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The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Gracious Lord, we commit this day
to making other people happy. So often
our prayers are for what we need You
to do to make us happy. Now in this
quiet time, inspire us to think imagi-
natively about how we can bring happi-
ness to those with whom we work and
those whose friendship we enjoy.

Lord, our tendency is to think of
some big, grand thing we could do and
then because of the immensity of it, we
never get it done. Help us forgo these
grandstanding feats of herosim and do
something that simply makes life more
of a joy to the people in our lives. We
want to make this a day free of
uncreative, unproductive criticism.
Today, we will not be a nagging, fault-
finding source of distress. Whatever we
do that causes anxiety, help us to
change.

We confess that often it is what we
fail to do that causes unhappiness. We
know people need encouragement and
affirmation. Today we give up the con-
trol we get by withholding the attitude
or the words of approval not just of
what people are tying to do, but what
they are striving to become. May the
end of this day be a time for remem-
bering the happy memories we gave
others. That’s what it’s all about, and
that’s what we’re going to be about
today. In the name of Him who called
us to serve others. Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming [Mr. ENZI] is recog-
nized.

Senate

SCHEDULE

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, today the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until the hour of 12 noon. By
previous consent, at 12 noon, the Sen-
ate will begin consideration of S. 947,
the budget reconciliation bill. Amend-
ments will be offered to the reconcili-
ation bill today. However, no rollcalls
will occur during today’s session of the
Senate. All votes ordered today with
respect to amendments to the rec-
onciliation bill will be stacked to occur
on Tuesday, June 24, beginning at 9:30
a.m. Senators should, therefore, be pre-
pared for a series of stacked votes be-
ginning at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow.

Under the rules, the budget reconcili-
ation bill is limited to 20 hours for de-
bate, and it is the majority leader’s
hope that the two leaders will be able
to reach an agreement to yield back
some of that time.

Once the Senate completes the action
on the first reconciliation bill, we will
begin consideration of the second rec-
onciliation bill, which is also limited
to 20 hours for debate.

The leader has stated for the past
several weeks that Senators should be
prepared for a busy week of session. It
is the leader’s intention to remain in
session until both reconciliation bills
are completed. The Senate will adjourn
for the Fourth of July recess once we
finish our business this week. But the
majority leader warns his colleagues
that we will remain in session into the
evening throughout this week and into
the weekend, if necessary, until the
reconciliation process is completed.

I thank all Senators for their atten-
tion.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business, not to extend beyond the
hour of 12 noon, with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 5
minutes each. The Senator from Wyo-
ming is recognized to speak for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. Don’t be alarmed, I expect to
have some of my associates here to
share in that time.

———

TAX RELIEF

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we do
want to talk this morning, however,
about an item of great importance to
all of us—the citizens and to all of us
as Members of the Senate—and that is
taxation, the question that will be be-
fore the Senate this week, as the Fi-
nance Committee has completed their
work on the reconciliation bill, and we
will now be addressing that.

We will be talking about tax relief,
which I suspect is perhaps one of the
most important topics we will talk
about this entire year, not only be-
cause of the tax aspect of it because, as
you go into the budget process, it
seems to me that budgets are much
more than just numbers, they are
much more than various spending pro-
posals, they sort of set the parameters
of what we will be doing in Govern-
ment for at least the coming year; in
this case, at least 5 years.

These decisions will frame the size of
the Government over time. If you pre-
fer smaller governments or larger gov-
ernments—I happen to prefer smaller
ones—the budget has to do with that.
The budget has to do with the kinds of
priorities that we will set among pro-
grams, among the kinds of things that
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we do. Of course, if we are going to be
responsible, as we should be, over time
to pay for what we want—which we
haven’t done for 25 years—and seek to
balance the budget, then revenues and
expenditures and tax relief are all part
of this package, and probably, in the
broad sense, are the most important
decisions that we will make with re-
spect not only to taxpayers, but pro-
gram recipients and everyone else over
this next 5 years.

(Mr. ROBERTS assumed the chair.)

Mr. THOMAS. So, Mr. President, we
will be talking about the taxes that are
generally going to be in the reconcili-
ation bill, such as some relief on the
cost of education, in terms of deduc-
tions, in terms of credits for parents
who have youngsters in school. We will
be talking also about the family credit,
the $500-per-child credit, so that fami-
lies can retain and then use that
money in their own way to raise their
children. We will be talking, hopefully,
about capital gains tax relief, the idea
that investments would not be taxed at
as high a level as they have been, the
idea of encouraging investments so
that we create jobs and so that we
strengthen the economy, and capital
gains has a good deal to do with that.

Hopefully, we will also be talking
about estate taxes, the kind of taxes
that are levied on property and assets
that people have worked their entire
life to accumulate and then, in many
cases, have to spend more than 50 per-
cent of the value of those assets in
taxes and are unable, often, to pass
them on to their families. They are
particularly important, I think, Mr.
President, in areas such as your State
of Kansas and my State of Wyoming,
where small business and agriculture is
very prominent. Often the assets of
families, small businessmen, ranchers,
farmers, are tied up in fixed assets,
such as land and so on, and they have
to sell their property in order to pay
the taxes.

So these are the kinds of decisions
with which we will be dealing. I look
forward to it, frankly. It has been a
very long time, it has been a very long
time since we have had a fundamental
reduction in taxes.

The concept in this place, in this
Senate, in this Government, until the
last couple of years, is let’s have more
taxes, let’s have more money, let’s
have more Government, and now we
have an opportunity to seek to start to
turn that around and, hopefully, over
time reduce the size of Government,
move more and more functions to the
State where they belong and can be
best implemented, and then give tax-
payers a break.

We will be caught up, Mr. President,
as we go into this over the next week
or more, in great details, as we should
be. But I hope we don’t forget the con-
cept of what we are seeking to do. We
will be caught up in details. We will be
caught up in the great political spin
that goes on, seemingly has gone on
with more fervor in the last year or
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two than I ever recall. Everything is
sort of couched in terms that are de-
signed to package it and sell it. It is
not really basic stuff. It is all fluff. We
shouldn’t do that.

For instance, we will hear the idea
that every tax reduction is a tax break
for the rich. Well, now, that isn’t the
case. If it is, then there are an awful
lot of us who apparently are rich and
didn’t know it. People at $40,000 get
some kind of tax break, and it is
termed then as a tax break for the rich.
That is not true.

We need to talk a little bit about
really what the facts are. There is a no-
tion that will be talked about, that,
“Well, we don’t need any tax reduc-
tions, we need to keep the revenue
coming so we can continue to spend
and spend more,”” and that has been the
philosophy. It is not the principle phi-
losophy of this country. The country
was to have a constitutional govern-
ment that does those things that are
provided in the Constitution, and those
things that are not provided in the
Constitution should be done by the
States or by the citizens. That is what
the Constitution says.

Rather than talk about the facts and
philosophy of government, we will be
talking about political aspects of it.
We will be talking about spin. We will
be talking about the message that has
come over the last months from the
White House with the message mer-
chants that are the result of the poll-
ing experts. I hope we can cut through
that and just talk like we do in Wyo-
ming, frankly. I was there yesterday.
Those folks don’t spin it, they just say,
‘““‘Hey, let’s just talk about what it real-
ly is,” and that is what we ought to do
here.

One of the things we ought to under-
stand as we take a look at taxes and
tax burden for working Americans is
that it is higher than it has ever been.
It, as a matter of fact, represents over
30 percent of GDP—over 30 of gross do-
mestic product in taxes. I don’t think
we imagined that that would be the
case in this country with limited gov-
ernment. It is three times as high as
the highest tax burden during Roo-
sevelt’s New Deal—three times as high.
So we ought to be talking about some
kind of tax changes philosophically.

We will talk about income tax relief.
That is what we are basically talking
about, income tax relief. We are talk-
ing about people who pay it. You are
not going to get income tax relief un-
less you pay taxes, and there is this
idea that whenever we want to do any-
thing to relieve the burden on those
people who pay taxes, that somehow it
is a big tax break for the rich. Every-
body, of course, wants to help folks
who need help to help themselves. That
is not the issue here. We are not talk-
ing about how you do that. We are not
talking about welfare; we are not talk-
ing about those kinds of things. We are
talking about tax relief.

We ought to talk about that. It is
very legitimate to talk about helping
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those who need help, and we should do
that and we do that. But we ought not
to tie everything together and not be
able to clearly look at what we are
talking about. We are talking about
tax relief. We are talking about tax
fairness. We are talking about oppor-
tunity. We are talking about encour-
aging investment to create jobs. Those
are the things that we are talking
about.

Tax relief is designed to allow people
who work hard, people who, because
they work hard, are successful to keep
more of what they earn. We are talking
about the incentive to work harder, the
incentive to invest, the incentive to in-
vest to strengthen the economy and to
create new jobs. That is what we are
talking about. So we ought to strip the
other stuff away and really think
about it a bit.

Tax relief is part of, it seems to me,
a historical American philosophy of
limited government, of allowing people
to keep what they earn after they have
paid the necessary costs of the services
they want from government. That is a
philosophy that I think is strong.

President Clinton in Denver this
weekend boosted, as he should, about
this economy, about the growth of a
market economy, the growth of a free-
enterprise economy, and yet, often the
White House ignores the very thing
that allows this economy to be strong-
er than the economies you see around
the world, because it is an incentive-
driven-private-enterprise-market econ-
omy. That is part of what we are talk-
ing about when we talk about taxes,
when we talk about the level of taxes
and when we talk about tax relief.

It is tax relief from that 30 percent of
GDP that is collected in taxes. Keep
that in mind. Every family pays nearly
40 percent of their income in taxes.
That is very hard. I am not opposed,
nor is anyone I know of opposed, to
taxes. If we are going to have a govern-
ment which is legitimate, if we are
going to do the things in government
that needs to be done, we have to pay
for it. That is what taxes are for. We
raise revenues to pay for those legiti-
mate functions of government and, if
we are responsible, we will do that.

We have not been as responsible as
we should have been over the years.
When we wanted some programs, when
we wanted some services, when we
wanted something to be done for us,
rather than pay for it, we put it on the
old credit card, and the credit card is
now maxed out, of course. So you have
to pay for it. There is nothing wrong
with that. But there is a concept of
taxation that I hope we will consider,
that I hope we will take a look at. Tax-
ation ought to generally be for the pur-
pose of creating revenues to do the
things that we are supposed to do to be
responsible in government. Let’s pay
for it.

Unfortunately, over a period of time,
it seems to me—and we continue to do
that—tax policy is designed as much to
influence behavior as it is to raise rev-
enues, so that each tax relief has a
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great deal of conditions attached. ‘‘If
you will do this, then we will give you
tax relief.”” “‘If you behave in this way,
we will give you some tax relief.” So
we have created then a complicated
and inefficient and, frankly, unfair tax
system which brings about, of course, a
great deal of debate about how we sim-
plify the tax system.

We are not going to talk about that
much this week. That is OK. That is
OK. We are dealing with the short
term. We are dealing with something
we have not talked about for years, and
that is tax relief. We ought to do that.
And I am pleased with what has been
done in the budget.

I am pleased with what has been done
in the Finance Committee to move in
that direction. That is not as far as we
ought to go. Our next step then ought
to be to take a broader look at how we
simplify taxes. I do not have a favorite
way of doing it. There are a number
out there that are possible, whether
they be flat taxes, whether they be
sales taxes, whatever. But we ought to
do that. We ought to see if we cannot
move away from this idea that taxes
are designed to impact and direct be-
havior and get to something that is
much more simple, much more collect-
ible, much more less intrusive on peo-
ple’s lives. But, as I said, that is not
the issue that will be before us this
week.

The issue is to seek to get some tax
relief for taxpayers in this country.
You say, well, that sounds pretty sim-
ple. What is so complicated about that?
Just listen over this week and you will
hear all kinds of things about tax
breaks for the rich, about those people
do not need it, we should not have tax
breaks because we ought to have more
programs. And you will see all that,
hear that coming from the White
House and hear that coming from all
over. And so it is not easy. It is not
simple. The idea of tax relief, which
sounds very simple, is not.

Most everyone agrees there ought to
be some progressiveness in the tax sys-
tem. And there is. Today’s Code is
more progressive than it was in 1950.
The lower half of taxpayers pay less
than 5 percent in total taxes. And 25
percent of the taxpayers pay 80 percent
of the taxes. Those that have over
$42,000 in income are in that category.
So we do have a progressive tax sys-
tem. And we should have. And we will
continue to. But we ought not to con-
fuse tax relief with all of the other
kinds of issues that happen.

As I mentioned, the typical family of
four forfeits nearly 40 percent of their
income, more than they spend on food,
shelter and clothing combined. So it is
tough. It is tough to raise a family. It
is tough to send your kids to school. It
is tough to save for retirement. Nearly
3 hours out of every 8-hour workday
are spent financing Government—
money that is spent on Washington’s
priorities, not yours.

More taxes, more government—that
is one of the things that causes us to
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take a look at how you make govern-
ment more efficient, that you require
more efficiency, makes us take a look
at the idea of private contracting rath-
er than having an increased size of gov-
ernment because it is more efficient,
because it costs less, but unless you
have some reason to do that, the gov-
ernment continues to get larger.

So we need to balance the budget,
but keep in mind that you can balance
the budget by raising revenues, that
that is not what we ought to do. We
ought to balance the budget while con-
trolling and reducing the size of gov-
ernment. That is the challenge. And
that is the challenge that we need to
undertake.

Unfortunately, we have not balanced
our budget. But we now are in a posi-
tion to do that. We now have a budget
in place that will do that over 5 years.
We will also allow for some tax relief.
And that is what we will be talking
about this week.

I think there is a considerable
amount of history that we ought to
take into account. As we do it, we
ought to talk about how long it has
been since we have talked about tax re-
lief. It has been a number of years. We
ought to keep in mind the fact is, over
the last several years that the move-
ments in taxes have been simply to
raise them. We ought to keep in mind
the fact that there are ways to reduce
spending.

We have accomplished a good deal in
the last little over 2 years. We have
moved to change welfare from an enti-
tlement. We moved to cause it to be
moved back to the States where it can
be more effectively handled. We have
done something about the entitlement
of agriculture and farm programs. The
Presiding Officer was the Senator who
had the most leadership and impact on
the changes in the farm bill. That is a
fundamental change that we have made
over a period of time.

We have talked in the last 2 years,
and now, having moved toward essen-
tially balancing the budget—we have
not done that for a very long time—
this Congress and last year’s Congress
have caused that movement to where
we are now talking about how we bal-
ance the budget and when we balance
the budget. Prior to that time, there
was no talk about balancing the budg-
et.

So we have made a lot of progress.
We have made a great deal of progress
in the last 2% years. Does it go fast
enough to suit everyone? Of course not.
Will this tax bill suit everyone? Of
course not.

There will be arguments about
whether there is enough in there for
capital gains. There will be arguments
if there is enough in estate taxes.
There will be arguments as to why we
do not do something else. I had a call
from a lady yesterday in Cheyenne who
is retired whose home is valued so it al-
ready comes under the estate taxes.
She says, “I sent my kids to college
and I didn’t get a credit.” She says,
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“There’s nothing really in there for me
much.” Well, there are a few things.

But it is true, it is true, it will not
suit everyone. But I say to my col-
leagues, let us move forward with this
great opportunity for the first time in
several decades that really makes some
meaningful kind of adjustments in tax
relief, to pursue the idea that Ameri-
cans should be able to keep their hard-
earned money, to pursue the idea that
we ought to reduce the size of govern-
ment and therefore the demand on
taxes, to pursue the idea that being
able to keep more of the money that
you work for and earn is part of the in-
centive in this system.

So, Mr. President, this will be a very
important week, and the week after,
when we really decide the direction
that we will take on budgets and tax
relief and how it will be adjudicated.

Mr. President, I am pleased to be
joined by my friend and associate from
Nebraska.

I yield the floor to the Senator from
Nebraska.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, thank
you.

I wish to offer my thanks to my
friend and colleague from across the
prairie from the great State of Wyo-
ming.

People in Wyoming and Nebraska and
all over America, I think, rather plain-
ly understand and sense what we are
doing this week in this body in this
Congress; and that is addressing their
issues.

You know, Mr. President, I am
amused at much of the debate that has
been raging in the Congress the last
few months on the budget and taxes.
And, you see, I define this down rather
simply. Whose money is this? Whose
money are we talking about? Is it the
President’s money? Is it my money? Is
it the distinguished Presiding Officer’s
money? Is it Congress’ money? No. No.

You see, this is about the people’s
money. This is about the hard-earned
money of taxpayers. The Government
should be accountable to the people.
Our taxpayers, our citizens should not
be accountable to government. And we
are living at a time when we are taxed
as highly as at any time, except in
World War II, in the history of this
country. We are living during a time
when we are taxed that highly. A me-
dian family of four, total tax paid out,
over 40 percent. These struggling
young families are paying more in
taxes than they are in combined efforts
to ensure that they have enough for
shelter or clothes or food and other ne-
cessities.

At some point, Mr. President, we will
not only bankrupt our country, but we
will surely bankrupt the opportunities
for our young people. These young peo-
ple starting out in life in our country,
a country of promise, of hope, of oppor-
tunity—always has been—are looking
at a very bleak future unless this Con-
gress steps up and honestly deals with



S6052

the challenges that take us into this
bold new great century.

And it does start with tax cuts. It
starts with real tax relief. And what we
will be debating this week is tax relief
for families, for lower middle-income
people, people who need tax relief, peo-
ple who pay the bills in this country.
But let us not also be unmindful of
what else is attached to what we will
be debating.

Real budget cuts, putting this coun-
try on the trajectory for fiscal respon-
sibility, we have an opportunity here
for the first time in 30 years to agree to
a balanced budget, a budget that would
be in balance within 5 years, put this
country on a course to balance our
budget as far out as the eye can see. We
also have an opportunity to cut gov-
ernment.

Government is too big. Government
is unresponsive. Government cannot
possibly do everything we have asked
government to do. We have overloaded
our circuits, Mr. President. Not gov-
ernment’s fault. But we have asked
government over the last 30 years to do
everything.

And who has paid the bill? Who has
paid the bill? Well-intentioned pro-
grams, but this is an era of prioritizing
our resources. And we start with giving
our people, our taxpayers, the people
who have been doing the heavy lifting
and paying the bills in this country the
last 30 years, especially, a break, give
them some of their money back.

My goodness, they understand how to
spend their money better than govern-
ment does. Let us decentralize power.
Let us put power back where the people
are. Let us make government account-
able and make it responsible. So all of
this is a total package.

Mr. President, I serve on the Foreign
Relations Committee. Before I came to
this body, I was a businessman. I start-
ed my own companies, international/
national companies. And the opportu-
nities that lay ahead for this country,
for our people, and the world, if we are
wise enough to understand and seize
the moment, the potential for our peo-
ple is unlimited if—if—we are wise
enough to cut our taxes, to cut our
spending, to balance our budget, and
take the burden of government off the
backs of our people who produce.

Oh, we will be able to get along for
the next 5, 10 years. But we are enter-
ing a time like no other in the history
of man. It is a time full of hope; but it
is a time of great competitiveness. This
next generation coming in behind us
will have to compete in a complete
global economy. And as we look all
around the world, on every continent—
and it is not just Asia—South America,
Eastern Europe, the former Soviet Re-
publics, all of the areas in the world
are doing well and will continue to ex-
plode with opportunity. They are dis-
ciplined. They are focused. And the
movement of most of the governments
in the world today is less government.

The countries in trouble today are in
trouble because of the burden of taxes
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and the burden of government. We have
an opportunity here, as my distin-
guished colleague from Wyoming said
earlier, to change that. Imperfect? Yes.
Do the taxes go deep enough, far
enough? No. But it is a beginning. It is
a start. It is tangible. It is real.

We can build on that. And we can
show America that, in fact, we can gov-
ern and lead and do the people’s busi-
ness, that we do not get all tangled up
in esoterics, in tactics and nonsense
that goes on in this town. But, in fact,
we can stay focused and clear-headed
and do the people’s business, and do
what we are required to do on behalf of
the people of this country.

Mr. President, I want to also address
for a moment some of the weekend tel-
evision on this issue of tax cuts. I was
a little amused that I saw our distin-
guished Secretary of the Treasury, Bob
Rubin, who is a great public servant,
who is dedicated, who has done a good
job as Secretary of the Treasury, talk
about the White House modeling of our
proposed tax cuts that show most of
the benefits going to the higher income
and the wealthy. That is just not true,
absolutely not true.

I note here, for example, a press re-
lease sent out on Friday from one of
the big six accounting firms, Deloitte
& Touche. In the first paragraph it
talks about:

Families with household incomes between
$20,000 and $50,000 are the biggest bene-
ficiaries on a percentage basis under the Sen-
ate tax plan, according to a new analysis by
Deloitte & Touche.

The big winners are middle-class families
with kids.

And it goes on and on.

The scoring, the methodology, the
models that the Members used are the
same models that the Congressional
Budget Office uses, that we use, that
most everybody uses. I want to take
issue with my friend, the Secretary of
the Treasury, when he talks about
some scoring model he referred to over
the weekend. That, in fact, is rather bi-
zarre. It imputes income from unreal-
ized capital gains. It talks about rent
back income. If you own your house
and you actually put that house on the
market for rent—that is just nonsense.
What we are talking about here is real
tax relief for real people. If we do this
right, we can give the American public,
for the first time in 16 or 17 years, a tax
cut, a real tax cut that we can build
on.

Mr. President, in my final comments,
I will reference my weekend back in
Nebraska. I was, on Saturday, in North
Platte, NE, the home of Buffalo Bill.
Being a good Kansan, Mr. President,
you probably understand that and have
probably been across the border and
paid homage to Buffalo Bill’s home
ranch. It was amazing to me, all day in
North Platte, NE, farmers, ranchers,
small business people, and families
would come up to me during the day
and talk about this issue. Farmers,
ranchers, and small business people
asked me, ‘‘Senator, do you think I
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consider myself rich because I support
capital gains tax or inheritance tax re-
lief? You see I don’t think I am very
rich. I have an income of $50,000,
$40,000, or $60,000, but I would like to
leave my children something. Why is it
fair, Senator, for the Government to
take these big chunks out of an estate
that the Government did not do any-
thing to produce? I paid my taxes, and
my father and mother paid their taxes
all along the way. Yet in the end, the
Government automatically comes in
and gets half.”

Mr. President, being the former
chairman of the House Agriculture
Committee, you understand what it
has done to agriculture in this country,
what it has done to devastate farms
being passed along from generation to
generation, ranches, and small busi-
nesses. It is unfair and wrong.

Anybody who has an asset is going to
deal with a capital gains tax. You do
not have to be a millionaire. It is a
sense of fairness, a sense of getting
ahead in this country, a sense of doing
the right thing. We have a Tax Code in
this country that essentially penalizes
success. We give disincentive to sav-
ings and investment.

Now, are we going to change the Tax
Code this week? I doubt it. But this is
surely a darn good start. It is a very
tangible, real beginning for the people
of this country who deserve it most. I
hope my colleagues during the debate
this week will rivet in on this debate
because it will be, as Senator THOMAS
said, one of the most important de-
bates not only of this Congress but, I
think, of the last 10 years and into the
next century because we have an op-
portunity to truly shape and mold the
future of this country, the future for
our young people.

We cannot leave them the mounds of
debt that we are now leaving them, the
burden of regulation, the burden of big
Government, the burden of high taxes,
and think they are going to succeed.
They will not. We must get at it. This
is a good start. I strongly support what
we have done so far and what has been
produced out of the Finance Com-
mittee and over in the House Ways and
Means Committee.

With that, I yield back my time to
Senator THOMAS of Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I just
want to say the three of us here, and
probably whoever else joins us, have
not been in the Senate very long, a
couple of years. Most of us came in
1994. I want to say I am very proud of
what has happened in these last 2
years, not because of us entirely, but
we have been here to see a substantial
change in the direction that this Con-
gress has taken. One of the reasons has
been people coming, I think, in real
close contact with the folks at home
who want to see some change, who
want to see some change in the Tax
Code, who really have been able to
communicate the needs that have to
take place if we are going to realize the
successes that we want.
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So I have been very proud of the com-
mitment of the freshman and the soph-
omore class in this place over the last
couple of years. We hope to continue to
do that, and one of the areas is the size
of government, the cost of government,
the opportunity for people to keep the
money that they have earned. We are
pleased to be a part of that.

One of the persons who has been very
effective in doing that over these 2
years is the Senator from Arizona. I
am delighted he is here to join us this
morning. I yield the floor to Senator
KyL.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague for organizing this session
this morning for us to talk about the
importance of tax cuts and the activity
that the Senate is about to engage in
finally providing the tax cuts to the
American people.

Throughout my campaign in 1994,
that was one of the central features of
every meeting that I attended—people
calling for tax cuts. I will get back to
that in a moment.

I was reminded, when the Senator
from Nebraska was talking about being
in North Platte, NE, this weekend and
hearing from his constituents there,
that I flew over North Platte, NE yes-
terday. That is what the pilot of the
airplane said, and it reminded me that
I had just been to a meeting in Colo-
rado where people from all over the
country were saying the same thing.
Nebraska is my State of birth, and I
literally flew right over the area where
I was born. It does not matter whether
you are from Kansas, Nebraska, or Wy-
oming, people around this country
have galvanized around a couple of cen-
tral thoughts these days, one of which
is that the Government is taking too
much of their money and they would
like a little bit more freedom as to how
they spend their own money.

It is interesting that the announce-
ment last week by the American Tax-
payers Union, a group that identifies a
day called Tax Freedom Day, the day
that we finally begin working for our-
selves and our families rather than the
Government, that day has now been
moved back. It was April 29 back when
I entered the Congress. It is now May 9.
What that means is that the average
family has to work until May 9 to pay
the Federal Government everything it
owes, and after that it can begin pay-
ing the State governments and other
governments and eventually begin
working for itself.

It is high time, Mr. President, that
the Congress initiate the action and
that the President support the action
to reduce taxes for hard-working Amer-
ican families. I think we find that
throughout the country, whatever
State we are from, that is what our
constituents are telling us.

Now, we had tax cuts in 1981 and in
1986, but we had big tax increases in
1990 and 1993. Those two tax increases
were ostensibly for the purpose of bal-
ancing the Federal budget. What we
found is that the tax increases did not
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help to balance the Federal budget at
all. What has really helped to move us
toward a balanced budget are two
things. One, a robust economy pro-
ducing wealth, producing jobs, and pro-
ducing revenues to the Treasury, and
also a Congress that has been more
willing to hold the line on spending.
Through a combination of those two
things we can achieve a balanced budg-
et, and that is what the budget agree-
ment was all about.

Unfortunately, we are not spending
enough of that revenue generated by a
robust economy on the tax relief that
should be provided to American fami-
lies. As a result, the budget agreement
only provides for $85 billion over a pe-
riod of 5 years in tax relief to American
families, not nearly enough to do the
job we should be doing. That represents
about 1 percent of the $8.6 trillion that
will be coming into the Federal Treas-
ury during this 5-year period. So, clear-
ly, we could use more of the increase in
revenues to offset the tax burden on
the American family.

But at least the negotiators who put
this together in the Finance Com-
mittee, which has put together a good
package of tax relief for American fam-
ilies, has recognized that a thriving
economy is one of the keys to not only
continued economic growth but also
getting rid of the deficit, that the econ-
omy producing wealth also translates
in revenues to the Treasury that will
enable us to achieve a balanced budget.
What they have also recognized is it
will enable us to provide tax relief.

Now, there is another aspect of good
news in this, Mr. President. Not only
does a thriving economy bring in more
revenue and therefore enable us to bal-
ance the budget and provide tax relief,
but that very tax relief helps to fuel
the economy to grow even more,
produce even more jobs, produce even
more wealth, and therefore more reve-
nues to the Treasury. So, it is a very
positive and constructive cycle—tax re-
lief can assist the economy to continue
to thrive to produce more wealth to
produce more revenue to the Treasury.

Therefore, we ought to consider that
this is just the beginning of tax relief.
For those of us who have been preach-
ing this for a long time, I think we
should at least get a little bit of credit
for the theory that has resulted in the
good situation that we are in right
now, and that perhaps those who said
no, the only way you can have a bal-
anced budget is by raising taxes, will
now acknowledge that those of us who
have been proposing cutting taxes have
had something to say for these last
several years.

The original budget agreement here
that we are trying to implement calls
for $85 billion in tax relief over a 5-year
period. That is not enough to do every-
thing that everyone would like. As a
matter of fact, the original Republican
plan called for a reduction in capital
gains taxes, estate tax relief, $500 per
child tax credit, and some educational
and IRA benefits to American tax-
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payers. That would cost about $188 bil-
lion over the 5-year period if you do
not count increased revenues that
would be produced as a result of capital
gains reductions. So you can see from a
program that would theoretically cost
the Treasury $188 billion, trying to
squeeze all of that into $85 billion is
going to mean that this tax relief is
not as robust as we would like it to be,
and that is a fact.

But I do compliment the Finance
Committee for making the most out of
the $85 billion it was provided. I think,
as we will see as this is debated on the
floor this week, the benefits to the
American taxpayers, as the Senator
from Nebraska has pointed out, are sig-
nificant. Most of them go to working
families. There are some that go to the
risk-takers in our society, but after all,
if there is not some reward for risk-
taking in our economy, people are not
going to take risks, they will not make
those investments that eventually
produce the great companies that hire
the people that produce the wealth and
end up creating revenues for the Treas-
ury.

So it is a combination of providing
most of the tax relief for American
working families and, in addition to
that, some reward for the risk-takers
in our society.

The American Council for Capital
Formation has estimated that the cap-
ital gains relief that is provided for in
our bill would reduce the cost of cap-
ital by at least 8 percent. What that
would do is permit the creation of
150,000 new jobs each and every year.
So that is one of the benefits of this
capital gains reduction we are talking
about, Mr. President. It is to enable
capital to be more efficiently used in
our economy. Instead of having $7 tril-
lion in pent-up assets that nobody
wants to sell or dispose of because they
will have to pay a big tax on it of 28
percent, if we reduce that to 20 percent
for higher bracket taxpayers and 10
percent for lower bracket taxpayers,
that is an incentive for them to finally
sell that asset that they have been
holding on to, and by that sale we actu-
ally not only help to put the money
into more productive enterprises but
also eventually create more revenue to
the Treasury as a result of the tax that
is paid every time one of those assets
sells.

A lot of economists today will criti-
cize the current capital gains policy
because what it has done is to tie up
capital in older industries, in busi-
nesses that were created a long time
ago. People do not want to sell when
they have to pay the capital gains tax
on it and invest it in a more contem-
porary kind of business. But America
has led the world in enterprise, in new
businesses—in our high tech computer
industry, for example—and if we are
going to continue to maintain that
lead, we need to have the capital to in-
vest in these new and emerging indus-
tries. The only way that will be pos-
sible is if there is an incentive for peo-
ple to get rid of the investment in the
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older industry or business and invest
that in one of the new emerging busi-
nesses.

Interestingly enough, this American
Council for Capital Formation notes
that the cost of capital would be re-
duced by 8 percent, which would create
new jobs. It will also help the Treas-
ury. It should be noted, between 1978
and 1985, the top margin of tax rate on
capital gains was cut by almost 45 per-
cent—it went from 35 percent down to
20 percent—but total individual capital
gains receipts tripled, from $9.1 billion
to $26.5 billion annually.

Obviously, a capital gains tax cut is
a winner for investors, for job seekers,
as well as for the U.S. Treasury. That
is why we believe that the capital gains
components of tax relief, as the Sen-
ator from Nebraska pointed out, has to
be one of the critical components and
will benefit all American families as
well as the U.S. Treasury.

We have talked about the other as-
pects of this tax proposal, my col-
leagues have, but I wanted to specifi-
cally single out the capital gains tax
because it does not help just the
wealthy, as some folks say, but will
provide benefits to all taxpayers in this
country and all workers.

One last word, Mr. President. I have
sponsored the bill to repeal the estate
tax, or the so-called death tax. My bill
has more cosponsors than any of the
other bills relating to the estate tax in
the Senate and, likewise, the cor-
responding bill in the House. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska, the Senator from
Kansas, and the Senator from Wyo-
ming have all been very supportive be-
cause of the impact on farms and small
businesses in their States. It is the
same throughout the country. We need
to do something about this.

Unfortunately, because of the origi-
nal budget agreement limiting the tax
cuts to only $85 billion over the 5-year
period, or 1 percent of tax revenues, the
administration made sure that there
wasn’t too much tax relief in the agree-
ment. The Senate leaders were trying
to push for more, but because there
was an agreement we are not going to
be able to do everything we should. All
we are going to be able to do on estate
tax relief is very, very modest relief. 1
regret that. All of us do.

Basically, what we are doing is rais-
ing the exemption from $600,000 up to a
million dollars over a 10- or 11-year pe-
riod. Inflation alone will mean that not
even this legislation will keep pace
with inflation. So that is totally inad-
equate. In order for us to do what we do
in the other areas, I guess we are going
to have to be willing to accept that.
What it means, Mr. President, is that
there is still going to be a big incentive
for those people concerned about the
estate tax to come in with a second
round of reforms, beginning next year.

As a result of an amendment I was
able to get passed in the budget, and
which stayed in the budget, we are not
precluded from offering additional tax
relief beginning next year. One of the
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first things I am going to do—and I
think my colleagues will support me on
this—is get additional estate tax relief
beyond that which is agreed to in this
bill. We all recognize that it is totally
inadequate in this bill. We support the
tax relief, but we don’t, for a minute,
contend that it is adequate.

So those are the two points I wanted
to make—first, that the capital gains
relief in this legislation will be enor-
mously beneficial to working families,
to the risk-takers in our society, and
even to the Treasury, which will enable
us to continue to be on a track to bal-
ance the Federal budget.

Second, this whole package is just
the beginning. We begin the process of
reducing the tax burden on working
Americans, but even beginning next
year we will have proposals to continue
that process. It is the right thing to do.
It is what our constituents asked us to
do, and for future generations it is the
only thing we can do to fully comply
with our obligation to leave this coun-
try a better place than we found it. I
thank the Senator from Wyoming for
the time.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we are
joined by the Senator from Alabama,
who is also new here. I yield the re-
mainder of our time to the Senator
from Alabama, Senator SESSIONS.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr.
President. It is an honor to be here to
talk about one of the most important
issues facing this country, and that is
the tax burden on working Americans.
Many people think that it is just a po-
litical gimmick when we talk about
the need to reduce taxes. They think
that is just a gimmick to get votes,
that we are trying to appeal to the peo-
ple in a way that somehow is less than
honest and forthright, or that we are
seeking to buy votes by promising a
tax cut. Mr. President, it is much,
much deeper than that.

The problem in this country is that
we are reaching a tax burden that is
unacceptable. An excessive tax burden
has the capacity to diminish our com-
petitiveness in the world, while an eas-
ing of that tax burden has the poten-
tial to increase our productivity as a
nation. All we have to do is let people
keep more of their hard-earned money.
Taxes are, in a way, a penalty, a pun-
ishment on hard work. If you want to
reduce something, you tax it. If you
want to encourage something, you sub-
sidize it. One of the problems with our
country is that we have been penal-
izing good behavior. We have been pe-
nalizing people who work hard—hus-
bands and wives who have jobs, or
maybe they have two jobs each. They
work and make money to take care of
their children. We are taxing them to a
degree that we have never taxed them
before. We have diminished their
strength and hurt those families that
are struggling to get by. We subsidize
people that don’t work, give money to
people who choose not to work, and we

June 23, 1997

have wasted money on programs that
are actually counterproductive. The
U.S. Government is not an efficient en-
tity. We do not use dollars wisely. But
families do. They are struggling to get
by.

Let me ask you, how bad is the situa-
tion we are currently dealing with?
First of all, I don’t think anybody
would be surprised to know that this
Government brings in more money
today than it ever has in its history.
Every month, every year that goes by,
we bring in more money than the
month and the year before. That will
not change, even when we pass these
tax breaks for working Americans. So
we are bringing in more money. We are
not trying to shut down this Govern-
ment. We are going to allow it to bring
in more money. We are going to allow
this Government to bring in more
money, even with these tax cuts. So
this is not an extreme position.

What you may not know is this:
When President Clinton took office in
1992, 19 percent of this Nation’s gross
domestic product went to the Govern-
ment. That is a very large sum, no
doubt about it. Since that time, and
since his 1993 tax increase—the largest
tax increase in history—we have gone
from, last year, 20.9 percent of the
gross domestic product—the gross do-
mestic product is the total of all goods
and services produced in this Nation—
going to government, to, this year,
over 21 percent. This 21 percent is paid
by the taxpayers and working citizens
of this Nation to the Government in
the form of taxes.

I think it is important, Mr. Presi-
dent, for us to think about this in his-
torical terms. What does this mean?

Bruce Bartlett of the National Center
for Policy Analysis wrote recently
about this. He made this point: Never
in the history of this Nation have we
reached the point where 21 percent of
the Federal gross domestic product is
paid to this Government in the form of
taxes—not during the height of World
War II did we reach that level, not dur-
ing the Korean war did we reach that
level, not during the Vietnam war did
we reach that level, and not during the
recessions when the economy has
slowed down did we reach that level;
none of those times have we reached
the point where we paid the highest
level in history—21 percent of the gross
domestic product—to this country.

Last year, when I ran for office and I
asked people for their support, I talked
to them about the future and the direc-
tion this country ought to take. They
expressed to me their desire to have
less Government, a return to local gov-
ernment, and a reduction in the power
and influence and waste and mis-
management of the Federal Govern-
ment. The trends are clear, and the
trends are not good.

What this tax proposal does is, it
says to this giant bureaucracy of the
Federal Government that we want to
bring you under control. We don’t want
22 percent of GDP going to the govern-
ment next year, 24 the next, 26 the



June 23, 1997

next, and 28 the next and, finally, a
third, or even a half of our money
going to the Federal Government. That
is not the way to keep this Nation
strong. We need to do better.

Taxes are too high. We are not claim-
ing they are too high because we are
trying to get people’s support by prom-
ising some political tax gimmick. This
is a fundamental, governmental policy
change. That is what I was sent here to
do, to be a part of that. I wish that the
tax cuts that have been proposed and
are being pushed by my Republican col-
leagues could be bigger. But we know
we have to have bipartisan support and
be able to overcome a Presidential
veto. As a result, we have had to work
hard and compromise to reach a sig-
nificant tax cut. This is significant tax
cut, but I wish it were bigger. It is a
good tax cut; we need to have it and we
need to proceed with it.

One complaint that has been made,
Mr. President, is that this is a tax cut
for ‘“‘rich’ people. It doesn’t help the
poor people. Well, a tax cut can only be
applied to those who pay taxes. This is
a tax cut, not a welfare program. We
have welfare programs. We still have
our Food Stamp Program. We still
have our Aid to Families With Depend-
ent Children. We are going to provide
more money this year than ever and
provide health insurance for those who
don’t have it. We are going to continue
Medicare and strengthen that and
make it a sounder policy to help poor
people in America. This is not a wel-
fare program. We are talking about a
tax cut for people that are working and
paying taxes. That is who needs a
break right now—middle America. We
need to be right up front about it. This
is not a welfare program. It is a tax cut
for people who are paying more taxes
than they ought to pay.

Federal income taxes are graduated.
The highest income people do pay more
taxes. A family of four making $20,000
does not pay income taxes. Most fami-
lies of four will not pay any taxes with
a $20,000 income. Our idea is to allow
those middle-class Americans, who are
working and struggling to get by, to
keep more of their money.

I have traveled Alabama in the last
few years and I have talked to people.
I have seen studies and all of the eco-
nomic data that we get around here. I
have served on the Joint Economic
Committee of the Senate and the
House, where we have dealt with eco-
nomic reports from the Department of
Labor and various other departments
of the Government. We have analyzed
those figures, and what my instincts
tell me, and what I have learned from
campaigning throughout Alabama, as
well as from what the statistics show,
is that middle-class, working families
are struggling to a degree they have
never struggled before.

In 1950, 70 percent of a middle-class,
average family’s income was shielded
from Federal income tax. They paid no
taxes on 70 percent of the money they
earned. Today, only 30 percent is
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shielded. The percentage that you pay
on the amount that you earn is higher.
Taxes have gone up. In 1950, the aver-
age working family only paid 2 cents
out of every dollar to the U.S. Govern-
ment in the form of taxes—2 cents.
Today, it is 25 cents. That is a dra-
matic change in American policy. I
submit to you, Mr. President, that it is
unacceptable.

I think it is time for us to be frank
with ourselves, to be honest, to realize
that we can’t keep increasing tax bur-
dens so that we politicians here in this
Senate and this Congress can pass pro-
grams and pass out money and claim
we are heroes. It is not our money we
are passing out. It is money that we
took from some family that needed
that money.

Let’s think about this $5600 per child
tax credit. A family of three, at $1,500
per year, can divide that up per month
and it will be over $100 per month, tax
free. Tell me a family making $30,000
can’t use an extra $100 per month.
Frankly, I am concerned about the idea
that we ought to mandate in later
years, at age 13 or 14, that they be re-
quired to apply that tax credit toward
college savings. I am telling you that is
not realistic. Working families in
America today are concerned about
getting by; they are not always con-
cerned about college. They have a car
that needs tires on it. They might need
to fix the muffler. The children might
need to go on a school trip. Where are
they going to get the money for that?
This could provide that. I think we
ought to trust the families with these
decisions and let this be their tax cut.
We, in Congress, should not try to
manage what they are going to do with
it. A lot of kids don’t go to college. A
lot of kids work their own way through
college. Maybe that family desperately
needs that money now for personal
items just to get by. That is who we
ought to be supporting.

So, Mr. President, I feel very strong-
ly about this. I am most proud to be as-
sociated with a group of Senators who
are committed to realistically reducing
the tax burden on America.

I was so proud to be associated with
Senator KYL from Arizona who spoke
previously. Senator KYL has been a
champion for estate tax reduction. And
I was pleased to join with him as an
original cosponsor on his bill to elimi-
nate this estate tax. I think that is an
unfair tax. The estate tax only brings
in about 1 percent of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s income. Considering the
amount of money it brings in compared
with the cost of administering that
program and the great gymnastics that
people go through to try to avoid it,
the estate tax is just inefficient and
unfair. We could eliminate that tax and
make this country and this economy
more healthy.

Total Federal Government and State
government taxes now amount to over
30 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct. In my opinion, measuring the tax
rate to the growth domestic product is
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a good and just way to determine just
how significant our tax burden is.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to
share this story. I think it is a very im-
portant story. I serve on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. Alan Greenspan,
Chairman of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, testified at one of the first com-
mittee hearings I attended. It appeared
he was about to raise interest rates,
and everyone was most anxious. The
economy was going along well. We were
all pleased about the growth of the
economy. There were a number of dis-
cussions about why the economy was
doing so well. Some joked that it was
President Clinton, and some said it was
Mr. Greenspan. It was just a light-
hearted conversation.

When it came my time to ask him
questions, I asked him about an article
that I had read in USA Today. They
interviewed business people from Ger-
many, England, and Japan. They asked
them why the American economy was
doing better than the economies of
those three nations. When you boiled it
down, those representatives from those
three nations gave three reasons. They
said the American economy is stronger
because we have lower taxes, less regu-
lation, and a greater commitment to
the market economy, to the free mar-
ket.

I asked Mr. Greenspan if he agreed
with that. He said, ‘““Yes, I absolutely
agree with that.” He said that without
hesitation.

Those are the cornerstones of a
strong and vibrant economy. We can-
not keep raising our taxes every year
so that we take a larger and larger por-
tion of our gross domestic product. We
will end up like Germany with unem-
ployment over 12 percent instead of
around 5 percent. That is what we will
be heading to.

So this drive, this imperative to re-
duce taxes is not just to see if we can
buy votes for letting people have more
money; it is to try to invigorate and
maintain the competitive capacity of
this Nation. That is why we are doing
better than the rest of the world.

I don’t know who you could say de-
serves credit for this economy. We
could have a lot of different ideas. But
I would say that the Republican Party
and Presidents Reagan and Bush, who
spent a whole career fighting to reduce
regulations and to contain the growth
of taxes, even reduce taxes, played an
important role in this economy. We
need to remember that and maintain
our historical position as a nation that
will fight to keep its tax burden from
going up.

So, Mr. President, I am pleased to be
here today to express my excitement
and primacy of support for legislation
that will allow Americans who work
hard every day to keep more of their
money. They can spend it on the things
they want to spend it on and not on
something that somebody in Wash-
ington wants to spend it on. It will be
good for them. It will be good for their
families, and it will be good for the
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competitive and productive capacity of
this Nation.

I think this is an extremely impor-
tant issue. We should not minimize it.
Lower taxes will make us a stronger
and more competitive Nation. We will
have a greater increase in our eco-
nomic growth. And out of that growth,
we will have the capacity to serve
those who are less fortunate. If we kill
the goose that laid the golden egg, if
we continue to tax this economy to the
degree that it drives its growth down,
we will not have that strength and that
capacity to meet the challenges of our
Nation.

Just look at the economies of Europe
and Japan. You will see what can hap-
pen to us if we are not careful.

I am excited about what is hap-
pening. I look forward to having the
opportunity to vote on many of these
issues. I hope that the result will be
that this economy will be free from
further taxation, that we will have
more growth and more productivity,
and that we will be more competitive
in the world.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

———

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business Friday, June 20, 1997,
the Federal debt stood at
$5,331,587,514,810.20. (Five trillion, three
hundred thirty-one billion, five hun-
dred eighty-seven million, five hundred
fourteen thousand, eight hundred ten
dollars and twenty cents)

One year ago, June 20, 1996, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,108,536,000,000.
(Five trillion, one hundred eight bil-
lion, five hundred thirty-six million)

Twenty-five years ago, June 20, 1972,
the Federal debt stood at
$426,219,000,000 (Four hundred twenty-
six billion, two hundred nineteen mil-
lion) which reflects a debt increase of
nearly $5 trillion—$4,905,368,514,810.20
(Four trillion, nine hundred five bil-
lion, three hundred sixty-eight million,
five hundred fourteen thousand, eight
hundred ten dollars and twenty cents)
during the past 25 years.

THE PROBLEM OF GLOBAL
CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, on Thurs-
day, June 19, I appeared before the Sub-
committee on International Economic
Policy, Export and Trade Promotion to
testify on Global warming and on be-
half of my sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion on the same matter which now has
61 cosponsors including myself.

I was pleased to appear on the same
panel with my good friend, Congress-
man JOHN DINGELL. I ask unanimous
consent that my testimony and that of
Congressman DINGELL on that occasion
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the oppor-
tunity to appear before the subcommittee to
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discuss the critically important issue of the
negotiations aimed at signing a protocol dur-
ing the third session of the Conference of the
Parties to the United Nations (UN) Frame-
work Convention on Climate Change, which
is scheduled to be held in December in
Kyoto, Japan. I am concerned that the pro-
tocol that results from these negotiations
could have a serious impact on American in-
dustry and on our economy, while at the
same time failing to address a looming
threat to the global environment.

On June 12, I introduced a Sense of the
Senate Resolution, together with Senator
Hagel and a bipartisan group of my col-
leagues, which addresses the conditions for
U.S. agreement to revisions to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change. The resolution has been cosponsored
by 60 Senators from both sides of the aisle.
This resolution states the Sense of the Sen-
ate that the developing world must fully par-
ticipate in the treaty negotiations and com-
mitments and play a meaningful role in ef-
fectively addressing the problem of global
climate change.

In essence, the resolution accepts the the-
sis, which is still the subject of some dispute,
that the increasing release of carbon dioxide
(CO,) and its accumulation in our atmos-
phere are causing a very gradual heating of
the globe, which has many adverse con-
sequences for us all. I believe the Adminis-
tration should be commended for its efforts
on this issue, and I commend this sub-
committee for its attention to this matter. If
substantial steps are going to be taken to in-
fluence carbon dioxide and other greenhouse
gas emissions, we need to accelerate new
technologies, anticipate new developments,
and encourage public/private sector partici-
pation.

President Bush signed the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change,
the so-called Rio Pact, in 1992, which was
subsequently approved by the Senate, and
calls on the industrialized nations to aim to
reduce their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
to their 1990 levels by the year 2000, a goal
which will not be achieved by the U.S. nor by
the vast majority of the industrialized na-
tions unless further steps are taken.

The parties to the Framework Convention
met in Berlin in 1995 to discuss the future di-
rection of the treaty in light of this pro-
jected failure to meet the voluntary objec-
tives, agreeing that any new commitments
would be binding upon the signatories. Spe-
cifically excluded from any new commit-
ments, however, would be the countries that
comprise the developing world. The rationale
for the so-called Berlin Mandate was that it
is the industrialized OECD (Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development) na-
tions that have been the major emitters of
greenhouse gases in the past, and will con-
tinue to be in the next decade.

There are two intrinsic problems with the
Berlin Mandate. First, while the industri-
alized world is the primary contributor to
the current problem, that will not be the
case in only a few years. As this chart dem-
onstrates, the emissions of the developing
world are rapidly increasing on a sharp, up-
ward slope. These emissions will actually
surpass those of the industrialized OECD na-
tions by the year 2015. In short, the devel-
oping world is rapidly becoming a clone of
the OECD nations.

Let us assume that the current negotia-
tions for a new protocol, which are to be con-
cluded in Kyoto this December, result in a
binding commitment that the OECD nations
must reduce their emissions to 1990 levels by
2010. This chart demonstrates that under
such a scenario the OECD nations will sharp-
ly reduce our emissions of greenhouse gases.
The price we will pay in order to achieve

June 23, 1997

these reductions is open to debate, as esti-
mates differ. Nonetheless, the key point is
that this responsibility will not be shared be-
cause of the Berlin Mandate, for the chart
clearly shows that the emissions of the de-
veloping world continue on their inexorable
upward track, even as we in the OECD group
make the painful and costly adjustments
necessary to force down our emissions.

This demonstrates the second problem
with the Berlin Mandate, which is that we
gave away the store, and we received nothing
in return. Many of the biggest emitters of
greenhouse gases in the developing world
have refused to even discuss, let alone seri-
ously consider, taking any emissions limita-
tions commitments upon themselves. In
what can only be viewed as an act of envi-
ronmental irresponsibility, the developing
nations have adamantly refused to recognize
that they will, over the next two decades, be-
come the primary cause of the problem, in
terms of annual emissions.

The refusal of the developing world to dis-
cuss any future emissions limitations com-
mitments has become a central issue, for any
attempt to bring them into the process is la-
beled by some as a ‘‘treaty Kkiller.” I have a
different perspective. My resolution is not a
treaty killer. It is, in fact, a treaty
enhancer. It calls upon the Administration
not to agree to a protocol, unless it includes
new commitments to limit or reduce green-
house gases emissions for developing country
parties within the same compliance period.
My resolution improves the treaty. For any
treaty that does not include emissions limi-
tations provisions for the developing world is
inherently unsound and ineffectual on its
face. Environmentally, we are all in the
same global boat. What good does it do for
the United States and other developed na-
tions to work feverishly to plug the holes in
the boat, if the developing nations are drill-
ing holes at the other end just as fast as we
plug them? Be assured that the global boat
will sink just as rapidly and we are all going
to be in for a long, long swim.

Bringing the developing world in under the
climate change tent, as part of any future
treaty, will not only increase the prospects
of Senate ratification, it will also be enor-
mously beneficial for the international envi-
ronment. Let me further clarify that point.
This chart shows the world of 1995, in terms
of world carbon emissions in millions of met-
ric tons of carbon. The United States and
OECD nations, shown in red, are responsible
for a little over half of that total. The next
chart projects the world as it might be after
the currently proposed treaty is adopted,
with only the developed world taking action
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The dif-
ference is startling. The developing world,
shown in purple, has assumed the U.S. and
OECD nations’ place as the biggest global
polluters. The problem remains the same,
only the names have changed. And again, be-
cause of the flawed Berlin Mandate, all of
these emissions from the developing world
will be completely uncontrolled, and free to
increase even further. From this perspective,
it is the Berlin Mandate—and the fact that it
lets the developing world off the hook scott-
free—that will seriously harm the global en-
vironment in future years.

Finally, let us examine the role of China.
Despite possessing a strong and growing eco-
nomic and industrial base, despite possessing
the ability to launch satellites into orbit,
China is still counted among the family of
developing nations. But its industrial growth
is matched by its growing contribution to
global pollution. This chart compares Chi-
na’s contribution to global carbon emissions
to the contribution made by the United
States. On the left, we can see that based
upon current trends, China will surpass the
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