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Thank you, Mr. President.

———
TAX RELIEF

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to take this time—and I am sure some
of my colleagues will join me—to talk
a little bit about one of the items that
has been before us and will continue to
be before us that I think is probably
the premier legislature, and that is tax
relief.

I hope, as we move toward the con-
ference committee agreement and as
we move toward voting again in the
Senate and in the House on tax relief,
that we will keep in mind the big pic-
ture; the idea that American taxpayers
are working harder than ever before,
and the concept and the fact that the
typical family is now paying more in
taxes than they do for food, shelter,
and clothing. Too many families have
to rely on two incomes, partially be-
cause of the burden of taxes. The typ-
ical worker faces nearly 3 hours of an
8-hour day to pay their taxes.

So that is what we are talking about.
Of course, it is appropriate to talk
about and of course it is appropriate to
debate how this tax relief is designed.
But we ought to keep in mind that we
are talking about for the first time in
10 years significant reductions in
taxes—tax relief for American families.

What are we talking about? First of
all, a child tax credit; $5600 per child tax
credit, so the families can use their
own money to spend in their own way
to support their own children.

We are talking about educational tax
incentives; tax credits so that tuition
for higher education can be offset with
tax credits. We are talking about the
reduction so that families can send
their kids to college.

We are talking about retirement sav-
ings; IRA’s to encourage savings to
cause people to prepare for their old
age, to be able to put away money and
have incentive to do that by the incen-
tive of providing for tax-free savings.

Capital gains reduction; taxes on cap-
ital gains to be reduced in order to en-
courage investment so that we could
create jobs and so we create an econ-
omy that is healthy and robust.

Estate and gift tax relief. I happen to
come from a State where there are a
large number of small businesses,
where we have lots of farmers and
ranches, and families work their entire
lives to put together a business or put
together a farm or ranch, and when the
time comes when there is a death in
the family, they often have to sell
these assets to pay 50 percent in taxes.
That ought to be changed.

So I hope we can focus on those
things that are beneficial and those
things that are useful. I hope we don’t
allow this idea to be politicized. I hope
we don’t allow ourselves to enter into
this political class conflict which,
frankly, the administration is moving
toward.

I was disappointed that the Secretary
of the Treasury has gotten into sort of
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political class warfare. It seems to me
if there is one office in the Cabinet
that ought to be one that you can sort
of depend on for facts, that it ought to
be the person who is in charge of mone-
tary policy, who is in charge of our
money. Unfortunately, that has not
been the case. I hope that it changes.
The idea that some opposition, those
who really do not want tax relief has
been to make it a class warfare thing.
And indeed it isn’t.

According to Robert Novak, in his ar-
ticle, economist Gary Robbins showed
that 75 percent of the tax cuts go to
people who make $57,000 or less in ad-
justed income. I think that is inter-
esting. Those are the people who pay 38
percent of the total taxes. Taxpayers
who get more than $200,000 in income
would get but one dime of relief for
every $100 in total taxes.

This is not a tax break for the rich.
Interestingly enough, in the same arti-
cle he indicates—this is a congressional
Joint Economic Committee using
Treasury data—that the upper fifth of
income now pays 63 percent of all in-
come taxes. After the proposed tax
cuts, the figure remains exactly 63 per-
cent.

Similarly, the share paid by the bot-
tom two-fifths of the income earners
remains unchanged.

This is not a tax break for the rich.

We will hear some things about the
tax cuts for the rich. Actually, 75 per-
cent of the taxes, as I said, go to fami-
lies who make less than $75,000. Fami-
lies with two kids making $30,000 a
year, their tax bill will be cut in half;
less than half.

So, Mr. President, we have the first
opportunity since early in the 1980’s to
have some tax relief for people who are
heavily burdened with taxes.

If in fact the era of big Government
is over, then we need to have big taxes
to be over as well. We have the highest
percentage of gross national product
paid now in taxes in history —the high-
est percentage.

So, as we move away from big Gov-
ernment, we ought to allow American
families to spend more of their own
money.

Mr. President, I yield to my friend
from Nebraska.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, I thank
my friend and colleague from Wyoming
for an opportunity to speak this morn-
ing about something that is rather im-
portant to Americans, all Americans,
Americans who pay the bill, the forgot-
ten American, I think, as we enter this
next phase of debate in this country
about tax relief. Make no mistake, Mr.
President, this is what it is about. This
is not about social tinkering. It is not
about environmental policy. It is about
tax relief—tax relief for those people
who pay taxes, those people who have
been footing the bill in this country for
a long time. So, let’s first of all put
this in perspective.

I say that especially in light of the
news conference that I saw yesterday
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and again this morning held by the
Vice President and Secretary Rubin. I
have the highest regard for Vice Presi-
dent Gore and Secretary Rubin, but I
was astounded that much of the focus
in that news conference was not about
tax relief for the average middle-class
American. It was about brownfields. It
was about inner cities. It was about
other policies.

This policy is about providing Ameri-
cans tax relief, providing relief for the
forgotten American.

The bill that we passed in this body 2
weeks ago, and the bill that was passed
in the House 2 weeks ago, is not per-
fect, but it is a very significant first
step. As my friend and colleague from
Wyoming just said, it is the first sig-
nificant tax relief legislation in 16
years.

We are here to do the Nation’s busi-
ness. We are here to focus on the aver-
age man and woman who pay their
taxes, raise their family, and need to
keep more of their income. You heard
all of the numbers. You heard the sta-
tistics. But I think it is worth noting
that we talk a little bit about what is
in fact—in fact, not theory, not fab-
rication, not imputed income, not
phony economic tax models that we are
hearing from some corners—but in fact
what is in this bill. Let’s just take a
moment to review some of this.

This is about helping the 6 in 10
Americans who must file Federal tax
returns, the people who work hard to
make a good life for themselves, their
families, and their communities.

It is about helping the 3 in 4 Ameri-
cans who file tax returns and earn less
than $50,000 a year. Three-fourths of all
taxpayers make less than $50,000 a
year. In fact, three-fourths of all the
tax cuts in the Taxpayer Relief Act
that the Senate and the House passed
overwhelmingly in a very strong, bi-
partisan way go to people making less
than $75,000 a year.

This act has a number of provisions
that will help families, small busi-
nesses, students, farmers, ranchers,
and single parents who earn less than
$75,000 a year. Couples earning less
than $110,000 will get the full benefit of
the family tax relief in this bill.

Parents with children age 12 and
under get a $500 per child tax credit
against their taxes—keeping more of
their money. Parents with children
ages 13 to 16 also get a tax credit. The
Taxpayer Relief Act allows parents to
set up special tax-deferred savings ac-
counts to help with their children’s
education. It allows single people with
incomes under $50,000 and couples with
incomes under a $100,000 a tax credit
for part of their children’s college ex-
penses.

Mr. President, come on. This is not a
rich person’s tax bill. This is a middle-
class, average-American tax bill. And
anyone who says to the contrary
doesn’t understand what we are doing
here.

This also allows recent college grad-
uates who are struggling to get estab-
lished to deduct up to $2,500 in student
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loan interest payments during each of
their first few years after graduation.

Capital gains tax cuts will help any-
one who owns property—not rich peo-
ple. Come on. Anyone who owns prop-
erty is affected by the capital gains tax
in this country. A capital gains tax cut
helps middle-class Americans. Fifty-six
percent of all tax returns reporting
capital gains come from taxpayers with
total incomes below $50,000. We move
in this bill capital gains taxes from 28
percent to 20 percent.

Estate tax cuts will help millions of
Americans. Both the House and Senate
bills raised the estate tax exemptions
to $1 million. It is not perfect. We need
more. Of course, we do. But it is a
good, strong beginning. It is a start.
We need to phase these out. These es-
tate taxes are not only unfair but they
are un-American. You work all of your
life. You work hard. You pay taxes.
And at the end automatically the Gov-
ernment comes in and takes half of
your estate.

You tell me, Mr. President, where
that is fair. Some people think it is. I
don’t. I don’t think most Americans
think it is fair.

There are many, many other tax pro-
visions in this bill to help farmers with
livestock killed by severe weather and
farmers hurt by unwarranted IRS rul-
ings regarding the alternative min-
imum tax. Truckers are restored with
the business meal deduction to 80 per-
cent.

These are not rich people.

This bill helps small businesses by
delaying a new, burdensome require-
ment that they file their income tax
returns on anything other than elec-
tronic payroll tax means.

It helps universities and other re-
searchers by extending the research
and experimentation tax credit.

It helps people suffering from rare
diseases by permanently extending the
orphan drug tax credit.

This is real America. This is for real
Americans.

We need to pass this tax relief bill.
None of us likes everything in this bill.
But we can either squabble ourselves
into total stalemate or we can pass
this bill and get the first real tax cuts
since 1981.

Congress needs to reconcile this,
move ahead in our conference, and send
it to the President. He needs to sign it.
America expects us to do this business.
Mr. President, we have a responsibility
and an obligation to do America’s busi-
ness.

I encourage my colleagues in the U.S.
Senate and in the House to do the right
thing and vote for a conference report
and bring real tax relief to the Amer-
ican public.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I think
it is interesting that new Members,
such as the Senator from Nebraska,
who come from the private sector come
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here and feel very passionate about
this and come more recently talking in
behalf of people who are paying taxes.
That is great. I appreciate it.

Another Senator who has worked
most diligently on tax relief since he
has been in the Senate is the Senator
from Minnesota. I yield 5 minutes to
him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized to
speak for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRAMS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, Washington has un-
dergone a remarkable transformation
since the people of Minnesota first sent
me here in 1993. Back then, no one was
talking about tax relief. Certainly no
one was talking about family tax re-
lief. And with both the White House
and Congress under Democratic con-
trol, the chances were slim that we
would ever have an opportunity to give
working Americans the tax relief they
so desperately need.

My good friend and colleague from
Arkansas, Senator HUTCHINSON, and I
were freshman Members of the House
in 1993 when we came together to de-
velop a budget proposal that could
serve as the taxpayers’ alternative to
the higher taxes and bigger govern-
ment plan offered by President Clinton.
The key component of our legislation
at that time was family tax relief, and
that was through the $500-per-child tax
credit.

We were able to convince the House
and the Senate leadership to make our
families-first bill—with the $500-per-
child tax credit as its centerpiece—the
Republican budget alternative back in
1994. That November it became known
as the crown jewel of the Contract
With America. The Washington crowd
was finally beginning to listen to the
people and to talk about tax relief. In
1995, the $500-per-child tax credit
seemed certain to finally be passed
into law, with a Republican congres-
sional majority and a President who
had campaigned at that time on family
tax relief. Unfortunately, however, it
never made it past the President’s
desk.

In 1996, the voters again asked us to
enact the taxpayers’ agenda, but this
time they wanted Congress and the
President to come together to com-
plete the work that we started in the
104th Congress. So this May, both
President Clinton and the congres-
sional leadership agreed on a number of
tax-cutting measures built around the
$500-per-child tax credit. The House
and Senate passed them in a reconcili-
ation package just before the Fourth of
July recess.

Mr. President, working families need
tax relief today more than ever, and
Minnesotans have asked me to make it
a top priority because taxes dominate
the family budget. In fact, a survey
just released in Minnesota last week
showed that the main concern of Min-
nesota families was taxes.

Now, you factor in State and local
taxes and also those hidden taxes that
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result from the high cost of Govern-
ment regulation, and a family today
gives up more than 50 percent—50 per-
cent—of its annual income to the Gov-
ernment.

So all we are saying is let us allow
the working people of this Nation to
keep a little bit more of their own
money in their pockets.

It is hard to believe that there are
some who say we are offering too much
in the way of tax relief in our Senate
budget plan, and that is just plain
wrong. Working families are not get-
ting nearly the amount of tax relief we
promised them.

Over the next 5 years, as we know,
the Federal Government will take in
about $8.7 trillion in taxes from the
American people. What we are asking
in this bill is just that 1 cent of every
dollar the Government plans to take
from the taxpayer be left in their
hands.

That is what the $500-per-child tax
credit and other tax cuts are all about,
and that is making sure that a penny
earned by working Americans would be
a penny kept.

Unfortunately, by imposing severe
restrictions on who can receive it, the
$600-per-child tax credit proposal
passed by the Senate falls still well
short of delivering meaningful tax re-
lief to working families that are trying
to raise children.

The $500-per-child tax credit that I
introduced originally says families are
eligible for the credit as long as their
children are under the age of 18. The
bill passed by the Senate, however,
cuts the tax credit once a child reaches
the age of 13. If your children are be-
tween the ages of 13 and 16, the Senate
bill says we will give you a tax credit
but only if you spend it the way Wash-
ington thinks it should be spent. In
this case, it would have to be spent on
education.

I applaud the parents who take the
$5600-per-child tax credit and dedicate it
to their child’s college education fund,
but that is a decision that belongs with
parents, not with Washington.

It is not our place to tell families
what they can and what they cannot do
with their own money. Some may elect
to spend that $500 on braces for their
child or groceries or maybe health in-
surance, and that is fine because it is
their money. An unrestricted $500-per-
child tax credit takes the power out of
the hands of Washington’s big spend-
ers, and it would put it back where it
could do the most good, and that is
with families.

The second unreasonable restriction
in the Senate bill was to deny the child
tax credit to families with children at
the age of 17. According to the Agri-
culture Department, this age group is
the most expensive one in the typical
middle-income household, and it makes
no sense to cut off the tax relief just
when working families need it most.

The hard-working families of Min-
nesota and the Nation have been wait-
ing far too long since Congress last cut
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their taxes—16 years ago. And we have
yet to prove to them that we under-
stand and, more importantly, we appre-
ciate the hardships they face every
day. I know we cannot increase the
level of tax relief we are offering in the
fiscal 1998 budget, but I urge my col-
leagues, the conferees, to take what-
ever steps they can to repair the $500-
per-child tax credit so that it benefits
the maximum number of Americans.

This debate will be revisited many
times in the months ahead and the
years ahead, and I look forward to
working again with my fellow Senators
to finally deliver on the tax relief
promise that we made to the people.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, I wish to thank you and those who
are participating in this discussion for
bringing this up. This is a very difficult
and frustrating time for all of us, and
I think the Senator from Nebraska, Mr.
HAGEL, gave a pretty good outline of
what this is all about, what we want to
accomplish, and what we have offered.
And when I say ‘“‘we,” I am not talking
about the Republican Party. I am talk-
ing about Congress.

To put it in perspective, the House
passed the tax cut bill on June 26—just
June 26—and it passed by a fairly sub-
stantial margin, 253 to 179. There was a
substitute that was offered by Con-
gressman RANGEL that has come in the
nature of what the President is an-
nouncing now, and it was rejected by
197 to 235. Then the Senate, on the fol-
lowing day, June 27, passed a tax cut
bill 80 to 18. When the minority leader,
Senator DASCHLE, offered a substitute,
it was rejected 38 to 61.

So we went through a long and ardu-
ous process of having 29 amendments.
We finally came up with a product, and
we went out for the Fourth of July re-
cess. And after we were out, the Presi-
dent announced a different, totally dif-
ferent tax cut plan while Congress was
out of town, when we did not have any
chance to react to it, and now he is
saying that he wants his plan. His plan
doesn’t really provide tax cuts that are
meaningful and will have a positive ef-
fect on our economy.

I have to ask the question, Mr. Presi-
dent, what has happened to the Demo-
crats in their philosophy? The whole
idea that we can cut taxes and increase
revenue is not a Republican idea, and
yet it is totally rejected by this admin-
istration. I can remember when Presi-
dent Clinton was first elected. His chief
financial adviser, Laura Tyson, was
quoted as having said there is no rela-
tionship between the level of taxes that
a country pays and its economic pro-
ductivity.

I suggest that if that is true, if you
carry that to its logical extreme, you
could tax everybody 100 percent and
they will work just as hard, but we
know that does not happen. And up
until this administration, the Demo-
crats knew that that could not happen.
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I have to credit a Democrat with the
whole idea that you can increase rev-
enue by cutting taxes, exactly what we
are trying to do, looking at taxes in
general. President Kennedy said in
1962, and this is a direct quote:

It is a paradoxical truth that tax rates are
too high today and tax revenues are too low,
and the soundest way to raise the revenues
in the long run is to cut rates now.

The soundest way to raise revenues is
to cut rates now. That is exactly what
we are trying to do. And we remember
what happened during the Kennedy ad-
ministration. The first year he was in
office, the total revenues that came in
to support government, that we used to
spend on government, amounted to $79
billion. After he went through his se-
ries of tax reductions, it had grown to
$112 billion. We remember what hap-
pened during the Reagan administra-
tion. And we always hear from the
other side that the Reagan administra-
tion came up with tax cuts and the
deficits went up.

Well, sure, the deficits went up—not
because of the tax cuts but because the
liberals who dominated the Congress at
that time voted for more government
spending. And so in 1980, the total reve-
nues that came in to run Government
amounted to $517 billion. In 1990, the
total revenues that came in were $1.03
trillion. It exactly doubled during that
10-year period.

Now, what happened during that 10-
yvear period? During that 10-year pe-
riod, we had the largest tax reductions
in contemporary history. It has been
shown—in fact, if you look at marginal
tax rates, the revenues developed in
1980 were $244 billion; in 1990, it was
$466 billion. And that happened during
the time the tax rates were cut. So we
know that we can increase revenues by
reducing taxes and also relieve the bur-
den on the American people to allow
them to have more money—and not the
rich. We know better than that. We
have been playing that game and
demagoging it for so long now that I
think the American people are aware
we are not talking about the rich.

With just a couple minutes remain-
ing, I want to be more specific as to
one of the particular tax cuts I feel
very strongly about. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, you had made a comment about
some of the farms in Wyoming. I had
the same experience over the break. I
was down in Lawton, OK, and I had a
guy come up to me saying they were
selling their family farm to a corporate
farm because they could not get the
price for some of their acreage in order
to pay the estate taxes, and that’s hap-
pening all over the country. They say,
what is happening to the family-owned
farm? That is what is happening.

I remember in our history, when this
country was first founded and the pil-
grims came over here and risked their
lives—half of them did die—they came
over for economic and for religious
freedom. When they got over here, they
established a system where each one
had a plot of land to do with as he
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wanted and to be able to pass that
wealth on from generation to genera-
tion. And it was so great, the wealth
that was accumulated as a result of
that, that in one of his letters back
home John Smith said, now 1 farmer
can grow more corn than 10 could be-
fore—because of that freedom that
they had to be able to pass it on. It is
called productivity, motivation, know-
ing the Government is not going to
come in and take the money away from
you that you have worked so hard to
pass on to future generations.

Mr. President, I have six grand-
children, four children. I quit working
for me. The motivation is for the fu-
ture generations. When the estate tax
was first formed, it was formed as a
temporary tax. The maximum rate was
10 percent, and it was supposed to be
dropped down.

I conclude by reading something that
I found, an excerpt from a 1996 Heritage
Foundation study that said if the es-
tate tax were repealed, over the next 9
years the Nation’s economy would av-
erage as much as $1.1 billion per year
in extra output and an average of
145,000 additional jobs would be cre-
ated, personal income would rise by an
average of $8 billion per year above
current projections, and the deficit
would actually decline due to the
growth generated by its abolishment.

So I think we need to reject the
failed notion that has been proposed
and stated over and over again by
members of this administration, in-
cluding Laura Tyson and the President
himself, that we need to raise taxes
and not lower taxes. We could actually
raise revenues by lowering tax rates,
and that is exactly what we intend to
do and should do for ourselves, for the
American people and for our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized to
speak for up to 10 minutes.

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair.

—————

FUNDING ENVIRONMENTAL
CLEANUP

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, as a
country we have congratulated our-
selves time and time again on our enor-
mous victory in winning the cold war.
But today I want to remind my col-
leagues that the cold war was won at a
cost, a very steep cost, and one of the
biggest debts owed remains unpaid: the
environmental devastation created at
places like Hanford Nuclear Reserva-
tion in south-central Washington
State.

Later today, the Energy and Water
Development Appropriations Sub-
committee will mark up its fiscal year
1998 appropriations bill. We will have a
lot of work to do to make up the short-
falls found in both the Senate Armed
Services defense authorization bill and
the House national defense authoriza-
tion bill. Rather than funding the
cleanup bills, the authorizing commit-
tees have taken nearly $1 billion—bil-
lion—from the defense environmental
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