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debt, deficits and decline, and we ought
to avoid it at all cost.

| yield the floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Will
yield?

Mr. REID. I would be happy to yield,
indicating that one of the things we
have not talked about here today with
the Clinton plan is something that we
recognized very clearly in Nevada. As a
result of the Clinton economic plan, in
Nevada nine times more Nevada fami-
lies received a tax cut than an in-
crease. It happened all over the United
States. In addition to that, businesses
got tax breaks in the Clinton plan of
1993. We fail to talk about it. In the lit-
tle State of Nevada, almost 7,000 small
businesses got a tax break when we
passed the deficit reduction plan.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator yield
just on that point?

Mr. REID. | will be happy to yield.

Mr. CONRAD. | asked my staff to
find out in North Dakota what hap-
pened because we continually are told
these are the big taxers and the big
spenders. | have reported what hap-
pened to spending. Every year under
the Clinton administration spending as
a share of our national income has
gone down—each and every year.

Big spending? | do not think so. This
President has reduced spending meas-
ured against our national income. And
on the tax side, in my State of North
Dakota, as a result of the 1993 plan,
29,000 people got a tax cut because of
the expansion of the earned-income tax
credit that was included in the Clinton
plan; about 1,400 people got an income
tax rate increase. And who were they?
They were couples earning over $180,000
a year and individuals earning over
$140,000 a year. So 20 times as many
people got a tax reduction as got a tax
increase.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator will
yield, one of the concerns | have about
the proposal now for a substantial
across-the-board tax cut offered by
Senator Dole is that it is so at odds
with what is required of leadership at
this point. | said on the floor yester-
day, and | will say it again, | admire
Senator Dole. | think the service he
has given to this country is something
most Americans should be thankful for
and grateful for. He has been a good
public servant.

| said yesterday | would not trade
one Senator Dole and his experience for
all 73 House Republican freshmen who
boasted they had no experience and
came here and proved it quickly.

I admire Senator Dole, but the fact is
a test of leadership in our country is
are you willing to do what is necessary
for this country? Are you willing to
propose what is necessary? President
Clinton came in 1993 and made a pro-
posal that was not popular. He knew
and we knew people are not going to
belly up to this one and say, well, sign
me up; please let me have some of
that—spending cuts and tax increases.

We knew that was not going to be po-
litically popular. We knew it was going

the Senator
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to be hard to do. It turned out to be ex-
traordinarily hard to do. It turned out
it passed in this Chamber by a tie-
breaking vote being cast by the Vice
President. So it turned out to be enor-
mously difficult. Why? Because it was
not popular. It was tough medicine. It
was needed to put the country back on
course. That is the test of leadership.

Mr. REID. And it was very partisan.

Mr. DORGAN. It turned out to be
very partisan, regrettably. | wish it
would have been a bipartisan effort to
say, if we have to do some heavy lift-
ing, let us all lift. But that was not the
case. In any event, what has happened
now is that Senator Dole, who has al-
ways stood here in this Chamber and
said | do not agree with those who say
let us have a big across-the-board tax
cut and the deficits, the heck with the
deficits, let us not care what happens
as a result of it, he has always been one
who stood in the well of the Senate and
said these things do not make any
sense. This does not make any sense.
Now he has been convinced apparently
to propose an across-the-board tax cut
which will substantially reduce the
revenue and substantially increase
deficits. And do not trust me on that.
Trust the Concord Coalition, a biparti-
san organization or nonpartisan orga-
nization run jointly by a former Repub-
lican Senator and Democratic Senator
who say this is going to vastly inflate
the Federal deficit.

It seems to me, given the economic
story we have talked about today, the
question is, do we want to move in that
direction again: swollen deficits, slow-
er growth, more unemployment? Or do
we want to continue with the plan that
has worked for our country?

Mr. REID. | would say to my friend,
in closing, we have heard a discussion
here this afternoon about the economy
and how the glass is half full rather
than half empty. | have heard on the
Senate floor, over the past month or
so, the same type of discussion as it re-
lates to crime in America; that is, ‘“the
glass is half empty, it is not half full,”
when we should recognize that the vio-
lent crime rate has dropped for adults.
We are making progress with the ap-
proximately 40,000 new police officers
throughout America. We are making
great progress. We should talk about
the positive effect of how crime is
being attacked in this country rather
than continually dwelling on the nega-
tive.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from Georgia con-
trols the next hour.

TAX RELIEF

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is not going to be the subject | in-
tended to address, but | could not help
hearing some of the remarks from the
other side about how onerous it would
be if we were to allow the American
family to keep more of what it earns in
its checking account via tax relief. |
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am going to talk for just a second
about it.

An average family in my State gets
to keep 47 percent of its gross income.
In 1950 those people got to keep 80 per-
cent. Now they can only keep 47 per-
cent after they get finished paying
their Federal tax bill, State, local, the
cost of Federal regulations, and extra
costs they pay in interest payments be-
cause of the national debt that has
been drummed up by an ever-increasing
and larger Federal Government here in
Washington.

Mr. President, 47 percent is what is
left at the end of the day. | will say as
long as | am here that any effort to
bring relief to those average families
and to allow more of their earnings to
stay in their checking accounts is laud-
able and correct, because we have
pushed the average family to the wall.
That which we ask them to do, get the
country up in the morning, feed it,
house it, shelter it, take care of its
health, is virtually impossible to do
today with what is left in that check-
ing account after some Government bu-
reaucrat marches through it.

It is not my purpose to discuss it
here this afternoon. But lowering the
economic pressure on the average fam-
ily in our country would do more to
end the stress and the anxiety and the
behavioral problems in our middle-
class families than any other thing we
can do. You can track the stress in
those families and track it day by day,
month by month, year by year, as we
ratcheted up the tax pressure on those
families. You can see the effect it has
had on them—smaller families, no sav-
ings in their savings accounts, lower
SAT scores, more members of the fam-
ily having to work just to keep up; in
some of them, not only both parents
working but both parents having two
jobs.

I am absolutely mind boggled that we
would be arguing that it would be some
evil and sinister thing to lower the tax
pressure on the American family.

RE-CREATE A MELTDOWN

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we
are hours away from the end of the fis-
cal year. There are leadership meetings
occurring everywhere. | have become
convinced that the other side has con-
cluded it is to their political advantage
to try to re-create a meltdown here.

We have learned from reading in the
paper that the now famous Dick Mor-
ris, political consultant to the White
House, spent 5 months planning the
last shutdown, and we see the exact
same characteristics as we come to
trying to bring the year to a logical
and bipartisan closure. Let us remem-
ber that, unlike a year ago, we have
60,000 troops in harm’s way right now
in lrag and Bosnia. We have just
watched a hurricane sweep across our
eastern shores, and we have families
desperately trying to dig out. We are 6
weeks from an election, and we ought
to get the electioneering out of the
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Halls of Congress, come to closure
here, lower the anxiety level for all
those families involved, keep the Fed-
eral Government on course and move
the campaigning to the elections.

Our majority leader, | believe, has
done everything humanly possible to
keep this in a bipartisan manner, keep
tempers cool. He has come out here on
the Senate floor and offered a resolu-
tion that would keep that safety net
under our troops and under our disas-
ter-stricken families. He has offered
both sides six amendments and then
come to closure on Wednesday night at
a logical hour.

What was the response? ‘““No way.”’

He then offered to start a debate on a
resolution that would keep the safety
net under the Government this past
Tuesday with no limits on the amend-
ments in process but an agreement
that we would finish in an orderly
manner by Wednesday night. What was
the answer? ““Absolutely not.”

Then he said, let’s take the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations con-
ference report and, with a continuing
resolution, you know, a safety net
under the Government, omnibus spend-
ing vehicle attached to it. ““No way.”’

So, option after option is presented,
denial after denial occurs, and the
clock is running and the troops are
still in harm’s way.

The White House has indicated that
it wants to make the illegal immigra-
tion bill, which is a very, very large
piece of legislation on which hours and
hours and hours have been expended,
wants to make this a center point,
some sort of a leverage to bring us to
the brink. I am reading from the Los
Angeles Times: “Clinton seeks to halt
further limits on noncitizens. Holdup
of appropriation would vex GOP mem-
bers anxious to hit campaign trail.”

Washington—Setting up a confrontation
with Republican leaders, the White House in-
dicated Thursday that President Clinton will
not sign a must-pass spending bill [that is
the safety net] until the GOP agrees to
amend separate immigration legislation.

There will be others who will speak
to this, but the White House said you
have to take out the Gallegly amend-
ment. The Gallegly amendment left
States the right to choose to allow
legal immigrants in schools or not, and
it has been argued and argued and ar-
gued. But the Republican leadership of
the Senate and House said, “OK. In an
effort to maintain the safety net, in an
effort to bring a bipartisan conclusion
to the 104th Congress, we will remove
it.” So, they did. After they did it, the
White House says, ‘““No, that is not
enough. Now we want more changes in
it before we will agree to sign it.”

This reminds me of the system that
apparently Dick Morris organized a
year ago. Let me read from one of our
daily papers, the Washington headline.
It says:

Immigration and Naturalization Service
officials have learned that about 5,000 of the
60,000 immigrants naturalized in six days of
mass ceremonies in Los Angeles last month

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

concealed past criminal records that might
have disqualified some of them from citizen-
ship. . . .

O[; the 5,000 who proved to have criminal
records . . . their alleged crimes ranged from
serious offenses, such as murder and rape,
that would disqualify them from citizenship
to minor violations that would not.

This article says, ‘“‘Clinton adminis-
tration election year program to natu-
ralize 1.3 million new citizens during
this fiscal year ending October 1 * * **

In other wordes, it is a rush, it is a po-
litical plan we have here to rush people
through so fast that the FBI cannot
even provide the traditional back-
ground check that would have spotted
these murderers and rapists who are
now U.S. citizens because of this politi-
cal program.

Right here, it reads:

Because of the rush to naturalize citizens,
none of this FBI data was available to the
Immigration and Naturalization Service be-
fore the ceremony.

What kind of nonsense have we got-
ten ourselves into here? What price are
these elections worth?

It reads that:

Prior to the inception of citizenship, USA
officials said the INS generally waits until it
receives the result of an FBI check on appli-
cants for naturalization before granting
them citizenship.

But that was pushed aside because
the politics of this program was more
important.

Now we come to this illegal immigra-
tion bill, and all of a sudden, it has be-
come bigger than running the Govern-
ment, and one cannot help but miss the
connection that we have throttled up
this immigration bill, we have used it
as a wedge against keeping an orderly
transition of Government, a safety net
under these troops that are overseas,
our seniors, our children’s programs,
school programs, all set aside for the
politics of the moment.

The idea of strategically using immi-
gration and naturalization politically,
the idea of a political plan for postur-
ing to destabilize our troops, disaster
victims, is not a very pretty picture.
No wonder there is so much cynicism
about this process that goes on in our
Capital City.

Mr. President, we have been joined
by the senior Senator from Utah, by
the chairman of the Judiciary Commit-
tee of the U.S. Senate, by an individual
who has been deeply involved in this
process since its inception. | yield up
to 10 minutes to the Senator from
Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | have to
say | am very disappointed. The Clin-
ton administration is playing political
games with the illegal immigration re-
form bill. This is one of the most im-
portant bills of this whole Congress.
The Congress has worked very hard on
this very necessary legislation.

On August 2, 1996, President Clinton
wrote to Speaker GINGRICH. The only
item on which he said he would veto
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the immigration bill was the Gallegly
provision on the free public education
of illegal aliens. The provision was, in
fact, contained in a draft conference
report proposal circulated on the
evening of September 10 by Republican
conferees.

At no time in the next 2 weeks, as
this draft proposal was circulated, was
I advised that the administration
wanted to remove title V of that pro-
posal, dealing with restrictions on ben-
efits for aliens.

Indeed, the administration men-
tioned the Gallegly provision was real-
ly the big item to them; that if we took
Gallegly out, the President would sign
the bill.

In order to accommodate this admin-
istration and facilitate passage of this
very tough illegal immigration bill,
the Republican conferees dropped the
Gallegly provision outright, and | ar-
gued for the dropping of that provision,
mainly because | wanted to get this
bill through because there are excel-
lent provisions in this bill that are des-
perately needed.

Additional changes were made to ac-
commodate other concerns expressed
by some Members on the other side of
the aisle. For example, illegal aliens’
use of Head Start programs, English as
a second language programs, and job-
training programs would not count in
the determination of whether the alien
had become a public charge and, there-
fore, subject to deportation. A legal
immigrant’s use of emergency medical
services would not be subject to deem-
ing.

But the administration is now engag-
ing in a shell game. Even though we re-
moved the one item the President said
would lead to a veto and made still
other changes in the September 10
draft, and even though the President
had 2 weeks to weigh in and did not do
so, the administration is now calling
upon its congressional allies to slow
down and even derail this bill unless
wholesale changes are made to it.
These changes are coming out of left
field. By so demanding, the President
is acting as the ““Guardian in Chief” of
the status quo.

These tactics make me wonder
whether the President really favors
tough anti-illegal-immigration legisla-
tion. Why did he wait until after the
conference to make these demands as a
condition of his support for the bill?

The American people want Congress
and the President to deliver on this
subject. The Congress is prepared to do
so. Is the President?

Let me go over just a few of the
items in the conference report that the
President is helping to delay action on.

This is the illegal immigration con-
ference report. On border control and
illegal immigration control, we provide
for 5,000 new Border Patrol agents,
which are dramatically needed at this
time if we are going to make any head-
way in this battle; 1,500 new Border Pa-
trol support personnel; and 1,200 new
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice investigators, which are very badly



September 27, 1996

needed. They will not be there unless
this bill passes.

We provide for improved equipment
and technology for border control; for
an entry-exit control system to keep
track of the aliens who are supposed to
leave the United States; and for addi-
tional and improved border control
fences in southern California. All of
that is included in just part of this bill.

Let me go on.

With regard to alien smuggling, doc-
ument fraud, and illegal immigration
enforcement, we provide:

Increased criminal penalties for alien
smuggling and document fraud;

New document fraud and alien smug-
gling offenses;

New Federal prosecutors to inves-
tigate and prosecute immigration vio-
lations;

That alien smuggling penalties will
be calculated for each alien a smuggler
has smuggled in;

Wiretap authority in alien smuggling
and document fraud cases; and

A new civil penalty for illegal entry.

We also make it unlawful to falsely
claim U.S. citizenship for the purpose
of obtaining Federal benefits, which
has been going on now for years, and it
is time to bring a stop to it. This bill
will do it, and this President is stop-
ping this bill.

With regard to removal of illegal
aliens, we streamline the removal pro-
cedures so it can happen, so it can be
done. lllegal aliens who are removed
will be inadmissible for certain periods.

We revise expedited exclusion provi-
sions of the Terrorism Act to ensure
that those with valid asylum claims re-
ceive adequate protections from perse-
cution. We take care of those with
valid asylum claims.

You can see, these are just a few
more of the things that this bill does,
all of which are absolutely critical to
solving this illegal alien problem in
our country. Let me just go on.

With regard to criminal aliens—and
we have plenty of those in this country
right now; they are causing an awfully
high percentage of the crimes in our
country today. We have expanded the
definition of “‘aggravated felon’’ for the
purposes of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act. We have mandatory de-
tention of most deportable criminal
aliens. We have improved removal of
deportable criminal aliens.

We eliminate loopholes under which
criminal aliens have stayed within the
United States. We improve the identi-
fication of deportable criminal aliens.
We increase the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service detention space by
9,000 beds, something they tell us abso-
lutely has to happen or we are going to
have an even greater crisis on our
hands than we have now.

We also have additional financial re-
sources for the detention of criminal
aliens and other detainees, which is ab-
solutely critical if we are going to fight
and win this battle with regard to ille-
gal immigration. Let me go a little bit
further.
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With regard to interior enforcement,
we provide that State and local au-
thorities will be able to perform immi-
gration control functions, including
transporting illegal aliens to INS de-
tention facilities across State lines,
something that currently we have dif-
ficulty doing. A lot of States, just to
get these people out of their States and
get them into detention facilities,
would pay for the costs themselves.
Many States would provide the sher-
iffs’ deputies and others to get these
people out of their States. We provide
they can do that, of course, with the
cooperation and help of the INS.

We ensure at least 10 active-duty INS
agents in each State. We certainly
think that is critical. Of course, in the
major border States, we have many
more than that.

We improve legal border crossing.

We have increased border inspectors
to speed up legal border crossing.

We have commuter-lane pilot
projects for frequent border crossers.

As you can see, all of these various
provisions that we have in this bill are
absolutely crucial if we are going to
make any headway against this prob-
lem of illegal immigration.

I have to tell you that it took this
Congress to do some of these tough
things. | want to personally com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming, Senator SIMPSON, for work-
ing so hard as subcommittee chairman
to get it done, and the whole Judiciary
Committee, because it was there that
we really worked out the difficulties
between the Democrats and the Repub-
licans, and | think came up with a
pretty superior bill, which now has be-
come primarily the bill that came out
of conference.

I want to compliment LAMAR SMITH
and Mr. GALLEGLY and Mr. McCoLLUM,
and others over in the House who have
played a tremendous role in this mat-
ter.

In the Senate, of course, Senator
SIMPSON and everybody on the Judici-
ary Committee deserves enormous
credit. On the other side of the aisle,
Senator KENNEDY and Senator FEIN-
STEIN have really played significant
roles, although Senator FEINSTEIN is
primarily working with us today to try
to get the bill through. She has done
an excellent job. She has fought hard
for her State. She realizes California,
Texas, Arizona, Florida—all of these
Southern States, these border States—
have to have the bill. So she is fighting
to get it. At the same time she is fight-
ing her guts out, this administration is
trying to undercut her and undercut
what we have done.

It is an amazing thing that we have
been able to bring 535 people together
in the legislature, at least a majority
of them, to pass a bill that will make
a difference in this country.

This conference report passed over-
whelmingly in the House for good rea-
son. People over there are concerned
about what is happening. And it will
pass overwhelmingly here if we can get
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it up. Frankly, the only logjam in get-
ting it up happens to be the President
of the United States and his cohorts
who are all over Capitol Hill trying to
ruin this illegal immigration bill.

To me, | cannot understand that kind
of reasoning. | cannot understand that
type of activity. | cannot understand
the President doing this. | cannot un-
derstand why they are not working
with us to get this bill through, espe-
cially since we made every effort to get
the Gallegly amendment out of that
bill.

To be honest with you, the Gallegly
amendment was not as bad as some
people have been making out. It was a
rule of Federalism. All Mr. Gallegly
and California wanted is for the States
to have a right to determine whether
or not they will educate illegal alien
kids, at a tremendous cost—$2 billion
to $3 billion in California.

| do not think there is a State in this
Union that would decide not to do so,
even California, in spite of what some
out there would like to do. But the fact
of the matter is, it was not a bad
amendment in terms of Federalism. It
would not have hurt anybody, in my
opinion. We even modified it to try to
please the President, so we grand-
fathered K through 6 and 7 through 12.
We provided a safety valve so we could
rip it out of the bill at a future time,
with expedited consideration by the

Congress. But that was not good
enough.
Finally, it came down to literally

just ripping it out of the bill, calling it
up maybe separately, but ripping it out
of the bill to satisfy this President who
said he would not veto this bill if we
got rid of Gallegly. No sooner did we do
that, and last night they come up here
and said, we want title 5 out of the bill.
Title 5 is a pretty important provision
of this bill. As a matter of fact, it con-
tains a number of very important pro-
visions if we are going to get a handle
on illegal immigration in this country.
It is incredible to me that they would
do that after they gave their word, it
seemed to me, with regard to the
Gallegly amendment and taking it out
of the bill.

Mr. President, | see my time is up.
Let me just finish by saying this. This
is an important bill. It is one of the
most important bills in this country’s
history. We can no longer afford to
allow our borders to be just overrun by
illegal aliens. There are some indica-
tions that this administration has been
soft on letting people into this coun-
try, most of whom vote Democratic
once they get here as noncitizen
illegals. Frankly, a lot of our criminal-
ity in this country today happens to be
coming from criminal, illegal aliens
who are ripping our country apart. A
lot of the drugs are coming from these
people.

This bill will play a significant role
in making a real difference for the ben-
efit of our country, and | am calling
upon the President and the people at
the White House to get off their duffs
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and start helping us to get it passed
and quit this type of activity. | yield
the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
appreciate the remarks by the Senator
from Utah. | now yield up to 10 min-
utes to the senior Senator from Mis-
souri and the chairman of the appro-
priations subcommittee on VA-HUD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | thank my
colleague from Georgia. | appreciate
the opportunity to explain to some of
my colleagues, and those who might be
interested, what is going on with the
appropriations process.

I think all of us know that the time
has come to shut down this session of
Congress. We have a couple of very im-
portant things pending.

The fine chairman of the Judiciary
Committee has just described what
needs to be done on a problem that ev-
eryone recognizes, and that is the prob-
lem of illegal immigration. Can we
move forward on that bill? | think it is
one of the key elements of a resolution
of this session of the Congress. But ev-
erybody knows that before we leave
town we have to provide the appropria-
tions measures to keep the Govern-
ment running and to keep programs
going which the Federal Government
has undertaken as a responsibility.

I understand that perhaps an hour or
so ago the Democratic leaders on this
side and on the House side had another
one of their infamous non-infomercials,
a news conference in which the facts
were not necessarily the absolute re-
quirement of any of the discussions. |
believe they were talking about how
the Republicans intend to shut down
the Government again.

Let me be clear about one thing, Mr.
President. The distinguished occupant
of the chair chairs an important appro-
priations subcommittee. The appro-
priations bills are extremely impor-
tant, and we work on those appropria-
tions bills on a bipartisan basis.

I have the pleasure of serving as
chairman of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, Housing and Urban Development,
and Independent Agencies Subcommit-
tee. And on that subcommittee, | am
greatly aided and assisted by my rank-
ing member, Senator Barbara MiKuUL-
SKI, a Democrat from Maryland.

Now, we often have disagreements on
those measures, but we work them out
here on the floor. We can, in this body,
pass measures that are greatly objec-
tionable because of the right of any
Senator to filibuster. So we, in essence,
need to have 60 votes for a controver-
sial provision in any measure. And we
customarily operate on the basis of
courtesy to take into consideration the
views of the minority.

In this VA-HUD bill, we went a long
way because there were a lot on this
side of the aisle who were not thrilled
about AmeriCorps, the national service
program. Yet, as an accommodation to
those who felt strongly about it—Sen-
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ator MIKULSKI was an original sponsor
of it; it had the strong backing of the
administration—we put $400 million in
that bill for AmeriCorps. We carried it
over to conference with the House. And
the House, many on our side, felt even
more strongly in opposition. We made
the point that we fought the battle and
we won because we knew it was impor-
tant to Members on the Democratic
side here, to the President. We included
that in the bill.

Our bill has some very, very difficult
things. Allocating scarce funds for
housing, for urban affairs, for the Vet-
erans Administration, for EPA, for
NASA, for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency. We worked all
those out. During the course of those
conversations, we had not only the
budget requests from the White House
in front of it, but we were assured that
the White House had conversations
with and expressed their views to the
members on the minority side in our
committee.

We came up with what | think was a
good bill. It passed overwhelmingly. It
had some additional things on it this
time. It became not just an appropria-
tions bill, it is an authorizing bill, a
new entitlement bill. But we got it
through.

Yesterday, at about 10 o’clock, the
President signed the VA-HUD bill. He
signed it, signed it into law. It is law.
The appropriations bill is the law for
spending for those key agencies for the
coming fiscal year.

Imagine my surprise when | was sum-
moned to a meeting of the negotiators
on the omnibus appropriations bill to
handle the unresolved issues in appro-
priations. | was told by Mr. Panetta, a
representative of the White House, that
they wanted to put $160-plus million in
the VA-HUD bill. | said, ‘““Excuse me, I
believe the President just signed the
bill yesterday.”” They said, “Well, the
President had some reservations and he
wanted more money.”’

There are a lot of things, Mr. Presi-
dent, on which | wanted more money.
We did not put enough money into the
preservation of low-income housing.
We need to do more in terms of an in-
vestment to make sure we have an af-
fordable housing stock, that we have
the stock of housing that is either pub-
licly owned or reflects public assist-
ance through section 8 programs in
this country. If we had more money in
the budget | could find some very, very
important places to put it in terms of
housing, in terms of science, space, and
environment, giving more money to
the States for their State revolving
funds.

The White House said, ““‘But we want
to add some more money to your bill.”
I said, ““This is the bill that you signed
about 26 hours ago.”” They said, ‘“No,
we had reservations.”

Mr. President, | heard of the old
trick of moving the goalposts. Some
may like the analogy of the Peanuts
cartoon strip, where every fall Lucy
promises to hold the football for Char-
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lie Brown. She says she will not move
the ball this year, but every year she
takes the ball away.

We are beginning to learn very slow-
ly, too slowly | am afraid, that this ad-
ministration does not negotiate in
good faith. This administration has
some other game they are playing. It is
not designed to achieve a reasonable
accommodation between the parties,
between the legislative and executive
branch, to move forward on appropria-
tions.

Now, if there is a shutdown, let me
assure you it will be a shutdown engi-
neered by the White House and their
allies in Congress. This is where the re-
sponsibility will lie.

Why do we have a number of bills
that are not signed? Mr. President, you
and | have been here while we went
through the process. Now, a lot of peo-
ple may not understand what we say by
the term ‘“‘filibuster by amendment.”
But for those who do not understand
the procedures of the Senate, unless
you have a unanimous consent agree-
ment, unless there is an agreement be-
fore you start out on a bill, you can
continue to add things and add things
and add things. You can never come to
closure. As Republicans we have 53
votes. If we wanted to cut off debate we
have to have 60 votes. We cannot stop
people from talking or filibustering by
adding amendment after amendment
after amendment. That is what was
done on Treasury-Postal. | worked on
the Treasury-Postal bill in the pre-
vious Congress as the ranking member,
and it funds some very important
things—White House, Treasury, Cus-
toms, GSA, things like that are very,
very important. There are not 50 dif-
ferent amendments that needed to be
offered to that bill.

I remember one of the measures we
voted on was a measure to establish a
new Federal responsibility, a new Fed-
eral responsibility relating to guns in
schools. Mr. President, if there is one
area where the Federal Government
has not been before, it is in local law
enforcement. | suggest that the Fed-
eral Government has fallen short in
those responsibilities which are prop-
erly the Federal Government’s respon-
sibility.

We fought—and when | was the rank-
ing member, Senator DeConcini was
the chairman of the committee, my
good friend from Arizona—we fought
against cutting back on the Customs
work in interdiction, to stop drugs
coming into this country. We have cut
too much in the Federal law enforce-
ment agencies. We certainly do not
need to be setting up new Federal re-
sponsibilities which directly overlap
and are totally inconsistent with local
law enforcement responsibilities.

But that amendment was voted on on
the Treasury-Postal appropriations
bills, after 3 days on the floor, a bill
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which should take at most 2 days to de-
bate those issues, that genuinely relat-
ed to appropriations for Treasury-Post-
al accounts. We had so many amend-
ments still hanging out that the major-
ity leader had to withdraw the bill.

We went on to Interior, to try to get
a resolution for those. Then the amend-
ments kept coming out of the wood-
work. If anybody does not understand
it, 1 can tell you unless you have 60
votes and can invoke cloture contin-
ually, you can continue to hold this
place hostage by offering amendments
or talking as long as you want.

Now, we have made a good-faith ef-
fort across the board to get the appro-
priations bills done. I have no interest
in going back and reopening one of the
appropriations bills that has been
signed. More and more ideas keep
floating in from the White House. They
want to add this. They want to add
that. They want to write their own leg-
islation. It is as if they never worked
in a government where there was a
strong opposition party—in this case, a
party in control of the Congress.

I came from Missouri where | served
as Governor for 8 years with a 2-1
Democratic majority in both houses. |
learned early on, | had to learn, that
bipartisan cooperation, comity, hon-
esty in dealing with the other side was
essential to make the process move.
We do not have that here. It is perhaps
the fact that the President comes from
a one-party State.

All | can say is we are doing our work
on appropriations. We are going to
move forward on appropriations. | hope
our leaders will make the best offer
they can, trying to guess what the
White House’s latest demands are to
accommodate as many as they can. If
they will not, we should do a continu-
ing resolution and get out of town.

One last piece of business that we
have from the small business commit-
tee, since my colleagues on the other
side are not present | will not at this
point ask unanimous consent to pro-
ceed to H.R. 3719. That is vitally impor-
tant if we are to keep the lending pro-
grams, 5047(a) program, SBIC program
working, for the Small Business Ad-
ministration. It is being held up on the
minority side. | will come back and ex-
plain in detail why the SBA and small
business in this country needs that
measure. | hope the hold is lifted so we
could pass this measure, many of the
provisions of which have already been
passed in this body.

I acknowledge and appreciate the
work of the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator for his remarks. The
moving goalposts, as he has described,
become clearer and more evident with
each passing hour here in the Nation’s
Capitol. Unfortunately, the anxiety
level of those—not suffered by us—by
the families of the troops overseas and
flood victims and all those people de-
pendent on the system, needing the
safety net we are trying to put in
place.
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We have been joined by the senior
Senator from Wyoming who is the pre-
eminent authority on legal and illegal
immigration and has been undergoing
this moving goalpost now for some pe-
riod of time. | am glad he could join us.

| yield up to 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. | thank my colleague
from Georgia, Senator COVERDELL. |
think it is tremendous that you have
arranged this bit of time to share with
the American people so we each get to
step forward and tell the theory of the
moving of the goalpost. To me it is the
moving of the stadium. | think they
moved the end zones, the stadium, and
as far as | know, the campus. We will
review this for a minute.

I have been doing this stuff for 31
years. It is called legislating. You do it
with Democrats if you are a Repub-
lican, and hopefully if you are a Demo-
crat, you do it with Republicans. It
cannot work any other way.

Over the years of my time here |
have served as chairman or ranking
member with some very unique par-
tisan people. Senator Al Cranston with
the Veterans’ Affairs; Gary Hart, nu-
clear; TED KENNEDY, Senator KENNEDY,
with Immigration and Judiciary; JOE
LIEBERMAN, BoB GRAHAM, nuclear; JAY
ROCKEFELLER.

These are the things that | have
done. It has always been done with ci-
vility. It has always been done openly
and honestly. | can’t function in an at-
mosphere where people lie. That is
what is happening here, and | am ap-
palled by it. Let me tell you, it isn’t
about TED KENNEDY, who is one of my
most delightful friends, and | have the
highest respect for him. Let me tell
you what happened yesterday. Get it
down. The administration, the White
House—remember, they told us if we
would take the Gallegly amendment
off the immigration reform bill, it
wasn’t, “Well, I might,”” but it was, “I
will probably sign it.”” It was said that
way. We didn’t have any reason to be-
lieve they would not sign it at the
White House.

Last night, in good faith, myself,
Senator KENNEDY, HOWARD BERMAN, a
Democrat from California who 1 de-
light in and enjoy very much, Con-
gressman LAMAR SMITH, who is just one
of the most splendid young men |
know, who does a tremendous job with
the chairmanship of immigration, the
four of us sat down to see if we could
give a little on title V because the lat-
est request from the White House was,
“If you get rid of title V, we will com-
plete all the work on the CR and sign
it by tonight at midnight.”” The only
thing wrong with that is nobody had
ever agreed to give up title V—not
ORRIN HATCH, the chairman of the com-
mittee, not Senator KyL, a member of
the subcommittee, not Senator FEIN-
STEIN, who has been an absolute stal-
wart in working with me; she deserves
extraordinary credit for doing strong,
strong legislative work in an atmos-
phere of high emotion from her State.
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She and Senator BOXER are more af-
fected than anybody else in this place.
They have stepped up to the plate, and
it is a great honor to work with them.

So we are going to get down to title
V. | said we are going to go to cloture
next Monday on that bill, and we have
about 70 votes in our pocket, which
will get you cloture in any ballpark
here; you need 60 votes. So most of the
Republicans would vote for cloture,
and thanks to the work of Senator
FEINSTEIN and others on that side of
the aisle, we would get cloture because
there are 15 to 20 Democrats who will
get cloture for us and help with that.
So here we are.

On August 2, the President wrote a
letter to the Speaker to express con-
cern about a single provision of the im-
migration bill, which was authorizing
the States to deny a free public edu-
cation to illegal aliens. The President
threatened to veto the conference re-
port if that provision or anything like
it was included. No other provision was
opposed in that way.

After several weeks of hard, consider-
able debate and efforts to develop an
acceptable compromise—admittedly, it
was done, | think, in too much of a par-
tisan way, but it was done and every-
body knew what happened; everybody
has seen the conference report—we
agreed to delete the provision that was
very popular in the House and had con-
siderable support in the Senate. Yet,
within the last day or so, the White
House and Democrat allies have moved
the goal posts. They have been at-
tempting to obtain even further
changes. All the time there is some-
thing new.

You have had it reported here. | have
never seen anything like it in 31 years
of legislating. It would be bad enough if
this were done by another veto threat,
and early in the session. But this time
the President is attempting to black-
mail this Congress into accepting the
changes he wants in the immigration
bill, as well as changes in several other
bills. Get this one: You could tell by
the tenor of the discussion when the
White House person entered the room
last night that what they were really
trying to do was get the stuff they
could not get in the welfare bill and get
it out of the immigration bill and cor-
rect the deficiencies in the welfare bill.
I am not having any part of that. The
President signed the welfare bill. 1
commended him on that. | thought
that was great. He got flack and he
wants to change some of it. But he
isn’t going to do it on this watch and,
surely, he is not going to do it with an
immigration bill. | can assure you of
that.

Then we have this threat to refuse to
sign the CR. We have the threat to
close the Government. Let me tell you,
that won’t work this trip because we
are going to stick around to see that
the Government does not shut down,
because we are going to shovel this
back and say there is nothing in there
that would shut the Government down.
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The Democrats and the Republicans in
the House and the Senate, trying their
best, did what they could. If they fail,
then the Republicans, which is the
duty of leadership, produce a bill. If the
President wants to veto it, do so.

So here we are. You can see the sce-
nario—oh, it is so vivid. Tuesday, we
will have to think about closing the
Government. Guess who will take the
flack for that? Those bone-headed Re-
publicans that let it happen the last
time. That is not going to happen this
trip because there is nothing in there
to veto. It is called doing the business
of the United States. It is done by peo-
ple like MARK HATFIELD and Senator
ROBERT BYRD, and by people like Sen-
ator MiIKULsSKI and Senator BoNnD, and
it is done by people like Senator FEIN-
STEIN and Senator SIMPSON; it is done
that way over here. Maybe the White
House does not understand that, but |
understand it.

So now what are the changes that we
want here? Oh, well, title V, get rid of
title V. Why would you want to get rid
of title V? I will tell you what is in it.

Without the requirements that spon-
sors earn at least 140 percent to 200 per-
cent of the poverty line, welfare recipi-
ents will be in a position to sponsor im-
migrant relatives, even though they
will be unable to provide the support
for that relative that they have prom-
ised. These immigrant relatives will
then be able to qualify for welfare pro-
grams costing the United States bil-
lions of dollars.

That is in title V.

Without the amendments making a
“public charge’ deportation effective,
immigrants who go on welfare soon
after their entry will be able to con-
tinue to receive it indefinitely, without
fear of deportation.

That is in title V.

Without ‘“‘deeming’”’—in other words,
considering that the petitioner and his

or her income is that of the immi-
grant—for immigrants now in the
country, many immigrants will con-

tinue to receive welfare, even though
their middle-class or wealthy relatives
who sponsored them are perfectly able
to provide needed support.

That is in title V.

Without the new welfare verification
requirements, illegal aliens, who claim
to be U.S. citizens and just stand there
and say they are, will continue to re-
ceive assistance, such as AFDC, Medic-
aid, and public housing.

That is in title V.

Without the provision authorizing
full reimbursement to States—Ilisten to
this one—now being forced by Federal
mandate to provide emergency medical
services to illegal aliens, the heavy
burden of that mandate will continue
to grow.

That is in title V.

Without the provisions expediting re-
moval of illegal aliens from public
housing—which is the work of Senator
REID and what he has been talking
about for years—illegals will continue
to occupy public housing, displacing
U.S. citizens and lawful resident aliens.
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That is in title V.

Without the prohibition on States
treating illegal aliens more favorably
than U.S. citizens, States will be able
to make illegals eligible for reduced in-
State tuition at taxpayer-funded State
colleges.

That is in title V, together with all
the stuff to clean up their use of unem-
ployment compensation, their use of
the Social Security system, and much,
much more.

That is what is in title V.

There we are. | thank Senator FEIN-
STEIN for being most courageous in the
face of the onslaught that I am sure
she is going to get. I want to commend
Senator KENNEDY, who worked with me
until 2 in the morning to do a package,
which must have drawn such a great
big chuckle this morning when it got
down to the White House. | have been
doing this a long time, and | have al-
ways done it with absolute honesty. |
have done it with orneriness, with pas-
sion, and | have done it with glee, with
grief, but I didn’t lie. This is appalling,
absolutely appalling.

If the trick is simply to shut down
the Government, well, that is nothing.
I never spent a nickel’s worth of time
figuring out how to do a bill that would
go to the President so he would veto it
so he would lose California. That has
never been In my scenario—never
would be; don’t care about that. | care
about doing something about illegal
immigration. We couldn’t do anything
about legal immigration. That is for
another date.

Ladies and gentleman, this is a
strong, potent, powerful bill. And, if all
goes well, it will be voted on; Monday
at 2 o’clock on a cloture vote. And clo-
ture will carry. The debate will be cut
off, and after the hours of postcloture
and debate are over, we will do that on
through the night, we will vote. We
will do an immigration bill, and place
it on the President’s desk. | hope and
pray that he will sign it. But it isn’'t
crafted to blow up in his face, and it
was not crafted by people who come to
Congress, as they have been doing in
these last days who stand in front of
you and do something different than
they said they would do before. And I
am sick of it.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
am grateful to the Senator from Wyo-
ming for coming and sharing these last
2 days with us, and the American peo-
ple. It is quite an alarming story.

We have been joined by the senior
Senator from New Mexico, the chair-
man of the Budget Committee, and |
yield up to 10 minutes to the Senator
from New Mexico.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you, very
much, Mr. President. | thank the Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Let me thank Senator SiIMPSON for
his forthrightness and the way he con-
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ducted himself as a Senator. The fact
that he has been honest, and the fact
that he has been diligent in everything
he has done around here, lends great
credence to what he is talking about
here today.

Frankly, let me just pledge to the
Senator—not that | can be of any help,
but | agree with everything he has said
here on the floor. In fact, | think there
is a lot of game playing going on right
now, not only with reference to that
bill but also the immigration bill. But
there are a lot of other things going on
about who is going to be responsible for
closing down the Government. Every-
body is on that kick. We have a few
hours, and we have to get our work
done. That is what the Senator has
been talking about—getting our work
done. There isn’t anybody trying to
close the Government down. And the
President is getting almost everything
he has asked for in major expenditures
in terms of education, and in terms of
the environment. What is there to
close the Government down over? It
can’t be the kinds of things he was
talking about last year. It must be
something very strange that is in
somebody’s craw around here. And |
wonder just precisely who it is and
what the agenda is.

I do not think we ought to be threat-
ening each other with closing down the
Government, or using tricks, or gim-
micks to try to blame it on somebody.
We can get this job done, and get it
done right. Every piece of legislation
that is ever dreamed up can’t get
passed. With 200 amendments around
here that have nothing to do with ap-
propriations, we can’t fix all of those in
the last 72 hours of the U.S. Congress.

I didn’t come down here to talk on
that. | came to take on the economy
and a few of the contentions presented
on the floor of the Senate by some on
the Democratic side about the status of
the economy. If | get enough time
when | am finished analyzing what
really has happened and whether there
is really anything to brag about in
terms of how the economy has pro-
ceeded in the last year or two, if | have
enough time, what | have to say will fit
right into why Senator Dole has a new
economic plan.

Let me first suggest that yesterday
some Census data came out that per-
mitted the President of the United
States and some Members of the other
party to tell the American people that
things are really going right, and that
the economic facts are really on the
side of staying the course that the
President has set for America.

One of the things that they talked
about has to do with real median
household incomes. Listen to this.
They are saying the real median house-
hold income rose. And so they are say-
ing we are on the right track. It is
going up.

Let us get the numbers and let us get
the facts. It rose from $33,178 in 1994 to
$34,076—not a significant increase, but
an increase. But what was not said was
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that even as it has increased, it is still
lower than it was in 1990 under Presi-
dent Bush. It was only higher in 1995
relative to the low levels it fell to in
the early 1990s. It increased in 1995 be-
cause it went down after 1990 during
this era that the President claims is a
great economic era and we ought to
maintain the status quo. Under the
Bush administration it was $34,914,
which is almost $900 higher than it is
now. The year 1995°s level only rose
from 1994 because it was recouping
some of the ground lost in the preced-
ing years.

Arguments are also being made that
Census data shows a lessening of in-
come inequality in 1995. They note that
the income share of the top quintile
has gone down some, thus bridging that
gap between the poor and the rich, or
the rich and the poor. Let us look at
that.

In 1995, there is seemingly something
to brag about because the top
quintile’s income share went from 49.1
percent to 48.7 percent, four-tenths of a
percent down. What isn’t said is that
the income distribution was much
more fair in 1992—at that point, the top
quintile had only 46.9 percent of the
total income pie. Thus, income in-
equality was much less when the Presi-
dent was inaugurated, it then worsened
significantly, and then eased back frac-
tionally last year. For this, we should

tell America the economy is doing
splendidly? When in its best status
under President Clinton, income in-

equality is still worse than the last
year of the previous Presidency.

I do not choose to make this a battle
among Presidents in a partisan fash-
ion. But | do choose to say that when
I left the White House yesterday at a
bill signing, | heard our President
make these statements. Somebody
wanted my comments. | will tell the
Senate what | said to that newsperson.
I said, ‘I do not want to comment now,
because | want to go back and look at
the facts because something intu-
itively tells me that there is another
side to this story.” I came back and
asked: Is there? | just told you that, in-
deed, there is.

Let me take another one. We are
talking about trying to have the lower
income people get a bigger share of the
economic pie when compared with the
wealthier people. So bragging is going
on that in fact the bottom quintile did
increase its share a little bit in 1995, in
terms of the size of the income pie that
they took in. There again, it is inter-
esting to note that that the bottom
quintile’s income share was higher in
the last year of Bush Administration
than it is now during the bragging
year. It only went up in 1995 because
their share went down so far during the
first 2 years of this administration.

But most importantly, there is an-
other aspect of the Census report which
concerns me greatly - real median
earnings for full-time workers in
America are still going down—not up.
The very same survey that yielded
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some limited good news about 1995 me-
dian incomes says the following: For
men in 1995, real median earnings were
down 0.7 percent, and for women, real
median earnings were down 1.5 per-
cent—not up; down. In fact, real me-
dian earnings have fallen in every year
of the Clinton administration for both
men and women.

That brings me to what | would have
been saying on the floor in light of
some of the discussions about the Dole
economic plan. And | am going to run
out of time. But it is a perfect entre to
say to those who want to listen, that
the distinguished Republican majority
leader who is running for President of
the United States had two options on
the economy when he decided to run.
One was to say, ‘““The status quo is
neat. Let us just stay on the status quo
for the next 4 years, if | am elected
President.”” That would have put him
right alongside of our President saying
things are really going very well. Or he
could ask some experts for the best we
can put together. ““Can we do better?
Should we do better?”’ He did that. And
the answer given by eminent econo-
mists—not wild-eyed economists with
new theories, but mainstream Nobel
laureate economists—was, ‘“We can do
better and we should do better.” Then
the question was asked: ‘‘How do we do
it?” And, interestingly enough, what
our candidate for President has been
busy trying to do is to argue for the
six-point plan they recommended, a
plan which would produce some eco-
nomic figures that would be truly wor-
thy of boasting about. I am not here
saying he has presented his message
magnificently. But, | believe that if the
details of his plan got out to the public
more fully, it would change the elec-
tion as people identified increasingly
with his vision of America.

Mr. President, | have just summa-
rized for the Senate what the situation
is with reference to incomes for men
and for women in the year 1995. And
even though some Members on the
other side of the aisle and the Presi-
dent have touted an increase in real
median household incomes in the year
1995, I remind the Senate that is the
case only as compared with 1994. But if
you look to 1990 during the Bush ad-
ministration, median household in-
come was higher than it is today. Fur-
thermore, throughout every year of the
Clinton administration, real earnings
for full-time workers have fallen. They
grew by minus seven-tenths of a per-
cent for men, and minus 1.5 for women.
That means we are not making any
real headway in what people are earn-
ing for the time they spend working
trying to get ahead.

It also means that income inequality
is not getting any less. The President
has championed the fact that the
wealthy people’s share of the total in-
come pie came down in 1995. While this
small move toward lessened income in-
equality is welcome, this gain is small
in comparison to significant widening
of income inequality which has oc-
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curred during his Presidency. In fact,
the income distribution is far more un-
equal today than it was in 1992, the last
year of the Bush Presidency.

Coupled with these above facts, there
are other striking economic woes that
now face the U.S. economy. We are ex-
periencing the slowest growth rate of
any recovery in the last 50 years. We
have the lowest productivity growth
during any Presidential term in the
last 50 years. Tax burdens for middle
income individuals have risen sharply
under this President. The personal sav-
ings rate is now at its lowest average
level of any President’s term in 50
years. With this unfortunate backdrop,
it is no wonder that many Americans
wonder why they are working harder
and getting less for their work.

Senator Dole, as | indicated in my
earlier remarks, looked to five or six of
the best economists around and they
suggested it need not be this way; that
we ought to be able to do it better.
What they suggested, he adopted after
a few months of study and discern-
ment.

The conclusions reached were that
Senator Dole and his running mate
should not run for the White House,
based upon trying to keep the Amer-
ican economy as it is now and keep the
fiscal policy as it is now and the tax
policy as it is now and the regulatory
policy as it is now and the education
policy as it is now, because to do so is
to extend this very serious negative
backdrop of the American economy for
working men and women. The wealth
machine that is enumerated in the
gross domestic product is not getting
big enough each year for those people
working to get more for what they do,
rather than stagnating or getting less.

Essentially, Senator Dole concluded,
as | urged him to do, that we ought to
try to do better, and that meant he had
to come up with an economic plan that
experts would say would do better. One
that would ensure that the earnings of
all Americans and median household
incomes would be up in 7 or 8 years as
compared with 1992 or 1996 or 1995.

These economists recommended six
things. Six things are his plan. Where
people have learned about these and
understand them, they opt for this eco-
nomic direction instead of the status
quo. First, he suggests that to get
there we ought to adopt a constitu-
tional amendment to balance the budg-
et. Clearly, | believe it is fair to say
that whomever is President next year
can cause that to happen, for it would
already be out there in the States with
ratification working had this President
wanted it, for all he had to do was say
the word and one or two—I cannot re-
member which—Democrats would have
clearly gone with him.

The next key item is a program to
balance the budget by the year 2002.
Might | say in that regard that there
are some who insist that he tell us
how, our candidate for President Dole,
tell us precisely how he would do that.
Mr. President and fellow Senators, he
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is not President, he does not have OMB
with a couple hundred staff. He cannot
produce a 1,000-page document. But he
has said essentially here are some
things | would do. There are two parts
to it and they are both easily under-
stood. Adopt this year’s Republican
budget and implement it, and then re-
duce spending over the next 6 years, 1
percent a year for a total of 6 percent
over 6 years.

Now, what do you get for that is
what the American people ought to
ask. And they get the next part of this
reform. And it is tax rates are cut 5
percent a year for 3 years—a 15-percent
reduction in tax rates. Let me spell out
what this means for ordinary citizens.
A married couple with two children
earning $30,000 would save $1,272 per
year. A married couple with two chil-
dren earning $50,000 would save $1,657
per year. A retired couple with no chil-
dren earning $60,000 would save $1,727
per year.

This is money that average citizens
in our sovereign States would keep.
Money that now gets sent to Washing-
ton in taxes. They could keep and
spend this money however they see fit,
instead of under the Federal Govern-
ment’s budget and programs.

In addition, the capital gains tax,
which is an onerous imposition upon
the sale of assets and the sale of invest-
ments would be changed to be 50 per-
cent of what it is now, or 14 percent.
All our industrial partners in the world
tax these Kinds of asset sales much less
than we do, and they make their
money and their resources work better
for them, and make the economy more
vibrant. We must do the same. This is
a direct effort to cause growth to occur
more. It would make productivity go
up, for there is more to invest and
more to be saved.

His fourth point was to do away with
the IRS as we know it.

Furthermore, in his first term, he in-
tends to reform the entire tax struc-
ture, to press hard for savings and in-
vestments which are now penalized
under the code because, for the most
part, they are taxed twice.

And that left two other major points,
for you can see this plan of his is not
just a tax cut, tax reform plan.

The two remaining issues are very
important. Modify the regulations on
business in America so that you keep
those that are needed and effective,
and you reduce those that are not ef-
fective and not needed. Now, how does
that help? To the extent that we are
spending money for excess compliance,
it cannot go into the pockets of our
working people. It cannot be part of
real growth for it goes into unneces-
sary expenditures that cool the econ-
omy rather than let it grow.

On that score he recommends in this
plan that the best economists in Amer-
ica helped prepare, that the justice sys-
tem, the civil justice system should be
also amended, modified and made more
responsive by eliminating some of the
drag and costliness of litigation that is
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truly not necessary for the American
people’s well-being. Such litigation ex-
tracts an enormous cost from the econ-
omy, which goes to attorney’s fees and
court costs, public punitive damages
and things like that that almost every-
body thinks are significantly out of
hand. To the extent that cost is put on
the economy, there is less there for
wage earners to get in their paychecks
and for small business to earn as the
businesses grow.

And then last but definitely not
least, if you are going to have more
productivity in America and begin to
reduce income inequality significantly
and permanently, we must reform our
education system. Others have dif-
ferent solutions. They say ‘“‘why don’t
you tax the rich more?”. Well, let me
give you a very living example that it
does not work, because we have taxed
the rich more under this President’s
economic policies and, lo and behold,
the spread between the rich and the
poor got bigger. | just told you that in
my previous remarks.

It did not get littler; it got bigger. In
fact, the President is bragging today
because in 1 out of the last 3 years, in-
come inequality came down a bit, but
it never was as favorable as it was in
the last year of President Bush’s term.
So, that is not a solution.

Almost everybody says we have to do
a better job of training some Ameri-
cans who are not getting educated very
well, not getting trained very well, and
thus do not get in the mainstream and
cannot earn good money on good jobs.
One of the economists advising our
nominee, the Republican nominee, is a
Nobel laureate named Dr. Becker, from
the University of Chicago. His exper-
tise is the development of the human
side, that is people development in a
capitalistic society. The recommenda-
tion is that President-elect Dole be
bold, and he say boldly and firmly: We
are going to make education in the
ghettos and in the barrios and in the
areas where our young people are get-
ting inferior education, we are going to
change that even if we have to give
them scholarships to move out of that
area to get educated in another school.

There would be a whole reshuffling,
reorganizing, reforming of how we edu-
cate those who are getting poor edu-
cation in this system, for whatever rea-
son. While we are busy about that, the
way we train post-high-school kids and
young people for living jobs in the
workplace, that we take the money we
are spending and, instead of throwing
it around in hundreds of programs, that
we focus it clearly in a competitive
way, with a lot of choice on the part of

the recipients, in an improved job
training program.
Now, Mr. President, for those who

would choose to say this plan cannot
be done, I merely suggest that they do
not know Robert Dole. They do not
know these marvelous economists, full-
blooded, true-blue Americans, main-
stream, but the best, who say the sta-
tus quo of today is not good enough. A
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status quo where real median house-
hold incomes are worse than in 1990,
where, for men and women who are em-
ployed full time, average earnings are
still coming down, not going up. That
means, contrary to the braggadocio of
this administration about what kind of
jobs are coming on, that facts seem to
indicate many of the new jobs are
cheap jobs, where the administration
would suggest they are not. That fact
that | just gave you would indicate,
since there are more jobs but median
real earnings are still coming down
rather than up for full-time workers, it
would mean they are not getting better
jobs, in terms of the new entrants in
this job market.

So, when you add all these up, | con-
clude—and since the issue was raised
on the floor today | thought | would
give my version to whatever Americans
are listening and to whatever Senators
truly care—I think it can be done, |
think we can do better than today’s
status quo.

Let me suggest, for those of us who
have been trying to move this huge
battleship, the battleship of Federal
expenditures, which turns ever so slow-
ly in this huge ocean of demands, of
people wanting more from their Gov-
ernment, it moves slowly. But for
those of us who want to continue the
movement in the direction of balancing
the budget, we can say to those who
will listen to us about the Dole plan: If
we cannot do it, we cannot prove bal-
ance, then we will not do the plan. If
we cannot prove balance, we will not
have the tax cuts. If we cannot prove
that we know how to turn the expendi-
ture ship in the direction of balance,
then obviously we will not carry out
this plan.

| thank the Senate for the time, and
I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. | have an agree-
ment from the other side to have 5
more minutes under my control of the
time for the Senator from Texas.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield the floor, and
if 1 can find time later in the after-
noon, | will complete this.

Mr. COVERDELL. If I might, Mr.
President, tell the Senator from New
Mexico that after her 5 minutes, it will
go to a period of morning business
until 5 and there will be ample time.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, if that is——

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed
Chair.

Mr. WARNER. Could | be recognized
for a period of time following the dis-
tinguished Senator from Texas for a
period not to exceed 5 minutes, with
the wunderstanding that an equal
amount of time should be offered to
Senator Bob GrRaHAM of Florida. The
purpose for the Senator from Virginia
and the Senator from Florida is to in-
troduce a bipartisan bill for consider-
ation by the next Congress.

addressed the

the
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Mr. COVERDELL. If I might respond
to the Senator from Virginia, I am
going to ask unanimous consent for 5
minutes to be accorded to the Senator
from Texas, and then under—

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield and let me just
ask if he would consider letting Sen-
ator DomMmeNiIcl finish with 3 minutes
and then giving me my 5 minutes, and
then | think perhaps Senator BYRD is
going to ask for some time. So we
could work something out so that ev-
eryone would have an opportunity with
Senator WARNER as well.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do not ask for me to
have 3 minutes because | want to use
the regular order as best we can, and |
need more than 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JEF-
FORDS). The Senate is now in a period
of morning business.

Mr. COVERDELL. Let me ask unani-
mous consent that the hour of con-
trolled business under the Senator
from Georgia be expanded 5 minutes—
and we talked to the other side of the
aisle—so the Senator from Texas may
finish her remarks. | will then ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended until the
hour of 5 with statements limited to 5
minutes each, which | believe will ac-
cord the Senators from Virginia and
Florida their opportunity.

Mr. WARNER. And the Senator from
Florida, Mr. GRAHAM.

Mr. COVERDELL. Yes. So | ask
unanimous consent that the period I
control be expanded for 5 minutes and
that that time be dedicated to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

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

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. And | shall not object,
but I would like to be recognized fol-
lowing the distinguished Senator from
Virginia and the Senator from Florida
about whom he has referred. 1 would
like then to be recognized for such
time as | may consume. That time
would be probably 30 minutes, 35 min-
utes, or some such. | want to speak
about the great senior Senator from
Georgia, who will be leaving us, and |
do not want to be cramped for time.
But I will not overstay my welcome on
the Senate floor. So | would like to be
recognized at that point for not to ex-
ceed such time as | may consume,
which probably will not be more than
30 minutes, but it could be 35.

Mr. COVERDELL. If I might respond
to the Senator from West Virginia, | do
not know the purpose for which the
leader asked for morning business to be
extended until 5.

I am advised that is certainly appro-
priate, and | am glad to accord the
Senator from West Virginia the appro-
priate time he is seeking.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Senator.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, could
the Chair restate the entire unani-
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mous-consent request as it applied to
the Senator from Texas, the Senator
from Virginia, the Senator from Flor-
ida, and the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will ask the Senator from Geor-
gia to restate his unanimous-consent
request.

Mr. COVERDELL. | am asking unani-
mous consent the time | control be ex-
tended 5 minutes to accord the Senator
from Texas 5 minutes; following that
unanimous consent, that 5 minutes be
granted to the Senator from Virginia,
followed by the Senator from Florida
for 5 minutes, and then to be followed
by the Senator from West Virginia for
up to 30 minutes, and that the hour of
morning business be extended until the
hour of 5:30 with statements limited to
5 minutes each.

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, | do not want to be
limited to 30 minutes. But | will be
very considerate of the desires of oth-
ers to speak.

Mr. COVERDELL. | would amend the
unanimous consent to extend the Sen-
ator of West Virginia the time that he
needs, but that there be a period of
morning business to extend 30 minutes
at the conclusion of his remarks with
statements limited by each Senator to
up to 5 minutes.

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

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and | hope not
to, will the Senator from Georgia add
at the end of the statement by the Sen-
ator from West Virginia 20 minutes. |
had 20 minutes earlier in the day which
was taken for another purpose. | would
request 20 minutes at the conclusion of
the Senator from West Virginia in
morning business.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President,
serving the right to object——

Mr. COVERDELL. | would have to
check, | say to the Senator from Flor-
ida. | would have to check with the
leadership before | could agree to that
position. But | have agreed to the 5
minutes in accordance with the Sen-
ator from Virginia. The Senator is in-
cluded in that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
objection? Without objection——

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | will
withdraw my objection at this time,
but | want to alert the Senate that at
some time | will be reinitiating my re-
quest for 20 minutes for purposes other
than that which | am going to speak in
conjunction with my colleague and
friend from Virginia.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed
Chair.

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. | thank the Chair.

re-

there

the

GOOD FAITH NEGOTIATIONS

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
wish to commend the senior Senator
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from Wyoming for an outstanding job
on a bill that really will put teeth in
the laws against illegal immigration
into our country. He has been working
for months in a bipartisan way to
make sure that before the end of this
session we did a meaningful job of ad-
dressing a terrible problem in my State
and for the whole country, and that is
an influx of illegal aliens that is caus-
ing the taxpayers of my State and our
country millions of dollars.

The senior Senator from Wyoming
worked until late in the night last
night trying to make sure that this bill
stays together. All we have heard from
the White House is that the White
House objected to the Gallegly amend-
ment, and beyond that would sign the
bill that was indeed a bipartisan bill in
both Houses of Congress.

Today, we have a change of mood,
and all of a sudden now the bill that
will stop, or at least give us a chance
to stop, the illegal immigration into
our country is now being held up by the
White House saying, no, we want you
to take out title V. Now, title V would,
in fact, take out the enforceability of
the welfare reform bill that also passed
this body and this Congress over-
whelmingly.

It is time for us to have an integrity
in the system that says once you come
to an agreement, it is an agreement,
our word is good, and we go forward.
We cannot have the goalposts changing
every time we make an agreement. |
believe that Senator LOTT has really
tried to work with his colleagues on
the other side of the aisle to offer them
all of the options to do what is the re-
sponsible thing that we must do in
order to fund Government before Octo-
ber 1 when the fiscal year ends.

A week ago, Senator LoTT asked Sen-
ator DAscCHLE if he would like to have
a continuing resolution offered in
which there would be six amendments
on each side, and then we would pass
the continuing resolution that would
fund Government. That was rejected.
Then another offer was made. Let us
start debate on Tuesday on a continu-
ing resolution to make sure that we do
the responsible thing and keep Govern-
ment going. Unlimited amendments on
either side, but we finish by Wednesday
night. That was rejected. The last offer
was a Department of Defense appro-
priations conference report that all the
other spending bills that are now out-
standing would be put together with,
and that has not yet been accepted.

The time has come for it to be called
what it is. That is a delay tactic, an in-
ability to come to an end, a closure so
that we can all do what is responsible,
and that is fund Government.

I think Senator LOTT is trying very
hard. Senator HATFIELD was up until
4:30 in the morning this morning trying
to negotiate in good faith with the
White House and both sides of the aisle
and both sides of this Capitol, trying to
do the right thing, but has been
thwarted at every step either by delay
tactics during the process of handling
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