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amount of local pride in the Nutmeg
State this morning. The women’s bas-
ketball team completed their tremen-
dous season, 356 and 0. It is the best
record ever compiled by a men’s or
women’s basketball team, culminating
in the NCAA title against Tennessee.
The other team that went undefeated,
34 and 0, was the University of Texas in
1986.

What makes this team unique is the
intellectual as well as the athletic abil-
ity of its players. The star player—I
am hesitant to use the word—Rebecca
Lobo, was chosen first team All Amer-
ican and first team Academic All
American the last 2 years. She is a can-
didate for a Rhodes scholarship and
winner of every Player of the Year
Award this season. She has compiled a
4.0 grade point average during her last
2 years at the University of Con-
necticut and is the No. 1 women’s bas-
ketball player in the United States.

She is joined on that remarkable
team that won the championship game
yesterday by Jennifer Rizzotti, Kara
Wolters, Jamelle Elliott, Pam Webber,
Nakisha Sales and many other talented
players. Rebecca Lobo, Jennifer
Rizzotti, Kara Wolters, and Jamelle El-
liott were named to the all-tournament
team. It is the first time that four
players from one team were named to
that honor.

Mr. President, today is a day of great
pride in the State of Connecticut be-
cause of the accomplishment of this
great team.

I wish to pay a special tribute to
Geno Auriemma, the head coach of the
team, who did a remarkable job this
season, and to the fans. You could not
get a seat in Gampel Pavilion this
year; they sold out every single game.

Mr. President, I am going to include
in the RECORD as well, a couple of side-
bar stories that go to the heart of a few
other issues. The stories are about
young women in the State of Con-
necticut, 9-, 10-, 12-year-olds, who were
watching this team during the last
year and who have become tremendous
fans. It goes to the issue of title IX and
the success of a program, a women’s
program, a basketball program. Just a
few years ago you probably would have
found only a handful of people watch-
ing a women’s basketball game, not
only at the University of Connecticut
but all around the country. And today,
as I mentioned a moment ago, there
are sell-out audiences, sell-out crowds.
This is a great tribute to title IX and
those who fought so very hard for that
program.

We are very proud in Connecticut
today. We have always had to export
our team allegiances to either the Bos-
ton Red Sox, the New York Knicks, the
Mets, or others. Lately, we have had a
hockey team which has not done ter-
ribly well, but now there is deep pride
over this remarkable team that did a
fantastic job in their quest for a na-
tional championship.

I join my colleague, Senator
LIEBERMAN, who I know spoke already,
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in congratulating all the people in-
volved in this great season.

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I
would like to offer my congratulations
as well to the women’s team at the
University of Connecticut, and I would
like to call attention to a quote by its
star player, Rebecca Lobo, in this
morning’s Washington Post. When she
was asked what the victory meant to
her, she said:

This is just a picture-perfect way for some-
one to end their career. We are undefeated,
we won a national championship and I did it
with people I love.

Mr. President, that openness is re-
markable and should be applauded, and
it correctly captures the feeling among
members of a 35 and 0 team that wins
a championship, and that is true both
of a men’s team that would win a
championship and a women’s team that
wins a championship. My hope is that
someday when a men’s team wins a
championship, the star player can say
those exact words and feel as com-
fortable saying them as Rebecca Lobo
did yesterday.

I congratulate Connecticut for this
tremendous accomplishment and Re-
becca Lobo for her courage and leader-
ship in difficult times in her own fam-
ily situation, because of her mother
having breast cancer, and also because
of her determination that was shown
every day that she went out onto the
court with her teammates.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague from New Jersey for those
comments. She is a remarkable young
woman on a remarkable team, and the
joy of watching them win was only ex-
ceeded by their joy in winning. There
are no NBA careers in front of them.
There are no six-figure, seven-figure
salaries awaiting these young women—
just the joy of playing the game, the
joy of victory and the joy of doing it
together. It needs to be heralded. It
needs to be highlighted. We need to get
back to that very spirit of amateur
sports.

I congratulate as well the team from
Tennessee. Tennessee has won several
national championships in the women’s
basketball division. They lost to Con-
necticut yesterday, but they are a
great team and a great champion as
well. T just know we are going to see
more and more of them. I think it is a
wonderful thing in America to be able
to watch young women get the kind of
attention they did.

By the way, the President called the
coach yesterday. It is the first time a
President has ever called an NCAA
women’s champion after the title
game. I congratulate and thank Presi-
dent Clinton for making that call to
the Connecticut women’s basketball
team.

They went down to the White House
last year and could not get in. There
was a long line. They were here in the
office and met with Senator LIEBERMAN
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and me, but they had to go back to
their schedule and practice, so they
could not get in to the White House.
Yesterday, the coach asked the Presi-
dent if this time they might be able to
come through the front door of the
White House. The President extended
an invitation to them to visit, and it is
going to be a pleasure to go there with
them and have them walk in the front
door of the White House as the na-
tional champions.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I wish to say to the
Senator from Connecticut that I share
his pride in those young women. And
certainly, as a woman who does not
quite make 5 feet tall, I am particu-
larly awed by these women and their
skill. We still have UCLA, as you
know, Mr. President, going toward a
championship, we hope. But I really
have to say to the Senator, it made me
feel so good to watch these young
women.

I do hope someday they have more of
a future. If they can sink the ball in
the basket with the best of them, they
ought to have a chance. That is a sub-
ject for another day and another time.

———————

SELF-EMPLOYED HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE ACT—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the conference report.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to
now take the floor to thank the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts for what he
has done by bringing forward such an
important issue really, not only to the
Senate but to the people of the United
States of America.

We are going to see on Friday, I say
to my friend, a big celebration on the
steps of the Capitol. Those Republicans
who signed the Contract With America
are going to be celebrating and saying
how great it is that they passed a num-
ber of those provisions.

Well, I think what the Senator from
Massachusetts is pointing out is that
there are more people than just those
Republicans who are going to be cele-
brating; some of those people are going
to be the millionaires and the billion-
aires who got away with it again, who
again got away with what I call tax
murder. I actually call them tax trai-
tors, because what they do is they
make a lot of money in this country,
millions and hundreds of millions,
sometimes billions, and then they re-
nounce their citizenship to escape any
kind of State taxes. I think that is un-
patriotic. I think it is in many ways
acting like a traitor to this Nation.

This Senate, on a very clear vote,
said let us end that kind of tax loop-
hole. The Senator from Massachusetts
was completely struck, as was I and
others in this Chamber, when the tax
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bill came back from the other Cham-
ber, from the Republicans in the House
who are so proud of their contract. And
guess what? That tax loophole was not
closed.

So on Friday, when the Republicans
are celebrating their contract, there
will be a celebration in a lot of places
across this great land, where people
will be saying, ‘‘Oh, thank goodness, I
still have that kind of a loophole.”’

All the Senator from Massachusetts
was asking us to do on Friday was to
go on record, because it is too late to
change that conference report. We do
not want to hold it up. It does some
other very important things, and we
care about the small businesses and the
farmers who are concerned about their
tax deductibility for their health care,
which is in that bill.

All the Senator from Massachusetts
was asking was for a simple sense-of-
the-Senate resolution so the Senate
could go on record and say we are not
turning our back on fixing this prob-
lem. We stand for average people in
this Senate Chamber. And we are going
to fix this problem and we are going to
stop this tax loophole for the million-
aires and billionaires who would re-
nounce their citizenship in America to
get away with having to pay their fair
share of the taxes.

And guess what happened? The Re-
publican leadership said, ‘““No way. We
are not going to have that vote.”

Well, I hope some agreement can be
reached—and I tell my friend that I
stand with him—so that at some point
in the near future we will have that
vote so that people in this country will
understand that the U.S. Senate is not
changing its mind on fixing this loop-
hole.

I also want to thank the Senator
from Massachusetts and the Demo-
cratic leader, ToM DASCHLE, for bring-
ing forward an amendment that I think
is a very important amendment to the
supplemental appropriations bill that
is before this Senate.

The chart that the Senator from
Massachusetts, Senator KENNEDY, has
put together shows what would be re-
stored by our Democratic leader’s
amendment.

If ever you wanted to know the dif-
ference between Democrats and Repub-
licans, here is your chance. Mean-spir-
ited, unnecessary cuts put forward in
an appropriations bill, a rescissions
bill; unnecessary.

For AmeriCorps, the Daschle amend-
ment will restore $210 million. I ask my
friend from Massachusetts, is that cor-
rect?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect.

(Mr. JEFFORDS assumed the chair.)

Mrs. BOXER. I wish to engage my
friend in a colloquy.

I had a wonderful experience visiting
an AmeriCorps Program in Los Ange-
les. I want to tell my friend that the
Americorps volunteer—and by the way,
our Republican friends say: They are
not volunteers. They get a stipend.
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They get money for their education.
They are not volunteers.

Well, I say to my friend, could these
people do this work without a stipend?
Could they live? Could they give of
themselves and back to community if
they did not have the stipend? Did not
the people in the Peace Corps, I say to
my friend, have a way to live while
they gave their service?

Mr. KENNEDY. If I could answer my
friend, the Senator from California.
She is putting her finger on a very im-
portant point, which is that volunta-
rism should not be just a luxury for the
wealthiest individuals. There are many
young people with limited resources
that want to have an opportunity to
give something back to their commu-
nities. We see that time after time.

What we are basically saying to
those young Americans is: if you are
prepared to give something back to
your community, you will also have a
stipend, which is effectively a min-
imum wage, to be able to live. You will
also be able to get the equivalent of a
year’s down payment on your tuition
at a State university to continue your
education.

I like to think that part of our Na-
tion’s value system is to try and en-
courage young people to be involved in
a selfless way, to give something back
to their community and, second, to en-
courage people to move ahead in terms
of their education.

Finally, let me say to my friend, the
Senator from California, that we effec-
tively had an agreement here in the
United States Senate when we passed
the national service program. We are
going to have $300 million in the first
year, $600 million in the second, and
$700 million in the third. We had very
strong bipartisan support for that com-
mitment. I think there was only a
handful of Senators that voted against
it. Now we have established a service
program where young people have been
recruited on the basis of an agreement
and understanding that was reflected
in the bipartisan effort.

The AmeriCorps Program, however,
was targeted for a 75-percent reduction,
more than any other single program.
And I do not think that it is a coinci-
dence that it happened to be a top pri-
ority of President Clinton’s—one that
he spoke about during the course of his
campaign. He stated that it was one of
his greatest initiatives and he spent a
great deal of his own personal time and
involvement to see that it became a re-
ality. I can just say, from a personal
point of view, each time he comes to
Boston, he meets with these young
Americorps volunteers and continues
to inspire them, as he does others who
are involved in voluntary programs.

These cuts are effectively taking the
rug right out from underneath these
volunteers. All we are saying to our
colleagues is not to go back on your
word to these young people. And that is
what this amendment is all about.

Maybe next year, we are going to
have to fight to try and get what re-
sources are available for that program.
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But are we now saying to the young
people in the AmeriCorps Program who
are committed to making a contribu-
tion to their communities that the rug
is pulled out from underneath them?

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank
my friend, because I have to say that I
did notice broad support for this when
it came up. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts certainly worked on it, as
chairman of the committee at that
time. Very few spoke out against it.

It is hard for me to believe, as the
Senator has pointed out, that this is
not some kind of political attack. Be-
cause President Clinton said during his
campaign, just as the Peace Corps,
which sent our young people abroad,
was so effective in helping people
abroad, let us have that in America
where we have problems in our schools,
where we have problems in our nursing
homes, where these young people can
give something back and have a sense
of community and of giving back.

And so the Daschle amendment, as
my friend points out, will restore this
funding.

I will tell you one story about my
visit to a school in Los Angeles, where
I meet with an AmeriCorps volunteer
and some of the students in a pretty
tough school. This school is made up of
kids who were basically first-genera-
tion Americans. Their parents work in
the garment district in Los Angeles in
very, very tough conditions, minimum
wage conditions.

And, of course, that is another issue,
I say to Senator KENNEDY, that he has
lead the fight on. We have opposition
from the Republicans, unanimously.
God forbid we should raise the min-
imum wage, which is at a 40-year low
in terms of purchasing power.

And they say, ‘“‘Oh, it helps get teen-
agers into the job market.”” Most of the
people on minimum wage, as the Sen-
ator knows, are adults. They use that
money to live on and try to provide for
their families. That is another issue.
But it all fits into the same pattern, I
say to my friend.

Very quickly, they did away with
closing a tax loophole that helps the
billionaires; just dropped it right out of
the conference. But with a lot of fore-
thought and talk about the deficit, and
a lot of time to concentrate, they cut
money for young people, for their
hopes, for their dreams, for their fu-
ture.

And they say they care about the def-
icit. Not one of them voted for the $500
billion deficit reduction that every
Democrat took a risk and went down
to that well and voted for. And we have
had the biggest deficit reduction in our
history. We have had 3 years of declin-
ing deficits, and the smallest work
force since John Kennedy with a Demo-
cratic Congress.

We did not take a meat ax to these

programs, I say to my friend. We took
a scalpel.
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We closed loopholes. We said to the
wealthiest in this country—those over
$200,000—you may have to pay a little
more. Over on the House side with
their contract, they want to give a con-
tract to those who earn $200,000 a year.

When I went to the school, I say to
my friend, I met a little child who was
shot in a drive-by shooting, and an
AmeriCorps volunteer went to see him
in the hospital every single day and
turned that child’s life around. This is
a living, breathing human being, first-
generation American who now believes
in this country.

I say to my friend, they say that
sometimes children ask the best ques-
tions. Do you know what some of those
kids talked to me about, the ones who
were afraid of losing their school lunch
program? Here is what they said:

“Who gets the money if you cut us
out of the program?”’

I could not believe they asked that
question.

‘“Who gets the money, Senator, if I
do not get my lunch?”’

And I have to tell them, ‘“The Repub-
licans want to give a tax break to the
wealthiest people in this land, and I
won’t let them do that and take food
out of your mouth.”

I do not care if I am saying some-
thing popular or unpopular, but I am
going to stand on this floor with my
friend until hell freezes over before
that happens in this U.S. Senate.

I see that my friend has put another
chart up here. I ask him to explain it,
if he would do that.

Mr. KENNEDY. I will be glad to. I
had not anticipated we would be debat-
ing this issue at this time, but I think
perhaps it is appropriate.

This is a chart showing that the top
12 percent of taxpayers get more than
half of the tax benefits in the Repub-
lican plan. More than 50 percent of the
tax benefits would go to those individ-
uals who earn over $100,000.

I think this makes the point that the
Senator has been talking about. What
we are faced with in these rescissions is
the cutbacks in the various programs
which have been identified by the Sen-
ator from California—in AmeriCorps
and drug-free schools. We had a very
important and eloquent debate on the
problems of violence in our schools and
how we are going to deal with it.

Other programs targeted for cut-
backs include:

The chapter 1 program, which was
completely revamped in the last Con-
gress, again, with strong bipartisan
support. If the Senate rescissions
stand, 70,000 children across the coun-
try will not be participating in these
programs which try to assist young
people that come from economically
disadvantaged communities.

Goals 2000—this cut will result in
1,300 school districts not participating
in education reform programs.

The Head Start programs, which
have been tried, tested, and reevalu-
ated.

The WIC nutrition program, school-
to-work, child care, and the list goes
on and on.
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These cuts, as the Senator has talked
about, are going to be used for the
House Republican tax cut, which will
go to the top 51 percent of the tax-
payers.

That is fundamentally wrong, as the
Senator from California understands. I
do not believe that that is what the
Americans are really for.

You would hardly understand that
this is what is being cut here. You will
hear general comments about how we
have to cut back on programs and dis-
cretionary spending in order to deal
with the deficit. The fact is, the pro-
grams which are being cut back are to
be used for the tax cut to the wealthi-
est individuals. I just do not think that
is right. This is the argument that the
Senator from California is making, and
I welcome the chance to join with her.

Mrs. BOXER. I say to the Senator in
closing my comments that I did not
come here to take from the kids and
give to the rich. And I did not come
here to throw the women and children
over first. And that is exactly what the
Republicans are doing in this Congress.

Cut the WIC Program, the Women,
Infants, and Children Program that
gives nourishment to pregnant women
who may not be able to afford it? Every
dollar we put in that program saves
from $3 to $10. Why? Because we give
them nourishment—cheese, milk, and
things they need.

I have a pregnant daughter right
now—the light of my life. I am going to
have my first grandchild. Every day I
call her: ‘“Did you take your vitamin
pill? Are you eating right?”’

I say to my friends, we ought to care
about the pregnant women in this
country who may not have a mom or a
dad to call them up in the morning,
who may not even have the education
to know that it is important. And, lis-
ten, it pays off. It pays off because we
have healthier children and less costs,
less costs to put these babies in incuba-
tors, not to mention the humanity in-
volved here.

Where is our decency here? I do not
know. But what I know is that I am
proud to be associated with the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. I think what
he is pointing out is a tie-in between
these tax breaks for the wealthiest peo-
ple among us and the taking from the
children. I think it is reprehensible,
and I will join that fight. The fight has
just begun, I say to my friends.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. Cloture has been
invoked; am I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. So now each Member
is entitled to speak up to an hour; am
I correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I do
not intend to use all the time, and I
have every expectation we will have a
final vote on this sometime in the
early or midafternoon, a time to be set
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by the majority and minority leaders. I
thought that process would be worked
out. I did want to be able to address
the Senate for just a few moments at
this time on the issue of the tax loop-
hole.

The current tax laws contained an
unjustified tax loophole that exists for
billionaires who renounce their Amer-
ican citizenship in order to avoid taxes
on the wealth that they have accumu-
lated as Americans. I commend the Fi-
nance Committee for closing the loop-
hole in its action on the 25-percent
health care deduction for small busi-
ness. The Finance committee took the
action despite the fact that the rev-
enue gained was not needed to pay for
the health care deductions for small
business owners in the bill.

In fact, the committee requested that
the revenues be used for deficit reduc-
tion, exactly the type of action nec-
essary if we are serious about achiev-
ing a balanced budget.

Closing this loophole would raise $1.4
billion over the next 5 years, $3.6 bil-
lion over the next 10 years, according
to the Senate Finance Committee re-
port.

In too many cases, we close tax loop-
holes only when we need to raise reve-
nues for specific spending measures,
whether they involve direct expendi-
tures or tax expenditures. In this case,
the committee closed this flagrant
loophole as soon as it was brought to
the committees’s attention, and right-
ly so. All of us thought the issue was
settled. Now it comes back to us from
the Senate-House conference and the
loophole has been reopened. And the
outrageous tax break for two dozen or
so of the most wealthy individuals in
the country will remain wide open.
This is all happening, of course, at the
same time that we are cutting Federal
funds for basic investment and for the
future of children and working fami-
lies. Funds for education, housing, and
vital social services are all being dras-
tically cut at the very time our Repub-
lican colleagues are deciding that this
tax break is not flagrant enough to be
terminated immediately.

All citizens of the United States have
a basic right to leave the country and
live elsewhere and to relinquish their
citizenship. That is not what this pro-
vision is about. Every citizen has the
right to repatriate. We would not want
the Tax Code to be used to outlaw that
action.

At the same time, though, we do not
want the Tax Code to be an enticement
to citizens to renounce their citizen-
ship. The law would not prevent indi-
viduals from shifting their assets and
citizenship to a foreign country; rather
it would make sure that those who
have amassed great wealth through the
U.S. economic system pay their fair
share of taxes.

Last year, approximately 850 individ-
uals renounced their citizenship, but
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only a handful of those would have
been affected by this legislation. The
tax loophole we are trying to close is
not one that applies to all those who
renounce their citizenship. As a result,
it is wrong to call this an exit tax. It
only applies to those with a minimum
of $600,000 in unrealized capital gains,
which would necessitate a minimum of
$5 million of net worth. All those below
that level of liability could renounce
their citizenship without the IRS ever
questioning their motives. But the fact
of the matter is that many of these
wealthy individuals are leaving the
country for only one reason—to avoid
taxes that they rightfully owe the Gov-
ernment.

In some cases, the individuals in-
volved have the best of both worlds.
They renounce their citizenship, avoid
millions of dollars of tax liability, but
still spend up to 6 months a year in the
United States. In many cases, their
families stay in the United States, tak-
ing full advantage of the U.S. standard
of living and quality of life.

In other cases, wealthy individuals
are gaining from the system to an even
greater degree. They are renouncing
their citizenship to avoid European
taxes, also. Then they take up Euro-
pean citizenship but live part time in a
Caribbean tax haven so they cannot be
taxed by their new European home
country.

Some have suggested that this provi-
sion would unlawfully restrict the fun-
damental right of voluntary expatria-
tion and emigration. This is not the
case. The State Department has stated
that this provision does not conflict
with the international human rights
law concerning an individual’s right to
freely emigrate from his or her country
of citizenship. It also recognizes that a
state, in order to protect its interest,
may impose economic controls on a de-
parture as long as such controls do not
result in a de facto denial of an individ-
ual’s right to emigrate.

Requiring individuals to pay taxes on
gains that accrue prior to expatriation
does not constitute a de facto denial of
an individual’s right to leave a coun-
try.

These are comparable taxes to those
which U.S. citizens or permanent resi-
dents would have to pay were they in
the United States at the time they dis-
posed of the assets or their debt. Under
the current law, if the IRS suspects
that an individual has renounced his or
her citizenship in order to avoid taxes,
it will attempt to tax the holdings for
an additional 10 years. The IRS must
establish that it is reasonable to be-
lieve that the individual gave up citi-
zenship to avoid taxes. The burden of
proof that the move was not for tax
reasons falls on the former citizen.

Current law needs to be tightened be-
cause individuals are easily evading it.
The law provides for that with the tax-
ing of their income for an additional 10
years after expatriation. But they
avoid the tax completely by postponing
the realization of gains for the first
decade after leaving the United States.
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So the concept has been at least in-
cluded in the tax law. As I understand
from the experience, that law provides
that 10 years after expatriation, that
income has basically been hidden or
shielded. And the Finance Committee
addressed that issue and was to be able
to recover what was necessary.

The Finance Committee report itself
states:

The committee is concerned that present
law—

So this is not a new law; it is a new
way of dealing with the loopholes that
exist.

The committee is concerned that under
present law, which bases the application of
the alternative method of taxation under
section 877, proof of a tax avoidance purpose
has proven difficult to administer. In addi-
tion, the committee is concerned that the al-
ternative method can be avoided by post-
poning the realization of U.S. source income
for 10 years. The committee believes that
section 877 is largely ineffective to tax U.S.
citizens who expatriate for the principal pur-
pose to avoid the tax.

The proposed provision is similar to those
in other countries, including Canada and
Australia. The concept is also similar to
laws in many States, where individuals who
move to other States are taxed on compensa-
tion earned before the move though it may
not be received until after the move.

The law would be limited in its scope.
It would not apply to real estate or
pensions, regardless of their value. We
already tax gains on real estate of for-
eign citizens as a result of the sale of
property. Under the Finance Com-
mittee reform, the State Department
would notify the IRS when anybody re-
linquishes their U.S. citizenship. The
State Department would provide appro-
priate information to assist the IRS in
enforcing the provision.

As the report of the Senate Finance
Committee stated on this provision, it
is fair and equitable to tax expatriates
on the appreciation of their assets
when they relinquish their U.S. citizen-
ship.

I regret that Congress is unable to
act now to close this billionaires’ tax
loophole in the current tax bill. We
know that our Republican colleagues
are quick to call for deep cuts in pro-
grams that help working families, chil-
dren, college students, senior citizens,
and other deserving Americans. So it is
ironic that our Republican colleagues
show so much solicitude for the least-
deserving Americans—those who want
to renounce their citizenship in order
to evade their fair share of taxes on the
massive fortunes they have accumu-
lated from the blessings of America.
This tax loophole should be closed as
soon as possible.

So, Mr. President, it was my pur-
pose—and I am joined by a number of
my colleagues. Although we were not
technically able to do so in terms of
the parliamentary situation in which
we finds ourselves, at least we should
be accorded an opportunity to vote on
a resolution that would do just that—
that is, remedy this situation.

I would expect that it would have
overwhelming support. I would expect
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that it would have unanimous support.
I see on the floor my friend and col-
league, the chairman of the Finance
Committee. As I noted earlier today,
he had given assurance, as did the Sen-
ator from New York, that this issue
would be resolved in the conference,
along with other members of the Fi-
nance Committee. Senator BRADLEY
authored the provision in the Finance
Committee, and he indicated that as
well.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that
Members ought to be able to express
the sense of outrage that is felt by
their constituents and be able to speak
to this issue in support of a resolution
that would urge that at the earliest
possible time, there be action on this
particular loophole. We do not doubt
for a moment the sincere, dedicated,
committed desire of the Members I
mentioned and other members on the
committee to do so.

To many of us who have been around
long enough to know that when we are
in those conferences and the House has
a different view about this, that get-
ting a unanimous, recorded vote by the
membership, Republican and Democrat
alike, with the strong assurances of the
members of the Finance Committee,
majority as well as minority, and all
Members of the Senate on this, that
this would be an issue that would be re-
solved and resolved in a timely fashion,
and that this real injustice to all of the
other American taxpayers—because
when we have this kind of loophole,
make no mistake about it, it is the
hard-working men and women that are
paying the taxes, playing by the rules,
that make up the difference.

Every time you have this kind of a
windfall and you create that deficit,
what are we asked to do? We are asked
to address the problems of the deficit.
Here are where the cuts come. That is
what we are being asked to do here—to
cut the child care programs, the WIC
Program, cut the Head Start Program.
Why? For deficit reduction. And one of
the good reasons we have it is because
we have a loophole like the one I have
just mentioned. It seems that the least
we can do is to have a sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that reflects the com-
bined body here of the Senate on the
earliest possible time. I wish we could
have worked out a process prior to the
vote.

I understand that we will move to a
vote. Of course we will have an oppor-
tunity to offer it on the underlying
measure, in terms of the rescissions
later on.

It would seem to me that it would be
wise for the leadership to give a very
clear indication about their support
and make it easy to resolve this. An-
nounce to the world that tomorrow at
10 o’clock, this afternoon at 5, we will
vote on this. We will close this down.
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But we cannot do that. We hear, “We
are for it,”” but we will not be given an
opportunity to vote on it. We are not
going to say when we can get a vote on
it. We have to conclude that if this is
the case, why do we not just say at a
time certain that we will get a resolu-
tion on this matter such that the ma-
jority leader and the minority leader
and the members of the Finance Com-
mittee will all say, ‘‘This is an expres-
sion of the unanimous vote of the Sen-
ate.” That is what we are desiring to
do.

We are saying to the House of Rep-
resentatives that the Senate of the
United States—Democrats and Repub-
licans—are all aligned together. We be-
lieve that action has to be taken, that
this loophole has to be closed. We are
prepared to go on record. We are pre-
pared to set the time to do so.

I want just to finally indicate that I
am very hopeful that we can do it. I
will be eager to try and work with the
leadership to try and establish that
time. I will also be forced to remind
our body, if we are not able to do it, as
to what, really, is at issue.

It is the issue of fundamental fair-
ness. An issue of which side are we on.
Are we on the side of working families
who are in the lifeline programs that
reach the children of this country? In
the child care programs, where we have
long lines of parents trying to get qual-
ity child care? Or the school-to-work
program for the 70 percent of the indi-
viduals who do not go on to 4-year col-
lege and want to be able to find em-
ployment? This program, which has
strong bipartisan support, reflects a
combination of business and educators
and parents trying to get people into
work.

Other programs include the WIC nu-
trition program, which was spoken to
so eloquently by our friend and col-
league, the Senator from California.
The Head Start Program, which was re-
viewed by a bipartisan commission,
virtually had a unanimous vote when it
passed out of the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, and had strong
support in the House.

Goals 2000 education reform, which
incorporates many of the ideas and
suggestions of the previous Secretaries
of Education.

The Chapter I Program that focuses
on the educationally disadvantaged.

The Safe and Drug Free Schools Pro-
gram—we obviously know that as
much as we do to reform our education
system, if we do not have a safe school,
none of this will matter.

Finally, regarding the AmeriCorps
Program, we must not pull the rug out
from underneath the young men and
women who are beginning to reap its
benefits and serve their communities.

This is really something that I think
all Americans can understand.

I see other colleagues that want to
speak here this afternoon. I would hope
that we will all understand the impact
of these cuts when we vote on this
measure. I can give the assurance to
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the membership we will get a vote on
it, hopefully sooner than later.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority manager is recognized.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I thank the Chair.

It was almost 25 years ago that I
traveled around the country with my
good friend, the senior Senator from
Massachusetts. I was then on the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee. He was,
I believe, chairman of the Health Sub-
committee. We were doing health hear-
ings around the country going to hos-
pitals, holding hearings.

There is no question that his compas-
sion for the poor is unrivaled in this
body. Sometimes, however, that com-
passion is confused by the volume of
his oratory and the velocity of his sta-
tistics.

Volume and velocity are not nec-
essarily accuracy. He uses the word
‘“‘cut, cut, cut.” Only in this Govern-
ment—not in any State government
that I know—only in this Government
do we use the word ‘‘cut” as follows:
cut means we are going to spend less
than we thought we were going to
spend in the future, even though it is
more than we are spending now. That
is a cut.

This would be a cut, to an average
layperson. I am making $1,000 a month.
I think I am worth $1,200 a month. I go
to the boss and say, I am worth $1,200.
And the boss says I don’t have $1,200. I
will give you $1,100. You do not tell
your wife you got cut $200; you got $100
raise. It is not as much as you hoped
but more than you are getting.

I defy you to ask any average normal
citizen in this country to define ‘‘cut”
the way we define it.

Having said that, we will take a look
at the quantity of money we now
spend. The Federal Government—and
we hate to be cavalier about this but I
will round it off—the Federal Govern-
ment this year will spend about $1.5
trillion—*‘t,” trillion, $1.5 trillion.

If we were to spend $1.5 trillion a
year for the next 7 years—and the rea-
son I pick that is the year 2002 we are
hoping to get to a balanced budget—we
would spend about $11 trillion. We are
planning to spend under current law, if
we do not change the current law at
all, we do not add anything like long-
term care to Medicare, we do not add
anything more to AmeriCorps or Head
Start, over the next 7 years instead of
spending $11 trillion, as we would spend
if we spent the same amount every
year, we would spend $15 trillion. That
is if we do not change the laws. And we
would still have the perpetual deficits.

In order to balance the budget by the
year 2002, instead of $15 trillion spent
over the next 7 years, we need to spend
about $14 trillion. I want to emphasize,
again, we are spending roughly $1.5
trillion now.

If we continue to spend it over 7
years, we would spend about $11 tril-
lion. To balance the budget, we can do
it and spend $14 trillion. That is not a
cut from what we are now spending—
Social Security is not going to go
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down, Medicare is not going to go
down, Medicaid will not go down, edu-
cation will not go down, food for the
poor will not go down. They are all
going to go up, not down.

The reason that people use the word
“‘cut” is because they have a vested in-
terest in the program. Often, they are
bureaucrats who administer it and ag-
grandizement and biggering is good for
bureaucracy. The more you can bigger,
the better.

So we have come with this concept
only, really, in the last 20 years, of
what a cut is: Spending less than we
were otherwise going to spend but
more than we are spending now.

Unfortunately, the press has picked
it up. They say Republicans plan to
cut—whatever it is. So let me give an
example. Let us take some of the pro-
grams that my good friend from Massa-
chusetts has. Let us take Head Start
and let us say we were going to spend
$500—8$100 a year on it over the next, let
us say, b years: $500; and let us say we
were going to spend $100 a year on
school lunches for the next 5 years: an-
other $500; and $100 on child care per
year. So over 5 years, you have $500 we
would spend on Head Start, $500 on
school lunches, and $500 on child care.
That is $1,600 we would spend over the
next 5 years.

Let us say, however, that the current
law—no change in the current law, we
do not have to vote for anything—
would say that on these programs we
will spend $200 a year. So over 5 years,
instead of spending $500, we would
spend $1,000 on each program. So on the
three programs, instead of spending
$1,500, we spend $3,000.

Now let us say the Republicans come
forth and say, ‘“We think, over the next
5 years on those three programs, in-
stead of $1,500 that we are now spend-
ing if you were to flatten it out, we
think we should spend $2,500; not $3,000,
$2,600.” The argument would be made
we have cut the programs $500.

We have not cut the programs. We
have increased the spending $1,000. It
just is not as much as advocates of
each of those programs would like. And
we, everyone in this body, knows we
are faced with this.

In comes a group whose principal
purpose is education. It can often be
conservative Republicans, let us say it
is the National Association of School
Boards. Except in very big towns, my
experience has been that school board
members are often Republicans, some-
what conservative, and they want to
balance the budget. But they are on
the school board, so in they come and
say, ‘“Yes, I am for the balanced budget
amendment, I am for balancing the
budget, but education is a special prob-
lem and you must increase spending for
education. If we have to balance the
budget, you should take it from some-
place else.” They leave.

In the next week comes the National
Association of Hospital Boards of Di-
rectors. These are almost invariably
Republicans, also. They are the town’s
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elite, the town’s 400. They are generous
in their charity. They give money to
the hospital. In they come, and they
understand the fastest growing pro-
gram we have is health and they want
to balance the budget. But they say,
“You have to understand that health is
in a special category. If the budget
must be balanced, take it out of edu-
cation.” They leave.

In comes the National Association of
the Chiefs of Police, and to them the
most critical problem facing this coun-
try is crime and the budgets for their
police department. These people are
normally reasonably conservative,
also. Probably if they had to vote on a
balanced budget amendment, they
would vote four or five to one for a bal-
anced budget. But fighting crime is
unique and different and, ‘“‘If there is
not enough money for everything, we
should take it out of education and
health so that we have it for crime.”’

None of these people are malevolent.
Each of these people sees the world
through their eyes. Each of them sees
it through the programs that they ad-
minister or are committed to—and are
committed to out of perfect decency.
Yet, if you do not see the world as they
see it, if you say, ‘‘Listen, somehow in-
stead of spending $3,000—we are now
spending on the average only $1,500
—“we have to cut it to $2,500,”” which is
really a $1,000 increase, but in order to
pare down the increase by $500, we have
to take a little bit off of the increase in
education and a little bit off the in-
crease in health and a little bit off the
increase in crime prevention—each one
of them is mad at you because you did
not see the world as they saw it.

I want to emphasize, again, when we
finally get the welfare reform bill on
the floor, when we finally get the en-
tire budget bill on the floor—if we ever
get it on the floor—and if we have a
budget that gets us to a balance in 7
years, spending will be up for health,
up for education. It may be down in de-
fense. It will be up for child care. It
will be up for almost every social pro-
gram we Know.

Aha, but the opponents are going to
say, we cannot guarantee that because
you are going to block grant it. By
block granting, we simply mean we are
going to give to the States some of
these programs, with some money, and
tell them to administer it.

Let me take the example I have used,
these three: Head Start, school lunch,
and child care. As I say, we are now
spending $100 each year, $300 a year on
the three of them; over 5 years, that is
$1,600. But if we did not make any
change in the law over those 5 years,
we would spend $3,000. So let us say we
say to the States we will make you a
deal. We think you are closer to the
people than we are. We think you know
your problems better than we do. The
problems of Oregon may not be the
problems of New York. Certainly, the
problems of Newport, OR, are not the
problems of New York City. We are
going to give to the States for these
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three programs $2,500 over b years, and
say to the States, ‘““You spend it as you
want on these three programs: Head
Start, school lunch, and child care.”

But we do not say in each case how
much they have to spend on each of
those programs. They just have to
spend the aggregate $2,500 on those
three programs. The States that are
stable, with relatively lower divorce
rates, with only one person in the
household working, may not have the
same child care problems that an urban
area with illegitimate birth rates of 50
or 60 or 70 percent and no man around
in the household, they may have a dif-
ferent problem about child care. It may
not be as critical as it is when you are
trying to get a woman off welfare, get
her a job, and she has a child and the
child is 1 or 2 years of age, and she is
19 and not quite out of high school—
dropped out. She needs child care.

Maybe that State says, ‘“We are
going to have to spend more on child
care than even what the Federal Gov-
ernment might have planned to have
spent on that particular program. But
we will spend a little bit less on Head
Start or a little bit less—not less than
we are spending, less than was planned
to be spent.”

So the argument will be made, if you
give these programs to the States,
there is no guarantee that they will
have the compassion and the knowl-
edge and the interest to take care of
Head Start and school lunch and child
care the way a compassionate Federal
Government would. Not only that we
understand the problems better, the ar-
gument goes, so we have to have pro-
grams that have a myriad of Federal
regulations that go with them-—not
only do we understand them better, we
are more compassionate. State legisla-
tors do not care about children, they
do not care about nutrition, they do
not care about Head Start. Governors
are callous, backward people who have
no concern that their children are well
educated and well fed.

That is just baloney. We know it. For
us to say at the Federal level that the
Governors and the State legislatures
do not care about these problems is
outrageous. They care as much as we
do, and they are closer to the problem
than we are.

So let us get over this argument
about cut, cut, cut. Are there going to
be reductions in spending from what we
would otherwise spend if we are going
to balance the budget? Yes.

Will those be reductions from what
we are now spending? No. Will they be
somewhat less than the most wild-
eyed, zealous partisan of these par-
ticular programs that they would like
spent on their programs? Perhaps. We
are going to have to ask everybody in
this country to share in the reduction
of the increase—not a cut —a reduction
of the increase. This battle we are
going to have at another time.

I mention this only because my good
friend from Massachusetts has talked
about this expatriate tax provision in
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the bill that is currently before us
which would allow the self-employed in
this country to take a 25-percent de-
duction for health insurance which
they purchase, and 30 percent starting
in this year, and has said we have cut
out the tax on the wealthy and we
favor the wealthy at the expense of the
poor at the very same time that we are
cutting Head Start, and AmeriCorps. I
say again we are not cutting. He likes
to use the term. But we are not cut-
ting. At the same time we are reducing
the increase, we are cutting the tax on
the malevolent rich who flee their
country to avoid taxation.

First, in this country, if you leave it
for purposes of avoiding taxation, we
can tax you for 10 years. My good
friend from Massachusetts has said,
yes. But for 10 years. You can leave
this country and you have what we call
unrealized capital gains. Perhaps the
price of a stock goes up. The value goes
up but you have not sold it, and you do
not sell it for 10 years. That is an un-
usual situation. It is very unusual for
somebody to leave and not touch their
assets for a decade. But if they leave
this country now to avoid taxation, we
can tax them for 10 years.

I will tell you what happened with
this expatriate tax provision. I am
frank to admit it was mostly my error
in moving too rapidly. The House bill
did not have this provision in it at all.
We were doing what we call the mark-
up on this bill, and Senator BRADLEY
offered the provision to tax the expa-
triates. We had relatively little discus-
sion about it. We adopted it without
even a rollcall vote; no hearings; did
not really grasp the significance of
what we might be doing. We have done
this before in this body.

I remember John Williams, who was
a Senator from Delaware, Senator
ROTH’s predecessor, who served here 24
years, and he and I overlapped by 2
years. I was elected in 1968 he retired in
1970. But he used a wonderful expres-
sion once in which he said, “We make
more mistakes in haste than we lose
opportunities in delay.”

I will give you one mistake we made.
This tax provision that we put in the
Senate bill only applies to American
citizens. We have any number of people
who come to this country from Cuba,
Italy, Poland, Germany, and they are
legal immigrants. They work here.
They pay their taxes here. They are
good citizens. They participate in life
while they are here. But at the end of
30 or 40 years of work, and they have
been very successful and have made a
fair amount of money, they choose to
go back home. The tug of the home
country is there for people. So they go.
They never became an American cit-
izen. They are here legally. There is no
complaint about that. They paid their
taxes; no complaint about that. This
bill does not apply to them. They never
became an American citizen.

But take the same person from Po-
land, or Germany, or Cuba who comes
here, becomes an American citizen, is
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naturalized, decides to go back to the
home country, they are taxed. We did
not know that. It just did not occur to
us.
I will give you another example. This
is at variance of many naturalized citi-
zens; some who fled Cuba or were
forced out of Cuba when Castro seized
control; in many respects confiscated
much of their property. You had engi-
neers and doctors coming here in 1960,
1961, 1962 and went to work in the most
menial of occupations here because
they had been driven out of their home
land and had not yet passed licensure
exams here, and had no money here.
And over 30 years they have become
very successful. They are the leading
citizens in the movement to free Cuba
of its dictatorial control. They will one
day be successful. Some of them have
become citizens, some not. My hunch
will be when Cuba is free many of them
will want to return home. That does
not mean they are bad Americans, al-
though in some cases they have not
taken out citizenship. But it means
they want to go back to their country
when it is freed.

Are we going to tax them? Are they
leaving for tax reasons? Are they leav-
ing for patriotic reasons? Our bill taxes
them no matter what. How many occa-
sions have we had where citizens all
over this world have had to flee their
country and go into exile for 5, 10, 15
years because of a repressive govern-
ment at home and they could not re-
turn until that government became
free? And then they go home. How are
they to be taxed? We did not consider
it.

I will give you another example. A
wealthy father sets up a trust for his
grandson. The grandson marries a for-
eigner, perhaps met the foreigner when
the grandson was a student overseas or
in the military overseas and takes out
citizenship in that country. The grand-
father is still alive. The trust is rev-
ocable. Is the grandson, when he leaves
this country, taxed on what we would
call the corpus, the amount of that
trust, even though he has not gotten it
and may not get it? We do not know.
We did not consider that problem. No-
body raised that problem.

I will give you another example. A
person works here all their life. They
are very successful. The employer for
whom they work has been putting
aside money in their pension plan. Fi-
nally, the accumulated pension plan
with the interest and everything on it
is significant and the person is to get =
amount of dollars a month from the
time they retire. He retires at 60, and
goes back home. It is an American cit-
izen. I think the way this is drawn that
corpus, that amount in the pension
plan, is taxed immediately. I think. I
am not sure. Then I think the pay-
ments are taxed also when you get
your pension. Did we intend that or did
we not intend that? I am not sure what
we intended.

I say this only to attempt to amelio-
rate the argument that this was done
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at the behest of or because of the rich
in this country; this was adopted in
haste and we did not grasp its full con-
sequences.

In addition, it was not in the House
bill and the House with a vote on the
floor before we went to conference with
them instructed their conferees not to
accept this provision. So the chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee and
I have jointly put out a release saying
we want the Joint Tax Committee,
which is the professional group that so
well advises the House and the Senate,
to study this problem, give us a report
by June 1. We will have hearings on it.
There will be legislation enacted. And
the effective date of it will be February
6 of this year so people cannot now get
under the deadline in an attempt to
flee the country at the moment before
the law is in effect.

So the problem will be taken care of.
But it will be taken care of in a respon-
sible way. I say again, in this case, in
my judgment we did not act irrespon-
sibly. We did not act malevolently. We
just did not grasp the consequences of
what we were doing.

So I hope that the debate and the dis-
cussion would not be one of rancor and
class warfare, that we are excusing the
rich, and in order to do that we must
eliminate programs for the poor. That
is not the debate over this issue. It is a
debate over equal protection of the
laws, and under the equal protection of
the laws everyone in this country is to
be treated equally—the poor, and the
rich, and you do not suffer a particular
penalty solely because you are rich. A
penalty that may—I emphasize ‘“‘may’”’
because we do not know—be unwise,
may be unfair, may in some cases vio-
late international treaties that we
have agreed to. We are not sure.

I hope we can adopt very soon the
conference report that we are dis-
cussing so that roughly 3.2 million self-
employed working Americans in this
country will know whether or not they
can take a 25-percent deduction for
health insurance premiums that they
buy for themselves. They are not em-
ployed. Their employer is not paying
for this. They pay for it. The longer we
delay, the tougher it is going to be for
them to know whether or not they can
make this tax deduction, which is now
going to have to be filed in just 12 more
days.

So I thank the Chair. I hope we can
conclude this debate not in a tax on
the poor or a tax on the rich or an ar-
gument that the provision is a tradeoff
so we have to cut programs for the
poor. It is not that. And when this
whole debate on spending and welfare
and block grants is over, I hope it will
be very clear to America that no one is
cutting programs for the poor. The
question is are we willing to somewhat
restrain the increases so that we might
achieve a balanced budget, so that
those very children we are talking
about now do not face the possibility of
bankruptcy of this Nation or the bank-
ruptcy of the Social Security System
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or the bankruptcy of Medicare—and
that is only 6 or 7 years away—so that
they do not have to face that and pay
for it because we refused to have the
courage or the wisdom or the foresight
to attempt to modestly reduce the in-
crease in spending sufficiently to give
them a balanced budget.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to speak on the Daschle amend-
ment. Let me just comment briefly on
the observations of my friend from the
State of Oregon.

It is true that the volume of Senator
KENNEDY’S remarks does not nec-
essarily mean that there is virtue to
his remarks, but in this case I believe
there is virtue in his remarks. And be-
cause my colleague from Oregon
speaks in a calm, less passionate voice
does not mean necessarily that there is
virtue to everything he had to say,
some of which I agree with, some of
which I do not. That we should provide
tax breaks for the self-employed in
their health insurance we agree com-
pletely.

When my colleague from Oregon says
that this particular tax break is de-
signed so that we have equal protection
for everyone, the poor and the rich
alike, it is true that if you are either
poor or you are a millionaire and you
move to the Caribbean and you re-
nounce your American citizenship, you
can get this tax break. But there are
not going to be very many poor people
who are going to take advantage of
that. This is designed for those who are
more fortunate economically.

When my friend argues that all we
have to do in the future to achieve a
balanced budget is to restrain spend-
ing, he is correct. If you assume and we
were to pass, we were to pick up one
more vote for a balanced budget
amendment, if we had no cuts in inter-
est rates—and every projection, CBO,
Data Resources, all of them say we will
have reduction in interest rates—if we
were to have no changes in Social Se-
curity, we could increase spending 1.7
percent a year between now and the
year 2002 and achieve a balanced budg-
et. So that argument by Senator PACK-
WOOD is absolutely correct.

I serve on the Budget Committee. 1
want us to use not what we call
euphemistically the current services
budget but where we are now. That is
how a family does it, as Senator PACK-
WOOD says correctly.

But the Senator from Oregon is in-
correct when he said these are not
cuts. What he said, if he were making
a speech on the 1996 budget, would be
accurate. In the rescission, what we are
saying to groups is we are giving you
the money. Indian housing, we have
told them we have appropriated X-
number of dollars—I do not know the
amount—for desperately needed hous-
ing on Indian reservations, and now we
are coming along saying we are taking
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back $100 million of the money that
you received. And you look through
this.

To AmeriCorps, Senator DASCHLE
will restore $210 million, overwhelm-
ingly supported by the American pub-
lic; 90 percent support the idea. The
Los Angeles Times showed 60 percent
of the people who call themselves con-
servative support the idea.

Republican Governors.
Governor says:

While balancing the budget, fighting man-
dates, and streamlining government, I am
committed to this community service pro-
gram for Montana.

Michigan’s Governor:

AmeriCorps captures the promise found in
all its citizens, young and old, who see prob-
lems in their communities and work to-
gether to solve them.

Massachusetts’ Governor:

Governors of both parties have shared my
enthusiasm for national service.

Title 1 helps poorer people, the dis-
advantaged. The reality is we do not do
a very good job in the field of edu-
cation in disadvantaged communities. I
am not saying all education in dis-
advantaged communities is terrible,
but it needs a lift.

It is very interesting that Sweden,
which does not have the income dis-
parities we have in the United States,
spends two to three times as much for
education in the disadvantaged areas
as in the more affluent areas. We do
the opposite.

I was on a call-in program this morn-
ing with station WILL in Champaign,
IL, and a faculty member of the Uni-
versity of Illinois got on the phone and
he interpreted my remarks as being
negative about American education.
But he made this significant observa-
tion. He said some of the finest stu-
dents we have come from the Chicago
suburbs.

The Chicago suburbs. Not the city of
Chicago, where the need is so great,
where, frankly, we are not spending the
money. If there is any question about
the value of title I since it was enacted,
the gap between black and white stu-
dents has narrowed significantly. For
9-year-olds, the gap in achievement
test scores has closed by 18 percent in
math and 25 percent in reading.

This program works. And this is a
program we are going to cut back on if
we do not adopt the Daschle amend-
ment. The dropout rate for 16- to 24-
year-olds has declined significantly for
all students, from 17 percent in 1967 to
11 percent in 1993. The decline in the
dropout rate has been even more dra-
matic for African-American students,
going from 28.6 percent in 1967 to 13.6
percent in 1993: even with the present
appropriation that this rescission
would cut back without the Daschle
amendment, 13 percent of high-poverty
schools will receive no funds at all. In
the city of Chicago, the Chicago school
district, you have to achieve 56 percent
of poverty in your school before you re-
ceive any help. Clearly, a needed pro-
gram.

Montana’s
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Goals 2000. We hear a lot of talk
around here how we are going to help
the States. Goals 2000 says to the
States you set your standards, you es-
tablish the program, and we will pro-
vide some assistance. We cut back on
that.

Safe and drug-free schools. Cut back
$100 million out of $472 million appro-
priated. We are going to solve the prob-
lem of crime not just by building more
prisons but by drug treatment pro-
grams, drug prevention programs, edu-
cation programs—very much needed.

Head Start. Every study shows Head
Start pays off in this country. And just
about every Head Start program has a
waiting list of young people to get into
the Head Start program.

I visited the Head Start program in
Rock Island, IL, where, like every Head
Start program, they have a waiting
list. In Rock Island, IL,, on Monday
morning, one group of children come
in; Tuesday morning, a second group
comes in; Wednesday morning, a third
group, and so forth.

I asked the woman in charge: What
would it mean if you could have the
same children in here not just 1 day a
week but all week? She smiled and
said, ‘““You can’t believe the difference
it would make in their lives.”

We save money by not funding Head
Start so that all young people who
need the help can get into it, but it is
extremely shortsighted.

The WIC Program; every study shows
it pays off tremendously. That is the
health program for women, infants,
and children.

School-to-work. I heard Gov. Tommy
Thompson from Wisconsin—and, as the
Presiding Officer knows, he is a good
Republican Governor—I heard him
praise what we did in school-to-work.
We are spending a huge amount of our
education dollar for those young people
who go on and get a bachelors degree,
but 75 percent of our students do not do
that. School-to-work is designed for ev-
eryone, but particularly for those who
are not going to go on to get that bach-
elor’s degree. There was $30 million cut
out of that.

Year-round youth training, under the
JTPA Program, cut $100 million. With
the kind of youth unemployment that
we have, I do not think it makes sense.

Immigrant education. I hear a lot of
speeches that we ought to make
English the official language around
here. I do not know what it would
mean, incidentally. Would that mean
you cannot get a translation if you are
in court if you speak Chinese or Span-
ish or some other language?

But it is interesting that when we
come up for immigrant education to
have classes so that people can learn
the English language—and that is real-
ly the way you make English the offi-
cial language, let people learn the lan-
guage, and we ought to do that—we are
cutting $8.8 million out of that.

I believe that the amendment by Sen-
ator DASCHLE is a sound amendment.

I agree with Senator PACKWOOD and I
agree with our Presiding Officer that
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we need a balanced budget amendment
and that we ought to start from a zero
base and not a current services budget.
My hope is, and my belief is, that Sen-
ator DOMENICI is going to do that with
the Budget Committee this year.

But, I think it is a mistake to cut
back, particularly in this area of edu-
cation.

I note on the floor the presence of the
Senator from Vermont, who has been
rightfully telling us for some time we
ought to be spending a higher percent-
age of our budget on education.

It is very interesting, as interest has
grown because of the deficit, we have
spent less and less on education. In fis-
cal year 1949, believe it or not, 9 per-
cent of the Federal budget went for
education. Today, 2 percent of our
budget goes for education. We will
spend 11 times as much this year on
the gross interest expenditure as we
will spend on education.

Mr. President, I hope we will adopt
the Daschle amendment. This should
not be a partisan matter. I think it
makes sense. I hope we will do the
right thing for the future of our coun-
try and vote for it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Cory Heyman,
a Jacob Javits fellow in my office, be
granted floor privileges for today’s pro-
ceedings.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
would like to talk to my colleagues
about the rescissions bill and also, in a
broader context, about the situation
with respect to education in the coun-
try.

I am going to run through a rel-
atively large number of charts today,
each of which is very significant and
with a great deal of information in-
volved. As time progresses through the
spring, I will go over each of these
areas in greater detail.

But I think now, as we begin talking
about the rescission bill, it is impor-
tant that we examine the cuts in the
critical area of education.

When it becomes necessary to cut, it
is easiest when everyone holds hands
and says, ‘‘Oh, let’s take our cuts and
suffer together.” However, in some
cases, cuts may exacerbate the deficit
problem, not ease it. Education is a
critical item in this regard.

Earlier this year, business represent-
atives from the Business Round Table,
the National Alliance of Business,
NAB, and the chamber of commerce ap-
proached me with concerns about the
state of the work force and its ability
to meet the increasing effective inter-
national competition.

As a result, this Wednesday, a sum-
mit will be held here in Washington
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with business and education leaders,
parent and student representatives,
and political leaders.

I would like to share with you today
the facts I will share with them on
Wednesday. It is my hope that, when
you review this information, you will
agree that cutting educational funds
could be most counterproductive to
deficit reduction and for our future.

When the Berlin Wall came down, we
all breathed a sigh of relief. But as we
were beating against the wall over the
decades since World War II, our eco-
nomic competitors were beating us in
entering into the evolving markets
around the world. They now stand
ready to meet the demands of the new
markets of Asia, Eastern Europe, and
the rest of the world.

Ours remains the most productive
economy in the world, but our failing
educational system and the inability to
provide the necessary work force for
our industry is seriously threatening
our edge and our economic future.

Most worrisome is that the gap be-
tween our level of learning and that of
our major competitors is increasing—
that is, it is getting worse—not de-
creasing. Especially in the critical
areas of math and science, American
children trail their counterparts in Eu-
rope and Asia. And they are losing
ground.

Let us take a look at the status of
our education. I would remind every-
one that in 1983, Secretary of Edu-
cation Bell, under the Reagan adminis-
tration, set forth ‘“A Nation at Risk”
and analyzed our educational system,
analyzed where we stood in the world
and declared that this Nation was at
serious risk. In fact, he went on to say,
in words of this nature, that if an
enemy of this country had forced upon
us the educational system that we have
in this country today, we would con-
sider it an act of war.

Since that time, 1983, a number of se-
rious reports, documents and books
have been written, all saying the same
thing. We have had two summits since
then. We established goals in 1989,
which were adopted this past year, to
determine where we must be in order
to be competitive in the international
world.

I think this first chart that I will
show you, chart A, kind of says it all
with respect to where we are with the
rest of the world in those critical areas
of math education. Look at it. You can
hardly even see it is on the chart.

But the most startling aspect of this
chart is to look at who No. 1 is—
China—China, by far. And when you
consider that it has a population of
nearly 1.2 billion people and when you
consider the serious deficit that we
have in our trade with China, can you
not help but be concerned that this is a
serious problem.

But if you do not like that one, if you
do not care about the international
scene, if you do not think we have to
worry about our market, take a look at
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this next chart. This is the one which
shakes me up the most.

This one says that over half of the
high school students in this country
who graduate are functionally illit-
erate. That means they are unable to
perform basic tasks to get a job.

That is so startling to me that I can-
not help but wonder whether or not
this Nation is going to survive if we do
not do something.

The business community is deeply
concerned about this. In fact, there was
a report that came out a few weeks
ago, which was reported in the New
York Times and elsewhere, which indi-
cated that businesses do not even both-
er to interview high school graduates
anymore. It is not worth their time.
They are not educated enough. What
business does then is spend some $200
billion a year to train and educate
their workers. I will show a chart later
which illustrates the costs associated
with a well-trained work force.

Let us take a look at where we stand.
We established a goal under Goals 2000,
that everyone shall be educated at
least to meet certain basic standards.
We set forth a curriculum and stand-
ards in the 1983 report, ‘“A Nation at
Risk.” In 1990, only 22 percent of our
high school graduates were adequately
educated in the recommended core cur-
riculum.

We have a serious problem. Yet, we
have a hard time convincing many of
that. I found myself going to my own
local high school and asking the ques-
tion:

“How are we doing?”

And they said, ‘“We’re doing fine.”

Then they told me, ‘“Well, our kids
now are taking calculus and some of
them are taking it in their junior
year.”

I said, ‘“Wow, that’s great, I didn’t
get it until I was in college.”’

However, the problem with that is if
you are in Taiwan, Japan, or other
areas, you are getting calculus in your
freshman year. And one wonders why
we are so far behind.

I think the only way we can get peo-
ple to understand is to show the impact
it is having upon the Nation as a
whole. I feel in this Nation, we have a
tendency—I know I do—to compare our
school system with the one in the next
county or our State with another
State, but we fail to compare it with
those of our competitors.

If you take a look at this chart, and
you will see as we go through these
charts, if we do not have an educated
population and if you as an individual
do not have an adequate education, you
will not have an adequate earning ca-
pacity in this Nation, to give you the
kind of lifestyle you desire.

This chart basically shows that edu-
cation means a job, and the more edu-
cation you have, the more money you
are going to make during your life. It
also indicates that about 25 percent of
the people who are school dropouts,
many of whom are also functionally il-
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literate, have an extremely difficult
time finding employment.

But as this shows, if you get a bach-
elor’s degree your earning potential al-
most doubles; if you go up to a mas-
ter’s, it will double again. The point is
if we do not have an educated popu-
lation, if you are not well educated,
you have a very limited earning poten-
tial.

Let us take a look now at the dif-
ferences this means in the standard of
living in this country. As I indicated,
our education has not kept up. Our
competitors are beating us. This is a
chart which is used over and over again
to show that in the last 20 years or
more, the person who drops out of high
school has seen a decrease of 35 per-
cent—I repeat, a decrease of 35 per-
cent—in their real income.

If you only have a high school di-
ploma, you have seen an 18-percent de-
crease in your median family income,
and if you had some college but did not
graduate from college, there has been
an 1ll-percent decrease over the last 20
years in your standard of living. Only
those who went to college and beyond
have seen an increase in their standard
of living over the past 20 years. That is
a sad commentary on where we are.

I think it is important that we keep
this in mind and recognize that we
have to improve the educational sys-
tem. In a few moments, I will go on to
explain what must be done and how I
hope we can accomplish it.

Now let us get to the area we are dis-
cussing today and will be discussing in
the next few months, and that is, what
does the budget do, what impact does it
have on our future budgets? What we
find on this chart is that over half a
trillion dollars in costs are suffered by
this Nation because of a failed edu-
cational system.

Let me run through these figures. It
costs $225 billion to our businesses each
year—$225 billion each year—for reme-
dial education, to teach the young peo-
ple the things they should have learned
up through high school, and for skill
education, the things that they need to
have to hold a job which will help us in
our international competition in order
to increase our Nation’s productivity.

We spent $208 billion for various wel-
fare expenditures in this Nation. This
is yet another reflection of what hap-
pens when people are not sufficiently
educated. There are some 80 million
functionally illiterate individuals in
this country who cannot fully con-
tribute to our economy; $43 billion is
the cost of crime to our society; incar-
ceration costs anywhere from $20,000 to
$60,000 per inmate, money which could
be put to better use. Money is not the
only way we suffer from crime; it also
poses a danger to our society. Yet when
we recognize that close to 80 percent of
the people incarcerated are school
dropouts, it indicates how extraor-
dinary the impact of education is on
our society.
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We have $200 billion for expenditures
on our citizens for lost productivity as
well as, I mentioned, training.

What I want to point out is if we de-
crease our expenditures in education,
then we increase the social costs and in
turn our deficit will grow. But equally
important—it is not shown on this
chart—is that if we did not have to pay
for these undereducated individuals
and if there was not the drain on the
economy their lack of education
caused, we would actually have $125
billion more in revenue.

So when we cut back on education,
we run the risk of not only increasing
social costs but also decreasing the
amount of revenues we will have at our
disposal.

Let me go on and talk about the
basic question which is relevant to the
area of the deficit.

There are people who will say—and
they are correct—that lack of money is
not necessarily the problem and, in
many cases, this is true. We spend
more than any other society does, as a
percentage of our gross national prod-
uct, on education. But what we do not
do is get our kids to learn as much as
other young people do in this world.

Let us take a look at one of the areas
that should graphically display why we
are behind our international competi-
tors. The only thing we need to look at
in this country is the number of hours
our kids spend watching television.

Look at that chart, it shows that we
have far outpaced all of the other chil-
dren in the world by the amount of
time they spend on education, and yet
we have the least amount of time spent
on homework.

Yes, the problem is not just nec-
essarily money. There is no question
about it. A lot has to do with parents,
a lot has to do with our culture, which
sometimes puts leisure time and TV
ahead of homework.

Let us take a look at the next chart.
The next chart I want to point out is
that even though we expend a lot more
money than other countries do on our
education, there are still areas we all
agree are important and yet there are
dire insufficiencies. For example, pro-
grams that assist lower-income indi-
viduals.

First of all, studies show that early
intervention helps. A Michigan study,
which was a 20-year longitudinal study,
indicates that although kids will catch
up in educational aspects, many who
suffer for special education needs, will
suffer social misadjustment. Yet all of
those problems decrease substantially
if you have a program like Head Start
preschool education.

I remember when I first came to the
Senate. A group of CEO’s came to my
office. I thought they would talk about
tax relief, but they said the thing we
need to do right away is to fully fund
Head Start in order to get our edu-
cational system up to par. I will never
forget that meeting because it made
me fully aware of the educational
needs of this Nation.
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Title 1. That is, again, an educational
program for low-achieving students in
high-poverty areas, to help bring them
up to par. Funding this program fully
would be another $12 billion a year.

Special education. I was on the com-
mittee that wrote the special edu-
cation law in 1975. It was a necessity.
The courts ruled that every child in
America is entitled to an appropriate
education. We wrote the law that es-
tablished the national criteria to make
sure that people would be in compli-
ance with the Constitution. We said we
would fund it at 40 percent of the total
costs of special education in the coun-
try. If we were funding it at 40 percent
right now, many educational needs
would be met and schools would not be
in the dire circumstances they are in.
Some 44 States are in crisis, as far as
funding education. That would cost us
another $11 billion a year if we were to
fully fund the needs for special edu-
cation—the funds that we promised our
Nation when we passed that law many
years ago.

To reach full funding for all three
categories, it would require another $31
billion a year. That is to increase costs
in programs that everybody has agreed
are essential and necessary to edu-
cation.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I want
to say that we are faced with serious
problems with respect to the deficit of
this Nation. We know that we have to
bring down the cost of Government.
But it is important to remember the
importance of educational funding as
we go forward. Right now, 50 percent of
our young people do not have the basic
requirements of education to meet the
demands of this Nation in order to be
ready for a job. That is intolerable.

Take a look at international com-
petition. People out there are seizing
our markets. At a time when markets
are expanding rapidly in Asia, Eastern
Europe, and central Asia, we are not
ready and will not be ready unless we
change right now the priority that edu-
cation receives in this Congress and in
the country.

As I said, we will be having a summit
meeting this week on Wednesday and
we will have leaders from all over the
country who will be examining what
we should do as a country to ensure
that our work force is ready for the
next century and that our industry,
which has provided us with a bountiful
living over many years in the past, will
be there when we need it.

On the positive side, I note that re-
cently we had six young men that were
involved in an international math com-
petition. They not only came in first,
but they had perfect scores. But as I
pointed out earlier on a chart, it is the
average that counts. Our average is
among the worst, not the best.

Mr. President, I have traveled to cit-
ies and around this country and I have
found programs that swell my heart
with pride, and I feel that there is hope
and there are ways that we can suc-
ceed. But those examples are few and
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far between. I have seen much more
that indicates to me the frightful di-
rection that our educational system is
taking.

Mr. President, it is up to us in this
body, in the Congress, to ensure that
we do not do what is so tempting in
these times of strife, and that is cut
education along with other programs.
We should do all we can to make sure
that we bring education to a capacity
that will meet our needs in the next
century. Mr. President, if we do not
help our kids, then this country will
fail. I feel very strongly, as chairman
of the Senate Subcommittee on Edu-
cation, that I have a responsibility to
make sure this body is aware of what
must be done.

I yield the floor.

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
to, at the outset, commend my friend
and colleague from Vermont for the
focus