included in
the statement of the managers—which
is absolutely the best we could do with
reference to this particular issue. The
language states the following: - ---°
It is the intent of the conferees that direct
loan and loan guarantee levels for the Rural

‘Electrification Administration assumed in

the fiscal year 1983 credit totals contained
in the conference substitute are predicated
on the continuation of the present criveria
and supplemental loan ratios and on inter-
est rates set in the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936, as amended by the'Omnibus Recon-
ciliation Act of 1981. )

I think the Senator from North
Dakota- knows, and I do not want
anyone else to misconstrue this. This
is not binding language, because there
is no way we can do that. The author- -

- izing  committees or others that have
Jurisdiction and authority could do gif-

ferently then we assume. But to the
extent that we could state our intent
and purposes, the language clearly ex-

_presses the conferees support for the

continuation of current REA regula-

tions in fiscal 1983. R
Mr. ANDREWS. In essence, Mr.

President, then what my good friend,
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" chairman of the Budget Commit-
ipe is pointing out is that the confer-
¥ 4id in fact adopt essentially the
guage'that' I proposed as an amepd-
rent to our Senate budget resolution
en it went through our committee.
me statement of managers now re-
flects the Senate language, .

r. DOMENICI. The Senator is ab-
autely correct. In fact, the distin-

fered the language in conference indi-
ted that it was language that the
gepator from North Dakota had con-
mbuted and that she was pleased to
Jffer it because the Senator from
yorth Dakota had requested it and it
h,dsuch broad support. -
. Mr. ANDREWS. The main thing we
yant to make sure is that we now have
ine Senate version. It is not necessar-
iy important as to who authored it, al-
though  that sounds good -back in
North Dakota as it -does in New
Mexico and Kansas. That is known In
New Mexico as the Domenici-Andrews
wproach and in North Dakota as the
Andrews-Domenici approach. S
- Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. ) '
“ Mr. ANDREWS. And in Kansas, th
Kassebaum-Andrews-Domenici ap-
proach. - S
Mr. DOMENICI. So long as it works.
 Mr. ANDREWS. So long as'it works,
that is the key thing. I thank the Sen-
ator, .
1 also have a final question. This one
toncerns the level of funding for the
Postal Service assumed in the confer-
ence agreement. .
As the Senator from New Mexico
knows,. the conference agreement . on
‘the urgent fiscal 1982 supplemental
appropriation bill increased the fiscal
} 1982 revenue forgone appropriation to
hihe Postal Service by $62 to $676 mil-
 lion, The key intent of this Increase
‘was to stabilize all postal rates for all
‘subsidized classes of mail at step '13.
:To maintain this step. during fiscal
11983, our Senate resolution assumed
"2an increase for revenue forgone over
that level'in fiscal year 1983. )
© My question to the chairman is: Is
;there enough leeway in this budget
Tesolution, as it now is on the floor, to
‘eccommodate the continuation of this
-higher level of funding for revenue
.foregone in fiscal year 1983?
: Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to my
‘good friend, again, that I believe there
3 enough leeway to do what he sug-
- 8ests and what he wants. This was a
- very difficult issue in conference be-
s tause, as the Senator knows, the
-House bill, by mistake or otherwise,
-had zero in this area. .
. Mr. ANDREWS. That is right.
~ Mr. DOMENICI. It is contended
. that that was a mistake and I take it
hat it was. We tried to fix it as best
5We could., - . B '
:  The agreement assumes; on the one
i hand, only $400 million for "Postal
sVervice in fiscal year 1983. However,
hat figure, as the Senator knows, is
Mot binding on the Appropriations
Committees. Only the aggregate level

ished Senator from Kansas who of-
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of funding for all discretionary spend-
ing programs is binding.

The Senator from North Dakota,
and other supporters of postal rate
subsidies funded -through what is
known as revenue foregone, including

‘this Senator, will be able to advocate

shifting money from other areas to
the Postal Service. They may very well
succeed in maintaining these postal
rate subsidies during fiscal year 1983
at the increased level for fiscal year
1982 reflected in the urgent supple-
mental appropriations bill that was
before us yesterday.

Mr. ANDREWS. That we passed
here with the Senate figures.

‘Mr. DOMENICIL. That is correct.

Mr. ANDREWS. I thank the Senator-

from New Mexico very much, Mr.

"President, for these clarifying re-

marks. I think it makes crystal clear
that the conference did indeed move
more toward the Senate version and
eliminated some of the mistakes that
had been made in the other body in
these two key areas of importance to

rural America. I thank my colleague -

for yielding.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am
delighted to have the Senator from
New Mexico clarify some of these mat-
ters that were raised in specific terms
by the Senator from North Dakota. 1
would like to pick up on that subject
in a broader sense as it relates to
credit controls in order to get a clear
record as to the duties and responsibil-
ities that must be carried out by the
Appropriations Committee following

the adoption of this budget resolution. .

First, I would like to refer the Sena-
tor from New Mexico to section 9 of
the proposed conference substitute
which would institute, in effect,
through the concurrent budget resolu-
tion, a wholly new budget procedure
governing Federal credit activities.
This section, in effect, amends the
Congressional Budget Act and the
House and Senate rules.

" In the last two Congresses, a number

of bills have been introduced to ad-
dress the issue of better congressional
budgetary control over Federal
activities. :

I fully agree that this significant
area of Federal economic intervention
in the private marketplace must be
closely examined and brought under
some form of better control. I, howev-
er, have grave reservations that such a
major step should be taken in this
budget resolution., This is a matter
which demands a far greater level of
congressional scrutiny and review.

Mr, President, this provision was not
included in the Senate-passed version
of the Senate budget resolution and
received only cursory attention in the

House debate on their amendment. I

inquire of the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico whether he shares’
my concern over this section 9 as 1
have outlined and interpreted it at
this time? .

.Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let

me first say to my good friend, the

credit
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chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, that I appreciate very much
his overall concerns expressed yester-
day and his genuine attitude of co-
operation. I really do not think we
could have gotten this budget resolu-
tion this far without his cooperation. I
hope he knows that whenever I can re-
ciprocate by being helpful on his prob-
lems I am going to. . ) :
This budget process is far from a
perfect one and it is under a great deal
of pressure. I, frankly, think it is
under pressure because these are diffi-
cult times. If the pressures were not
here they would ‘be somewhere else
very soon because the kind of -deficits
that we have and the extremely high
interest rates we have are going to—
create some enormous areas of trauma
for us. Therefore, in attempting to put
a budget together, we have had a diffi-
cult time. . : .
+The Senator’s concerns are correct
with reference to the credit budget en-

forcement provisions. These provisions

originated in the House. The record of
the conference will show that I had se-
rious reservations -about including
them in the. conference report. X was
concerned that we were moving too far
and too fast in an .uncharted area.
However, I agree with Chairman Har-
FIELD that the -credit budget meeds
close attention. I commend him for his
efforts in this area, including his co- -
sponsorship of .S. 265, which seeks to

‘Institute a credit budget.

Why did we accept the House provi-
sions? One simple reason: Section 9
had been pushed adamantly by a large -
group of House Members whose sup-
port for the resolution was crucial, I
think the problem of passing any
budget resolution in the House was
demonstrated in recent weeks and was
demonstrated dramatically yesterday
when this budget resolution was
passed by a razor-thin margin of 210
to 208. The retention of section 9—it
was said to me, I say to my friend from
Oregon, by leaders in the House who
put the coalition together—was critical
to many House Members in supporting
the resolution. - o

As the Senator knows, recent budget
resolutions have included totals for
new direct loan obligations, new pri-
mary loan guarantee commitments,
and new secondary loan guarantee
commitments. Last year, the first
budget resolution for fiscal year 1982
subdivided the totals by budget func-
tions, We are not in entirely unchart-

‘ed waters. - .

The Budget Act does not require
that budget resolutions include any
provisions on Federal credit activities.
However, as the chairman knows, this
segment of Federal financial activity
has a very significant impact on eur fi-
nancial markets and, as such, should

‘come under some form of aggm_gat&

budgetary control in Congress.

Mr. HATFIELD. 1 am very grateful
to the Senator from New Mexico, the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
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for his expla.na,txon as to why this pro-

- yision was included in the conference
substitute.

1 must say to the dlstmgmshed Sen--

ator that I still remain concerned,
however, about what impact this pro-
vision would have on the timely

consideration of appropriations bills

this year and the prospects for revers-
“ing this violation of what I would con-
sider sound procedural practice. In
other words, what about the future?

We know now where we are and how

we got here, but what would the Sena-
‘tor from New Mexico postulate about
‘the future?

Mr. DOMENICI 1 would first say to
the Senator from Oregon that, as
chairman- of the Budget Committee
“and as a Senator, I am going to contin-
‘ue to work with the Senator in sup-

- porting legislative action in regard to
“eredit budgeting rather than the inclu-
sion in future budget resolutions of
_provisions such as section 9. I agree
“with the Senator that a procedural
. step of this importance should be agd-
dressed when we amend the Budget

Act, and that it should not be done in
an ad hoc kind of way.
7~ On the other hand, even if this
“budget resolution automatically be-
. comes the second budget resolution,
. pursuant to section 17, it is my studied
;belief, not just my assumption, looking

at the credit budget numbers, that the
fpoxnt of order will create no ‘insur-
» mountable problems this year, because
fof the numbers in the resolution. I

! think the Senator’s professxonal advis-

i ers conclude as mine have. The

camounts in the credit portion are

f more than ample to cover anticipated
. credit legislation. I think we all know
‘that. -
.. 1 further beheve, Mr. Presxdent that
_we should view. this provision largely
.as a dry-run exercise. This is not a
precedent. We can evaluate the score-
keeping procedures and then make a
: judgment on whether to establish
“such procedures in a future amend-
2 ment to the Budget Act. Both of us re-
.alize, of course, that if the Budget Act
is not amended, other Members will
“undoubtedly seek to include similar
‘provisions in future budget - resolu-
tions.

~ I hope these comments will reassure
my friend that I do not consider this
/ao be in any respect a binding prece-
dent.

Mr. HATFIELD. I am very grateful
{0 the Senator. We have had a very
fine and cooperative relationship. I
wanted to make certain that we had
this clearly stated in the REcorp be-
-Cause I did feel that down the road we
have to face this in a more pragmatic
“way as we seek to move the appropri-
ations bills through.

- I hope the chairman will be kind
‘tnough to move now to another area
Which concerns me equally about this
Yhole procedure we are following. The
thairman of the Budget Committee re-
alizes and knows that there have been
differences between the Budget and
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the Appropriations Committees in the
past over the interaction between the
cost of entitlement programs and the
so-called room provided in the budget
resolutions for dlscretxonary appropri-
ations.

We on the Appropriations Commit-
tee have often been put in a bind by
the growth of entitlement programs
which can only be controlled by
changes in substantive law. This reso-
lution presents some potential new
problems, as I review it.

For instance, the resolution will
automatically become a binding
second resolution on October 1 unless
it is revised before that date. From ev-
erything I hear, it seems obvious that
this will be the resolution we must op-
erate under until some time next
spring. This means that we will not
have the normal opportunity to-in-
clude reestimates and update the reso-
lution for actions Congress has taken.

Also, I understand the conferees did

not accept CBO estimates in some

areas of spending and instead included
lower administration estimates in the
resolution. I believe this will also in-
crease the pressure on discretionary
programs, which constitutes an in-

-creasingly smaller part or portion of

the total budget. .

If CBO proves to be right, the re-
vised estimates will “eat” the room the
budget resolution ostensibly. provides
for discretionary programs. What 1
would like to specifically ask the chair-
man of the Budget Committee is

simply, Does the Budget Committee:

recognize this problem? Is it possible

. something could be done in the budget

scorekeeping system to alleviate what
I have outlined as, I think, a very defi-
nite problem?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me again say to
my good friend, the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, that I am
well aware of the problems he is de-
scribing, and I am also .aware that
there have been some contentions that
the budget conferees used artificial es-
timates to keep outlays down in cer-

tain areas and thus hold down the,

deficit. I am also aware of a concern
on the part of members of the Appro-
priations Committee and. others that
the upward reestimates of entitle-
ments may squeeze out money for dis-
cretionary programs and leave the Ap-
propriations Committee in the posi-
tion of being unable to fund those pro-
grams at the levels assumed in the res-
olution. .

As the chairman has indicted, these
concerns are intensified by section 17,
that is, that the first budget resolution
will become the second on October 1
unless we have adopted a second.

I hope 1 can provide some reassur<
ance to those concermed about the
squeezing out of discretionary appro-

priations.

During the Senate-House conference
a clear record was made committing
the two Budget Committees to score- -

-keeping in such a way that the Appro-
priations Committee will not have to, -
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to borrow the .chairman’s words ‘eat-
the upward reestimates in the areas in
which the conferees dxd not use CBO
estimates. )

Let me quote from the ofﬁcial tran-
script of the conference at page 211:

Mr. Jones. I would also suggest that for
scorekeeping purposes, CBO uses these eco-
nomic and technical assumptions for score-
keeping. Is there any disagreement to that?

Without objection, so ordered. .

That does not answer all of the con-
cerns. I appreciate the contention that
we should use a scorekeeping conven-
tion that attempts to separate entitle-
ment programs from nonentitlement -
programs in. order to evaluate appro-
priations bills. While substantial dis-
agreement about the definition of en-
titlement and nonentitlement ac-
counts exists, I believe that a conven-
tion based on this distinction most ac-.
curately . assesses the actions of the ap- -
propriations process in those accounts
that are completely within its con-
structive control. I would hope that we
could work together to begin to insti-
tute such convention. I am directing
my staff to work with the Appropri-
ations Committee staff, as well as the ~
staff of CBO and the House Budget
Committee, to begin work on an enti-
tlement-nonentitlement breakout. I -
know that sounds simple, but I think
the chairman and I both know that is
not simple. They should start forth-
with. -

- Mr. HATFIELD. They will get in-
volved in definitions. - -

Mr. DOMENICL. I think incorporat-
ing this convention in the scorekeep-

_ing system and revising budget resolu-

tions are ways to make sure that the
actions of the Appropriations Commit-

‘tee are most accurately scored. -

The concerns that the chairman has -
stated have merit. However, with the
assurances I have just given, I am con-
fident that the unanticipated growth
in the cost of- entitlement programs.
will not result in a greater squeeze on
discretionary funding. 1 assure the.
Senator from Oregon that the Budget
Committee will be circumspect and
cautious in the enforcement of the
new budgetary procedures i.ncluded in -
this resolution.

I want also to assure the chalrma.n
and other members of his committee
that I will presonally take the lead in
supporting actions which are neces-
sary to permit the Appropriations
Committee to have .available every
dollar necessary for nonentitlement-
nondefense programs. This could in-
clude adjusting the resolution, revising
our scorekeeping procedures, adjusting
them, and, as a last resort, the use of
the section 904 provision in the
Budget Act.

Before I conclude and yield back to-

the chairman of the Committee on Ap-.

propriations (Mr. HatFigLp), I want to
repeat that I do not think we could
~have passed budget resolutions,” this
one or previous ones, that really tried
to look at all functions of Government
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v make some real mandates in cer-
pd < and begin to restrict the in-
sl ate growth of Government with-
d he Senator’s cooperation. It .is
difficult. This process is cumber-
il as he knows. People expect more
4 than it can do and sometimes we
¢ *pit carried away and think it is
g to do everything. It cannot.
want to thank the Senator for
- orever he has been able to ‘help
i e it work. That has been often. I
wnk him for it.
f1r. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ex-
s my thanks to the Senator, the
ﬁman of the Committee on the
wdget, for his gracious remarks, I
ink we both find ourselves in a situ-
yon which, I suppose, would not be
¢ our choosing if we had an opportu-
' ity to chart our own course exclusive-

-.‘.__;‘.‘.. "%

=5 %

Vwe are faced with very serious eco-
gmic problems and in many of the
tines that have happened, including
he reconciliation resolution and, to
gme degree, this budget resolution as
«ll, we have made exceptions and ex-

ups better procedures in order to deal
dth the emergency at hand. I am very
wpeful that, one of these days, that
wergency will be behind us.

At the same time, I raised these
pestions in colloguy and I shall work
yith the chairman and the members
i the Committee on the Budget dili-
gntly to try to make sure that we do
wt let these exceptions become the
nle or become the pattern to the
wint where we lose sight of the better
rays, the better procedures that have
een outlined in precedent and prac-
fice, as well as law and Senate rules. I
think, as I said when I opened up my
emarks today in this colloguy, we
tight to face up to the reality that we
ire amending an act by this resolu.
fon, that we are changing House and
&nate rules by this procedure and
that, really, this is not the best proce-
fure to follow. But under the exigen-
ties of the time, I believe that we have
{0 deal with this problem as best we
tnow how.

I commend the Senator and wish
that what the Senator and his com-
hittee originated on the Senate side in
) resolution could have prevailed
ore

- flackage out of the conference. I think
lhe Senate had the better product.
inat is the reason I raised some of
these questions with the Senator from
North Dakota. I see the Senator’s col-
eague from New Mexico is probably
About to raise more questions.

. I'assure the Chair that as far as my
|0%n views are concerned, I shall con-
Hnue to, perhaps, hold my nose and do
tertain things here for the purpose of
Beiting the job done, but certainly not
(¥ith enthusiasm or anything other
ian recognizing that as an emergen-
IE"FV- that we are doing things under
*Mmergency conditions and that these
::re not necessarily of the chairman’s
fhoosing nor of my chioosing. But we

mptions and have set aside our per--

in what came back to us in the
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have to deal with these practicalities
and these realities, I suppose, in the
best way possible. I thank the Senator
for his assurances and I know there is
no sense of disagreement as far as our
objectives are concerned. For that
matter, I do not think there is that
much difference, perhaps, in our
preference to follow other procedures
than what we are forced into at this
moment. ” )

Mr. DOMENICI. Before I yield to
my colleague, Mr. President, let me
say to Senator Hatfield that when we
undertook the process last year, the
whole subject of reconciliation, Sena-
tor HoLLings and I introduced the “let
us restrain Government” part that
was going to become reconcilation. We
thought we were doing something that
most people would not like and they
would never want us to do it again.
But we get down here now with a reso-
lution and we hear some say, “We
cannot live under this resolution be-

cause you did not order somebody to.

be reconciled.” -

We never used reconciliation at all
before 1980. We used to.set targets
and say, “Authorizing Committee, Ap-
propriations Committee, or Finance
Committee, you had better meet those
targets.” Now if we do not have recon-
ciliation on -some program that we
assume is going to grow less rapidly,
theiy ask why we do not order them to
doit. : ’ o

I hope we can get to the point where
we do not have to have reconciliation
at all. I am not sure we are going to,
especially when we look at growth in
those programs—entitlements, things
that the Senator’s committee does not
‘have jurisdiction over. We may never
get to it. We may have reconciliation
henceforth, as long as we have a proc-
ess. ;

Reconciliation in this resolution, as
the Senator knows, addresses almost
exclusively revenues and entitlements.
We did not use again the process of
reconciling authorizations to which
the Senator called attention last year.

Mr. HATFIELD. Does the Senator
say only the second advent will pre-
vent this from happening? If that is
our only hope, perhaps we had better
pray a little harder. '

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know.
Some type of miracle, I guess.

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, my
good friend from New Mexico, in his
just- concluded discussion with the
Senator from Oregon, the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, re-
ferred to entitlement increases. I ask
for the purposes of this Recorp, does
that  include entitlement increases
that are assumed in the budget, either
as a consequence of failure'to enact
reconciliation instructions or the fail-
ure of the budget to include reconcili-
ation instructions?

Mr. DOMENICI. It does.

Mr. SCHMITT. On a different sub-
ject, I assume that the fiscal 1983 bill
from my Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services and Edu-
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cation will be within the subcommit-
tee's allocation as that is determined,
hopefully with some distinctionn be-
tween entitlements and discretiomary
funds. But that.may assume that we
do not know everything that we
should know at the time that bill is en-
acted, either on its own or as part of a
continuing resolution.

Supplemental appropriations that
may appear in the next calendar year
would conceivably affect the degree to
which this particular bill meets the
constraint of ‘a second concurrent
budget resolution. How will the new
enrollment provision apply to a partic-
ular appropriations bill in such a case?

Mr. DOMENICI. Did the Semator
assume we would have a second budget
resolution? - : ’

Mr. SCHMITT. I assume the second
budget resolution either will appear or
will be automatically this resolution
‘when we hit October 1. . :

Mr. DOMENICI Will the Semator
repeat the precise question?

Mr. SCHMITT. My questiom is,
when we are within the allocations
that would be constrained by tthat
second concurrent budget resolution,
will those allocations assume the sup-
plemental appropriations that may
come later in the fiscal year? .

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not know the
precise answer to that. I think I just
have to leave it at that at this poimt. If
the Senator is talking about the en-
rollment, the first time around, with-
out assuming supplementals, obviously’
there would be no delay in enrollment
if it does what the Senator said. be-
cause it would not breach it. '

Mr, SCHMITT. As the good Semator
knows, in this last year, when we diealt
with a continuing resolution, certain
assumptions were made in ordewr to
veto proof that continuing resoluition,
that everyone who made them knew
were going to result in a continming
resolution. To that degree, we had
some - mythical numbers—guarantteed
student loans is the most obvious ex-
ample, where we deferred over a bil-
lion dollars worth of appropriations
for a supplemental. That now becames
part of our allocation.

Mr. DOMENICI. I say to my friend
and colleague from New . Mexico,
before I answer his question, let me
make a statement here for the REcorp
about his concerns and what I think-
has been very courageous activity on
his part.

Part of the genuine concern thait his
chairman and I discussed with refer-
ence to the entitlement-nonentitle-
ment issue comes about because the
Senator has made us aware of the ex-
treme problem that he has in his bill
with reference to those two. We are
aware of it and want to help. We also
' know how difficult it has been in the
past when entitlements grow and you
.;s)ti%l have to fit the other part in wour

‘Let me answer as best I can. First, if
it was after October 1, you either have
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s second budget resolution newly
adopted or this one becomes the
‘second, in which event the delayed en-
rollment does not apply.

That is how I understand it, because
‘then you are measuring it against a
‘permanent resolution: To wit, you in-

corporate the second which has been
“made so by this resolution’s conditions
peing met, or we adopt one.

I think all I can do on the other
-question, with reference to the supple-
‘mentals, is tell you that we put-them
"in this resolution as best we could, and
‘the funding we assumed has been
‘crosswalked in accordance with com-

mreittee jurisdictions.

If there ,are unanticipated changes
‘in entitlements, I told Senator Hazt-
riIELD what we are willing to commit
to. We would just have to stand by the
proposition that we are hopeful that
we have included all of the nonentitle-
ment money in the resolution and the
crosswalk numbers. If you use all of it
prior to funding essential supplemen-
“tals, you would obviously have a prob-
lem.

That is what I am told by the staff,
and I think that makes sense. I hope it

_helps. I cannot do any better than
that.

Mr. SCHMITT. It does, and I appre-
ciate the Senator’s concern and it may
be that in subsequent discussions be-
‘tween ourselves and the staff we can
‘clarify it even more. .

Is it my understanding of what the
Senator said earlier that the. delayed
enrollment process would not apply
once we have a second concurrent res-
olution, by whatever method we
a.chieve that? |

Mr. DOMENICI. Page 15 of the con-
ference report, section 4, stcella.-
neous Provisions, 4(a):

--No bill or resolution providing new budget
authority for fiscal year 1983, or new spend-
ing authority deseribed. in section
401(cX(2XC) of the Congressional  Budget
Act first effective in fiscal year 1983, which
exceeds in either the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate, the appropriate alloca-
tion or subdivision of such new discretion-
ary budget authority, new budget authority,
or new spending authority made pursuant
{o section 302 of such Act shall be enrolled
until after the Congress has completed
action on ‘the Second Concurrent Resolu-
tion on the Budget required to be reported
under section 310 of such Act.

Mr. SCHMITT. And the completion
~of action on the second concurent res-
folution would either be by specific
action of the Congress or——

Mr. DOMENICI. The date here. The

- October 1 date.
Mr. SCHMITT (continumg) By the

effective action of section 7?

- Mr, DOMENICI. That is correct.

, Mr. SCHMITT. Finally, I want to
:-compliment the Senator from New
* Mexico and my good friend and distin-
© guished colleague for what he has
' 'been through and the way he has han-
i dled it in the last several months.
There is much left to go through. As
he and I have discussed before, al-
though budget resolutions. do not deal
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with actual appropriation of funds, or
in and of themselves change tax laws,
they do establish guidelines that 1
think in good faith the chairmen of
various committees on tnis side of the
aisle are going to try to adhere to. As
we approach October 1, I am sure

“things will get even more exciting,

whether or not we deal with the spe-
cific second concurrent budget resolu-
tion ‘or not. As he also knows, the so-
called real money bills of an appropri-
ation and tax nature, particularly the
appropriations bills, as they approach
that magic date are going to have
some very, very dxfﬁculf, political
times. _

I hope that -this Congress, this
Senate at least, will allow us to act on
every appropriations bill, particularly
the one for which I am responsible,

without creating a monster in effect.

that violates both the efforts of the
senior Senator from New Mexico, and
also the needs of the country, because
as we know we are going to reach a
point where the size of that bill is

going to determine whether or not it _

ever becomes law. This business of
dealing with-the major labor, health,
human services, and education pro-

grams of the country on a continuing

resolution has to stop some day. Now,
whether the Senate is going to be will-
ing to stop that process, I do not know.
But it certainly has my commitment
to try to make it happen as a regular
bill as soon as possible,

Let me repeat once again that in
answer to an.earlier question the Sen-
ator included in his definition of unan-
ticipated entitlement increases the
possibility that entitlement action

would not be forthconu_ng due to the .

reconciliation process,
der. DOMENICI. That is correct I

id.

Mr. SCHMITT. Apparently there
was some confusion and now the
record is very clear,

Mr. DOMENICI. I think 1 sald it,
but that clarifies it.

Mr. SCHMITT. Yes, I am sure the
Senator said it. I thank the Senator
again, and again he has my compli-
ments for his work.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Sena-
tor. I am most appreciative.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield myself, Mr.
President, 2 ‘minutes until the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio comes
back on the floor.

I would comment that this is where
the discipline of the. budget process
begins to deteriorate, crack, fragment,
and break apart. The distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee in
his reply indicated he would go along
with his various committee chairmen
and subcommittee chairmen, and col-
leagues and use the either false fig-
ures or the liberal figures, or the inac-

curate figures, or the procedures. He is C
" security and not cut them at all, but

quite candid. He says, “That is the

only way we could get the vote.” He"
“I tried to oppose it and the -

said,
record would show that I had serious
reservations about includ_ing the provi-

‘pared exchange,
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sion relative to Federal credit activi-
ties. And that is the way we got the
vote.” And then going on with the pre-
the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee talks about artificial estimates
to keep outlays down in certain areas.
Later in the exchange, it is stated that
the concerns of the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee have merit.

These are the things that, as the
ranking minority member, I had to
read, not with any glee or pride but by
way of admonishment.

When you have to go axound the
room and show that the budget does

-not mean what the budget says, you

are in a pretty bad condition. You
write your own budget and it does not
have a bipartisan approach and there-
by not bipartisan support. Later in the
implementation we all work, as chair-
men and ranking mmority members,
with a concern and a conscience. But if
you are not part of it, then the imple-
mentation becomes next to impossible.
You get very close, with split-down-
the-middle votes in the House and in

- the Senate; and the confidence in Con-

gress -and confidence in the system
begin to dissipate and dissolve. )

It not only dissipates - with the
public—as former Secretary of the
Treasury Simon says, sham, sham, oh,
sham—but a.lso, it dissipates with the
membership in Congress. I think that
is bad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2
minutes of the Senator from South
Carolina have expired.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield myself such
time as I may need.

I Iistened to Senator Dom:mcr ex-
plain, with the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. GRrassLEY), that it is easy to be
against everything and easy to be for
what they know will not pass. It was
not what we knew would not pass. It
was our obligation-and our duty, as
Senator DoMENICI knows, to try to say
something on social security.

Mr. DOMENICI. Absolutely.

Mr. HOLLINGS. My mother is 94,
and she is 2 member of AARP. Last
week, I received their article, and it
really read the riot act to Senator Do-
MENICI and Senator HOLLINGS. At the
top it said “See this,” and it was signed
at the bottom, “Your Mother.” so the
AARP is getting its message across to
me directly. It was not easy.

The article -was not accurate. We
were not cutting anybody on social se-
curity. They took the projected in-
creases. of the CPI over the next 3
years and added up- thousands of dol-
lars. Then they made the innocent
reader feel as though we were cutting
$2,000 and $3,000 from social security
benefits. What we were trying to do
was to maintain the integrity-of social

end up with an increase.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

yIr. HOLLINGS. 1 yield.



Mr. DOMENICL. 1 say for the record
{hat those comments were not intend-
' od for or directed at the Senator from
south Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS).
“'Mr. HOLLINGS. I know that. .

1t is easy to be against everything.

The Senator from New Mexico finally
wered the question. o

1 confronted a business group that
pad taken their text from Simon last
pight, and it is all over Congress.

The statement or description, “so
easy to be against everything,” does
that not describe us here this year, in
s general sense? I do not refer to the
senator from New Mexico, as he does
not refer to me. The budget has been a

* yery difficult thing. : .
- Last year, the President. had
pudget; he identified his program; he
sold it on TV, and he sold it in appear-
ances all over the country. He got the
people behind him, calling in to their
Congressmen, and Congress respond-
ed. ’ :

This year, because they ‘are not
doing anything, the business commu-
nity and the leadership say the infra-
structure has broken down. Nothing

: pas happened between last year and
“this year to the infrastructure., It is
= just that when you say it is easy to be
v against everything, nothing has been
proposed. On the contrary, the Presi-
; dent of the United States says, “If it
* ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” So he does
 not think he has a problem. He has
: not identified any problem over here.
. What he has done is to go, like a

; butterfly, from bush to bush, to each .

: particular budget proposal: “I will

- back this one, and when that is defeat-

-ed, I will back that one.” - o

He has had his minions fashioning
these documents to get to the vote,
‘and how they do that was. vividly de-
scribed in the exchange between the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the chairman -of the
Budget Committee. : S

But therein is why Congress can
take such positions—because we can
tell what we are against, and the
‘public cannot identify what we should
have been for. ’ '

Everybody uses the phrase “lower
deficits.” But where was the plan to
bring about those lower deficits? It
has been wanting. Some of us tried but
now we are back to the starting line.

As is said in II Corinthians:

For if the trumpet give an uncertain
gomd; who shall prepare himself to the
attle? X

This year, we never really did pre-
bare for the battle. We engaged in in-
ternecine warfare and in a struggle to
get a political document but not a
budget.

I see that the distinguished Senator
from Ohio is in the Chamber.

Mr. METZENBAUM. I am trying to
obtain a transcript of what my good
flriend said, so will the Senator contin-

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr.. President, we
have a little less than an hour on this
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side. I heard from the minority leader
that other Senators might want to

speak, but I do not know who they are.’
‘I hope that Senators on the minority

side who wish to address this particu-
lar amendment, the House amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute,
which really constitutes the confer-
ence report, will please come to the
floor, and we will be glad to yield time
to them. o '
Isyield the floor,

" Mr. DOMENICI. I yield myself 1
minute. o S,

~ Mr. President,  hope that Members
on this side know that I am unaware

of any further statements or com-

ments any of them have to make,
except Senator CHAFEE, who wants to
make some remarks. I know of no fur-
ther proposals, motions, or otherwise,
on our side, and I have so informed
the majority leader. I say that because
we may be here asking for some kind

of consent based upon that in the not .

too distant future, and I want to make
sure everybody knows this.

I say to my good friend, Senator
Howrings, with reference to the article
he referred to, which he received from
his beautiful mother, and the error
they keep putting in, that he and I
were mentioned as social security cut-
ters. ’

I recall that when I proposed the
solvency numbers—6, 17, and 17—
somebody added them up, divided by
the number of social security recipi-

-ents—the somebody was a Senator on

the other side of the ‘aisle—and . the
number that you get by dividing was
assumed to be the cuts. Across the
country it -went that my proposal
would yield a cut of so much in each

Tecipient’s benefits.

But what that did not reveal was
that before you start to take solvency
actions, there is a huge increase that
goes into effect. The increase is much
bigger than the reduction caused by
the solvency requirements, even if you
took them all out of benefits and did
nothing on the revenue side.

So that if it came out x dollars per
check on average, it turned out that
they were going up about three z to
begin with, and you are taking only
one T away; so they are going up twice
as much as ‘the reputed reduction
before you start to apply it.

We never could make this point. It
went across this land, as the Senator
has indicated, through that kind of pe-

- riodical.

I think we are just going to have to
wait and convince Americans that
those pension programs are not going
to have to be cut but reformed and
maybe even stabilized for a few years
with little or no increases. But it is
just a fact of life. Their spendout -is
such that there will not be enough
niogey for all the increases now sched-
uled.

. Mr. HOLLINGS. If we could only do
that here this afternoon the whole
picture would change.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is right.
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Mr. HOLLINGS. In the entire con-
ference they looked and searched and
looked and searched about all of those
figures. .

_But if we could finally control the
uncontrollables, as the Senator from

New Mexico tried to do, and I com-

mend him for it, and as some here
tried to do. If we could only have done
at least that this year we would have
shown some propensity, as they say, to
bite the bullet or to tighten the belt,
or be realists which every mayor and
every Governor, -every labor union,
every private industry has been doing.
all year long. The country just cannot
understand why we cannot respond
whatsoever. . . .

We are just hiding behind the issue
of ‘social security in the context of who

" can outmaneuver the other one politi-

cally when the truth of the matter is
this is being disloyal to the fund.

Mr, DOMENICI. That is right.

Mr., HOLLINGS., We never recom-
mended that anyone should get less.
We recommended they should get
their money, but we see it as very obvi-
ous that the trust fund is running out
of money. They are borrowing from
the health insurance fund. I think the

last loan will go out about March of .

next year. That will be the last check.
They are going to have to come up
with something. . - :
‘Mr. DOMENICIL. Yes.
- Mr. HOLLINGS. I commend the
Senator for it. I wish we could have

done at least that. I think that would -

have meant that we had faced our
problem in a sober fashion. Our cur-
rent . inaction, coupled-together with
these tax exemptions for Members of
Congress, just makes Congress really
appear in a bad light. = . o

But let us find out how badly we

really appear from the Senator from
0. -

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. President, I think we are ready
to ask for a quorum call here in a
moment, but I do think it is more than
appropriate for me to commend Sena-
tor HoLrLINnGs, the distinguished rank-
ing minority member, for his nonparti-
san, bipartisan position on social secu-
rity which he started many, many
months ago. I do commend him for it.
I think it was a tough thing to do. He
has not departed from it one bit, and 1
think he has probably already. taken
most of the guff he is going to take,

but I do wish to remind Senators that -
he had a lot of courage. We could have -

done something on this together, I
think, with a little support from the
outside.

Mr. HOLLINGS. I thank the distin-
guished chairman.

If he does not mind I yield now to

our distinguished minority leader such
time as is necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The -

minority leader is recognized.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished Sena-
tor from South Carolina.
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Only a few weeks ago I stated my
reasons for voting against Senate Con-
current Resolution 92, the Senate's

_first budget resolution for fiscal year

983. . .
11 regret today that 1 have to say
again that I will vote against this
. pudget resolution.

Mr. President, nothing has been.

done to alleviate the very serious con-
cerns that I have about this budget
resolution and its impact on the econo-
my. The economy is still at rock
pottom. Business failures are running
at a weekly rate of 478, the highest
rate of failures since the Great De-
pression. Long-term interest rates,
mortgage rates, and. municipal bond
rates are higher now than when the
administration took office. Mortgage
rates last week averaged 16.7 percent.
Even short-term interest rates are be-
‘ginning to rise. The most recent 3-
month Treasury bill rate was 12% per-
cent.
The conference -agreement on the
first budget resolution for fiscal year
' 1983 offers no aid to our Nation’s eco-
. nomie recovery. I will- have to vote
against the budget resolution that in-
. cludes $95 billion in new taxes over
the next few years to say nothing of
the $3 billion in increased user fees
:that will” affect barge traffic on the
rivers in and outside West Virginia
« which, in turn, will affect the price of
coal, oil, and other commodities and
_inasmuch as this measure does not tell
- anyone which taxes will be increased
and by how much. I cannot vote for a
budget resolution that makes deep
cuts in necessary programs that have
already been slashed, that will result
in cuts aimed at our elderly, our veter-
“ans, our working people; cuts that will
“deprive deserving  students of the
‘chance. to go to college, cuts that will
translate into fewer jobs with 10.5 mil-

lion people already out of work., I’

.cannot vote for a budget resolution
that is based on phony numbers and
economic assumptions that are jim-
mied to suit the scenario. .

~ This budget includes so-called man-
agement savings of $46.4 billion over 3
years, including $13.6 billion in fiscal

year 1983 alone. This is a revival of

the phony David Stockman “magic as-
terisk,” the unspecified savings that I
.warned about last year when I repeat-
-edly offered amendments in the effort
.to force the administration to disclose
:and to define the so-called unspecified
‘savings. .

- I am sorry to say that my warnings
on phony budget estimates and radical
‘untested economic theory went un-

heeded, and as a result the President’s

deficit for fiscal years 1982 through
1984 has ballooned since September of
last year from $66 billion to $296 bil-
-lion. That is what feeding phony num-
bers into computers and wild-eyed the-
orics will get us—a fourfold increase in
deficits in 6 short months. .

" It is tragic that those charged with
the nurturing of the new budget proc-
ess are sewing the seeds of its destruc-
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tion by abandoning & commitment to
honest budgeting.

Another example of the many ques-
tionable estimates included in this
budget resolution is the increase in re-
ceipts from oil and gas leases. CBO es-
timates that the savings included from
increased receipts from gas and oil
leases on the Outer Continental Shelf
were pverestimated by $10.2 billion.

So what kind of confidence can
anyone have in a budget .resolution
with such a shaky base?

1 cannot vote for a budget resolution
that is flawed as this one is, that raises
as much new taxes as this one does,
and that still carries the highest defi-
cits in our history. - } .

With all of the cuts, tax increases,

and faulty assumptions, this budget

still has a total $247.8 billion deficit
over the next 3 years—$103.9 billion

“deficit in fiscal year 1983, $83.9 billion
deficit_in fiscal year 1984, and a $60-

billion deficit in fiscal year 1985. A

. ' The most disturbing of all this po-
tential disaster is that it was avoid-
able, if that Kemp-Roth tax scheme,
particularly the third year had been
delayed or tied to economic perform-
ance. The. Senate would not now be
faced with the vote to make unspeci-
fied increases in taxes totaling $95 bil-
lion in a recession partly caused by the
Kemp-Roth scheme. -

I tried to delay the Kemp-Roth tax
scheme for the wealthy until the econ-
omy could afford it. The Democrats in
the Senate tried repeatedly to tie the

third year of Kemp-Roth to economic

conditions. We did not want to elimi-

nate the tax cut but only to schedule

g. when we could best afford it if possi-
le. - ’

We argued that there was no sense
in adhering to a doctrinaire timetable
established by rigid ideologies. I stated
at the White House in a conference
with the President that the Kemp-
Roth plan should be more moderate,
that it should pay attention to the
needs of our people, not to the needs
of theory and that it should be tied to
the performance of the economy.

So I will vote against the budget res-
olution today. It leads not to recovery
but to further burdens on our econo-
my. This is not the commonsense ap-
proach needed to put the economy on
the road to recovery. :
- I hope at some point we will have
the opportunity to vote for a budget
resolution that truly restores econom-

ic recovery through a policy of pru--

dent tax cuts, prudent spending cuts,
prudent defense spending, honest esti-
mating, and a prudent monetary
policy. . :
Mr. President, I yield the floor.
(Mr. SPECTER assumed the chair.)
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
understand Senator STarrorp wishes

to discuss a couple of issues with me in
a colloquy. I yield to him whatever

time he needs for that purpose. .
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I

thank the able and distinguished.

chairman of the Budget Committee
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for yielding to me for the purpose of
this colloquy.

Mr. President, In regard to the con-
ference report on the first budget res-
olution for fiscal year 1983, I would
like to ask the distinguished chairman
of the Budget Committee to help cor-
roborate for me certain items pertain-
ing to education programs in function
500, and in particular the guaranteed
student loan program. This elarifica-
tion will help guide the Subcommittee
on Education, Arts, -and Humanities,
of which this Senator is chairman, in -
its activities for the remainder of this
session of Congress. - -

It is my understanding that the con-
ference report assumes certain savings
in the guaranteed student loan pro-
gram in fiscal years 1983, 1984, and
1985, based upon a reduction in inter-
est rates relative to the CBO interest
estimates, as well-as a new require-
ment that all students be required to
demonstrate financial need in order to
recieve a guaranteed student loan.

However, I note that the conferees
do not require .either the Senate Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Re-
sources or the House Committee on
Education and Labor, which have ju-
risdiction over the GSL program, to
pass legislative changes to achieve.
these. savings—in other words, no re-
concilation is required. If this.is cor-
rect, I am pleased that the chairman
of the Budget Committee and his col-
leagues from this body, especially Sen-
ator Harce, have worked diligently in
conference to uphold the Senate posi-
tion on this important issue; that is,
that no further changes beyond those
adopted -last year in the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 are
required for the guaranteed student
loan program. ’

Finally, I am informed that the con-
ference agreement for function 500 in-
cludes increases for certain education -

. programs—specifically title I of the

Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, the pell grant program, the Edu-
cation of all Handicapped Children

‘Act, the State block grant, and the vo-

cational and adult education pro-
grams—above the Ifiscal year 1982
funding level. I am greatful to the con.
ferees for agreeing to add funds for
these programs to the functional ceil-
ing, and hope that my colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee will
also view these programs as a critical
national priority when they. consider
fiscal year 1983 appropriations legisla-
tion later this year. .

I deeply appreciate the help of my
colleague from New Mexico in clarify-
ing these matters and ¥ ask him if 1
have correctly stated the situation as
he understands it. - .

Mr.. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 1
say to the Senator that his under- -
standing of this conference resolution

-is correct. He is right in stating that.

there is no reconciliation instruction
for the Sanate Committee on Labor

and Human Resources. nor the House
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‘_o.ation and Labor Committee,
i ?g?ccn is its counterpart. This means
"hafr we do not require—and I stress
‘Lhat the Senator is absolutely cor-
. tcct-“’e do not require any changes in
the guaranteed studet loan program
is year. :

fo;’ 31111?11{ that this allows students ang
parents to confidently plan their fi-
nances for the coming year. But I
would be less than candid if 1 did not
tell the Senator that I still have con-
cerns about the future, not this year,
put the future years as far as Federal
student aid programs are concerned.

I think the Senator knows that the
target numbers in the outyears
assume that we must continue to have
great concern about the growth of
some parts of students aid while the

others are being squeezed out. I am
concerned because I think we have to-

. continue to provide access, and I am

" sure the Senator agrees, to higher edu-

" cation for a broad range of students.

. We must work to preserve funding for
the programs that provide the finan-
cial assistance to our neediest and our
poorest students.

For this reason, I am particularly
pleased that the resolution asstimes a
funding increase of $100 million for
the Pell grant program and substan-
tial increases, because of the budget
authority and outyear funding, for ele-
mentary and secondary education for
disadvantaged and handicapped. Of all
education programs, it seems {o me
that these are very high, if not the
highest, on the priority list. )

I wish to thank the Senator. His in-
terests in this area are well known, as
is his cooperation in trying to help us
get a budget- resolution. He is con-
cerned about the overall economic sit-
uation as well as those programs of
very specific interest to him. He has
cooperated with us and it is appreciat-

ed. .

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the Sena-
tor very much. Again, I say how much,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Education, Arts, and Humanities, I ap-
preciate the cooperation of the Budget
Committee in these very important
matters that I agree with the Senator
are of high priority.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Will the Senator
yield? Mr. President, .who has the
floor?

Mr. DOMENICI. I control the time
and I yielded to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. STAFFORD. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from West Vir-
ginia,

Mr. DOMENICI. Did the
want some time? :

Mr. RANDOLPH. No, I just wanted
to make a brief comment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

" Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. The colloquy be-
tween Senators DoMENICI.and STAp-
FORD, just concluded, pertaining to a
decision not to require reconciliation
of the guaranteed student loan pro-
gram, is going to stimulate many,

Senator
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many small colleges, private and. inde-
pendent especially, throughout Amer-
ica, to take that knowledge to parents
and to students within the next week
or two.

I think that other Senators, if I may
suggest, have had correspondence and
personal contacts, with parents, stu-
dents and college officials from our
States expressing concern over the

‘GSL Program. I have been visiting col-

leges in West Virginia that face a loss,
I say to the able Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), a loss in one
institution alone of 250. students in
September because of the problems
they have encountered in obtaining
student financial assistance. Im my
own alma mater in West Virginia,

Salem College, we have had three’

emergency meetings of the board of
trustees within the past 6 weeks. The
night before last we met from 6 in the
evening until 2 o’clock in the morning,
knowing that at that institution  of

higher learning we do have worth-

while young men and young women
who need to remain in college as well
as those who hope to enter college in
the fall. I am grateful for the concern
and understanding of Salem’s dedi-
cated faculty and board of trustees, as
well as a patient and cooperative stu-
dent body as we all work to help each
other during these troubled times for
higher education’s goals.

‘We understand across America that
our public institutions are vital, but
they have the financial support of

States, as well as the Federal Govern-

ment, in providing tuition aid to stu-
dents. Often, I say to Senator HoLL-
INGS, Senator DomEeNici, and Senator
StaFroRrp, there are large church con-
stituencies that are able to help these
colleges that are denominational in
nature. But there are many like the
college of which I speak in the town in
which I was born that do not have
church backing, I look back and it is
not wrong for me to say here today
that Salem College was brought into
being because of a group of 11 men
who formed the college a long, long
time ago, beforé the turn of the cen-
tury. My grandfather was the- first
chairman of that college board of
trustees. He had only five winters, I
say to Senator HorLInGs, five winters
of schooling, but he saw the need to
help the young people of West Virgin-
ia, men and women who would hold
positions of trust and responsibility in
leadership in the years ahead. So that
was the contribution that he and hun-

-dreds of others have made across this

country in bringing into the rural sec-
tions, as well as to the great metropoli-
tan areas, the existence of small pri-

‘vate colleges like ours.

In a State like West Virginia, with
its hills and valleys, there is tucked in
my hometown a valley of learning.
There young men and young women
are participating, they are pursuing
studies not only in the arts and sci-
ences, but the career education pro-
grams as well. C
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Students can come there and learn
to be an airline mechanic.- They can
come there and learn to fly an air-
plane. They can.come there and study
at Salem’s School of Equestrian Sci-
ences—the only liberal arts college in
the country to offer such study to my
knowledge.

That is just a part of the innovative
programs that we have at Salem Col-
lege in more than 35 what I call the
“options in education,” while keeping
the basics of the arts and sciences.

I rise in earnest .commendation of
my colleagues, Mr. President, to say
that what has been achieved by the.
Budget Committee is an effort by men
of good will; men who are well rea~
soned. The protections provided for
the student loan program has the

"backing of the Senate membership

and the House membership, and hope-
fully will be supported by the White
House. How happy I am as a member
of the Subcommittee on Education,
having been on those committees in
the House and Senate for 38 years. We
cannot forsake our college youth. As
the budget resolution indicates, we
have not let the youth of this country
down who need financial assistance
even -though they themselves are
working to help earn their way. And
sometimes, in the college 1 speak of,
students are holding down two ar
three jobs and still pursuing their
studies. But the zaid that is available
through the programs mentioned
today. Programs we have agreed not to
scuttle, indicates our realization of .
their value. This reaffirmation of our
support for higher education is not
only comforting to me, but I believe
represents an honest expression of

that which is best in the building of &

better America._ :

I am also earnest, Mr. President,
when I thank my colleagues, Senators
DoMmenic:, Horrincs, and HATCH, of .
the Budget' Committee, and the able
chairman of our Education Subcom-
mittee, Mr. StaFroRrDp, for having the
compassion and courage to increase,
even modestly, funding for the Pell
grant program, and for title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act for disadvantaged and handi-
capped children. ‘ :

I thank the Senator from New
Mexico for yielding his time to allow
me to comment at this time. .

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr., DOMENICI. Mr. President,
before the distinguished Senator from
Vermont leaves I want to again thank
him here on the floor for his dedicated
work in the field of education, but ap-
ropos to today’s activities for his coop-
eration with the Budget Committee
not only in his work on education but
also for his cooperation as chairman of
the Environment and Public Works
Committee. I want to express that
publicly. The Senator has been maost
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gttentive, cooperative, and concerned
about the problems that we have that
ne shares in as chairman and as a
senior member of two of our most im-
porta.nt committees. .

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, if
the Senator will yield, I want to ex-
press my deep appreciation to the
most able chairman of our Budget
committee for his very kind words. It
is always a pleasure to work with him
on the Budget Committee and in the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee on which we have served for a

pumber of years together. .

"Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I

jeld as much time as the distin-
guished junior Senator from Washing-
ton desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Washington is™ recog-
nized.

Mr. GORTON. I thank the chair-
man of the Budget Committee.

Mr. President, we are now within an
hour of the time at which we will vote
on the last step of what is nevertheless
only the first round of the budget
process for fiscal years 1983, 1984, and
1985.

I wish to take this opportunity to
suggest strongly to my colleagues that

they support the budget resolution. I
do not do so because I feel that the
balance in this resolution or the
bottom line it contains is as satisfac-
tory as was the budget proposal which
I introduced in early February. I do
.not do so because I think that-it is as
good as the proposals made by the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
.mittee at various times, all the way
from last October through May of this
.year. I do not do so even because I feel
that the resolution as it appears
beforé us now is as judicious and as
‘well-balanced as was the resolution
:when it was originally passed by the
.Senate. .

I do so, however, because I believe
‘that this resolution does represent an
‘appropriate compromise between var-
:ious competing considerations in both
‘Houses of. the Congress and proposals
:made by the President himself.

- To an even.greater extent, I recom-’

mend that my colleagues vote in favor
of this resolution because I believe
that the alternative to its passage
would be a situation of chaos and dis-
organization -which would - have ex-
‘tremely adverse effects on the econo-
my of the United States as a whole.

In other words, after some 6 months
of working, we have come up with a
product with which I am not entirely
satisfied, and with which the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee
is not entirely satisfied. I do not think

_any individual Member of this body
harbors anything other than the
~belief that he or she could do better
-Were he or.she able to write such a res-
olution alone. This budget resolution
‘Is, nevertheless, a result of the politi-
cal process, a result of compromise, It
represents a significant and major step

forward in the proper control of Gov-
ernment spending.

I would wish that more controls had
been imposed upon the growth of enti-
tlement programs, retirement pro-
grams, and others as well. I would
wish, frankly, that we had put some-
what more restraint on the national
defense budget during the course of
the next 2 or 3 years, as necessary as
these increases in national defense
are. I had hoped that we would have
done slightly better in continuing the
level of funding for many of the dis-
cretionary programs which will, very
bluntly, be hurt by the success of this
resolution.’ )

Nevertheless, taken as a whole, the
balance of spending reductions and
revenue increases included in this res-
olution is probably better than the
"balance contained in. the resolution
passed by this body and by the Con-
gress for fiscal year 1982.

We must recognize the fact, of
course, that, with the successful pas-
sage of this resolution, we have com-
pleted only the first round in this
year’s budget process. The much more
difficult process of keeping the prom-
ise represented by this resolution still
remains to be done. Every Member of
this body surely must know that we
are unlikely to have any tremendous
impact on the economy or interest
rates in the United States unless that
promise has been kept by perform-
ance..

Too often, the Congress has made
promises about performances which
have not been kept. We are the inheri-
tors of those who have failed in their
promises. Until we have kept them,
until we have crossed all the “t’s” and
dotted all the “i’s”, we are not likely to
see affirmative results,

Nevertheless, a deficit of $104 bulion
or slightly more, if the estimates are
off, is infinitely preferable to a deficit
of $180 billion. The deficits projected

-for 1984 and 1985 have an even wider
disparity, to the good side, from those
projected. Therefore, in a world in
which the perfect is too often the
enemy of the good, it is incumbent
upon us, -as Members of the U.S.
Senate, to take the better of .the two
choices facing us this afternoon, to
vote for this budget resolution and to
carry out that promise with our per-
formance over the course of the next
few weeks and months.

Mr. METZENBAUM Will the Sena-
tor yield? :

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, 1
yield to the distinguished Senator
from Ohio.

'} Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President
I do not intend to respond to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the Budget, but I think it is impor-
tant that I correct the RECORD as to
this Senator’s votes in the past that
pertain to budget resolutions. .

In 1978, I voted for the first Senate
concurrent resolution for fiscal yea.r
1980. -
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In 1979, I voted for the second con-
current resolution.

In 1930, I voted for the first resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1981. In 1980, I also
voted for the second resolution.

In 1981, I voted for the first resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1982. When Sena-
tor Horrinegs presented a resolution,
the second one, for 1981, I did have
differences with respect to the COLA
limitations and did not vote for that
particular resolution. I have not sup-
ported the Reagan admimstratxon
budgets.

I did want the chairman of my com-
mittee to be well aware of what the
facts are and I know he would not in:
tentionally have misstated the facts.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Senator is correct; I would not have in-
tentionally misstated the facts. So,
those are the correct facts. Now I shall
state my general assessment; there-
fore. it cannot be questioned, because
it is nothing but mine.

The distinguished Senator from
Ohio has a very exciting approach to
government, He always has his own
approach, but he never has to produce
it and have government fun under it.
So I leave him with this challenge:
Since he wants to increase taxes and
increase the levels of expenditures
that he has talked about today even
more than we have, I wish he would:
produce a budget and show it to every-
body here, in the Senate—where he is
going to get the money from increased
taxes, what programs he is going to in-
crease, and which he is going to cut.

I think it would be an exciting thing"
for us to know, for everyone to know,
just how he is going to do that. We .
have about 35 minutes left om this
amendment, as I understand it after
having talked with the leadership on
the other side, I am sure that we
would all be delighted to hear that
proposal before we vote here today, if
my good friend from Ohio could do
that. .

Mr. METZEN'BAUM Mr. Presndent
will the Senator from South Carolina.
yield to me?

Mr, HOLLINGS. Yes, I yield."

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President,
I point out to my friend from New.
Mexico that many, many months ago,
I came before the Committee on the
Budget. He had his black book of
budget euts and he and .Mr. David
Stockman obviously had the necessary
votes to prevail and were very sueccess-
ful’ in getting those budget -cuts
through. At the same time, I offered
to share with him a white book. The
white book did provide the very an-
swers about which he speaks.

I know that he did not have the time

to listen to my remarks today, but [

“know that had he listened, he would

have been able to recognize that I was
not talking about tax increases; I was
talking about closing tax loopholes.
There are $31.5 billion of tax loop-

holes alone in connection with the oil
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~jndustry, billions of dollars in other
- xinds of tax loopholes.
:71 am happy to say that the distin-
ished chairman of the Committee
‘on Finance (Mr. DoLg) has been ad-
¢ gressing himself to some of these
» jssues. Obviously, he is having difficul-
-ty puttmg together the necessary
yotes in order to have a majority of his
« committee because of the effectiveness
of some of the business lobbies. But it
. is possible to balance this budget or at
1east to move farther in that direction
than we ‘have done by just slashing,
slashing, slashing.

Even having said that Mr. Presi-.

dent, I do not want the Senator from
New Mexico to misunderstand the
point of the Senator from Ohjo. The
Senator from Ohio addressed himself
today to the lack of feeling, of human-
ity, of compassion that has prompted
this kind of budget. It is not one single
detail. It is a record of the last 17
. months in offlce of thls administra-
- tion.

When ‘1 talked this morning about
some of the wasteful practices of some
of those in the Cabinet at the present

time, it was not because’'l thought or

anybody else would think that that
would be the- way to balance the
~ budget, but merely an indication of
where this administration is coming
from and what it is all about. Unfortu-
nately, where it is coming from and
. what it is all about -do not serve the
purposes of America and the people of
America well. I think that is the sad
- part of this entire budget discussion.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
want, while the Senator is here, to in-
dicate that I am sure the color of the
book had a lot to do with the budgets.
I think the white book was good for
.. everyone and the black book was bad
for everyone.

Mr. METZENBAUM. Maybe we
ought to integrate them.

Mr. DOMENICL Perhaps we should
have adopted his white book. When we

talk about closing loopholes and not -

raising taxes, I am reminded that
when Mr. Stockman talked about rais-
ing revenue, the good Senator from
Ohio was very critical ‘because he used
some new words. “Revenué enhance-
ment,” he said. You know that meant
raising taxes. . -

Very quickly, those who opposed
what he was suggesting said, “Why
_don’t you tell the truth? Revenue en-
hancement is raising taxes.”

Mr. President, I stand on what I
have said. Whether it is $100 billion or
$150 billion or $160 billion that the
distinguished Senator from Ohio
would like to increase our revenue
base by over the next 3 years, it _is
either a revenue enhancement or tax
raising. He can choose and the people
who listen to him can choose and
decide which it is. It appears to this
Senator that, no matter what you call
it, the Committee on the Budget has
no authority to line-item taxes. So

when you put in $40 billion or $50 bil-'
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lion or $30 billion & year in tax in-
creases, you are sending a message to
that committee called Finance that
they are to raise taxes. There is not
any other way to do it.

‘One can sit around and have a whole
sheet of tax loopholes and say only

.those that I do not like, or that sound

good to a lot of people, are the ones I
had in mind. But you Just, cannot
change the nature of the issue; it is
raising taxes.

I have nothmg further, Mr. Presi-
dent ‘I think we are ready on our side
but for Senator CHarer, who will be
here shortly, to indicate, if my good
friend (Mr. HoLLINGS) agrees, that I
am prepared to yield back my time
until 3 o’clock, which should be time
for a vote. If we do that, I understand
he, too, will be prepared to yield.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, that
is what we shall be prepared to do. I
have checked with the minority leader
and have been checking with the Sen-

ators on this side whether anyone has-

a desire to speak further on this par-
ticular amendment. If no one does,
along with the Senator from New
Mexico, we shall yield back our time
and hope to vote at 3 o’clock. .

Mr. President, let mé respond to the
distinguished Senators now that I
have a chance.

The Senator from West Virginia

(Mr. RANDOLPH) was eloquent in his
description of the needs of education.
I join with' him in- commending the
distinguished Senator from Vermont

" (Mr. STaFForDp), the chairman of the

Committee on Education. We are very,
very much concerned in all of these
budgets, not just for the financial defi-
cit, but that we do not end up with an
intellectual deficit as well. That is the

‘reason I was hesitating at the time he

was addressing me, trying to thumb
through and get a copy of an article

recently published about the Japanese |

children. By all the various tests at
particular levels, and particularly in
the early ages, where there would not
be environmental- or educational but
differences in intelligence, the differ-
ences will be due to nutrition and the
development at the early stages of
birth, they are intellectually more ad-
vanced than American children.
" If we are going to compete, we are
going to have to get intellectually
competitive. N

With respect to the very scholarly
Senator from Washington (Mr.
GorTon), I could not help but remem-
ber, when we were working on the
budget in the early part of the year
and we were all coming up with solu-
tions to the problem, the atmosphere
at that time. The atmosphere here
-today has totally changed. In Febru.
ary we were all going to get the ox out
of the ditch. Even as late as April we

knew how to solve the problem. The

distinguished Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. GORTON) was askmg for over
$195 billion in revenue increases. They
were not new taxes. At that time, my
own plan called for about $175 billion.
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Other Senators called for similar in-
creases.

The way we could do that, of course,
was to put a tourmiquet on the reve-
nue hemorrhage caused by the exces-
sive personal tax cuts of last year. We
were thinking in February of cancel-
ing or reducing not just next wears
tax cut but even this July's eut, to

-stop the revenue hemorrhage so that
the deficits’ and the interest rates

could come down.

So, when the Senator claxms that
this is an appropriate compromise be-
tween both Houses, I must take excep-
tion. This is an appropriate compro-
mise within his own ranks, within his
own party. His party leader, the Wdistin-
guished President of the Wnited
States, gave us the caveat, and put the
limits on what we could do eaxlier in -
the year. It was copper-fastemed on
the Gang of 17. Under no eircum-
stances were they going to get ower $95
billion in revenue increases. They
edged up just a bit, with user fees, to
$98 billion, but the White House cap—
as I pointed out yesterday in discuss-
ing the invasion of the budget mprocess

- by the .executive branch—rules the

day. They put that $100 billionx cap on,
and all Republicans thereafter stuck
with that cap, and that is where they
stayed in compromise with themselves. -

"They marched in lockstep when we

suggested that we could save 377 hil-
lion more by repealing next year’s
scheduled tax cut.

Is there anyone here worried about a
tax cut beginning in July 1983? Abso-
lutely not. They are all worried about
survival this summer.

They would vote almost unanimous-
1y to forgo that tax cut were # not for
the intent of this administration to,

- come what may, stick to that particu-

lar brand of so-w.lled supplyside eco-
nomics.

The distinguished Senator from
Washington said without this particu-
lar compromise it would be <haos in
the Congress.

That could occur. It is not s0 bad to
have chaos. It is much bettexr that we
have chaos in the Congress than eco-
nomic and social disaster in the land.

I had figured all along I would just.
see where the parties were, and the
various motivations and pressures
were, and where the admimistration
would try to cap us. And they did—we

. could not touch defense, sacial secu-

rity, or the tax cuf. I thought we
would end up with chaos, andl then we
would come back to our semses. I was
ready then to play my card, offer my
plan, and get some order owt of chaos
and a budget that we could Jive with—
a budget, Mr. President, if wou please,
that we could implement.

I was waiting either for that situa-
tions to occur or for the Pmesident to
come around. I do-credit the President
of the United States for his sincerity. I
thought certainly his was a political
plan to squeeze the Congress as much -
as possible and then give thae economy
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s chance to breathe by giving in on
things that would not really matter.
we could defer, not cancel, but Qe{er,
the third year, pick up $77 billion
there. We could freeze some of the in-
creases in defense and save $20 billion.
you would still have $10 billion more
for defense spending than last year.
with those kinds of real savings, you
pegin to pick up large savings from
jower interest costs. You could save a

little more by getting rid of the abuses-

of Safe-Harbor leasing of tax credits,
and some of the other things that we
_wanted to clarify with respect to the
accelerated depreciation allowance.
Then there would be a recognition by
the markets that, “At last, now we are
peginning to solve the problem.”

That has not occurred. I think that

it would have been better to have had

either the chaos in Congress to bring
us to our senses, on the one hand, or
to have had the President loosen up
slightly on the reins-of this supplyside
animal to give it a chance to get off to
a trot and maybe a gallop. But right
now, as best described by his sidekick,
the Secretary of the Treasury, this
animal is dead in the water. That is
the way it is.

Mr. DOMENICI. What about, what
is-it, the ox? - .

Mr. HOLLINGS. The ox is still in
the ditch, and there we are. We have
gone through a nice exercise, but it is
still there. .

We had some chances, I say to the-

Senator, and if he changes his mind
and proposes again what -he was ready
to support in February and March, he
would be surprised. I . .

I counseled yesterday when he
-argued and said he could not get the
votes and there was not any reason to
meet with us. I had the distinguished

Senator from Arizona come over. I had
‘persuaded him. He said, “You are
- right. I am going to vote for you. I am
‘not going to vote for this conference
report.” I think the Senator and I
could have done a little bit better job
maybe of persuading colleagues on
: both sides of the aisle. But we had the
: President of the United States and his
minions over here lockstepping us all
- the time. The Senator could not move.
I could not move. He got frustrated.
We could not move after that. :

- That is sort of a sad tale, but that is
‘the fact, and we did not get a chance
to persuade anybody about anything.
We have a political document here
;that will not stand the light of imple-
mentation. The Senator does have the
troops. He does not have the votes. It
is sort of sad to me that the distin-
guished chairman has had to explain
to all the chairmen and subcommittee
chairmen how the budget figures are
not the budget figures and will not
‘apply to their particular programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? L

" The Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr.. President,
again I want to state that we are pre-
bared ‘to yield our time at 3 o’clock
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-and have a vote on final

passage at
that point. S

Let me just say a few words. Hope-
fully we are going to approve this
budget today. We have had a rather
amazing turn of events over the past
15, 16 months, When we first started
attempting to use the budget resolu-
tions as instruments for some real sig-
nificant change in policy, there was
kind of a hue and cry, “Let’s not man-
date anything.” I was sort of amazed
yesterday, just by way of general ob-
servation, that some Senators now
look at targets that we used to regard
as the only means of implementing
and saying, “Since you have not or-
dered any reconciliation, we sure
cannot get there.” :

Just - a short while ago, nobody
wanted anything but targets and just
said that Congress, in its wisdom, will
somehow get its job done. Well, we
have accommodated the view that
instructions are necessary. The Fi-
nance Committee has been instructed
to make changes in law that will cause
savings in programs such as medicare
and medicaid and AFDC, and tax code
changes that will increase revenues.

Other committees have been in-

structed. For the most part, these’

instructions have to do with saving
money Iin entitlement programs in-
cluding holding certain cost-of-living
adjustments (COLA’s) to a 4-percent
increase. It is the first time we have
assumed COLA cuts and instructed
committees through reconciliation to
report legislation saving the dollars in-
volved. B

This is not to say that it is as much
as we wanted to do through the recon-
ciliation process. We have narrowed
the COLA assumptions down to re-
tired Fedéral employees, military retir-
ees, and a few other smaller groups.

The distinguished Senator from

South Carolina is correct. It will be .

difficult to implement. But I hope
that instead of gazing up and saying if
we had more to reconcile and if we
could make bigger savings and bigger
tax increases, we might get the job
done, the committees will assume that
this is enough of a challenge this year
and will show the American people
they can at least do this much. I hope
they do. - o

There are those who say that the
numbers are .not accurate, that we
have changed some estimates.

I'say to the Senate, and for the
Recorp, that if the committees of the
Senate and Congress do what they
have been asked and/or told to do, we
will have no apology to make when we
round up the numbers. They will be
pretty close to what we have.

However, I can guarantee the Senate
that without committees of this body

and the other body doing what is eith- -
er directed or obviously implied, the -

number will indeed be off; and they
will not be off because we estimated
wrong. They will be off because we do
not have the courage, the fortitude, or
the strength to do what we are asking

-doing it.
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ourselves to do, and in some instances
ordering ourselves to do, when we vote
for this resolution. :

Likewise, the House, by majority
vote, slim as that might be,” ordered -
itself to do some things. I would be
remiss if I did not say here today that
I am not as concerned about the au-
thenticity of the estimates as I am
about the authenticity of the inten-
tions of leaders in the other body. Do
they intend to ignore or abandon the
responsibility that this resolution im-
poses on them? I hope not.

I can say honestly that the cuts are
not that severe. The tax increases are
not that tough. Yet I think there will
be a good response in the market-
places of America if we do it. .

So, to those who are saying that it
has been voted in but we wash our
hands of it, I can say, as one Senator -
who worked for all these months to
get it done, that their refusal to do
what they have voted on themselves
will not go unnoticed. Those who want
to sit by and say, “It passed, but let
somebody else implement it,” will not
get -by without the American people
knowing who is responsible for not

I am not the least bit reluctant to ac-
knowledge that I do not have the same
responsibilities as the President of the
United States. In fact, I tell the story
to many of my friends about my little
daughter, who once told me, when I
was sort of -ordering her around,
“Daddy, you is no king. You is just a
Senator.” .

Well, that is all I'am. But I can say
that as a Senator and as chairman of -
this committee, I could propose a
much better budget—at least, I think .
so—and I could run.around and tell ev-
erybody it is the greatest and it would
cure everything. The problem is that

it would not pass. -

I understand the President supports
basically what we are getting through
up here. There would be some items in
my budget that he would not like, just
as there are some items in this one
that I do not like and I am sure some
the President does not like.

However, as to- the budget we have
before us, I suggest that even if we are
slightly off in our estimating, this
budget will bring the deficit down, and
with social security reform, which is
inevitable, the deficits will be even less
than we now show. o ’

The deficits in this budget are down
substantially—down from $182 billion
if we do nothing this year to less than
$104 billion. This budget will get us to
$84 billion in 1984 and $60 billion the
following year.. And none of these
numbers includes social security sol-
vency reform. )

I do not think the American people,
I do not think the opinion makers of

this country, are going to excuse non-

performance by anyone in a position
of leadership who says, “We did not
get what we want, so we are not going
to carry out this one.”
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. The American economy, the people
unemployed who are waiting for the
economy to come back, the business
“eople who want to grow again and
fm-esc ggain, the industries in the
gnited States waiting for interest
" ates to come down so that people can
urchase again and invest again in
roductive things, are not going to
1ake that kind of excuse. They expect
gs to perform. .
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, may
/1 use a minute, while we wait for Sena-
! tor CHAFEE? .
I “Mr. DOMENICI. I yield the floor.
“on my side, I wish Senators to under-
. stand that we have about 10 or 12 min-
“utes, and it is our intention, Senator
“Horuings and I, with the support of
the leadership, to vote in about 10
_minutes.
:» Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. President, I
" think the Senator has made the plea
‘gnd used the word “responsibility,”
and ‘has said people will be watching
ps to carry out what has been agreed
to. I have to take exception to that,
Archibald Macleish said, “Truth is
not truth until it is felt.” A hundred
will die on the streets of Calcutta
. today. Unfortunately, while that is a
fact, we do not feel it in that sense, It
is not a truth to us. In contrast, yester-

day a little child fell down a well, and -

we are all’ looking at the news and
turning on the TV to find out whether
the little child will be rescued from
the bottom of the well. That is a
truth, e
With respect to the budget figures,

having spent the major part of the.

day explaining that they are flexible,
that they are not true, that we know
there was too much of a squeeze, that
there will be overruns, for us to be in-
terrupted in the middle of this debate
and have from the other body a sup-
plemental—now, come., Where is the
responsibility? We do not carry ouit
the budget. We enact supplementals;
none of the figures is adhered to. We
are in the middle of supplementing
what we had as a responsibility, as the
Senator sees it. ‘

.. _His description almost mimics the

- approach of the administration that
the only way are spending cuts. Let me
point out again that when I first rec-
ommended a freeze, it was a freeze at

current policy. I had no cuts in mind-

below current policy. The reason we
. did not is that we nad heard from the
distinguished Senator from Vermont.

He was not going to cut any more in

education. Senator DoLE said $1.2 bil-

lion was all that he could save in the’

food stamp program. The Republican
chairmen of the Subcommittees on
Appropriations, when forwarding their

requests to the Budget Committee ear-

lier this year, rather than asking for
cuts asked for increases—$18 billion
.Mmore than the President wanted.
Stumbling, bumbling, fumbling along
we were ready to get toward a bal-
anced budget and I certainly thought
it would have been under President
Reagan. That is the disillusionment.
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We are talking about responsibility for
a $104 billion deficit, and the distin-
guished chairman implies that since
the other body has now adopted a

‘budget by a two-vote margin and this

body by a.four- or five-vote margin,
that we have established our responsi-
bility to work for it. We do not believe
that. The news media do. not believe
that. The people do not believe that.
No one believes that. :

We do not believe it ourselves. We
have been explaining it away.

Therein is the point I have been
trying to make. When you try to es-
tablish a discipline and get a biparti-
san solution, it is tough, it is very
tough. When you have $365 billion to
save, over the 3-year period, it would
be difficult enough for a unanimous
body to implement. But when - the
body politic has not worked its will,
and when approval is that close, and
the budget has so many. exceptions,
and its supporters promise so much
flexibility, and make so many explana-
tions, you just cannot talk about re-
sponsibility. I say to the distinguished
chairman, it really makes me doubtful
‘of the credibility of the Congress. No
one really believes there is responsibil-
ity now, and that is the problem.

Now, it would be a happy day if the
President could keep his troops in
lockstep to vote for those tax in-
creases. We certainly should not
expect the Senators who took the rap
on social security and tried to defer
this year’s tax cut and everything else
to all of a sudden come up with the
grocery list of new taxes. We are not
going to vote for those. The President
took over this budget system, he took
over the maneuvers, he took over the
compromise, and he now has his
budget. He got his entir€ program last
year, over this Senator’s objection. I
did not object to the spending cuts.
The Senator from New Mexico and I
cosponsored those. But with the enact-
ment of the revenue hemorrhage, he
got his so-called Reaganomics, he got
his indexing and everything else. And

‘now he has his program 2 years in a

row; at 3 o’clock he will have it.
I hope then that he will continue to

send Stockman over and tell us the-

way he has been telling us how we are
being responsible. I want that fellow
Stockman to continue to describe in
Congress how it is working out and we
have not changed course and we are
all responsible when even Jack Kemp
has offloaded from this nonsense, I
can tell you that right now, Is not that
an irony? You have Kemp-Roth now
in the law, but Kemp is gone. He is not
around, I can tell you that.

And let us talk to the President and
send him a note, I will join ‘in the
letter and say: o

_Mr. President, please hold the foot to the

fire that you have been holding for the last
3 months around here where we could not

"touch revenues, could not touch' defense,

could not touch social security and say, “If
it ain't broke, don't fix it. - o
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. "Who
yields time? . N

The Senator from Rhode Island is
recognized, ’

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I wish
to address several questions to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee (Senator DoMeENICI) melat- -
ing to the conference compromise

‘budget resolution. In particular, 1

would like to inquire. about programs
which have been of special interest to

- me. These programs relate to exiuca-

tion, health, especially medicare and

‘medicaid, and maternal and «hild

health and immunization progmams;
and low income energy assistance and
weatherization programs. -

With regard to education, -the
Senate budget resolution made no cuts

"in the guaranteed student loam pro-

gram, and provided that other educa-
tion programs would continue essen-
tially at the levels of budget authority

" provided for fiscal year 1982.

- Am I correct in that? :
Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator fis cor-
rect. . :

Mr. CHAFEE. Now I have tweo spe-
cific questions. - . ~
Pirst, the conference report mppar-
ently assumes cuts in the guaramteed
student loan program, I believe oy the
amount of $31 million. Yet it is may un-
derstanding that there is no recwonecili-
ation instruction in the conference
report that would require that ‘these
cuts be made. Is it possible fexr the
chairman to clarify that situatiom? '
Mr. DOMENICI. 1 think I hzve al-
ready in the Recorp clarified it, but 1
will be pleased to do it again. The Sen-
ator’s understanding is correct. The
resolution assumes a very modest sav-
ings, and it is nothing more tkxan an
assumption in the guaranteed sttudent
loan program but the authorizing com-
mittee is not instructed to produce the
savings. I can tell the Senator tkat for
the year 1983 I personally thowmght it
was not the right thing to do ‘to in-
struct the committee because -tthe in-
struction would be so small, tha& there .
was not any assurance where tke sav-

ings would be made.

So it appeared to me and I tasok the
lead in arguing that we should sassume
some modest savings and leave &t up to
the committee to either make reforms
or for the Appropriations Conmmittee
to make the savings. .

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Semator.

Second, it is my understandimg that

" funds for other educadtion preygrams,

title I of the Elementary and SSecond-
ary Education Program Act, tke Pell
grant program, Education @of All
Handicapped Children Act, the State
block grant, and the vocatiomal and
adult education programs, haxre been
incréased in the conference report by
nearly $300 million. Is that correect?

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senatox is cor-
rect. g

Mr. CHAFEE. Yet I note on page 23
of the conference report the Revel of
outlays in function 500, that is the
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education, training, and social services,
is cut by about $800 million from the
level of the Senate resolution. I would
appreciate it if the chairman could ex:

"plain how we can retain and even in-
crease funding levels for these educa-
tion programs, yet experience an™~
outlay cut $800 million for the coming
fiscal year?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am pleased to
answer that., We arrived at the broad
{functional totals and to the best of our
ability we matched programs and out-
lays. Then the entire budget amount is
cross walked to the Appropriations
Committee. It is up to the Appropri-
ations Committee to then determine

_ the appropriate fix of programs and
outlays. We deal in the broad totals.
They deal in the specifics of individual
programs.

I remind my good friend from Rhode
Island that the education programs
are forward funded, meaning that in-
creases in fiscal year 1983 budget au-
‘thority result largely in increases in
fiscal year 1984 outlays for these pro-
grams. Our resolution reflects this.
There is nothing we can do other than
to assume that is the way it will go be-
cause that is what increased budget
authority in that function fits best
with.” .

~ Mr. CHAFEE. 1Is there something

“about the savings that are going to

come from CETA in that function 500?

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not have an
answer for that. )

Mr. CHAFEE. All right. With regard
to the health programs, as the chair-
man recalls when we debated this
budget resolution on the floor, I of-
fered amendments that increased the
outlays over the next 3 fiscal years for
the immunization program and for the
maternal and child health programs,
and the chairman of the committee
was gracious enough to accept.those
on behalf of the committee.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is correct.

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, referring back
to that same table on page 23 under
function 550, health, the outlays pro-
vided in the conference report are in-
creased by about $165 million above
the level of the Senate resolution.

It is my understanding that this in-
crease represents increased outlays as
a result of entitlements, but that dis-
cretionary health programs would
suffer a decrease by perhaps $100 mil-
lion. I would appreciate the chair-
man’s comment. I wish to do every-
thing possible, as the chairman knows,
to retain the levels of funding in the
Senate resolution for these programs
that I believe to be of great impor-
tance. Was there a discussion in the
committee of conference on how this
$100 million cut will be made if, in
fact, it is necessary?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me say to the
Senator that I share his concern on
the funding level for maternal and
child health care block grants and the
child immunization program. As he
knows, the resolution allocates enough
appropriations for domestic discretion-
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ary programs to fund them at least at
the 1982 level. In fact, as I said in my
opening statement yesterday, the con-
ference agreement for domestic discre-
txonary programs is actually $400 mil-
lion- in 1983 outiays higher than a
strict freeze would permit.

Some existing programs will be
stopped and others will receive re-
duced funding, The funds available
due to such decisions could also be
used. to fund programs such as the two
I have just described, the maternal
and child health block grants and the
childhood immunization program.

But I know the Senator understands

that I could not promise him that the

programs will be funded at the levels
that he proposes. That is going to be
up to the appropriators. I think we
will all work together to see if it can
be done. .

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the
next subject is with regard to medi-
care and medicaid. I must say that I
was very disappointed with the result
of the conference. When I voted for
the Senate resolution, which provided
for combined cuts in these two pro-
grams of $4.7 billion, there was an ex-
ception, and I might say, and I know
the chairman recalls, a very strong ex-
pectation in the Senate that the
House would pass a level of cuts in

these two programs much less than

that provided in the Senate resolution.
This expectation was much discussed
on the Senate floor, and I engaged in a,
colloguy with the distinguished chair-
man of the Finance Committee, the
senior Senator from Kansas, in thxs
regard.

As that colloquy indicated, there was
an exception that House cuts would be
in the area of $2 billion, and there was
thus the expectation that a House-

‘Senate compromise would be in the

area of $3.5 billion.. I expressed the
view at that time that even that level

of cuts would be very hard to achieve

without affecting beneficiaries ad-
versely. The conference report pro-
vides for combined medicare/medicaid
cuts of $3.8 billion with an additional
$510 million expected to be obtained
by administrative savings within the
power of the administration to achieve

without legislation. This is a very high
figure, it seems to me. I wish to serve

notice that, as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee, I am going to be
very diligent, very watchful about the
nature of the cuts we make and make

every effort to protect the benefici--

aries. , .

Finally, with regard to the. low-
income energy assistance and weather-
ization programs, I would appreciate
the chairman’s guidance about the ef-
fects of the conference report on these
two programs; namely, the low-income
energy assxsta.nce and weatherization
programs.

Mr. DOMENICL Mr. President, our .

assumption is that these programs
would be held at the fiscal year.1982
budget authonty levels. :
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Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee for his answers to
the guestions I have posed.

Mr. DOMENICIL. Mr. President let
me say that I am most appreciative of
the Senator’s help and cooperation. I.
am aware of his genuine interest, par-
ticularly in the area of medicare and
medicaid, as he has expressed here
today. His cooperation in helping us
get through this very difficult time is
appreciated. Wherever I can be of as-
sistance I will do so. I thank the Sena-
tor very much. )

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CRANSTON. "Mr. President,
when Reagan’s budget was originally
proposed it was rejected by everyone
in Congress. Yet this so-called compro-
mise between Senate Republicans and
House conservativés preserves many of
its worst features, .

It is unfair, extravagant, and fxscauy
irresponsible, and will not alleviate the .
human suffering and economic loss

‘from rising unemployment, high inter-

est rates, and triple-digit deficits.

It is unfair because it preserves all of
the Kemp-Roth-Reagan tax giveaways
to the wealthy, while continuing to
grind away at basic Federal services to -
middle-income and needy people. ..

It is extravagant because it increases
spending on the military budget by
more than we can afford or really
need.

It is fiscally m-esponslble because it
can doom us to $100 billion deficits for
the rest of Reagan’s term.

I do mot support it..

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. Presuient.
after looking over- the budget the
President released in February, I as-
sumed. things could not get much
worse. While I was prepared to roll up
my sleeves and help create a more sen-
sible budget, I still believed that the
administration would come up with
something better on its own., )

After looking over the conference
report before the Senate, I now realize
you should never underestimate -the
ability of OMB to make a sow's purse
out of a sow’s ear.

If anything, this budget is worse
than the first one and the economy is .
in worse shape than February. Inter-
est rates have not come down, still
hovenng at 16.5 percent. Bankrupt-
cies are at record highs. Unemploy-
ment IS nearing record levels. Yet
none of this has shaken the White
House belief in their economic pro-
gram. ’

Their economic program. is just as
shakey as the budget now before us, a
budget with as much face-saving as
real saving., This resolution will cost
the congressional budget process. And
that is 2 true irony because it is not a
product of that statutory process. The
resolution, like all of this year’s Re-
publican budget predecessors, is large-
ly the work of the sorcerer’s appren-
tice, David Stockman.
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Whatever this resolution costs the
_pudget process, it will exact a price
from Congress, as well. Congress was
too timid; not too timid to see the
President’s Fedruary budget was unre-
alistic; but just timid enough to avoid
making the basic decisions that would
have given us a budget we could be-
lieve in.

We could have done it. It would not
have taken the courage of a gladiator.
The gumption of a bold legislator
would have been enough. But there
was not enough-of that to go around.

Even so, this is not a congressional
budget. It is a budget turned on a
supply-side lathe. It is—from the start
and at the finish-—a budget of the
Laffers, by the Stockmans, for the
Reagans

‘Do not doubt for an instant that the
President was deeply involved in this
budget. Beneath his mask of detach-
ment, the President was like the smil-
ing woodchopper who throws a skunk
in the bunkhouse then whistles past
the window saying it sure smelis in
there. While Republican Members of
Congress came flying out the window
after every new budget skunk, the
Democrats were left inside to be ac-
cused of causing the disruption.

If the President was not always in-
volved in a person-to-person way, his
presence was made known at every
turn by his Budget Director, David
Stockman. You would think Mr.
Stockman would have been a little
penitent after the way things fell
apart for him last year. In 1981, he
managed to convert a Presidential
pledge to balance the budget into a
Presidential admission that, for the
sake of supply-side economics, huge
deficits were at least tolerable.

And you would think Mr. Stockman
would have learned something from
his celebrated confessions in the At-
lantic Monthly that he did not add up
all the numbers of last year’s budget.

But - I am afraid neither last sum-
mer’s phantom budget, nor last au-
tumn’s Atlantic interview have reha-
bilitated David Stockman. If he
learned anything at all last year, it
was how to practice self-hypnosis. As
this year’s budget numbers grew
worse, the Budget Director grew
better at defending them. And David
Stockman was defending them as fast
as he could create them.

-The President’s February budget
was the work of David Stockman.,

During the 13 private talks between
White House aides and Members of
Congress on the budget, White House
Chief of Staff James Baker got the

ink, but David Stockman dealt the.

cards.

On the evening of May 5, while the
Senate Budget Committee worked to
mark up a budget resolution, Chair-
man DoMENICI announced that the
President would support-a new com-
promise the chairman had just an-
nounced. That compromise was the
work of David Stockman who had met

- early in the afternoon to work it out -
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with the Senate Republican leader-
ship.

By the time the Stockman budget
reached the Senate floor, it was al-
ready -dead. Public opinion killed it.
Yet, while the leadership held the
Senate in day-long recess, Stockman
lieutenants counseled with the Repub-
lican leadership to produce still an-
other Stockman budget. _

What the Budget Director did in the .

Senate, he did in the House, as well. In
mid-May, it was David Stockman who
spent 2 days in private meetings push-
ing for a compromise budget. And
after the House of Representatives de-
feated all the budget options, it was
David Stockman who fashioned the
Latta budget finally approved by the
House.

The budget resolition before the

Senate right now rests on David Stock-

man numbers, and hidden beneath
those numbers are extra Stockman
deficits.

This budget will.,have hard conse-
quences for the economy, just as the
process used to create the budget will
have a bad effect on the congressional
budget process. .

Since Ronald Reagan came to office,

" the congressional budget process has

been treated like a vacation home. The
Republican leadership has shown up
from time to time, but they never lived
within the process. Every major deci-
sion  was made outside -it—in private
meetings—in  private rooms—then
ha.nded back as a fait accomplii.

After the Senate Budget. Committee
reported a budget resolution in May, I
called it nothing but a truce among
Republicans that the commitiee was
asked to ratify. That is really all it
was. Yet, the President tells the public
the process was a “Mickey Mouse op-

eration.”

Looking back on it., the President
was right. But it was an operation cre-
ated at Disneyland East, the one at
1600 Penmsylvania Avenue. Former

Treasury. Secretary William Simon-

had a piece in this morning’s Washing-
ton Post in which he called the budget
a sham. He was half right. I agree the
numbers are illusions. But Mr. Simon

thinks it the fault of the congressional -

budget process. The only trouble with
the congressional process is that the
White House invaded and ransacked
it. They worked from the book called
“Stockman’s Rules of Order.” It ruled
out of order any tourniquets on the
revenue ‘hemorrhage, any cuts in de-
fense, any controls on controliables,
anything that included Democrats, or
differences with supply-side thinking,

Had the White House allowed the
formal budget process to work its will,
we would have a very different, more
realistic budget than-the one we have
right now.

So there are two 1mporta.nt facts
about this budget we should all keep
in mind. First it is a sham document
based om numbers calculated ‘to the
best advantage of supply-side dogma.
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Second, with the economy in terrible
shape, this budget does not fairly dis-
tribute the sacrifice needed for recov-
ery. It is a budget that divides the very
poor from the very wealthy by multi-
plying the distance between them.

In the face of terrible economic
problems, what we needed most this
year was a budget built on a serious
concern over what was happening to
the country. Washington needed to
listen and boldly respond to what the
American people were saying about
the problems in the economy.

Unfortunately, the legion of dissent-

"ing voices were muffled by the louder

shouts of supply-side advocates, and
their chants about the evils of dev1-
ation from supply-side thinking.

So, what we have is not a credit to
open government zs much as it is a
testament to the closed loop of Kemp-
Roth taxes and Laffer curves.

The administration’s only positive
claim so far about the effect of its eco-

nomic program has been the drop in

inflation. But the question remains, is
the lower inflation a durable product
of the Reagan program, or a reaction
to the Reagan recession? Moreover, of
what benefit to many of the most im-

-portant sectors of the economy is a

lower inflation rate of real interest
rates are at historic high levels?

The consumer price index increased
by 1 percent in May, an annual rate of
over 12 percent—an inflation rate back
in double digits. During the first 4
months of this year prices had in-
creased by only 0.4 percent, or an aver-
age of 0.1 percent per month. Much of
the slowdown in inflation early in 1982
was the result of good luck in food
prices as food supplies were plentiful;
recession and & worldwide oil glut re-
duced the price of energy products;
and continued high-interest rates and
8 recession in the construction indus-
try that stopped the rise in house
prices. .

These_effects were necessanly tem-
porary and substantially overstated
the progress achieved in reducing in-
flation. Unless the administration was
proposing a permanent recession, the
low inflation rates in early 1982 could

not be maintained.

The administration does not have a
program to lower inflation except
through considerable economic pain.
Just look at the rates of real interest
we have now compared -to historic -
trends. In 1980, real interest rates
were minus 2 percent. In May of this
year the real interest rate was plus 5.7
percent. The lower inflation may be
good for the economy but that does
not mean much to the housing indus-
try, manufactuerers of durable goods,
industries which borrow to make capi-
tal investments needed to improve pro-

. ductivity, and other interest-sensitive

sectors of the economy who are
living—and dying—with the highest
real rates of interest in the Nation's
history. This country needs a program -
to increase productivity growth and a
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long-term reduction in inflation. And
that requires a meaningful budget.

Reviewing the history of this year's
budget process, there are enough
doubtful economics to suggest that the
“jast Laffer” may yet take the form of
a plague on both Houses of Congress.
There are serious problems with this
budget, just as there were serious
problems with the Republican budgets
that preceded them. We need to take a
close look at those problems beginning
with the President’s February budget.

REAGAN-STOCKMAN FEBRUARY BUDGET

. By any measure, the President's
February budget was a disaster. Sena-
tor LaxarT called the projected defi-
cits, numbing. Senator ARMSTRONG, a
Republican member of the Senate
Budget Committee conceded, “We can
"not live with deficits of the magnitude
of those projected in the President’s
budget.” Allen Sinai of Data Re-
sources, Inc., cautioned, “We're walk-

_ing the brink and it is very worrisome.
One thing is for sure. Without adjust-
ments now in the current thrust of
policies, the U.S. economy runs the
risk of a major collapse, unprecedent-
ed in the post war period.”

As bad as the budget looked on the
surface, it was even worse when ana-
lyzed:

The Rea.ga.n-Stockman budget relied
on unrealistic economic assumptions.

‘Even the Gang of 17, with is relatively -

optimistic assumptions—based primar-
ily on CBO economics—was more real-
istic about.the likely economic out-
look:

REAL GNP
[ percent) .
1982 1983 1984 1985
-02 5-2 50 &7
mu -9 45 41 1
" REAL GNP
ch
(in percent]
1982 1983 1984 1985
: : 13 60 45 48
mll i 69 69 69 &4
" INTEREST RATES=—3-MONTH T-BILLS
[in percent]
1982 1983 1984 . 1988
) 117 105 95 85
mn 24 132 13 94

* Using these unrealistic economic as-
sumptions, the administration artifi-
cially lowered its spending estimates
!l)gy $105 billion over fiscal years 1983 to

85.

The budgel also assumed lower
Spending for many other programs
:based on technical factors. CBO calcu-
lated that the administration ‘under-
priced its spending by $77 billion over
fiscal years 1982 to 1985 for these
technical reasons. :
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The budget assumed $54 billion in
receipts from OCS leasing fiscal years
1983 to 1985, over $13 billlon more
than estimated by CBO.

Interest costs were underestimated
this time by $50 billion over the 3-year
period. -

Defense spending was artificially
low. CBO calculated the time level of
spending would beé $8.9 billion higher
over fiscal years 1982 to 1985 than the
administration stated. :

- Farm price support payments were
underpriced by nearly $16 billion over
the fiscal years 1982 to 1985 period.

In addition, the Reagan budget
made a series of spending cuts which
had no - possibility of enactment or
could be classmed as creatxve account-

The budget assumed $9.8 billion in

new user fees—Iiscal years 1983 to.

1985—which are extremely unlikely to

‘be enacted.

Reagan proposed cutting education
programs and student assistance -by
almost half compared to fiscal year

1981, food stamps by $7 billion over 3

years—on top of the $2 billion in cuts
made last year—and child nutrition
programs by $1.5 billion over 3 years.
The budget assumed cuts in Amtrak,
mass transit, and Coast Guard capital
improvement programs despite wide-
spread support for these activities.

Reagan proposed cuts of $5 billion in

medicare and medicaid in fiscal year
1983 and in the aid to families with de-
pendent chxldren by $1.2 billion next
year.

A total savings of $16 billion over 3

vears was attributed to creative ac-
counting in the sale of Federal land—
$9 billion—unspecified debt -collec-
tion—$4 billlon—and reduction in
waste fraud, and abuse—$3 billion. )

Worst of all, the Reagan budget did
not put us on a glide path to a bal-

anced budget, but rather insured that

we would have $130 billion deficits in

" each of the next 3 years.

' STOCKMAN’S SENATE BUDGET

. The budget assumed the full $16 bil- -
lion administration savings from sale

of Federal land, reduction in waste,
fraud and abuse, and unspecified debt
collection despite no clear or convine-
ing plan on how they will be achieved.

It succeeded in producing a fiscal:

vear 1985 deficit of $67.2 billion, an in-
appropriately large deficit and a far
cry from the balanced budget some of

] us sta.rted to write only a few months
The budget assumed $108 billion in.

increased takes yet left the third year
of the personal tax cut off-limits,
thereby making it extremely improb-
able that the full amount of the in-
creased revenue will even be realized.
‘The budget .does not make fair cuts

where they are ‘needed—in the auto-.
" matie eost-of-living adjustments and in

the defense budget. It singles out Gov-
ernment employees, past and present,
and veterans for COLA reductions and
gives the Defense Department T per-
cent growtm .

- June 23, 1982
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In addition to the policies embodied
in the House-passed budget, it was
frought with technical errors and
clerical mistakes.

The budget understated the deficits
by $28.3 billion over 3 years because it
underestimated defense spending—
$5.5 billion—overestimated receipts
from OCS leasing—$10.2 billion—and
understated interest costs—$7.1 bil-
lion. It also made over a dozen other
technical errors which, together, un-
derstated spending by $5.2 billion over
3 years. - ’

In fiscal year 1982 alone, the budget
underestimated outlays by $14.6 bil-
lion by rejecting CBO estimates of
spending for defense, farm price sup-
port payments, medicare, social secu-
rity, OCS leasing, and mﬁerest on the
public debt..

The budget assumed cuts that were -
practically or politxca.ny unattainable:

Space and science programs were
funded at levels that would have re-
quired a 25 to 30 percent cut in the
number of space shuttlé flights over
the next 3 years, many of which are
related to national security. .

‘The -budget assumed $7.5 billion in
user fees from such sources as inland
waterways and deep water ports, nu-
clear waste disposal,” recreation -and -
boating. . .

. The dairy price support. Program was
assumed to be cut by $1.7 billion owver

3 years yet no mention was made of =

how this could be accomplished.

The budget assumed the adminiskra-
tion’s estimate of savings from unspe-
cified debt collection and reduction of

‘waste, fraud, and abuse. It went fur-

ther than the administration by as-

~ suming $0.3 billion from sale of Feder-

al land on top of the $9 billion in the
Reagan budget. ~

The budget assumed $2.4 billion in
savings from foreign aid ower 3 years, .
again without any indication of where
these cuts could be made.

The Federal subsidies for the Postal
Service were eliminated—$2.7 billion—
and employment and training pro-
grams were cut substantially-—$1.6 bil-
lion—funding for the guaranteed stu-
dent loan program was reduced—$1.2
billion—and law enforcememt activities
would have been cut—$1 biklion.

STOCKMAN CONFERENCE AGREEMENT

The conference agreement suffers
from the. worst of both House amd
Senate budgets. It ignores meality, mis-
directs limited resources, and sweeps
the rest of the problem undier the rug.

The conference agreement budget
understates the true size of the deficit.
Even if all the policy assummptions in
the resolution become’ law—which is
highly improbable—the deficits, as es-
timated by CBO, would be $113.8 bil.
lion in fiscal year 1982, $116.4 in fiscal
yvear 1983, $104.6 in fiscal year 1984,

"and $92.7 billion in fiscal year 1985.

According to the CBO, the budget
overstates revenues, even with the $98
billion in assumed tax increases, by
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$39 billion in fiscal year 1982 to 1985
and understates outlays by $35 billion
over the same period. .

CBO estimates of spending are re-
jected, leading to artifically lower
gpending in areas such as defense—
48.9 billion—OCS receipts—$11.4 bil-
lion—civil service retirement—$1.3 bil-
lion—social security--$0.4 billion—un-
employment insurance—$0.6 billion—
and interest costs—$11.9 billion.

In addition to underpricing the de-

fense budget, the conference agree-’

ment assumes unrealistically low infla-
tion in defense procurement and it ig-
nores the historical cost growth of
weapons programs due to design
changes. —

The defense budget assumes 50 per-
cent absorption of the DOD pay raise,
an historically unprecedented level.
The 10-year average absorption is
about 20 percent and in fiscal year
1982, no absorption was required.

The combination of high absorption
and unrealistic outlay estimates could
lead to cuts in defense readiness next
year of over $3 billion more than con-
tained in the conference report. Un-
derestimates of defense spending
nearly always made up for by cutting
readiness programs, ’

The conference agreement assumes
more savings in entitlement programs
than it requires to be saved through

reconciliation. In fiscal year 1983, for -

instance, the budget assumes cuts in
medicare of $3.6 billion yet the Fi-
nance Committee is directed to save
only $3.16 billion. Similarly, the
budget assumes cuts in food stamps of
$949 million yet requires the Agricul-
, ture Committee to save only $779 mil-
"lion. PFurther, guaranteed student
loans are assumed to be cut yet there
is no reconciliation directive to the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee at all. This lack of enforceability is
a critical flaw in this budget resolu-
‘tion. - :
- The budget assumes $7.5 billion in
user fees similar to those in the
‘House-passed budget. Many commit-
‘tees rejected similar user fees last year
and these user fees are not reconciled
.to any committee, thereby further de-
.creasing the likelihood that any will
become law. .
; The budget assumes large unspeci-
‘fied reductions in programs ranging
‘from foreign aid to general govern-
‘ment. As was demonstrated last year,
. unspecified savings have an uncanny
:ability to disappear at the last
~moment. )

Despite all its faults, House Republi-

can Leader RoBERT MicHEL has said of
this conference report, “With all the
bloed, sweat, and tears that went into
this thing, I think we can sell some
beople on swallowing hard and voting
for it in sufficient numbers.”

Maybe so. But he will not be able to
-sell the Nation on the insufficient
“humbers the budget itself contains.
: This budget is a squandered opportu-
hity. It wastes the chance to make
some Honest corrections in the econo-

.
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my. It is not tough enough. We had a
chance to do better.

Just 2 days after the President re-
leased his February budget, I offered a
substitute. My plan was tough and
credible. But it was also fair and rea-
sonable, a plan Federal Reserve Chair-
man Paul Volcker said, “would have a
galvanizing effect on the markets.”
The plan contained three central fea-
tures. N

First, it would have moderately re-
duced the growth in defense spending
without jeopardizing readiness. The
fact is no matter how much we might
be willing to spend, we can only buy so
much in a given year. As evidence of
that, I would point to the $33.8 billion
in unobligated balance for defense at
the end of fiscal 1982. That figure
would have grown to $43.1 billion
under the President’s February de-
fense budget. for fiscal 1983.

Second, my plan would have put a 1-
year freeze on the automatic cost-of-
living adjustment (COLA) on social se-
curity and several other entitlement
programs. The social security COLA
freeze would have been a temporary,
specific suspension of henefit in-
creases—not a cut in benefit. And it
would have produced results, strength-
ening. the trust funds without inflict-
ing hardship on beneficiaries.

It is important to remember that the

automatic cost-of-living increase was
not even put into operation until 1975.
We did not increase social security in
the Great Society when Lyndon John.

"son provided the last balanced budget-

in 1968-69. , .

The temporary freeze would have
not been a penalty directed at anyone.
Rather, it would have been a realistic

‘'way of preventing inflation-driven

annual increases from threatening the
welfare of either the beneficiaries or
the system itself, .
Third, my plan woild have canceled
the third installment of the Kemp-
Roth tax cut. It was not a step to in-
crease taxes, but rather would have
simply let stand the two tax cuts al-
ready provided under last year’s tax
legislation. But that feature of my
plan met intractable opposition from

the White House.

I argued—and continue to main-
tain—that whatever modest gain tax-
payers might derive from a slightly
smaller tax bill, they will lose still
‘more. to deficit-driven high-interest
rates on -anything they buy on credit.
If there is any doubt about the rela-
tive trade-off between a tax cut and
high interest rates, consider this ex-
ample. E

A one-earner married couple with
two dependents and an income of
$20,000 will receive $371 in calendar
1983 as a result of the tax cut. Let us
say that same family has a mortgage

‘at 17 percent. If that mortgage rate

declined to 14 percent—a rate estimat-
ed by a Salomon Bros., economist as
the level necessary to trigger a recov-
ery in the housing industry—that
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family would save $1,685 annually on a
$60,000 mortgage.

This is, of course, only an illustra-
tion. But there is a sizable difference
between the $371 the family will get
because the President has stubbornly
insisted on his tax plan, and the $1,685
the family will not- get because the
President has stubbornly insisted on
his tax plan.

If we had cut'the deficit by eliminat-
ing the third year of the tax cut,
people could have profited more from
lower interest rates than from the tax
cut itself.

The President would argue, as he
has so many times before, that the tax
cut will lead to greater personal sav-
ings upon which business will be able
to draw for investment in job-produc-

_ing expansion.

Will it? . A

The evidence suggests that families

do not tend to save personal tax reduc-
tions which occur because of lower tax
rates. In 1981, the personal savings
rate was 5.3 percent. In the {irst quar-
ter of 1982, the rate is 5.5 percent, not
a statistically significant change. -
- Moreover, Murray Weidenbaum, the
Chairman of -the President’s Council
of Economic Advisers is telling us we
will need a high level of consumer sav-
ings to sustain a recovery, while the
chief economist of the Commerce De-
partment is saying ‘“a lot of people in
the administration might hope that all
of the tax cut will be spent.”

Supply-side economics has become a
theoretical rubberband, with pursists
arguing that everyone will save their
tax cuts to save the economy, while
another group of supply-siders says
they hope everyone will spend their
tax cut to save the reputation of
supply-side economics. Supply-siders
have their fingers crossed that the
;ubberband will not snap until Novem-'

er 3. -

With all the serious supply-side
problems, people were still reluctant
to buck the President. So Congress
would not go along with my plan. In

fact, some people in my own party told

me to keep still, and not make waves.
Yet, the fact is my. plan would have

. brought us 2 balanced budget by 1985

because it made cuts where the big
outlays were. People did not want to

‘hear that because they worried about

the political risks involved. Well, I re-
member Harry Truman saying once
that, “I never give them hell. 1 just-
tell the truth and they think it’s hell.”

The basic truth of the Hollings plan
was that it would have put our feet to
the fire. No doubt about it. But that is
why we are here, to make the hard
choices for the benefit of the overall
picture. I see no reason why we could
not have taken the steps a.lrea@y taken
by many States, cities, and private or-
ganizations.

In the face of rough economic
weather, Oregon called a special ses-
sion of its legislature to cut its budget

‘and raise taxes to head off its project-
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ed State deficit. Among the steps they
took was to save $34 million in rev-
enues by postboning for 6 months the
planned lowering of State income tax
withholding rates.

Other States have also acted. Wis-
consin has raised taxes. A recent Tax.
Foundation estimate shows that 18
States have increased their taxes by a
total of $4 billion. Michigan, Minneso-
ta, Nebraska, Vermont, and Washing-
ton have all raised State income taxes.

The upshot of these changes is that
while State governments understand
that increases are unpopular, they
have shown the vision and discipline
necessary to see their States through
the economic downturn,

Cities have taken similar steps. In
January the Joint Economic Commit-
tee of the Congress sampled 50 large
cities to examine what actions they
had taken to balance their budgets.
The survey found that 40 percent of
the responding cities had increased
their tax rates. Only four of the cifies.
had reduced taxes. When the U.S.
Conference of Mayors polled 100 cities
early last November they found that
41 percent of the cities they contacted
had raised taxes. -

What the cities and States are doing
at the public level, both business and
labor have been doing in the private
sector. Businesses have increased man-
agement savings. Labor has joined in
with givebacks. In January of 1981,
General Tire and the United Rubber
Workers worked out a wage cut pack-
age. In October of 1981, International
Paper and the *International Wood-
workers of America agreed to a 20-per-
cent wage cut to avert a plant closing.
This year, Ford and the UAW negoti-
ated a pact dealing with wage iIn-
creases and cost-of-living adjustments.

None of these steps, public or pri-
vate, have been easy to take. But all
share a common characteristic.- They
illustrate what happens when con-
cerned groups clearly identify a prob-
lem and do what needs to be done to
correct it.

Washington has been unable to do
those things this year largely because
the White House was not a willing
partner. This budget was played out
from a White House game plan under
White House rules.

What we have in this conference
report is a budget that is not believ-
able, and a congressional budget proc-
ess heaped with ridicule. We already

know what the President thinks of the -

process. His top counselor, Ed Meese,
has even suggested that the President
be given a line-item veto. I do not
know why. The White House with its
deferral and rescission powers and but-
toned-down budget procedures already
dominate the budget to an imperial
exent.

So it is a White House budget, and
you would expect the administration
would be dripping confidence. But, Ed
Meese told reporters in May that the
White House might have to look at al-
ternative measures if the program did
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not work out. He want on to say, how-
ever, “It is better not to discuss” those
alternatives.

Next, we have Treasury- Secretary
Regan telling the Washington Post
that, for the last 3 months, he has
been putting together other plans be-
cause, in his words, “* * * you cannot
wait until someone says, you know, we
are in a crisis, let us change. And you
say, to what?”

Along comes House Minority Leader
.BoB MIcHEL putting a big distance be-
tween himself and the budget. “I
think it has been overemphasized as to
how much we, in what we are doing
here on the budget thing, inﬂuence
' the money markets.”

But, it was left to other guiding
forces behind this budget, the White
House political director, Edward Rol-
lins, and Republican national chair-
man, Richard Richards, to have the
final word on the budget’s authentic-
ity. They have told their party leaders
not to expect an economic upturn, and
to go ahead and shift the blame for
the recession to the Democrats.

The economy has been choking on
the supply-side menu while the White
House has decided to let it cough a
little more in the hope that everything
will. come out alright. It makes you
think the White House is more con-
cerned about their restaurant than
about the patrons.

Amid all the doubts this budget and
the process that created it, we are
hearing again about a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget.
Such an amendment might work, and
I am willing to give it a chance. But, it
is no guarantee the budget will be bal-
anced. Furthermore, the problem is
here and now—not 2 or 3 or 6 years
from now.

If the public wants a constitutional
amendment to balance the budget, it
is fine with me. My point is that no
new layer of arcane procedures will
improve the situation. We already
have procedures enough. If we will use
them, if the White House will honor

them, we will have just as good a

chance of balancing the budget as we
would with an amendment. But, that
decision will be made in a few days.
The decision we must make now is on
- this conference report.

I am afraid that choice has already
been made. It was made the day the
White House took over the budget
process, and the polisters took over
politics. We got ourselves trapped be-
tween -the Reagan rule and the poll-
sters rule. The Reagan rule says, “No
way, but our way,” and the pollsters’
rule says, “If you have to make a
choice, find another issue.”

Together, they have left Congress
with a budget that cannot be trusted,
and a budget that will not work. :

I will vote against the conference

report.
- Mr. THURMOND Mr. President, I
rise today in favor of adopting the
fiscal year 1983 budget as set out in
Senate Concurrent Resolution 92.
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The total outlays called for in this
budget are $769.8-billion, with $665.9
billion in revenues, resulting in a pro-
jected deficit for fiscal year 1983 of
$103.9 billion. This is a much higher
deficit figure than I would like, par-
ticularly when it will bring the public
debt figure up to $1.29 trillion.

Nevertheless, Mr. President, we must
not lose sight of the fact that spend-
ing, the tax burden, and the deficit
would be far, far higher if it were not
for the actions undertaken by this ad-
ministration and carried forward
under this budget resolutiom. This
budgetary blueprint calls for addition-
al spending reductions of approxi-
mately $14 billion. in domestic pro-
grams, including measures to restrain
runaway growth in the cost of various
entitlement programs. It calls for cut-
backs in defense spending of $5.5 bil-
lion from the levels originally sought
by President Reagan. Frankly, this is
more of a defense cut than X would
like, considering the ominous mnature
of the Soviet threat, and the meed to
rebuild our defense strength after
years of neglect under the Carter ad-
ministration; however, I-recognize the
necessity of budgetary restraint in all
areas if we are to hold down the size of
the deficit, thereby reducing Federal
borrowing and the pressure on interest
rates.

In addition to these spending cuts,
Mr. President, this budget resolution
provides for legislative action to in-
crease tax revenue. Again, this is a
step that I regret to be necessary, but
it is in fact necessary that some addi-
tional revenue be raised in orxder to
narrow.the gap between spending and
revenues. Yet, we must guard against
simply shifting the burden te the tax-
payers, as that would inhibit economic
recovery, stifle productivity-enhancing
investments, and completely abdicate
the need for Congress to exwcercise
fiscal responsibility on the spending
side of the budget.

Mr. President, this budget is rot per-
fect, but as indicated by the surge in
the stock market when the House
passed this resolution, it should send a
signal to the financial markets that
the Federal Government is serious:
about reducing Government spending.
It makes clear that the goal af both
the President and Congress is to bring
the budget into closer balance without
unnecessarily increasing taxes. This
goal will be accomplished by reducing
Government spending in all areas, es-
pecially those where waste, abuses, -
and spiralling program growth are
present. :

The initiatives embodied im ' this -
budget are but another step toward -
greater fiscal responsibility, which
should reinforce monetary restraint’
and help trigger a substantial decline-
in interest rates. This lowering of in-
terest rates will allow many Americans
to purchase homes, automobiles, and
other durable goods that have been
beyond their reach due to the high
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rates on m_ortgage ,a.gxd consumer
_joans. This in turn will put many
- Americans back to work in the hous-
"ipg, automobile, and related indus-

" tries. With the increased business ac--

' {ivity, other businesses will be able to
recall workers that have been tempo-
‘ parily unemployed. Moreover, the

recent high levels of business bank-.

ruptcies should be reduced, as the
economy revives and interest costs di-

minish.
Mr. President, this budget is essen-
tial to the recovery of the American
economy. While it is not everything
that I would like, I think it is impera-
tive that the Senate pass this measure,
"in order that we can move forward
_with the even more critical decisions
 on upcoming appropriations bills and
legislation to restrain growth in the
entitlement programs. I would also re-
iterate my strong support of the hal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment which is now pending on the
Senate Calendar. I am pleased to be
the principal author of this proposal
and am firmly convinced that such an
amendment is necessary if we are to be
successful in the ultirnate objective of
balancing the budget and keeping it in
balance. It is my hope that the Senate
will take up and pass this proposed
amendment within the next few days.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, yes-

 terday the chairman of the Budget
Committee told us of letters he re-
. ceived from Secretary of Defense,
“ Caspar Weinberger, and Interior Sec-
retary, James Watt, defending the use
.. of the administration estimates -of de-
fense spending and OCS receipts con-
tained in this conference agreement.

Dr. Alice Rivlin, Director of the Con-

gressional Budget Office, has stated
that the administration estimates are
. exaggerated in both these areas. The
nonpartisan CBO, which we have
- relied on for impartial analysis since
the beginning of the budget process,
* estimates that defense spending in the
resolution is understated by a total of
$8.9 billion over the fiscal year 1982-85
period. Likewise, CBO states that re-
. ceipts from OCS leasing are overstated
. by $11.9 billion. These two elements
alone couniribute to an artificial deficit
reduction of $20.8 billion.

The CBO estimate of defense spend- .
ing for the current year is not based

on a letter from the Secretary of De-
fense. It is -based on 8 months of
actual spending data. Using actual

spending through May 1982, CBO esti-

mates that DOD outlays for fiscal
yvear 1982 are already running at a
$185.5 billion annual rate, To meet the
DOD estimate, defernise programs in
the remaining 4 months of this year
would have to be cut by $4 billion. I
ask, how likely is that to occur?

~ On the matter of OCS receipts, the
CBO is not alone in believing the ad-
ministration is overly optimistic. The
General Accounting Office, in a report
dated June 8, 1982, stated that it is not
likely ‘that the administration esti-
mates of OCS receipts will be achieved
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for fiscal year 1983. This conclusion is

based ' primarily on the administra-.

tion’s use of a new and untested meth-

odology to predict OCS bonuses. This

new- method resulted in fiscal year

1983 estimates that arc twice the level

expected- to occur this year, an in-

crease which the GAO terms “unprec-

edented.” .
1t is ironic that the chairman of the

Budget Committee rejects a CBO

methodology for forecasting revenues

yet accepts without question an un-
tried administration method for pre-
dicting OCS receipts which even the
.GAO has said yields unprecedented re-

sults, .

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of
the summary of the GAO report be
printed in the RECORD.

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

THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S REPORT—OUT-
LOOK FOR .ACHIEVING Fiscar YEar' 1983
OFFSHORE REVENUE ESTIMATE—POSSIBLE

- BUT NOT LIKELY L -

: ) " DIGEST

~ In February 1982, the Administration an-

nounced that projected Outer Continental

Shelf revenues would be $18 billion for

fiscal 'year 1983. While offshore revenues

are expected to increase under Interior’s ac-
celerated leasing program, various. groups

‘have taken -exception to the magnitude of

the projected increase suggesting. ‘that

achieving the $18 billion was improbable

and that the large estimate was, in reality, a

-technique to reduce projected budget defi-
cits.

_ Subsequently, in April 1982, the Adminis-

tration announced that it had reduced its
$18 billion -estimate to $15.7 billion. Ap-
proximately $400 million of the reduetion
resulted from Interior’s decision to postpone

:one lease:sale and to drop another from the

lease schedule for fiscal year 1983. The re-

maining $1.9 billion reduction is not allo-
cated to a specific sale or provision of the
program but, according to the Office of

Management and Budget (OMB), is an over-

all reduction reflecting the -uncertainty -of

‘the-estimate, in view of the current oil price

situation; the public concern that the $18

billion estimate was too high; and the fact
that Interior is proposing an all new leasing
program that may be impacted by litigation.

Chairmen from two House Subcommittees
asked GAO to review the Administration’s
original $18 billion estimate. Their ques-
tions focused on the assumptions, data, and
‘methodology used in developing the esti-
mate; the relationship of the estimate to
prior years’ receipts; the accuracy of past es-
timates (over the last 10 years) in relation
to actual receipts; the role of the Office of
Management and Budget in developing the
estimate; and the difference between the
Administration’s estimate and the lesser es-
timate developed by the Congressional
Budget Office(CBO), = .

_ The analysis contained in this report is

predominately based on the Administra-

tion’s original $18 billion estimate, but is ap-
plicable to the subsequent reduction. The
reduction was not based on a specific
change in the assumptions, data, or method-
ology used to develop the estimate and did
not affect the two major uncertainties that
- are key to achievement of the estimate—the
substantial increases in bonuses from two

‘'Gulf of Mexico sales and the.release of

escrowed funds from prior sales. Thus, given

these factors, the questions and concerns
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raised in the report are applicable to both
the original $18 billion estimate and the cur-
rent $15.7 billion figure.

As requested, GAO did not solicit agency

- comments on a draft of this report. -

NEW METHODOLOGY USED.TO FORECAST BONUSES

Revenues from offshore lands consist of
bonuses received from oil and gas companies
through the competitive bidding process
used to award leases, royalties received from

"hydrocarbon production on leased Rlands,

and rental revenues from land under lease,

Because of the increased acreage to be of-
fered under the accelerated leasing pro-
gram, the Administration developed a new
methodology for forecasting bonuses. Prior
estimates were based on the leasing experi-
ence of prior years. However, under the Ad-
ministration’s area-wide lease offerimg ap-
proach, sale sizes will increase substamtially
over what has been offered in the past. Inte-
rior had no prior experience for projecting
bonuses under this concept, Thus, a new
methodology was developed to forecast
bonus receipts. Bonus estimates, under the
new methodology, are based on the. dis-
counted value of the total hydrocarboms be-

 lieved to be contained in a.lease sale area

That is, the value of the hydrocarbons is
discounted to compensate for a number of
risk and uncertainty factors associated with
offshore leasing. The methodology is new,
untested, and its predictability cannot be de-

termined at this time. -

The methodologies for developihé royalty
and rental estimates were the same as those
‘used in prior years.

HIGH AND UNPRECEDENTED ESTIMATE

The Administration®s high revenue esti-
mate for fiscal year 1983 is unprecedented.
The $15.7 billion estimate far exceeds re-

" ceipts from prior years of leasing and repre-
‘sents about a twofold increase over tke cur-

rent fiscal year 1982 estimate. About $13.2
billion of the original $18 billion estimate is
projected to come from bonuses which is

-almost twice that of the previous recard bo-
‘nuses .of $7.8 billion received in fiscaldl year

1981, The projected increase in royality re-
ceipts is only 10 percent over the previous

-year’'s projection and seems more #mn line.

with past trends. . -

The realization of the Administration’s
revenue estimate depends largely om how
precisely it has estimated bonuses far two
sales in the Gulf of Mexico. These sales ac-
count for $8.7 billion—66 percent of the

‘original bonus estimate. Bonuses of this

magnitude seem questionable since most of
the Gulf areas have already been considered
by industry in the past and, include some
deepwater tracts of high economie risk and
uncertainty. Also, the resource estimattes for
these two sale areas, the primary basis of -
their bonus estimates, vary widely. Farther-
more, the last two sales in the Galf of
Mexico have brought in substantially lower
bonuses than anticipated. -

‘DIFFICULTY IN FORECASTING OFFSHORE
RECEIPTS

Interior’s track record of estimatimg off-
shore revenues shows. that the prospect of
accurately forecasting receipts for any 1
year is very difficult. Interior substamtially
underestimated revenues for 6 of the 10
years between 1972 and 1981 and oweresti-
mated revenues for 4 years. For example, *
Interior overestimated actual receipts by
about $3.6 billion for fiscal year 1997 and
underestimated actual receipts by -about
$4.6 billion for fiscal year 19874. Indications
are that 1982 receipts will be less tham origi-
nally projected. Such fluctuations indicate
the possible margin of error in forecasting
offshore revenues, . . -
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OMB REVISED INTERIOR’S ESTIMATE TO REFLECT
’ DIFFERING ASSUMPTIONS

OMB used Interior's methodology for de-
veloping bonus, royalty, and rent estimates
for fiscal year 1883. OMB’s February esti-
mate, however, was about $1.2 billion higher
than Interior’s original October 1981 esti-
mate. OMB's bonus estimate was about $495
million higher than that of Interior and its
royalty estimate was about $832 million less

than Interior’s forecast. These differences-

were the result of differing assumptions as
to inflation rates, future prices of ofl and
gas, and the timing of bonus payments to
the Government. The major difference be-

tween the two estimates, however, was that -

OMB essumed that about $1.5 billion held
in escrow accounts from prior year sales
would be released to the Treasury in Tiscal
year 1983.
CONGRESSIONAL BEUDGET OFFICE'S ESTIMATE 1S
SUBSTARTIALLY LOWER

The Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that the receipts from offshore leas-
ing activities for fiscal year 1983 will be
about $5.2 billion lower than the Adminis-
tration’s $18 billion estimate. CBO's esti-
mate is based on different projections for
bonus and royalty receipts and different as-
sumptions about the release of monies held
in escrow accounts.

CONCLUSIONS

Achlevement of even the latest Adminis-
tration offshore revenue estimate for fiscal
year 1983 is possible but not likely. Primar-
ily, in GAO’s opinion, substantial increases
in revenues from Gulf of Mexico leasing and
the release of escrowed funds, which are key
to achievement of the estimate, are uncer-
tain. The Gulf of Mexico sales and the
escrow releases account for $10.2 billion— 57
" percent of the original $18 billion estimate,
"* Also, the bonus estimates for the Gulf of
- Mexico sales are based on resource esti-
- mates that vary widely.

. Other factors to also be considered in as-
.. sessing the reasonability of the estimate are
: (1) the methodology for estimating bonuses
'is based on resource estimates which are
. subjective, and differ by methods of assess-
i ment and degree of supporting data; (2) in-
. creases in offshore revenues will probably
; be-more closely tied to the economics of ofl
- and gas development, which has recently
‘been on the downturn, than to larger and
.more frequent acreage offerings; (3) Interi-
' or’s accelerated program is clouded with the
i threat of litigation which could delay or
i limit acreage offerings in planned sales; (4)
in the past, accurately forecasting offshore
“revenues for any 1 year has proven very dif-
L ficult; and (5) the fiscal year 1983 revenue
‘estimate goes far beyond the receipts ever
‘recejved for a single year in the past.

~; RECOMMENDATION TO THE SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR -

i GAO believes that the Secretary of the

‘assumptions used in its budget model. Such
Analyses should lead to validations or ad-
Justments needed to increase the reliability
And confidence in future revenue estimates.

' RECOMMENDATION TO THE DIRECTOR OF THE
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

The Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget should provide concur-
rently with future offshore revenue esti-
Mmates a full discussion and accounting of
'the estimate to Congress. The discussion
ould include complete descriptions of the
Various factors that could impact on the ac-
lturacy of the estimate; type and quality of
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the data used to develop the estimate; and
likelihood of achieving that level of reve-
nue. -

Mr.  BRADLEY. Mr. President, 1
voted against this budget resolution on
May 21 because it did not provide a
balanced mix of revenue increases, de-
fense spending cuts, and nondefense
spending cuts.

The Tax Act of 1981 reduced rev- '

enues below the levels necessary to
support the congressional mandated
level of Government activity, We
could not afford that reduction last
year when we considered the tax legis-
lation; we could not afford it last
month, when we considered the first
budget - resolution; and we cannot
afford it today as we oonsider the con-

~ ference report.

The defense spending cuts reflected
in the first budget resolution did not
address the real problem facing our
national defense. That is the imbal.
ance between conventional and strate-

" gic programs. Urgent, tough, and good-

faith negotiations are necessary -for
arms control. Our defense establish-
ment needs a credible conventional ca-

- pability so that increased reliance on

nuclear weapons is rendered unneces-
sary. These priorities were not found
in the defense spending plans of the
budget resolution we considered last
month., They are not found in the con-
ference report we address today.

The nondefense spending cuts re-
flected in the first budget resolution
would reduce our opportunities for
economic growth. Investments in
people and research represent our real
hope for an ability to compete in
world markets. Yet the Senate pro-
posed to cuf nondefense discretionary
programs by $27 billion and entitle-
ments by $26 billion over 3 years. The
conference report cuts nondefense
programs by $35 billion and entitle-
ments by about the same as the
Senate-passed level. These cuts were
too large last month and are larger
today.

So, Mr. President, I can find no
reason to support this conference
report. The Senate-passed version was
not one I could support. This version
is worse. I shall vote nay.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a little
over & month ago, the Senate consid-

. ered its budget resolution which was,

in many ways, identical to the one we
have before us today. It is a credit to
the Senate Members of the Senate
Conference Committee that they
worked fast enough and with such
skill as to be able to bring this resolu-
tion before the Senate today.

A month ago, the argument was
heard that the budget resolution as
constituted was imperative because if
we did not pass such a resolution, the
financial markets would not be calmed
and interest rates would stay high. In
fact, it was argued by such economists
as Henry Kaufman that a budget reso-
lution would bring down interest rates.
Several times that argument was
heard in the Senate.
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Mr. Presldent since that budget res. .
olution was passed, interest rates have
not declined. In fact, they have risen.

One wise analyst said that the mar-
kets are not so much panicked by the
threat of high deficits as by the threat
of Congress panicking over the threat
of high deficits.

I fear, that this budget resolution
embodies Congress panic,

Mr. President, the tax increases are
intolerable. We appear to be accepting
the repudiated theory that Congress
can “tax our way to prosperity.” It is
as if the economics of this budget reso-
lution are not caused in large part by
the recession—that, somehow, we
should raise taxes in the face of a re-
cession. The last time a Congress
really raised taxed in the face of a
major recession was almost exactly 50
years ago. In June of 1932, a biparti-
san coalition moved to raise taxes to
balance the budget and the economy

"took an 8-year nose dive.

But what of spending? Much of the
spending in this budget is in the so-
called uncontrollables—the entitle-
ment programs. Though they serve an
important purpose for many people,
for many others, Federal handouts
serve as a major disincentive to work
and productive effort. By refusing to
deal seriously with the massive entitle-
ment programs, we are saying that we
will pay for more leisure and less work
on behalf of the recipients of these
programs. In addition, by refusing to
cut these programs, we are telling
future generations that there will be
greater Federal indebtedness, thus
greater taxation and, thus, fewer re-
wards in the future. : .

Mr. President, as I stated ln my

statement on the Senate budget reso-
lution, a Senator must sometimes
choose between what he feels is right
and being misunderstood. My opposi-
tion to this budget is’ that I am con-
vinced that it embodies the wrong
public policy prescriptions; and
second, ' that no budget . resolution
would be better than this one.
o Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I oppose
the conference report on the first
budget resolution for fiscal year 1983,
This conference report continues the
administration’s policy of huge in-
creases in defense spending, full con-
tinuation of an unwise and unfair tax
cut program, and slashed spending for
programs and people who already bore
the brunt of the spending cuts which
were enacted last year.

Further, this economic program is
pushed in a far different, far more un-
favorable, context than last years first
wave of Reaganomics. It is being
pushed in an environment when the
first fruits of Reaganomics are becom-

-ing obvious to all. The unemployment
- rate has increased from 7.5 percent to

9.5 percent in 1 year, with the number
of unemployed increasing by 2.3 mil-
lion people. Three thousand more
businesses have failed this year than
did last year by this date. The average
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ortgage rate has remained stuck at
5.7 percent, with the result that the
! ousing industry is a disaster area.
B d the inflation rate, which the ad-
o inistration has pointed to with pride
ver the past several months, is now
e rise again.
"I’Atgrudent person would look at this
qurrent economic environment and
ause before agreeing to round two of
geagonomics. Last year the President
received virtually his entire economic
program. Last year in describing his
pudget, and its optimistic forecasts,
the President said, .
- 1n fact, if each portion of this comprehen-
dve economic program is put in place—
guickly and completely—the economic envi-
ronment could improve even more rapidly
than envisioned in these assumptions.
This year, the roof seems to be fall-
ing in, and the President and this con-
ference report are offering us just
| more of the same,
1 cannot support this. During the
Senate’s deliberations on the budget
last month I gave my support to a bi-
partisan budget plan. I did not agree
with every aspect of the plan, but I
was willing to swallow my disagree-

it was the best and most equitable
option available, Furthermore, since it
was bipartisan, I believe that it would
have been 2 better basis from which to
pperate when we get down to passing
the legislation which would be neces-
sary to actually implement the budget
‘resolution. That legislation is going to
involve hard choices, and without a bi-
partisan consensus backing it, the
“chances of passage are going to be
slim. I hope that the Congress will be
.able to return to a bipartisan ap-
proach. :

There is one thing else which I find -

unacceptable. The President contin-

- ually says that his budget does not .

make any cuts in spending. It only re-
duces the rate of increase, he says. But
in doing this the President engages in
- & semantic slight of hand. When 'talk-
ing about the need for greater defense
spending he points to the need to keep
to a certain level of real growth, so
that even after inflation is taken into
: account, the Pentagon is still getting
substantially more money this year
than it did last year. S
However, when talking about spend-
" ing for nondefense programs, the
‘President talks about fincreases in
spending, which fails to factor in the

effects of inflation. It. would seem to-

me that what is good for the defense
.goose is good for the nondefense
gander. But after looking at the num-
bers it becomes clear why the Presi-
dent fails to take into account infla-
tion when he is talking about his sup-
_port for domestic programs.

What the numbers show is that the
programs funded under the income se-
curity function of the budget resolu-
tion—which includes social ‘security,
unemployment compensation,
nutrition and Aid to Families with De-
-pendent Children—will be ¢ut by $800

ments because on the whole I thought

child -

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

million in constant dollars in fiscal
year 1983, and not increased by $18
billion which would be the case if we
fgnored inflation. What these numbers
show is that programs funded under
the health function of the budget res-
olution—which includes medicare and
medicaid—will be cut by $2.0 billion in
constant dollars in fiscal year 1983,
and not be increased by $4.1 billion.
When we look at the energy function,
we find that this conference report
will result in a real decrease in spend-
ing of $2.2 billion.

So, let us make it clear. this budget
does cut spending in real terms. People
will experience real cuts in services.
People will be hurt. And if there is one
thing worse then hurting people, it is
to hurt them and not be candid with
them about it. It is- to hurt them and
to deny the existence of pain.

Mr. President, I ask that a table de-
tailing the real effect on spending of
this budget resolution by functional
categories be included in the Recoro.

The table follows:

THE CHANGE IN SPENDING FROM FISCAL YEAR 1982 T0
FISCAL YEAR 1983 AFTER TAKING  INFLATION INTO
ACCOUNT2 : .

[t bilions of dobiars)
" Fiscal
fea Pt Xf{ﬁ{
. Foa 5
1SB(amet gant (ehange
. ) glas) W
constant
dollars)
Defense: . )
BA 2082 2535 235 4153
[P S 15 - 2139 1971 +96
International affairs:
167 © 159 w1 20
[ SR — ) ¥ | 115 106 ~048
General science, Space and tech 3
BA. 10 18 12 402
- (X TS TR Y S
— 4 % 8y
Natural resources a0 envion- : ) -
ment: -
— TR I
BA... 99 66 6.1 -38
0 R ¥ I 1 63 =15
Commerce and housing: .
BA e W0 11 B -28
| NSRS § ] 28 26 -1
Transportation: .
P B W
— 8o ouo
Wi, g s e 0 M b
g BB W -y
Heatths o
— Bomom oA
—
Velerans’ bencfits: : cTr
—
T T s B ~1
3 fo% o8
Cenral e - e -
— o8 4y
General purpose fscal awsatance. - -t
BA... Y] 65 . 60 04
S 63 65 60 —o03

! The infation rate assumed is the GNP defator of President's Feb. 8,
1982, budgete - ) ) .
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Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, 1
voted against the first concurremt
budget resolution for fiscal year 1983
(S. Con. Res. 92) when it passed the
Senate on May 21. The level of deficit
financing it contemplated was mueh
too high; its programmatic implica-
tions were unacceptable in severa]
critical areas such as foreign aid, vet-
erans affairs and law enforcemermt;
and, takén as a whole, it did not pro-
vide the framework for the kind of
genuinely bipartisan fiscal plan that,
in my view, is a precondition for sus-
tainable economic recovery. Unfortu-
nately, I will be forced to vote agairst
this conference report for the samme
reasons.

I cannot endorse a budget plan tiat
projects, on the basis of what nxay
charitably be called optimistic eco-
nomic and fechmical assumptioms,
$2417.8 billion in deficits over the next
3 fiscal years coupled with a Federal
debt exceeding $1.5 trillion by fiseal
1985. Continual fiscal indiscipline ean
only compound the finanecial presswueres
behind the high interest rates that
have thrown thousands of businesses
into bankruptcy, hundreds of homme- -
owners into the streets, and millionss of
workers out of their jobs. Significant-
1y, interest costs alone, under the eon-
ference agreement, will amount to
$342.7 billion over the fiscal year 1983-
85 period. This, it should be noted, is
$94 billion more than would be re-
quired to eliminate the fiscal wear
1983-85 deficit. Interestingly, it =mlso
assumes that interest rates, which just
a day or so ago Secretary Regan said
are headed back up, will fall shaxrply
over the next 3 years. Indeed, lowew in-
terest rates account for $54.9 billiom of
the savings contained in the resoluztion
before us. I cannot support a schreme
that, on the one hand, adds over wne-
quarter of a trillion to $1 trilliom na-
tional debt and, on the other, saves
$55 billion from reduced Federad -fi-

_nancing costs. Whor_n are we tryimg to

kid?

Nor can I support a fiscal frame that
contains so many programmatie dis-
tortions. A couple of examples fllus-
trate the point very nicely. Undexr the
conference substitute, disabled weter-
ans would be required to absorb $619
million in reduced pension bemefits;
the aged poor along with sightless and
disabled persons who, because of ‘their
handicap, are destitute would, mnder
this budget, see the pittance they now -
receive cut an additional $200 mfllion.
Further, the conference subsititute
would require veterans and military
and civilian retirees to contribute $5.4
of their prospective pension bemefits
to the deficit reduction effort.
Beneficiaries of social security and
railroad retirement- would, however,
receive the full COLA to whicikn they
are entitled. It is patently unfair to
single out those who have served their
Government, often at great personal -
risk and sacrifice, for cuts in pension
benefits. They, too, should be sible to
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count on the pension nghts they have
earned.

I cannot endorse deep cuts in law en-
forcement at a -time ~when serious
crime is reaching epidemic proportions
throughout the country. The Senate
version of this resolution would have
provided a total of $15 billion over the
fiscal year 1983-85 period, an amount
that is probably, judging by the grav-
jty of the situation, far short of ade-
quate. The conference substitute
would provide a little over $13.5 billion
for this function for the same period.
If we are really committed to doing
something at the Pederal level about
the skyrocketing crime rate, a $1.5 bil-
lion cut is hardly the place to start.

Finally, Mr. President, a bipartisan
budget coalition cannot be built on
funny numbers. The financial markets
are not going to be convinced that we
are really serious about fiscal restraint
so long as we resort to Stockman-like
manipulation of economic and spend-
out projections. The capital markets,
like other institutions accustomed to
dealing in quantities. Thus this agree-
ment would achieve savings of $46.4
billion via management initiatives,

many of which the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office has already
characterized as wildly optimistic. An-
other $8.8 billion cut simply reflects a
change in the technical approach to

estimating outlays—a paper cut if ever .
- there was one. Examples could be mul-

tiplied but it is clear what is going on
 here. Budgeteering with blue smoke
‘and mirrors may be politically expedi-
ent; it will not fool the markets. Mr.
.President, I urge reJection of the con-
ference report.

Mr. MITCHEILL. Mr President, as
the Congress has considered the fiscal
year 1983 budget in recent months,
the U.S. economy has deteriorated.
Nearly 10% million workers, compris-
ing 9.4 percent of our work force, are
out of work. The high rate of business

failures and bankruptcies, and the de- -

pressed state of the auto, housing, and
forest products industries highlight
the failure of current economic poli-
cies.

Not only are our budget pohcxes fail-
ing, but they are also unfair. Recent
: public opinion polls show that an in-
.creasing number of people share the
vbelief that last year’s budget and tax

.cuts benefit the wealthy at the ex-
:pense of the middle and lower income
classes.
i The administration ignored these
‘trends in formulating its 1983 budget.
ARather
“mended a budget that continued along
'the same path that has led us to
. Where we are now. The President rec-
:ommended record budget deficits, fur-
:ther steep cuts in domestic programs,
,an excessively rapid increase in de-
i fense spending, and no compromise on
this income tax program. ’

That budget proposal was greeted
‘with criticism immediately, and was
.Considered dead before Congress even
‘began consideration of the 1983

the administration recom-:
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budget. The final blow was delivered
by the Senate Budget Committee
which, even though controlled by Re-
publicans, rejected the . President's
budget by a vote.of 20 to 0. -

The way out of -our budget unpa.sse
would have been to devise a bipartisan
alternative to the President’s budget.
Unfortunately, the conference report
approved by the Senate today does not
reflect such an approach. This budget
is clearly inadequate. It does not make
sufficient progress toward lower defi-
¢its, thus setting the. stage for higher
interest rates and, at best, a weak re-
covery. Furthermore, this budget still
fails the fairness test. .

-The single most important reason to
approve a budget, we have been told, is
to reassure financial markets that
Congress is determined to act responsi-
bly on the budget. Yet this budget
lacks the reliability necessary to pro-
vide this assurance. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, .this
budget resolution . understates the
actual deficit over the next 3 years by
nearly $66 billion.

Once adjusted for these overly opti-
mistic budgetary assumptions the defi-
cits contemplated in this budget are
simply too high. The CBO estimates
that the deficit will fall from $116 bil-
lion in 1983 to only $93 billion in 1985.
By contrast, the alternative budget 1
favor would have much smaller defi-
cits.

In addition, this budget has spend-
ing cuts in the wrong areas, spending
increases in the wrong areas, and con-
tinues an unfair tax policy.

The budget cuts anticipated by this

resolution place a heavy burden on.

our Nation’s elderly, disabled, and dis-
advantaged. - Savings would be
achieved by shifting a greater share of
health care costs to the elderly and by
imposing further cuts on the working
poor, food stamp recipients, and other
needy recipients under Federal pro-

grams. .

I reject the notion that cutting these
programs represents the only solution
to correcting our economic problems.
Rather, these cuts are being promoted
to finance an excessively rapid in-
crease in defense spending and an ill-
timed reduction.

Just as many domestic programs will
face reduced funding, rapid increases
in defense continue abated. This reso-
lution contemplates a substantial in-
crease in budget authority for defense
beyond that necessary to compensate
for inflation.

I agree that we need to devote more
resources to build a stronger national

defense, particularly in the area of

conventional force readiness. Yet a
slower, steadier buildup makes more
sense for the economy, and it buys
better defense in the long run as well.

Not only would a steadier. increase in -
defense contribute to Jlower interest.

rates, but we would avoid ‘bottlenecks
in key sectors and encourage a more
efficient use of the funds available.
The amendments to this budget that 1
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supported would still have prowded .
for a significant increase In real de-
fense spending but would not neglect
human needs in doing so.
Similarly, this budget exhibits an in
flexible approach to tax policy. While
I strongly support the 1982 tax reduec-
tion as a needed stimulant to our stag-
nant economy, I believe that the .
scheduled 1983 tax cut should be de-
ferred until the economy improves. I
recognize the need to reduce taxes for
all working Americans, but again mod-
eration is in order., Implementing the
third stage of the tax cut before inter-
est rates have fallen and we have
achieved control over Federal deficits
could set us back in our efforts to
resume sustained economic growth.
Furthermore, the tax cut should be
modified to-give more relief to middle-
income families who pay the greatest
amount of taxes but will receive a dis-
proportionately small share of -the
scheduled tax cuts. Such a move would
help reverse the growing perception
that our budget policies are unfair to

'middle-income Americans,

American taxpayers wa.nt, and . de-
serve a balanced, moderate approach
to reducing the deficit. This budget
resolution offers instead more of the

- same—an imbalanced program involv- .

ing sharp cuts in domestic programs
and excessive defense and tax policies.
Until we can fashion a more equitable
budget, our policies will not and
should not enjoy the support of the
American people. - .

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the budget
adopted by the Congress for the U.S.
Government is more than a simple
plan of -how the Government -should
spend its money during the coming
year. The budget is a vitally important
statement of the policies of the Ameri-
can ‘people and of the Government.
The budget is a statement a.lso of the
priorities of our Nation.

I voted against the budget tesolutxon

" considered by the Senate today be-

cause I believe this budget is based on
mistaken policies and sadly misplaced
priorities. The budget proposal before
the Senate is unrealistic and economi-
cally unsound.

The Budget, while providing for.con-
tinuation of an unprecedented in-
crease in military spending, places a
heavy burden of new budget cuts on
nondefense programs. In 1983 alone,
the resolution would require a cut of
$3.6 billion in medicare, $700 million in
medicaid, and $900 million in child nu-
trition and food stamps for the needy.
Over the next 3 years, the resolution
would require cuts of $25.3 billion in
these and other entitlement programs.

.In addition, the resolution would re-
quire budget reductions of $35.3 bil-
lion in nondefense programs during
the mext 3 years. The resolution
squeezes $5.4 billion out of the retire-

.ment and pension checks of veterans,

and military, and c¢ivilian retirees, by
capping the inflation adjustments of
those pensions.
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1n all, the proposed budget requires
cuts in spending totaling $280.2 billion
during the next 3 years, but of that
total less than 10 percent—just $26.3
pillion—will be taken from the huge
increases proposed in military spend-

in% believe these budget cuts represent
a tragic error in our national prior-
ities, especially when we consider that
Federal programs for education, food,
housing, for health care and for the el-
derly have already been subjected to
deep budget cuts during the past 2
years. These budget cuts will also bear
heavily on the programs of transporta-

tion, roads, water resources, and other

investments important to the economy
of our Nation.
And, yet despite
tions, the budget resolution still pro-
vides for unacceptably large Federal
deficits for the next 3 years. This

all; of t.hesé reduc--

budget would add $247.8 billion to the

Federal debt over the next 3 years.
Those deficits will make it very diffi-
cult to bring down the very high inter-
- est rates that are suffocating the

. American economy. It is those high in-
terest rates, which threaten to under-

mine any strong recovery from the -

current recession. It is those high in-

terest rates that condemn millions of

Americans today to unemployment,
Regrettably, this budget resolution

. .provides no solution to the problem of
high interest rates, but threatens to
continue the damage being done by
‘high interest rates. )

Mr. President, I believe it is time we
recognize that it is the economic poli-
cies of the Administration that have
caused and are causing economic hard-

- ship, unemployment, and bankruptcies
throughout the Nation. Faced with
the failure of the administration’s eco-
nomic policies, we should not now ap-
prove another dose of the same poli-
cles and prescribe more of the same
-medicine. :

This budget resolution 'promises
more of the same economic misery we
have suffered -through for the past
year. . ‘

For all of these reasons I voted
against the resolution.
~ Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, could 1
inquire of the managers of this meas-
ure if perhaps they would be in a posi-
tion to go to the consideration of the
substitute? I know of no other amend-
ments to be offered. While there may
be time remaining, I think this is a
good time, -for the convenience of
Members on both sides of the aisle, to
consider that important vote. Would
the managers be in a position to yield
back time at this time and proceed?

Mr. HOLLINGS. We would be.

Mr. DOMENICI, I am prepared to

. yield back my time.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the managers.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the motion to coneur in the
House amendment

The PRESIDING - OFFICER. Is
there a sufficient. second? There is a
sufficient second. - o
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
yield back the remainder of my time,

Mr. DOMENICI. A parliamentary
inquiry. The issue, then, is our agree-
ment to the House amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All .

time having been yielded back, the
question is on agreeing to the motion

‘to concur in the House amendment.

The yeas and nays have been ordered
and the clerk will ¢all the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that
the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
CANNON), is necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON) would vote “nay.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER .(Mrs,
HawgIns). Are there any other Sena-
tors in the Chamber who desire to
vote? . '

The result was
nays 45, as follows:

{Rolicall Vote No. 184 Leg.]
YEAS~54
Abdnor Gorton Packwood
Andrews QGrassley Percy
Armstrong - Hatch . Pressler
Baker . Hatfield Quayle
Boschwitz Hawkins . Roth
Brady Hayakawa - Rudman
Chafee eflin Schmitt
Cochran Heinz Simpson
Cohen Humphrey Specter
D'Amato Jepsen Statford
Danforth Kassebaum Stennis
Denton Kasten ~ Stevens
Dole Laxalt ©  Symms
Domenicl Lugar Thurmond
Durenberger Mattingly Tower
East McClure . ' Wallop
Garn Murkowski . ‘Warner -
Goldwater Nickles . - Zorinsky
. NAYS—45

Baucus Exon Melcher
Bentsen Ford Metzenbaum
Biden Glenn Mitchell
Boren Hart . Moynihan
Bradley -Helms Nunn
Bumpers Hollings Pell T
Burdick Huddleston - Proxmire
Byrd, . Inouye Pryor

Harry F.,Jr. Jackson " Randolph
Byrd, Robert C.- Johnston Riegle
Chiles Kennedy " Sarbanes
Cranston Leahy _ Sasser
DeConcind Levin Tsongas
Dixon Long Weicker
Dodd Mathias '
Eagleton Matsunaga

NOT VOTING-1
Cannon

So the motion to concur in the

‘House amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which

- the motion was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that

‘motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to. - .
CORRECTION OF TYPOGRAPHICAL ERRORS

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
there are some typographical errors in
the star print of the conference report
and the statement of the managers on
Senate .Concwrrent Resolution 92. I
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing 1ist of corrections be printed at

announced—yeas 54,

S 7359
the appropriate place in the RECORD -
and that an errata sheet be printed
and distributed with the conference
report and the statement of the man-
agers. Further, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the crosswalk allocations in
the conference report be deemed to
conform to the errata sheet as printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The list of corrections ordered to be .
printed in the Record follows:

(1) On page 5, paragraph numbered (3),
fiscal year 1982, line (B) Outlays, strike out -
“$7,000,000” and insert *$7,000,000,000™,

(2) On page 12, under the heading Senate
Committees, paragraph numbered (2), the
line beginning “and to reduce” strike out
$1,231,00,000” and insert “$1,231,000,000".

(3) One page 16, subsection (b), item num-
bered (1), strike out “401(aX1XB)” and
insert “401(dX1XB)”, - : -

(4) On page 17, section 9(bX2), atter the
words “committee of each House,” add the
word “shall”. : :

(5) On page 20, in the heading of the first
table on the page, strike out “985” and
insert “1985". S .

- (6) On page 24, in the table Fiscal Year
1984—~Budget Aggregates and Functional
Categories, on the line Change in Public
Debt Limit, strike out “127.9677” and fnsert

- *4+127.9677", -

(7) On page 29, In the line Revenue In-
ceases: Ways and Means, strike out
“-36,000" and *“-41,400" - and fmsert
“ 436,000 and *4-41,400", respectively.-

(8) On page 30, under the heading Credit
Budget, first. paragraph, after the words
““The conference substitute provides”, strike-
out “$63.3” and insert $63.6". .

(9) On page 36, in the table Senate Com-

" mittee Credit Allocations Pursuant to Sec-

tion 9 of 8. Con. Res, 92, Fiscal Year 1983,
on the line Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs Committee, strike out “5” and *75”
and insert “924” and *20,997", respectively.

. In the same table, on the line Veterams’ Af-

fairs Committee, strike out *“1,042™ and
#20,922” and insert “123” and *. . .”. respec-
tively. -

Mr. BAKER. Madam President, 1-

° wish to express my deep appreciation

to-the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee and the distin-
guished ranking member for their ex-
peditious handling of a matter which
was full of controversy and difficulty
and which represents the best efforts
of this committee and of the conferees
and good faith cooperation -on both
sides of the aisle. I am pleased that
this matter has been brought to a suc- .
cessful conclusion, and I congratulate
all members of the committee, all
Members of the Senate, and express
my personal appreciation for their
good work.

- EXTENDING UNEMPLOYMENT
BENEFITS

Mr. MATHIAS. Madam President,
today I am pleased to be added as a co-
sponsor to S. 2550, a bill introduced by
the distinguished senior -Senator from
Pennsylvania, Joun Heinz. This legis-
lation would provide 13 additional
weeks of unemployment compensation
to those who had exhausted their
benefits under the extended benefits



