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I know they have a challenge before
them today. I wish to compliment
them, incidentally, on the work that
they have done in the last 3 months
putting both bills together, both the
Balanced Budget Act and the Tax Re-
lief Act that we will be passing later
today. They worked unbelievable
hours. I compliment them for their
very fine work. I thank all of my col-
leagues for their cooperation in allow-
ing us to pass this bill so quickly this
morning.

I thank my colleagues, and I yield
the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT OF 1997—
CONFERENCE REPORT

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
junior Senator from Utah.

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

Mr. BENNETT. Thank you, Mr.
President.
I thank the Senator from Delaware

for his courtesy and consideration in
allowing me to take this time. I also
congratulate both the Senator from
Delaware and the Senator from New
York for their ability in crafting this
particular piece of legislation.

When I ran for the Senate in 1992, I
made tax reform one of my primary
goals. I must confess that this bill does
not meet all of my expectations and
promises as I ran in the campaign, be-
cause one of the things that I was most
devoted to was a determination to
make the Tax Code less complex, easier
to understand, and tax returns, per-
haps, filed that are the size of a post-
card.

This bill does not accomplish that,
and I still hold that out as a goal for
the future. But if this bill does not
make the Tax Code less complex, it at
least makes the Tax Code less burden-
some —less burdensome for middle
Americans, middle-class Americans
who have not received a significant tax
break for a long, long time. There have
been tax breaks at the other ends of
the Tax Code, yes, at the bottom end
for people who received the earned in-
come tax credit and, some would argue,
too much at the top end. But there has
not been the kind of middle-class tax
relief talked about in the 1992 cam-
paign until this bill.

So while it is not everything that I
would want—and there is still much
unfinished business to be taken care of
in terms of tax simplification—it is a
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step in the right direction that we
should apply. I intend to vote for it en-
thusiastically and urge all of my col-
leagues to do the same.

When I came here in January 1993,
the atmosphere was completely dif-
ferent than the one we find on the floor
today. At that time, there was a deter-
mination to see that spending would
grow and that taxing would grow. I am
delighted to have been able to be a part
of an effort that has brought us to a
case where spending is going down, at
least in percentage terms, and taxes
are going down, in terms of the burden
that they are placing on the American
people.

So I congratulate all connected with
this effort, including, yes, Mr. Presi-
dent, the President of the United
States. I know it is not common for
people on my side of the aisle to stand
up and say nice things about this
President, and I have said my share of
unkind things in areas where I feel he
has done things that I think are inap-
propriate. But as I have said to the
President when I have been to the
White House on occasions, ‘““When you
are right, Mr. President, I will back
you. When I think you are wrong, I will
oppose you.” I owe it to him and to
those in his administration who have
worked with him on this agreement to
publicly acknowledge that this time I
think he has been right. I congratulate
him and those who work with him for
their willingness to do this. I must say
that I still had hoped that Senator
Dole would be elected President. I
think if he had been, we would be here
discussing the tax simplification that I
believe in as well as some tax reduc-
tion. We had our opportunity to make
that case in the campaign. For one rea-
son or another, it didn’t fly, and it will
have to wait for another day. But I
congratulate all those who have put
partisanship aside and worked together
for the good of the people and made a
compromise with which perhaps none
fully agree, but for which the American
people, overall, will ultimately be
grateful.

For that reason, Mr. President, I am
grateful to the two Senators for allow-
ing me to take this brief time to make
these expressions. I conclude as I
began, with my congratulations to
them and to their colleagues on the Fi-
nance Committee, to the leadership of
both Houses in both parties, for their
ability on the legislative side to work
out an agreement with the President
and his associates in the executive
branch to give us at least this first step
in the direction of making the Tax
Code less burdensome and less onerous
on the American people.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may use.

Mr. President, when the 105th Con-
gress began, a promise was made to the
American people. They were concerned
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about Washington’s addiction to spend-
ing, and the high deficits that were a
consequence of that spending. We
promised to give them a balanced
budget. They were overburdened by ris-
ing taxes. They had been shackled with
a record-setting increase in 1992, and
were paying more to government than
they were for their own food, shelter,
and clothing. We promised them relief.
Our American families were concerned
about the education of their children—
about the rising costs of post-sec-
ondary schools, and their ability to
help their children enter our colleges
and universities to learn and to prepare
for productive futures. We promised to
make education more accessible.

Young Americans, just out of
school—many of them starting fami-
lies—were finding it increasingly more
difficult to buy a home. As a propor-
tion of their income, they discovered
that a mortgage today is twice as
much as it was for their parents. Val-
iant small businessmen and -women
were finding it increasingly more dif-
ficult to build successful companies.
They had lost their home office deduc-
tions, the deductibility of their health
insurance, and then—when their com-
pany, despite these and other chal-
lenges, proved successful—they had to
fear losing it to death taxes. Again, we
promised relief. We promised peace of
mind to senior Americans who were
worried about Medicare and its future.
We promised to provide future genera-
tions the opportunity to become more
self-sufficient through enhanced indi-
vidual retirement accounts, and less
dependent on government for their sup-
port in the years to come. And we
promised that we would do something
to increase health care coverage for
America’s children—for America’s fu-
ture.

These, of course, Mr. President, were
bold promises. For years, the Repub-
lican Party had advocated these meas-
ures, but in a city built on promises—
the majority of which unfortunately go
unfulfilled—it was reasonable that
Americans felt that these, too, would
remain empty. But today, Mr. Presi-
dent—today, we can say that these
promises made, are promises kept.

For the first time since 1969, Ameri-
cans have a balanced budget—a bal-
anced budget that will be realized with-
in 5 years. For the first time in 16
years, Americans have real and mean-
ingful tax relief. For the first time
ever, our families will have tax-free
education savings accounts, and for the
first time in a decade, we are bringing
back the student loan interest deduc-
tion. And these, Mr. President, are not
our only firsts. We are allowing pen-
alty-free withdrawals from IRA plans
to make first-time home purchases.

We are eliminating the capital gains
taxes on $500,000 of gain for a couple
that sells their home. We are strength-
ening and preserving Medicare by in-
troducing choice and competition to
that program. We are giving States
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greater flexibility and authority to ad-
minister Medicaid, and we are increas-
ing health care coverage for millions of
children.

These are all firsts, Mr. President,
but there is another first—one that is
more philosophic in nature. For the
first time since President Johnson’s
Great Society exploded the size and
costs of Federal programs, Americans
have a government that is focused on
doing more with less.

When historians look at what has
been accomplished here these past few
months, I believe our work will mark
the beginning of a new era—an era
which the Republicans have long prom-
ised and which President Clinton ar-
ticulated when he said that the days of
big government are behind us.

This budget reconciliation package is
a strong first step toward realizing
that promise. It is a bipartisan effort—
one that could not have been accom-
plished without a spirit of cooperation
between Republicans and Democrats,
between the Senate and the House, and
between Congress and the President.
I'm proud of what we’ve accomplished.
Members in both Houses of Congress,
and on both sides of the aisle, have rea-
son to be proud, as does Bill Clinton.

Certainly, there are differences be-
tween the parties—those differences
can be valuable in the battle of ideas.
But this package represents a collec-
tive effort, an effort that is a far cry
from the acrimony, Government shut-
downs and the vetoes that attended
past budget debates. I believe our work
here demonstrates a coming together
on fundamental issues. Taxes have
been too high.

They are still too high. In fact, as a
percentage of our GNP, they haven’t
been higher than they are right now
since 1960. Government has grown too
big, become too inefficient, too over-
bearing and costly. Too much power
has been taken from our people—from
our States—and it’s been centralized
here in Washington.

Yesterday we addressed the changes
that will take place in Government
programs—especially in entitlements
like Medicare and Medicaid. We ex-
plained how this reconciliation pack-
age will deliver greater flexibility to
the States for them to administer Med-
icaid in a more cost-effective, a more
efficient manner.

Today, we focus on the major tax
provisions included in our plan, and
how those provisions will provide relief
for Americans of all ages—for our
youth, going away to college, for our
young families looking to buy their
first home and raise their children, for
older families running small businesses
and preparing for retirement, and for
those Americans who are already re-
tired and looking to find comfort and
security on fixed incomes.

This reconciliation package provides
relief for all of these. It includes a $500-
per-child tax credit for families with
children under the age of 17. The credit
will be available to the working poor
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through an enhanced earned income
credit. It will cover middle-class fami-
lies, couples earning up to $110,000 a
year. At $110,000 it will begin to phase
out. And this tax relief will begin next
year with a $400 per child credit in 1998,
and the full $500 credit in 1999 and
thereafter.

We also provide relief to hard-work-
ing, middle-class Americans by enhanc-
ing the individual retirement account.
We raise the income limits on tradi-
tional TRA’s and create a new back-
loaded IRA. In this back-loaded IRA,
the contributions are not tax deduct-
ible, but the build-up and withdrawals
are tax-free if the account is held for 5
years and the account holder is at least
5912, The income limits for the new
back-loaded IRA will be $95,000 for sin-
gles and $150,000 for married couples.
Our new IRA will allow penalty-free
withdrawals for first-time home pur-
chases. Another very important change
to the IRA is that we allow home-
makers—below certain family in-
come—to save a full $2,000 annually in
an account, regardless of their spouse’s
pension plan.

Mr. President, I have worked for
years to strengthen individual retire-
ment accounts for working Americans.
These changes will go a long way to-
ward helping Americans prepare for re-
tirement. They will encourage self-reli-
ance and provide incentive for saving.

This is, indeed, an idea whose time
has come. It will be a blessing to
countless Americans as they prepare
for the future. And beyond helping in-
dividual families, these expanded IRS’s
will promote investment, capital for-
mation and economic growth.

Another important provision of this
reconciliation package—one that will
not only provide tax relief, but will,
along with our IRA’s, promote invest-
ment and jobs, is our capital gains tax
cut.

Here, we drop the top rate to 20 per-
cent on investments that are held for
at least 18 months. The rate will drop
to 18 percent for assets purchased after
2000 and held for at least 5 years. For
joint filers with incomes less than
$41,200, the top capital gains rate will
be 10 percent of assets held for at least
18 months, and 8 percent for assets held
for at least 5 years. Our package does
away with capital gains taxes on the
sale of a home, as long as the home is
$500,000 or less for joint filers and
$250,000 or less for single filers.

The benefit of capital gains tax relief
will be felt not only by our families,
but by America at large. According to
economist Lawrence Kudlow, in a re-
cent Wall Street Journal editorial,

The budget’s lower capital gains tax rate
will help maintain U.S. global economic
leadership in the 21st century. This is espe-
cially important in relation to the fast-grow-
ing economies of the Pacific rim, with China
looming not far behind. Most of the Asian ti-
gers have lower tax burdens on capital for-
mation that the U.S.

America, Mr. President, needs this
capital gains tax relief. It is long over-
due.
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However, the tax relief contained in
this package does not end here. Fami-
lies will also benefit by the way that
this bill offers relief from the estate
tax—the tax that can rob a family of
its farm or business when a father or
mother passes away.

To help these families, we raise the
unified credit to $1,000,000 per estate by
2006; and we provide tax-free treatment
for family-owned farms and small busi-
nesses for up to $1.3 million. I can’t
overstate how important this estate
tax relief will be to our families and
small businesses. In 1995, delegates to a
convention on small business survival,
ranked killing the estate tax among
the top five priorities on a list of 60
recommendations to the President.
This is because many small business
men and women fear the enterprises
they have worked their lives to create
won’t be around to pass on to their
children. The estate tax relief provided
in this package offers a strong first
step toward allaying that fear and pro-
viding families the protection they de-
serve.

Beyond offering relief for estate
taxes, this package also benefits Amer-
ica’s small businesses by accelerating
the phase in of the self-employed
health insurance deduction, raising
that deduction all the way to 100 per-
cent, and by clarifying the deduct-
ibility of the home office business de-
duction. These, Mr. President, are im-
portant provisions. They will promote
economic growth, jobs, and family se-
curity. They naturally complement the
overarching objective of this legisla-
tion to provide immediate tax relief
and to create conditions that will pre-
pare America and Americans for a
bright and prosperous future.

Just how important this objective is
can be seen by the fact that a full 80
percent of the tax relief we offer in this
package is directed at the $500 credit
for children and provisions that will
promote education. These education-
related measures will go a long way to-
ward assisting students and their par-
ents in affording the cost of post-sec-
ondary education.

They include the Hope scholarship
tax credit, a $2,500-per-year student
loan interest deduction, and penalty-
free withdrawal from IRA’s. We can’t
overstate just how important these
measures will be to American families,
to America’s students, and to our fu-
ture. I had hoped that we could have
gone even further in promoting the
educational aspects of this bill. For ex-
ample, I wanted to maintain a provi-
sion that would offer tax-free treat-
ment for State-sponsored prepaid tui-
tion plans, a permanent extension of
employer provided education assist-
ance, and a comprehensive education
IRA, but in these areas the White
House was unwilling to compromise.

And this brings up a point I would
like to make—a point I touched upon
yesterday. No one received everything
they wanted with this package. That,
Mr. President, is the nature of com-
promise. Another lesson we learn from
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compromise is that it tends to add
complexity to the package under con-
sideration.

We learned how when you have three
parties involved in the process—the
Senate, the House, and the administra-
tion—each compromise made in nego-
tiations rendered the final product that
much more complex.

Having said this, let me be clear that
I am generally pleased by the outcome.
Certainly, I could be more pleased. But
the bipartisan effort that produced this
reconciliation package is something to
be appreciated. We accomplished what
we set out to do. We provided tax relief
for middle-income families; we pro-
vided tax relief to promote education;
and, we provided tax relief that will
stimulate economic growth, oppor-
tunity, and jobs.

Let me show just how that relief will
affect typical American families. When
I first brought the Senate Finance
Committee tax relief package to the
floor—about 6 weeks ago—I introduced
three hypothetical families from Dela-
ware: a single mother named Judy
Smith, a farming family—the Wil-
sons—and a young professional couple,
John and Susan Jones. Let me show
you how this package—in its final
form—will benefit them:

Let’s begin with Judy. She has two
young children and works as a legal
secretary in Wilmington, making
$35,000 a year. Currently she pays over
$3,000 in Federal income taxes—over
$3,000. When President Clinton signs
this bill, Judy’s taxes will be cut by
$800 next year and by $1,000 the year
after. Why? Because of the child tax
credit. Judy will be able to spend that
savings as she wants, or she can put it
in an enhanced individual retirement
account for her future.

Jim and Julie Wilson, our farming
family with three children and an in-
come of $55,000, now pay over $5,500 in
Federal income taxes. When President
Clinton signs this bill, their taxes will
be cut by $1,200 in 1998, and by $1,500 in
1999 and beyond, as they will receive
$500 for each child. Julie Wilson will be
able to set up a homemaker IRA to
save for her retirement. Looking far
ahead, if the farm prospers, Jim and
Julie will be able to pass it on to their
children free of the burden of the es-
tate tax—all because of the middle-in-
come tax relief contained in this bill.

Finally, Mr. President, let’s look at
John and Susan Jones. They live and
work in Dover, DE. College graduates,
John is a veterinarian and Susan is a
physical therapist. They make $75,000
and have one young child. Under cur-
rent law, the Jones family pays about
$11,500 in Federal income taxes. Be-
cause of this legislation, they will re-
ceive a $400 tax credit next year, and
$500 each year thereafter.

Susan will be able to take the home
office business deduction, as her prac-
tice is located within their home, and
she will be able to accelerate the
phase-in of the self-employed health in-
surance deduction. John and Susan will
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also be able to deduct a portion of the
interest on their student loans, and
they’ll be able to set up new back-load-
ed IRA accounts for their retirement.

This is how our work will affect these
three families, Mr. President. It will
provide relief—much needed relief. As I
have said, today the taxes paid by our
families are higher as a percentage of
GNP than they’ve been since 1960. This
bipartisan tax relief effort will do
something about that. It will provide
relief as part of a budget reconciliation
package that will lead our Nation to a
balanced budget in 2002. Having said
that, however, I want to add that I con-
sider this only a beginning. Americans
not only need tax relief; they need tax
reform. They need tax reform that
really does simplify the Tax Code.

They need reform that focuses on
fairness. They need reform that main-
tains and promotes strong economic
growth—growth that will lead to con-
tinued job creation. And they need re-
form that promotes American exports
and our competitiveness in the global
economy.

This is what we will turn our atten-
tion to next. And it is my hope that the
same level of cooperation that sus-
tained us in this debate will attend us
as we move from tax relief to tax re-
form. I appreciate my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle who have been
active, involved, and given to a spirit
of willingness throughout this process.
I am particularly grateful to Senator
MOYNIHAN—mMY friend and a thoughtful,
well-esteemed leader.

And again, Mr. President—as I did
yesterday—I thank the professional,
capable staff of the Senate Finance
Committee for their countless hours
and lost sleep. This was, indeed, a he-
roic effort.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
have the honor now to respond to my
revered chairman, who brought this ex-
traordinary legislation to the floor and
in a very few hours from now will see
it sent to the President to become law.

By day’s end, the U.S. Senate will
have voted overwhelmingly to reduce
Federal taxes by a net total of $95 bil-
lion over 5 years and $275 billion over
10 years. Whatever one’s view of this
legislation as a matter of tax policy,
there can be absolutely no doubt that
without the dominant influence of the
chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nance, we would not be here today. Ab-
sent Senator ROTH, we would not be
here today. This conference agreement
is a singular achievement for him, and
we congratulate him.

Among other provisions in the legis-
lation, the Roth IRA will soon be as
well-known as the Pell grant. It is a
fitting tribute to Senator ROTH’s long,
persistent, indomitable commitment to
encourage savings by Americans.

For those interested, this is in sec-
tion 302, Individual Retirement Ac-
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counts, section 408(a), Roth IRAs. It is
there in what I think others across the
park in the Supreme Court call black
letter law. There, sir, it is.

There is another aspect of this legis-
lation which has not been commented
on and, I hope, might be. Without per-
haps entirely intending it, and not
quite in the mode of how others have
done it, after a half century of discus-
sion, we are, in fact, establishing a
children’s allowance in our social poli-
cies.

I have had occasion to write about
this over the years. We are the only in-
dustrial democracy in the world that
does not have a children’s allowance—
just a routine thing, a feature of social
policy that goes back to the beginnings
of the century. It had various motiva-
tions in Sweden. There was a time
when the Swedes thought they were
dying out as a race and needed to en-
courage more children. So they gave
family allowances. Sometimes called a
family allowance. The French much
the same. In places like Canada, just a
good social policy.

During World War II, the late Sen-
ator Neuberger was working on the
Alaska-Canada highway—ALCAN high-
way, as we knew it in those days—and
interested in what the Canadians were
doing, came upon the family allow-
ance, the children’s allowance, and in-
troduced legislation when he became
Senator after the war. And John F.
Kennedy was much interested in this
and cosponsored the legislation. And I
can say from the days of the early Ken-
nedy administration there was an ac-
tive interest in this possibility—the
elemental proposition that if you have
children, it is going to cost money, and
a family raising children needs a little
support. We are giving it. Instead of a
direct grant, we are providing a direct
tax credit. The end result will be the
same, and a rather extraordinary bit of
social policy is before us which has
never been debated as such, but as I get
on in years I begin to think the more
you debate social policy, the less social
policy you get, and so we could perhaps
count our blessings in this regard.

But now my friend from Delaware
has heard his ranking member say on
many occasions that if it were up to
this Senator, we would have no tax
cuts at this time, given the extraor-
dinary condition of our economy just
now, a condition for which many be-
lieve the deficit reduction law enacted
in 1993, OBRA 1993, is largely respon-
sible.

I continue to be concerned about
whether cutting taxes might undo the
astonishing progress we have made
over the last 4 years, because OBRA 93
took hold when we did it. It was, in-
deed, the largest tax increase in his-
tory, and it has produced extraordinary
increases in wealth in our Nation be-
cause it sent a signal to the economy
that this Government was going to get
hold of its financing, pay its bills in
sound dollars, not monetize the debt,
as the phrase is among economists, in-
flate the currency and get rid of your
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debt in that mode. Those are pro-
foundly important signals to the mar-
kets, and we have seen, I believe, the
result.

The deficit for fiscal year 1992 was
$290 billion and growing. It was stran-
gling us. We had no prospect whatever
of getting out of it. What earlier on,
President Reagan’s Director of OMB,
David Stockman, had said, $100 billion
deficits as far as the eye can see, had
become $300 billion deficits as far as
the eye could see. And we turned it
around. We stopped it.

As a result of this aggressive deficit
reduction program put in place by a
Democratic Congress in 1993, the def-
icit for the current fiscal year could be
less than $30 billion, which is about
one-third of 1 percent of gross domestic
product, a matter of no consequence in
the large sphere of things. The Federal
budget is on the verge of balance at
this very moment and for the first time
in three decades, and it would get there
without any changes in law. I would es-
timate that we might have a balanced
budget in the fourth quarter of the
next fiscal year, a year from now. We
would have it without change in law.
Now we are putting the date off until
the year 2002. I hope that does not be-
come a fateful mistake. I am not here
to alarm anyone, but I think it needs
to be said for the record if the time
comes when we have to make changes.
Given the previous success of our ac-
tion 4 years ago, we may come to re-
gret what we have done today, but
there is not a majority for that view.
There is a very small minority for that
view. The congressional leadership and
the President have agreed that there
will be tax cuts this year, and so, given
that reality, I joined with the other
Democratic members of the Finance
Committee in working with Chairman
ROTH in a bipartisan mode.

He has been generous enough to point
out, as did earlier in the day the major-
ity leader, that the Finance Committee
was unanimous in reporting out the
measure that we voted on just an hour
ago on spending, and there was an 18 to
2 vote in our Committee on the bill be-
fore us now.

Yesterday, Senator DOMENICI, the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, said it was the bipartisan
solidarity of the Finance Committee
which gave the real impetus to getting
the budget agreement put in place, and
I think that is so and nothing, no fur-
ther tribute is possible to Senator
ROTH for having presided over that
event.

It is a phenomenon which I hope, and
I know he hopes, we might see in the
future. We found that we could do
things on a bipartisan basis that could
amaze you. We could raise taxes on to-
bacco. We could provide the largest in-
cremental initiative in health care
since Medicare and Medicaid were en-
acted in 1966—just like that, just in 2
days. Again, perhaps because it was not
debated for a year, we were able to get
it done in an afternoon. I would like to
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explore that possibility sometime. Is
there an inverse ratio between the
amount of debate and the legislation
that emerges? I think you have seen
some of that in the past many years.

I would take the time of the Senate
to point to several measures in the bill
which are surely praiseworthy and
equally important. One that has not
been commented on anywhere that I
have seen in the press is that the bill
before us removes the present $150 mil-
lion cap on the issuance of tax-exempt
bonds by universities, colleges and non-
hospital health facilities. It sounds
like an esoteric matter. What could
this mean? Well, it goes to something
that is as important to American life
as anything I know, and it is as char-
acteristic of American democracy as
anything I know.

We are the only democratic nation in
the world that has a private sector in
its higher education—not just a few
Jesuit colleges here or every so often a
special arrangement in the north of
Sweden or the south of France, and so
forth. No, our system of higher edu-
cation began as private denomina-
tional matters, and we continue to
have just about an equal balance be-
tween the great private institutions
and the great public institutions. You
could go out to California, in the San
Francisco Bay area, and you would see
it is exemplary of Stanford University,
named for a great railroad magnate
who gave his money in the name of his
son who died prematurely, and Berke-
ley, the University of California at
Berkeley, a great State institution.

Now, we have earlier on enabled the
private universities, colleges, and non-
medical health facilities to borrow
money on a tax-exempt basis, which
puts them partially on an equal footing
with the State institutions which ob-
tain money directly from the tax-
payers, from tax revenue, and can issue
tax-exempt bonds because they are
public institutions.

We capped that amount, and more
and more of our institutions have
reached it. And having done that, they
are no longer in a position to build
what you could call the capital-inten-
sive science facilities and suchlike fa-
cilities that you need in the area of re-
search on the edges of knowledge in
this country today. And we are the cen-
ter of such research. You could hypoth-
esize, if you like, a future where if we
did not do what we are doing, there
would come a time when the finest law
school on the west coast would be at
Stanford—law schools are not expen-
sive; you have to add 50 books a year in
the library—but all the physics would
be done at Berkeley. Physics is expen-
sive. All the chemistry, all the great
research in astronomy, the outer edges
of the universe to the very core of the
Earth itself, all that would be in public
institutions. And the competitive urges
and the range of variety of the private
institutions—the University of Chi-
cago, Rice University, go right down
the list of them—that would be lost.
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The University of Pennsylvania, New
York University, Columbia and, as I
say, across the Nation, those institu-
tions are precious. There is no reason
why Americans should know that the
universities and colleges in the United
Kingdom are all public institutions,
but it is important to know that we are
singular in this regard, and this legis-
lation responds to that need. It may
just be that no one is interested
enough to care, to take note, but I can
assure you the universities involved
are very attentive and are very
pleased.

We also extend for 3 years the provi-
sion for exclusion from income of em-
ployer-provided educational assistance,
which is section 127 of the Internal
Revenue Code. This is a wonderfully
unintrusive piece of social policy. It is
probably the single-most successful tax
incentive for education we have. In a
world of continuing education, of con-
tinuing developments in science and
technology, we have arrangements
whereby an employer can send an em-
ployee to school to learn something
special being taught—at night or week-
ends, whatever—get a degree, bring the
skills back into the workplace. They
will be paid more money, and they will
get more income. We will get more rev-
enue. Everyone wins all around. We in
the Finance Committee made this ab-
solutely easy, workable, a successful
program. We made it permanent.

For reasons I cannot understand, and
I don’t think the chairman could pos-
sibly understand either, the Finance
Committee language, which made it
permanent and applied it to graduate
school, was dropped in conference. We
had legislation in the Senate to do just
this, Senator ROTH and I, with 50 co-
sponsors. What is the matter with peo-
ple who can’t see what elemental good
sense this makes? The firm that wants
to send a chemist to do postgraduate
work in a new field that is just opening
up so he can come back and do it in the
private sector of the economy is just so
elemental. That it was not done is dis-
turbing. Perhaps we will get back to it.
I can’t imagine why it was not accept-
ed, but we had no success.

The conferees included another salu-
tary measure by extending for 1 year
the deductibility, at fair market value,
of charitable gifts of appreciated stock
to private foundations. Absent this, we
would have seen a needless dropoff in
charitable giving. And, again, we are
trying to encourage the private sector,
that private sector of education we try
to support, the private sector of em-
ployer-provided educational assistance,
into giving to private charities.

Now, to another matter of concern—
of large concern—just beginning to be
noted. I observed in the Washington
Post this morning a comment on it,
and also in the New York Times.

The Senate-passed bill included a
measure written by our chairman and
supported by this Senator and others
to provide $2.3 billion in critically
needed funding for Amtrak, the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation,
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the last hope of rail passenger service
in America. The distinguished CEO of
the corporation, Mr. Tom Downs, said
to me, as he would say to anyone who
called and asked, that if he did not get
this $2.3 billion, the corporation would
be bankrupt in February or March.

I say to you, Mr. President, that’s
what this period will be remembered
for, that we did not do this. We had it
in the bill. The Senate voted 80 to 18
for the provision that the chairman
provided. And it was dropped. It was
dropped owing to a dispute over other
matters altogether—job protections
and outside contracting by Amtrak. It
is provided in this bill that $2.3 billion
is there, but it is not available to Am-
trak until some very controversial leg-
islation is adopted making job protec-
tion and such like matters subject to
collective bargaining.

I will be blunt. This could mean the
end of Amtrak, the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation. Bankruptcy for
Amtrak is an outcome we should sure-
ly do everything in our power to pre-
vent. It would be a national calamity.
I wish to be emphatic in saying that
the possibility is now real, and I hope
the administration will join in the ef-
fort to bring about a resolution.

I was surprised, in the often intense
debates of this last week on this mat-
ter, that nowhere did we hear from the
Secretary of Labor. Nowhere did we
hear from the Secretary of Transpor-
tation. What do we have Cabinet offi-
cers for? I don’t mean to be critical of
any individual. It occurs to me that
they were not invited in. I'1l tell you, I
was once an assistant to Secretary Ar-
thur J. Goldberg when he was Sec-
retary of Labor during the Kennedy ad-
ministration. We had rail strikes and
soon thereafter, in the Johnson admin-
istration, disputes in the steel indus-
try. Arthur J. Goldberg would have
been right in the middle of it, seeing
that workers were protected and that
the public was protected.

This remains to be done. I hope I
have sounded an alarm. If I sound
alarmist, Mr. President, may I put it in
the RECORD that I am and I intend to
be alarmist.

Another matter on which we have
made an error, in my view, was the
hurtful provision revoking the tax-ex-
empt status of the Teachers Insurance
and Annuity Association and the Col-
lege Retirement Equities Fund, known
as the TTAA-CREF, a 2-million-member
retirement system that serves 6,100
American colleges, universities, teach-
ing hospitals, museums, libraries and
other nonprofit educational and re-
search institutions. TTAA was founded
by Andrew Carnegie in 1918. It has been
tax exempt ever since. It is a nonprofit
charity, and properly not taxed.

In 1937 it was incorporated under the
laws of the State of New York to ‘‘for-
ward the cause of education and pro-
mote the welfare of the teaching pro-
fession”—‘‘forward the cause of edu-
cation and promote the welfare of the
teaching profession.’”” The law further
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states that the purpose of TIAA—this
is the New York statute—is ‘‘to aid and
strengthen non-proprietary and non-
profit-making colleges, universities
and other institutions engaged pri-
marily in education or research.” And
it has done just that. It has long been
recognized as a model of such pro-
grams.

As a somewhat unanticipated result,
it brought to American higher edu-
cation portability of pensions. You did
not have to start out in one institution
and after a certain point stay the rest
of your life because you had to have
some retirement benefit. It has a great
value to our educational system for the
simple reason that it enables a young
person at, say, a 2-year college or a
local college, who shows great promise,
does good work, to end up at Chicago
or Stanford or Duke, because they can
move. This is part of the agility of
American higher education. There is no
reason to tax this, and the Finance
Committee said don’t tax it. We never
have. The Senate said don’t tax it. But
somehow or other we have decided to
do so.

Revoking TIAA-CREF’s 79-year-old
tax exemption will cost the average re-
tiree who receives $12,000 a year about
$600 in income. You know, librarians
are not highly paid. Perhaps that is not
widely known. A $12,000 pension would
be quite normal. A $600 reduction
would be 5 percent right away. Future
retirees currently accumulating bene-
fits are likely to face reductions of 10
to 15 percent.

Why make the lives of librarians and
assistant professors and teachers in
community colleges harder? Why do we
do this? Why wasn’t this something
that people said no to? The Finance
Committee said no to it. But we were
not successful.

Two closing points. In an era in
which the most recent Presidential
campaign was captivated—at least sec-
tors of it—by the idea of a flat tax, it
deserves pointing out that this 820-page
piece of legislation will add hugely to
the stupefying complexity and mass of
the Internal Revenue Code and its ac-
companying regulations.

Mr. President, this is not an exercise
here in physical therapy. For as long as
I can, I would like to hold it up to show
it to you. I dare not hold it up any
longer. If I should drop it, there would
go my right ankle. Did that thump on
the desk make itself heard?

In 1986, in the Tax Reform Act of that
year, we moved toward the idea of sim-
plicity in the Tax Code by a broader
base and lower rates. Just an anecdote,
the late beloved Erwin Griswold, some-
time dean of the Harvard Law School,
sometime Solicitor General of the
United States, was a friend. He used to
write me each April describing how
long it took him to complete his tax
returns, which he persisted in pre-
paring himself. Now, mind you, Dean
Griswold was perhaps the Nation’s
foremost authority on the subject of
tax law. He almost began the subject.
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He wrote the first text. He describes
himself as being a young attorney,
graduate of Harvard Law in the 1920s,
in the Solicitor General’s office, and
some matters concerning taxation
came to him. He, as he put it in a won-
derful address to the bar association
tax section, said, ‘I thought of going
to the Solicitor General to tell him I
didn’t know anything about tax law,
but I decided to go to the library in-
stead.”” And he wrote the text.

In his last letter to me, dated April
12, 1994, 7 months before he died, he
wrote that his 1993 tax return took him
almost 100 hours to complete—100
hours for Erwin Griswold to prepare his
not very complicated financial affairs.
He was a teacher and a lawyer, Govern-
ment employee, and he knew all these
matters—yet it took him 100 hours. It
would be 110 were he alive into the next
tax season.

Let me say, just as an example, a
family with three children, two in col-
lege and one under age 17, could be re-
quired to calculate the new child tax
credit, a Hope scholarship tax credit
for one college student, and a separate
lifelong learning credit for the older
child. Each of these different provi-
sions will have different eligibility
rules and complicated income phase-
outs that will have to be calculated on
different worksheets and reported to
the Internal Revenue Service on a vari-
ety of forms.

It is no exaggeration, sir—I don’t be-
lieve it is an exaggeration—to say that
anybody who could fill out the forms
necessary to qualify for these tax bene-
fits would already be an accountant of
advanced experience and achievement
and would have no need for the bene-
fits.

I do want to point out that in the
statement of the managers accom-
panying this conference report, it says,
“The conferees anticipate that the Sec-
retary of the Treasury will determine
whether a simplified method of calcu-
lating the child credit, consistent with
the formula described above, can be
achieved.”” So there is hope. But I
wouldn’t hope too much.

President Ronald Reagan, our much-
loved President Ronald Reagan, liked
to say the Republicans are the party of
the Fourth of July and Democrats are
the party of April 156th. With the pas-
sage of this legislation, I think Demo-
crats can no longer take all the credit
for April 15th.

A second and final point. This will be
the first-ever tax bill subject to the
line-item veto, which gives the Presi-
dent, ‘“‘limited authority to cancel spe-
cific dollar amounts of discretionary
budget authority, certain new direct
spending, and limited tax benefits.”

Limited tax benefits are those that
provide, a Federal tax deduction, cred-
it, exclusion, or preference to 100 or
fewer beneficiaries.

In January of this year, I joined Sen-
ators BYRD, LEVIN and former Senator
Hatfield in a legal challenge to the
line-item veto on grounds that it vio-
lates the presentment clause in article
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I, section 7, of the Constitution. The

U.S. District Court for the District of

Columbia agreed and promptly de-

clared the statute unconstitutional.

But later, on June 26, the Justice De-
partment took the matter to the Su-
preme Court itself, and the Court held
that we, as legislators, had no standing
to challenge the law, clearing the way
for the President to exercise his new
authority.

Now, just 2 days ago, on July 29, the
Joint Committee on Taxation met to
consider the list of limited tax benefits
in this bill, a list prepared by the com-
mittee staff, that would be subject to
the line-item veto. It was the first time
we had done this under the new law,
and I am pleased to report, upon being
presented with the 6-page list totaling
79 separate provisions in this bill sub-
ject to the line-item veto, some mem-
bers of the joint committee began to
display a visible lessening of enthu-
siasm for the concept itself.

I have a list here, Mr. President, and
take the liberty of asking unanimous
consent that it be printed in the
RECORD, so the administration will
have an opportunity to look up the
items, veto them and then the injured
parties can arrive across the park at
the Supreme Court with standing and
the Constitution will be preserved.

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

TITLE XVII—IDENTIFICATION OF LIMITED
TAX BENEFITS SUBJECT TO LINE ITEM
VETO

SEC. 1701. IDENTIFICATION OF LIMITED TAX BEN-

EFITS SUBJECT TO LINE ITEM VETO.

Section 1021(a)(3) of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Control Act of 1974 shall only
apply to—

(1) section 101(c) (relating to high risk pools
permitted to cover dependents of high risk indi-
viduals);

(2) section 222 (relating to limitation on quali-
fied 501(c)(3) bonds other than hospital bonds);

(3) section 224 (relating to contributions of
computer technology and equipment for elemen-
tary or secondary school purposes);

(4) section 312(a) (relating to treatment of re-
mainder interests for purposes of provision relat-
ing to gain on sale of principal residence);

(5) section 501(b) (relating to indexing of alter-
native valuation of certain farm, etc., real prop-
erty);

(6) section 504 (relating to extension of treat-
ment of certain rents under section 20324 to lin-
eal descendants);

(7) section 505 (relating to clarification of ju-
dicial review of eligibility for extension of time
for payment of estate tax);

(8) section 508 (relating to treatment of land
subject to qualified conservation easement);

(9) section 511 (relating to expansion of excep-
tion from generation-skipping transfer tax for
transfers to individuals with deceased parents);

(10) section 601 (relating to the research tax
credit);

(11) section 602 (relating to contributions of
stock to private foundations);

(12) section 603 (relating to the work oppor-
tunity tax credit);

(13) section 604 (relating to orphan drug tar
credit);

(14) section 701 (relating to incentives for revi-
talization of the District of Columbia) to the ex-
tent it amends the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to create sections 1400 and 1400A (relating
to tax-exempt economic development bonds);
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(15) section 701 (relating to incentives for revi-
talization of the District of Columbia) to the ex-
tent it amends the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to create section 1400C (relating to first-
time homebuyer credit for District of Columbia);

(16) section 801 (relating to incentives for em-
ploying long-term family assistance recipients);

(17) section 904(b) (relating to uniform rate of
tax on vaccines) as it relates to any vaccine con-
taining pertussis bacteria, extracted or partial
cell bacteria, or specific pertussis antigens;

(18) section 904(b) (relating to uniform rate of
tax on vaccines) as it relates to any wvaccine
against measles;

(19) section 904(b) (relating to uniform rate of
taxr on vaccines) as it relates to any vaccine
against mumps;

(20) section 904(b) (relating to uniform rate of
tar on vaccines) as it relates to any vaccine
against rubella,;

(21) section 905 (relating to operators of mul-
tiple retail gasoline outlets treated as wholesale
distributors for refund purposes);

(22) section 906 (relating to exemption of elec-
tric and other clean-fuel motor vehicles from
luxury automobile classification);

(23) section 907(a) (relating to rate of taxr on
liquefied natural gas determined on basis of
BTU equivalency with gasoline);

(24) section 907(b) (relating to rate of tax on
methanol from natural gas determined on basis
of BTU equivalency with gasoline);

(25) section 908 (relating to modification of tax
treatment of hard cider);

(26) section 914 (relating to mortgage financ-
ing for residences located in disaster areas);

(27) section 962 (relating to assignment of
workmen’s compensation liability eligible for ex-
clusion relating to personal injury liability as-
signments);

(28) section 963 (relating to tax-exempt status
for certain State worker’s compensation act
companies);

(29) section 967 (relating to additional ad-
vance refunding of certain Virgin Island bonds);

(30) section 968 (relating to monrecognition of
gain on sale of stock to certain farmers’ co-
operatives);

(31) section 971 (relating to exemption of the
incremental cost of a clean fuel vehicle from the
limits on depreciation for vehicles);

(32) section 974 (relating to clarification of
treatment of certain receivables purchased by
cooperative hospital service organizations);

(33) section 975 (relating to deduction in com-
puting adjusted gross income for expenses in
connection with service performed by certain of-
ficials) with respect to tarable years beginning
before 1991,

(34) section 977 (relating to elective carryback
of existing carryovers of National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation);

(35) section 1005(b)(2)(B) (relating to transi-
tion rule for instruments described in a ruling
request submitted to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice on or before June 8, 1997);

(36) section 1005(b)(2)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for instruments described on or before
June 8, 1997, in a public announcement or in a
filing with the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion) as it relates to a public announcement;

(37) section 1005(b)(2)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for instruments described on or before
June 8, 1997, in a public announcement or in a
filing with the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion) as it relates to a filing with the Securities
and Exchange Commission;

(38) section 1011(d)(2)(B) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions made pursuant to the
terms of a tender offer outstanding on May 3,
1995);

(39) section 1011(d)(3) (relating to transition
rule for distributions made pursuant to the
terms of a tender offer outstanding on Sep-
tember 13, 1995);

(40) section 1012(d)(3)(B) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions pursuant to an acqui-
sition described in section 355(e)(2)(4)(ii) of the
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Internal Revenue Code of 1986 described in a
ruling request submitted to the Internal Rev-
enue Service on or before April 16, 1997);

(41) section 1012(d)(3)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions pursuant to an acqui-
sition described in section 355(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 described in a
public announcement ovr filing with the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission) as it relates to a
public announcement;

(42) section 1012(d)(3)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions pursuant to an acqui-
sition described in section 355(e)(2)(A)(ii) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 described in a
public announcement ovr filing with the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission) as it relates to a
filing with the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion;

(43) section 1013(d)(2)(B) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions or acquisitions after
June 8, 1997, described in a ruling request sub-
mitted to the Internal Revenue Service sub-
mitted on or before June 8, 1997);

(44) section 1013(d)(2)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions or acquisitions after
June 8, 1997, described in a public announce-
ment or filing with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on or before June 8, 1997) as it re-
lates to a public announcement;

(45) section 1013(d)(2)(C) (relating to transi-
tion rule for distributions or acquisitions after
June 8, 1997, described in a public announce-
ment or filing with the Securities and Exchange
Commission on or before June 8, 1997) as it re-
lates to a filing with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission;

(46) section 1014(f)(2)(B) (relating to transition
rule for any transaction after June 8, 1997, if
such transaction is described in a ruling request
submitted to the Internal Revenue Service on or
before June 8, 1997);

(47) section 1014(f)(2)(C) (relating to transition
rule for any transaction after June 8, 1997, if
such transaction is described in a public an-
nouncement or filing with the Securities and
Exchange Commission on or before June 8, 1997)
as it relates to a public announcement;

(48) section 1014(f)(2)(C) (relating to transition
rule for any transaction after June 8, 1997, if
such transaction is described in a public an-
nouncement or filing with the Securities and
Exchange Commission on or before June 8, 1997)
as it relates to a filing with the Securities and
Exchange Commission;

(49) section 1042(b) (relating to special rules
for provision terminating -certain exceptions
from rules relating to exempt organizations
which provide commercial-type insurance);

(50) section 1081(a) (relating to termination of
suspense accounts for family corporations re-
quired to use accrual method of accounting) as
it relates to the repeal of Internal Revenue Code
section 447(i)(3);

(51) section 1089(b)(3) (relating to reforma-
tions);

(52) section 1089(b)(5)(B)(i) (relating to per-
sons under a mental disability;

(53) section 1171 (relating to treatment of com-
puter software as FSC export property);

(54) section 1175 (relating to exemption for ac-
tive financing income);

(55) section 1204 (relating to travel expenses of
certain Federal employees engaged in criminal
investigations);

(56) section 1236 (relating to extension of time
for filing a request for administrative adjust-
ment);

(57) section 1243 (relating to special rules for
administrative adjustment request with respect
to bad debts or worthless securities);

(58) section 1251 (relating to clarification of
limitation on maximum number of shareholders);

(59) section 1253 (relating to attribution rules
applicable to stock ownership);

(60) section 1256 (relating to modification of
earnings and profits rules for determining
whether REIT has earnings and profits from
non-REIT year);
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(61) section 1257 (relating to treatment of fore-
closure property);

(62) section 1261 (relating to shared apprecia-
tion mortgages);

(63) section 1302 (relating to clarification of
waiver of certain rights of recovery);

(64) section 1303 (relating to transitional rule
under section 2056A);

(65) section 1304 (relating to treatment for es-
tate tax purposes of short-term obligations held
by nonresident aliens);

(66) section 1311 (relating to clarification of
treatment of survivor annuities under qualified
terminable interest rules);

(67) section 1312 (relating to treatment of
qualified domestic trust rules of forms of owner-
ship which are not trusts);

(68) section 1313 (relating to opportunity to
correct failures under section 20324);

(69) section 1414 (relating to fermented mate-
rial from any brewery may be received at a dis-
tilled spirits plant);

(70) section 1417 (relating to use of additional
ameliorating material in certain wines);

(71) section 1418 (relating to domestically pro-
duced beer may be withdrawn free of tax for use
of foreign embassies, legations, etc.);

(72) section 1421 (relating to transfer to brew-
ery of beer imported in bulk without payment of
tax);

(73) section 1422 (relating to transfer to bond-
ed wine cellars of wine imported in bulk without
payment of tax);

(74) section 1506 (relating to clarification of
certain rules relating to employee stock owner-
ship plans of S corporations);

(75) section 1507 (relating to modification of
10-percent tax for nondeductible contributions);

(76) section 1523 (relating to repeal of applica-
tion of wunrelated business income taxr to
ESOPs);

(77) section 1530 (relating to gratuitous trans-
fers for the benefit of employees);

(78) section 1532 (relating to special rules re-
lating to church plans); and

(79) section 1604(c)(2) (relating to amendment
related to Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1993).

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Presi-
dent, and particularly thank him for
affording that the Constitution be pre-
served.

Finally, as I have said, I would have
preferred the Senate-passed bill, in
many respects, but committees of con-
ference work by compromise, and we
have a compromise before us which I
will support, again with great thanks
to the chairman, to Lindy Paull and to
Frank Polk, and to Mark Patterson
and Nick Giordano. I yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). Who yields time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
defer to the chairman. I am hoping to
get a chance to speak.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the chairman would like to make
a comment in response.

Mr. ROTH. Yes, I will be very brief.
First of all, I just want to publicly rec-
ognize and thank Senator MOYNIHAN
for the role he has played. I think his
statement today is another example of
his towering intellect. We are very for-
tunate to have an individual who is re-
nowned throughout this country for his
ability to analyze, to study, and come
up with constructive proposals. Cer-
tainly, we have all benefited from his
rare intellect.

the
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I would just like to comment on two
or three things that he spoke about in
his opening remarks. First of all, I
share the pride and satisfaction in our
higher educational system. I have often
thought there are few countries that
have anything like ours. They may
have one or two outstanding schools—
Oxford and Cambridge in the British
Isles; in Japan they have the Univer-
sity of Tokyo. But we have so many
outstanding schools. My only criticism
of what Senator MOYNIHAN said is he
failed to mention the University of
Delaware which, I must confess, is real-
ly a hidden jewel. But I share the pride,
and I think it is important that we do
everything that we can to strengthen
this, both the private and public sec-
tor, in these days where knowledge and
technology is of even greater impor-
tance than any other time.

I would also like to speak very brief-
ly about Amtrak, because it seems to
me we have our last clear chance to do
something about it. I have to tell you
that for the last several months, I have
fought tooth and nail to try to bring
about a solution. Mr. President, I can-
not imagine the leading industrial na-
tion of the world, the only superpower
not having a modern passenger rail
system. It is just unconscionable for
that to happen, particularly in these
times when we are running out of—I
don’t know about the State of New
York, but I can tell you, in my little
State of Delaware, we are running out
of land. How many highways can we
build? How many planes can fly over?
What are we going to do about the en-
vironment? This is a critical matter,
not only to the Northeast but to the
entire country.

I couldn’t agree more with Senator
MOYNIHAN than when he calls upon the
Secretary of Transportation and the
Secretary of Labor to provide some
leadership. This can still be salvaged,
it still can be saved, but it means that
the parties that are involved and inter-
ested are going to have to get together
and bring about the kind of reform
that assures a sound future for our rail
system.

This, again I say, is our last clear
chance. We have the funds in there.
They are available. Now it is up to
those who have the voice on reform to
get together and compromise and work
together, just as we did in our com-
mittee.

I again express my appreciation to
the distinguished Senator for his con-
tributions and cooperation.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, can I
just say thanks once again to the
chairman, and add that there is every
reason to think that Amtrak is on the
verge of financial stability, with a new
rail system, fast rail system, and just
when we are about to succeed, we can
thwart the whole enterprise. I hope we
will not do that.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I find
my friend has been waiting so very pa-
tiently. The floor is now his.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank both col-
leagues. Mr. President, I ask unani-
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mous consent to take 15 minutes off
the time that has been given to Sen-
ator BUMPERS, and I ask Senator MoY-
NIHAN whether I might get 10 minutes
from his time, if that would be OK.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
Senator most surely can. I wish he
would.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank him.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me, first of all, say to Senator ROTH
and Senator MOYNIHAN, since my com-
ments will be in disagreement, that I
have tremendous respect for all the
work that they have done. Both of
them represent the very best of public
service. But I can’t, as a matter of
principle, vote for this budget agree-
ment. I support balancing the budget
through a process which observes basic
principles of economic and social jus-
tice and embodies the notion of shared
sacrifice in pursuit of the common
good, the common interest, the peo-
ple’s interest. But despite the cheers of
its supporters, this deal fails miserably
those tests.

In the midst of all the cheering over
this deal, we face a quiet crisis. It is
not a war, it is not a broad economic
calamity, but it is a crisis, nonetheless.
This is, by the averages and the indica-
tors, a prosperous time for our country.
It is a time of sustained economic
growth and low inflation, of a booming
stock market and low unemployment.
There is no blare of bugles, no moan of
universal distress, no loud hordes of
protesters clamoring in our streets.
But averages are misleading. They tell
nothing of the end of the curve, the
height at the top or the depth at the
bottom, and that is where our crisis re-
sides. It is a quiet crisis of money,
power, and injustice. It is the crisis of
a nation in danger of abandoning the
principles of equality and justice that
are so fundamental to our resilience
and to our future together.

The principle of economic justice in
this bill has been eclipsed. I fear it will
accelerate growing inequalities in our
country that we all should be com-
mitted to combat. We have moved in
recent years back to a darker time. It
is a more stratified America. It is real-
ly two Americas: one America with
mounting access to the things that
make life richer in possibility; the
other caught in a constant struggle to
make ends meet.

One able to purchase the security of
gated communities and private schools;
the other beset by the dangers of a de-
caying social fabric.

One America swiftly navigating the
information superhighway, the other
lacking the rudimentary skills needed
to navigate an ever-more complex soci-
ety.

One enriched by a rising stock mar-
ket; the other at the uncertain mercies
of the job market.

One wondering when to take a vaca-
tion to Europe or Asia; the other hop-
ing to save enough to take a family to
a ball game.
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This other America, this second
America is not inhabited by just the
poor or neglected minority. It is, in
fact, the residence of the American ma-
jority. It is the homeland of most of
our workers, most of our families, most
of our children, and it is precisely this
America that the budget agreement
fails to serve fully and fairly.

I would support a deal that required
truly shared sacrifice while investing
in our future, but shared sacrifice is
not what this package is all about. In-
stead, it is about working families sac-
rificing and Wall Street investors and
big companies garnering the lion’s
share of the benefits.

Balancing the short-term budget fair-
ly is a responsible and it is a worth-
while goal, made easier by our recent
economic boom. But building a strong
economy, bpreserving a shared pros-
perity, ensuring social and economic
stability for the next generation by in-
vesting in their health and their skills
and their character, our children, this
is a far loftier and far more difficult
goal for which we should have been
striving in this budget agreement, and
this agreement falls short of those
goals.

First, the agreement is unfair. At
times, it is grossly unfair, I say to my
colleagues, to the vast majority of
working Americans who deserve real
tax relief but will not get it in this bill,
because most of the benefits go to the
wealthiest 3 to 4 percent of the tax-
payers and the profitable companies.

Second, this agreement is short-
sighted, starving our Nation’s invest-
ment needs, investments critical to our
future economic and social prosperity,
in order to pay for large, unfair, and
unwarranted tax cuts.

Third, and perhaps most ironically,
since its ostensible purpose is to bal-
ance the budget, it is fiscally irrespon-
sible. By locking into place hundreds of
billions of dollars in tax cuts for the
wealthy, as far as the eye can see,
many of which will grow larger and
larger over time, it will cause the def-
icit to explode just as the baby
boomers are expected to retire and
begin to draw on programs like Social
Security and Medicare.

While this agreement has been hailed
by some Democrats because it partially
preserves funding for certain health
care, education, and other programs
that Republicans have been trying to
slash for almost 3 years, and it is
hailed by Republicans because it con-
tains the huge tax cuts for the wealthy
for which they have so long fought and
sought, a closer look is called for in the
midst of all this cheerleading.

As a legislator, I have discovered
that too often if the deal appears to
give all things to all parties, as this
one does, something is not quite right.

Americans should take a closer look
at the details of this package. When
they do, they will be very troubled by
what they see. Even with the marginal
improvements which were forced by
the President and the Democratic col-
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leagues in the Congress, it still is a
deeply flawed agreement which mort-
gages the economic futures of our chil-
dren for the short-term political ben-
efit which some will derive by claiming
to have balanced the budget.

Unless we revisit this deal soon, it
will lock us into a program of huge tax
cuts, mainly going to the wealthiest of
people, funded by equally large spend-
ing cuts in virtually every single basic
function of Government—environ-
mental protection, airline safety,
crime control, science and health and
technology research, health care for
the frail and the elderly and the poor.

And, Mr. President, it will do so
while continuing the Republican Con-
gress tradition of stuffing more money
into the Pentagon than even the Pen-
tagon has requested, more B-2 bombers
and ships and fighters than we need,
mostly to preserve jobs in key congres-
sional districts.

As one of my colleagues observed,
this bill sacrifices tomorrow’s hopes for
today’s headlines. That is a mistake
for which we will all pay for years to
come, just as we did for the mistakes of
the early 1980’s and its exploding defi-
cits.

Mr. President, the President of the
United States said, among other
things, he would only sign on to a deal
that was fair, fiscally responsible, with
no exploding deficits in the next 10
years or so. These were the basic tests
that he said he would apply to any
final agreement. But this agreement
clearly fails the fairness test. The sad
fact is that low-income families get
virtually nothing—nothing—from this
tax cut bill, working families get very
little, and the wealthy are the big win-
ners in this tax bill.

While the ink is barely dry on the
deal—and so we do not have any offi-
cial information about its actual dis-
tributional impact—we are asked to
vote on this without getting any offi-
cial information about who exactly is
going to benefit and who is going to be
asked to sacrifice.

Preliminary analysis suggests a dis-
astrously lopsided approach skewed to
the very rich, those making over
$200,000 a year annually. That is not
the middle class in America. The non-
partisan group, Citizens for Tax Jus-
tice, has run the numbers through a
fairly sophisticated distributional
model. And they found that the tax
package delivers about half of its bene-
fits to the top 5 percent of the tax-
payers.

Half of the benefits go to the top 5
percent of the taxpayers. The average
tax cut for middle-class working fami-
lies and individuals, when you figure in
all the tax hikes and cuts together, is
about $200. For the richest 1 percent, it
is about $16,000. I had hoped for sub-
stantial tax relief for working families.
This bill only offers about one-fourth
of its overall relief to those making
under $100,000 a year. I think working
families should not have to settle for
scraps from the tax cut table. They
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should have been the first in line for
relief. But that is not the case.

But just a few examples.

The alternative minimum tax was
passed in 1986. With tax fairness, large
companies ought to pay, large profit-
able companies ought to pay at least
some tax. That has essentially been
gutted. The Treasury Department esti-
mates that these changes would take
76,000 profitable corporations com-
pletely off the tax rolls, and to the
tune of $18 billion over the next 10
years.

Another example. While this budget
provides little or no relief for working
families, it gives wealthy Americans
huge capital gains tax cuts. The vast
majority of these benefits from the
cuts in capital gains go to big inves-
tors, people making $200,000, $300,000,
and $400,000 annually. Hardly tax fair-
ness.

Mr. President, not only is this deal
unfair, it is shortsighted, it ignores our
most critical needs as a nation, includ-
ing repairing and rebuilding our crum-
bling schools. Not one penny is in-
vested in our crumbling schools, in-
cluding dealing with our crumbling
inner cities, our underdeveloped rural
areas.

Through its spending controls, it pro-
vides for huge and still unspecified cuts
in Federal investments that my col-
leagues apparently do not like to talk
about much, an estimated $272 billion
in such nondefense cuts over the next
10 years while it claims to ‘‘protect”
some priority programs.

I am very skeptical. There is not a
penny here for crumbling schools to se-
cure educational opportunities for chil-
dren. How come that was not a priority
program? There is too little for job
training for dislocated workers, for
workers struggling to move off welfare
into good jobs, and there is too little
by way of reinvesting in our inner cit-
ies, the environmental protection, in
basic key investments critical to our
Nation’s future.

Mr. President, I voted against the
spending bill. And I will vote against
this tax bill. I do not understand how
my colleagues can basically view these
matters separately. They are part of
one package and one deal. And I will
just give some examples.

We now have huge, significant cuts in
Medicare and Medicaid. And they are
being used to pay for the tax cuts in
this deal, which disproportionately go
to the top 1, 2, 3 percent of the popu-
lation that need the assistance the
least. That is part of the tradeoff.

Mr. President, Medicare will be cut
by $115 billion over the next 5 years.
And the proposal assumes $385 billion
in cuts over 10 years. In Medicaid, we
will be cutting $13 billion over the next
5 years.

Mr. President, in rural Minnesota,
where the hospitals and the clinics are
not greedy—a small profit margin—60,
70, 80 percent of the patient payment
mix is Medicare and Medicaid. Please,
do not have any illusions about this.
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The cuts to the providers will make it
difficult for some of these hospitals
and clinics to go on. When they no
longer exist, that hurts our rural com-
munities.

Mr. President, the cuts in medical as-
sistance disproportionately hurt our
children’s hospitals and disproportion-
ately hurt our inner-city hospitals
which are safety net hospitals for the
poorest Americans—including chil-
dren—in America.

My colleagues say to me, ‘“Well, but
this overall agreement, it’s not that
bad, after all.” And I say, ‘‘Compared
to what?”’ To the earlier Republican
bills, which the huge majority of Amer-
ican people rejected, this is an im-
provement. We did not go forward with
a $5 copay, even though it passed in the
Senate, for elderly people for home
health care visits.

We have done better by way of grad-
uate medical education. And, yes, Mr.
President, we have $24 billion more in
children’s health care. And it includes
also some additional parity, non-
discrimination for children and fami-
lies struggling with mental illness. I
thank my colleague, Senator DOMENICI.
It is a labor of love to work with him
on this.

But, Mr. President, we still do not
know at the State level how much of
this will reach the children. We hope it
does. There are 10 million children
without coverage. I have seen projec-
tions anywhere from 1% million to 5
million will be covered, though it is
block granted to the States. And we do
not have the ironclad guarantees that
we need. We need to fulfill our goal of
providing adequate and complete care
for all children in America.

But, Mr. President, irony built upon
ironies. My colleagues say it is not
that bad, we are doing better for chil-
dren. I give credit where credit is due.
But last Congress we cut $25 billion in
the major food nutrition program for
children. It ultimately will be a 20-per-
cent cut in food stamps, and about 70
percent of the recipients are children.
Almost all of them are in working fam-
ilies, usually families with incomes
under $7,000 a year. This directly af-
fects the quality of their health care. I
did not see any restoration of any fund-
ing for the major child nutrition pro-
gram in the United States of America.

Mr. President, my colleagues say we
did better for legal immigrants. We re-
stored some of the supplemental secu-
rity income for those immigrants that
have been in this country, but, Mr.
President, we eliminated all of the food
nutrition assistance. So if you have an
elderly Hmong woman in Saint Paul,
and she has $450 of SSI and another $75
in food stamps, and that is her total
monthly income—and that is exactly
the figure for many people —we did not
restore any, we did not restore omne
penny of food nutrition assistance. It is
not that bad but, Mr. President, this
piece of legislation is also not that
good.

Mr. President, I do not understand
exactly what the concept of justice is
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here. I do not know what happened to
the principle of justice and fairness.
Not only do we have the tax cuts going
disproportionately to the top 5 percent
of the population, but even when we
say we are going to help children and
families, we decide that we will do
nothing for the poorest.

The child tax credit is refundable.
And now we say it is refundable to fam-
ilies with incomes over $100,000 a year.
But if you are a family with an income
of under $18,000 a year, you are not eli-
gible at all. We decided that families
with over $100,000 a year needed the as-
sistance. But since we have the earned-
income tax credits, we decided that
families with incomes under $18,000 a
year would not be eligible for a child
credit at all. What kind of standard of
justice is that?

I spent a lot of time with those fami-
lies. I see their struggles. Don’t tell me
that those families, families in Amer-
ica with incomes under $18,000 a year,
could not also have benefited from the
tax credit so they could have provided
their children with a little bit more.
Don’t tell me they would not have ben-
efited. What concept of justice justifies
a tax credit for families with incomes
over $100,000 a year, but zero, no assist-
ance, for families earning under $18,000
a year?

Mr. President, on higher education,
we have seen a great deal of discussion.
I find it difficult to say this, but I am
going to because 20 years of my life was
devoted to higher education. Some of
this is a bit hyped. Some of it is a bit
hyped. Some of it is a bit of hype.

Mr. President, I am grateful for the
tax deductions. I am grateful for the
tax credits which are nonrefundable,
but every single financial aid officer
you want to talk to, everyone involved
in financial aid will tell you we should
have expanded the Pell grants. The sta-
tistic that is unconscionable is that a
flat 8 percent, since 1979, of those fami-
lies with incomes under $20,000 a year,
only a flat 8 percent have been able to
graduate, men and women from those
families, with affordability being a key
problem. There are other problems but
that is the major problem. There is
really nothing in this piece of legisla-
tion for them.

We expanded the Pell grant by $300,
but the Pell grant is now meeting at
best about 16 percent of the student’s
overall need. We could have expanded
the Pell grant program up to $5,000 a
year. It would have reached middle in-
come as well for the same price tag as
to what we did here with the tax deduc-
tion and the tax credits.

But, Mr. President, the tax credits
are nonrefundable. The tax credits are
not refundable. I will just tell you that
if you spend any time at the commu-
nity colleges, you will find that most
of the students are older and going
back to school, and they have incomes
of around $25,000, $26,000 a year. They
are ineligible because they do not have
the tax liability. And we are making
the claim that this is essentially 2
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years more of free education? It does
not hold up. It does not hold up.

Mr. President, we say we protected
priority programs. We have hundreds of
billions of dollars in tax cuts, which
will increase with every year, dis-
proportionately going to the top 5 per-
cent of the population, and altogether,
Mr. President, we came up with not $5
billion that we were going to leverage
for some investment in rebuilding
crumbling schools, but we threw in $10
million at the end, $10 million for all of
America. Mr. President, what kind of
priorities are these? How could the ad-
ministration have bargained this
away?

I was down in Delta City, MS, in
Tunica, MS. I visited a school. This
was an all-black school. The ceiling
was Kkind of crumbling in. The toilets
were decrepit. If you had wanted to
wash your hands after going to the
bathroom, you would not have been
able to.

But, Mr. President, I was in Chicago
on Monday visiting with some of the
housing projects, and I saw the same
kind of schools. You look at these
schools, they are so uninviting. They
are crumbling. And we tell our children
we put no value on them when we send
children to such schools. The General
Accounting Office tells us it costs $110
billion if we want to invest in rebuild-
ing these crumbling schools. We have
not invested anything in rebuilding
crumbling schools—not really—just $10
million for the whole Nation. That is a
joke, and it is a cruel joke. How can we
say that we have protected our major
priority programs when we don’t invest
anything in rebuilding crumbling
schools in America?

Mr. President, it is not just Chicago
and Mississippi; it is North, East,
South, and West. I say to my col-
leagues, if you say you are committed
to education, we can have a debate
about educational standards. Maybe
they are good, maybe they are not. We
can debate about how you measure aca-
demic performance. We can have all
those debates. But this is simple: Don’t
send children to schools where the ceil-
ings are falling in and the stench of
urine is in the hallways and the build-
ings are decrepit and expect those chil-
dren to do well. We say that this budg-
et agreement protects our major prior-
ities. What about these children?
Aren’t they our major priority?

Mr. President, I was in Chic