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bill at this moment. We are still in 
morning business. 

Does the Senator seek recognition in 
morning business? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would 
be very happy to have my remarks in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

f 

THE ENERGY BILL 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, when we 
resume consideration of the energy bill 
later today, we will be on a revenue 
measure. As all of my colleagues know, 
the Constitution gives a special privi-
lege to the House of Representatives by 
requiring all money bills to originate 
in the House. This represents a con-
straint on the Senate in terms of vot-
ing on tax issues because in order to 
have a vote on a tax issue that could 
actually become law, you have to have 
a vote on a bill that is already a rev-
enue measure and has been passed by 
the House. So this means the bill be-
fore us, in addition to being an energy 
bill, becomes a very important bill be-
cause it will contain energy tax provi-
sions, and therefore will be a revenue 
bill. 

I have now about 15 Members of the 
Senate, on a bipartisan basis, who are 
determined to have a vote on making 
the death tax repeal permanent. I will 
not repeat the whole debate because we 
will have plenty of opportunity to talk 
about it—we have in the past and will 
have in the future. But we have the 
anomaly that the tax cut passed last 
year will expire in 10 years because of 
a budget technicality that was in place 
when it was adopted. And this creates 
the incredible anomaly that while we 
are phasing out the death tax now, 9 
years from now it will spring back in 
full force and will ensure that families 
that worked to build up a business or a 
family farm would end up having to 
sell that business or sell that farm to 
give the Government 55 cents out of 
every dollar of its value upon the death 
of the people who created it before it 
can be passed on to their children. 

We have every right, on any revenue 
measure, to offer any amendment we 
wish. That is how the rules of the Sen-
ate work. On Thursday, I had called for 
regular order—which brought up Sen-
ator KERRY’s amendment with Senator 
MCCAIN—and I offered my amendment 
to it. I was unaware at the time that 
discussions were going on as to how we 
were going to proceed from there. As it 
turned out, Senator KERRY came over 
and withdrew his amendment. At that 
point, the distinguished Democrat floor 
leader filled up the amendment tree by 
offering a second-degree amendment to 
the next amendment under regular 
order. I think there were about nine 
amendments that had been set aside as 
we went on to consider other measures. 

In working with our leadership and, 
through their discussions, with the 
leadership on the Democrat side, I have 
now proposed in writing an agreement 

whereby we would agree to forgo the 
ability to offer an amendment on this 
bill to make death tax repeal perma-
nent, if we could have a guarantee that 
at some point in the future we would 
get such a vote. The proposal I have 
made is that we pull up H.R. 8, which is 
on the Senate Calendar. It, in fact, is a 
bill to repeal the death tax. I hope it 
will be looked at. 

We feel very strongly we ought to 
have the right to offer this amend-
ment. This is a revenue measure. We 
have no guarantee there will be an-
other revenue measure considered by 
the Senate this year. I know there are 
people in the Finance Committee—and 
I am privileged to serve on that com-
mittee—who hope we will have other 
opportunities. But it may well be that 
this is the only opportunity we have 
this year. 

As my colleagues are aware, the 
House of Representatives has voted to 
make the whole tax cut permanent. We 
want to have a vote on making the 
death tax repeal permanent. I am hop-
ing that something can be done to ac-
commodate us in terms of our right. 

I know there are many people who 
want to finish this bill. There are 
things in the bill I am for, but I don’t 
know of anything that is more impor-
tant than making the repeal of the 
death tax permanent. 

I wanted my colleagues to know that 
we do have a growing number of people 
who are working to achieve this goal. 
It would be our objective. I think there 
are two amendments the managers of 
the bill wanted to do this afternoon 
that we have agreed to step aside and 
allow them to do. But beyond that 
point, it would be our intent to object 
to bringing up new amendments or to 
setting aside the pending amendment 
until we get some agreement. We don’t 
have to do our amendment now, but we 
want to be guaranteed that at some 
point we will have our right as Sen-
ators to offer an amendment related to 
making the repeal of the death tax per-
manent. 

I came over today to simply outline 
that there is the beginning of a discus-
sion on how to accommodate Senators 
who wish to offer this amendment. I 
have talked to our leader, and nothing 
would make me happier than to get a 
guarantee that we will get a vote on 
making repeal of the death tax perma-
nent. In that case, we would get out of 
the way and allow consideration of the 
energy tax amendment and adopt it, 
perhaps on a voice vote. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. REID. The majority leader and 

the Republican leader have spoken 
about this issue. The Senator has sub-
mitted to us in writing his proposal 
which has now been reviewed. We will 
do everything we can to move this bill 
along. We hope as to the written pro-
posal for the unanimous consent agree-
ment, that we can work something out 
on that before the end of the day. 

Mr. GRAMM. I appreciate the Demo-
crat floor leader’s willingness to try to 

work on this. I am very grateful. It 
would break a major impasse and vir-
tually guarantee that the bill will be 
adopted. What we would like to do is 
have a vote on permanently repealing 
the death tax. We realize the vote 
might come on cloture or it might 
come on a point of order. But we would 
like to have a vote nonetheless. 

I thank the Senator for his help. 
Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. GRAMM. I would be happy to 

yield, but I am getting ready to give up 
the floor. I am happy to yield. 

Mr. DURBIN. That is fine, if he is 
going to yield the floor. 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

ROCKEFELLER). The Senator from Illi-
nois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if I 
might respond very briefly to what the 
Senator from Texas has said, the Sen-
ator from Texas is very honest and 
forthright in his position. He stated in 
the Chamber, and it will be reflected in 
the RECORD, that he believes the elimi-
nation of the estate tax, the death tax, 
is the most important priority for this 
Congress when it comes to tax legisla-
tion. 

I disagree. Right now, fewer than 2 
percent of the estates in America pay 
any estate tax whatsoever. We have 
changed the law so even fewer will pay 
it in the future. What the Senator from 
Texas and those in support of his posi-
tion are arguing for is to eliminate this 
estate tax for the very few remaining 
wealthiest people in America, and it is 
his belief that this is the highest tax 
priority for Congress. I would like to 
take that question to his State of 
Texas, let alone my State of Illinois. 

I just finished a tour of Illinois, and 
I went to small business after small 
business. I asked: What is the biggest 
problem you are facing? 

They answered: The cost of health in-
surance. We can’t pay for health insur-
ance for our employees, let alone for 
the owners of the business. 

A labor union, the plumbers and pipe-
fitters, came from Chicago last week. I 
asked: What is your agenda in Con-
gress? 

They said: The cost of health insur-
ance. We can’t get a penny more in our 
paychecks when we negotiate a con-
tract each year with our union because 
all the money is going into health in-
surance. 

So if you want to know where my 
highest priority is in terms of tax 
breaks for businesses and families 
across America, it doesn’t start at the 
top with people who are worth 
megamillions. It starts with working 
families who cannot afford their health 
insurance. 

I will say to the Senator from Texas 
and those supporting his position, 
please bring a tax bill to the floor. 
There are those of us who want to try 
some other issues that we think are 
much more important. 

Do you know what this means if we 
make President Bush’s tax cut perma-
nent? It means 65 percent of all of the 
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tax breaks will go to people making 
over $500,000 a year. That is their high-
est priority—people with incomes of 
$500,000 a year or more. 

Do you know how much of a tax 
break they will get if we go ahead with 
their proposal to make the President’s 
tax cut permanent? It turns out to be 
$39,000 a year on average for people 
making over a half million a year. 

If you are making a half million a 
year, let’s assume that is about $10,000 
a week, and times are tough. You are 
going to get $39,000 more to deal with 
it. Meanwhile, the small business in 
southern Illinois, the small business in 
Humboldt Park in Chicago that can’t 
afford to pay its health insurance pre-
miums brings the employees in and 
says: We are sorry, we can’t do it any-
more. We can’t offer you health insur-
ance for you and your family. 

Which is the greater priority in 
America? The people making over a 
half million a year who get $39,000 
more in tax cuts to put in some invest-
ment or another vacation home or a 
boat or a luxury car or is it more im-
portant that families across America 
have health insurance so they can pro-
tect themselves and their children? 

While we are on the subject of chil-
dren, ask those same families about 
the importance of the deductibility of 
college expenses. If you want to know a 
tax break people across America want, 
talk to any family with a new baby. 
They will show you the child and say: 
Doesn’t he look like his dad or doesn’t 
she look like her mom? 

The next thing they will tell you is 
they better open a savings account for 
their college right now. Otherwise, 
they won’t be able to pay for college 
education. 

So if we are going to talk about pri-
orities in tax cuts, wouldn’t it be good 
for the first time in America to allow 
people to deduct the cost of college 
education from their taxes? Isn’t that a 
good investment for America? I think 
it is a far better investment than the 
same people who make over a half mil-
lion a year, guess what, getting an-
other windfall check of $39,000 from 
President Bush’s permanent tax cut. 

Incidentally, so the record is clear, 
that permanent tax cut of President 
Bush’s that gives $39,000 to the wealthi-
est people, for all the rest of the folks 
in America it is less than $1,000 a year. 

So you look at it and say, well, ev-
erything is upside down in this world if 
the most important thing in Congress, 
when it comes to taxes, happens to be 
the wealthiest people in America. The 
people I represent in Illinois—some are 
wealthy, but the vast majority are 
not—are hard working, low- and mid-
dle-income families struggling to pay 
for health insurance, for education, and 
for college expenses. Those are the peo-
ple who deserve a break. 

In my State, we are facing a health 
care crisis, and it has to do with more 
than just the cost of health insurance. 
That is a major problem, but we are 
also seeing a crisis that is reaching in 

many different directions. Talk to 
folks with parents and grandparents on 
Medicare. Ask them what they are fac-
ing when it comes to paying for pre-
scription drugs. The Senator from 
Texas wants to take what limited 
amount of money we might spend for 
tax relief and give it to people making 
over $500,000 a year. 

Frankly, I would like to see us also 
consider—in addition to the cost of 
health insurance—the deductibility of 
education expenses and prescription 
drug costs for the elderly in America. 
Do you know how much prescription 
drug costs went up last year in our 
country? It was 16 percent. Put your-
self on a fixed income and in a position 
with a serious illness. You go to the 
doctor and he says: Durbin, if you want 
to stay out of the hospital, here is a 
prescription that I think will do the 
trick. Then you go down to the phar-
macy and they say: Well, I am sorry to 
tell you that it will cost you $300 to fill 
the prescription. Well, if you are living 
on $800 or $900 a month—and that is not 
uncommon if you are on Social Secu-
rity—what are you going to do? Many 
people have to make a hard choice: Am 
I going to fill the prescription and fig-
ure out how to pay the rent and utili-
ties and the other bills, or am I going 
to walk away from it? Which is the 
higher priority in America, the seniors 
who have to walk away from the medi-
cine they need too survive, or people 
making over $500,000 a year and to give 
them $39,000 a year in tax breaks? That 
is what it comes down to; that is the 
choice we face. 

You have heard the Senator from 
Texas make his choice very clear: The 
highest priority, when it comes to 
taxes, from his point of view, is to say 
that the estate tax is going to be elimi-
nated for everybody forever. I see it 
differently. We can reform the estate 
tax and do it in a sensible way. We can 
protect family farmers and family- 
owned businesses. I will sign up for 
that any day. But to say we are going 
to give a windfall in tax breaks to the 
wealthiest, at the expense of the people 
I have described, is unfair. It is the rea-
son there are two different political 
parties in this Chamber, why we need 
political debate. It is the reason, when 
we disagree, sometimes it gets to the 
heart of issues that make a difference 
to families in America. 

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question. 

Mr. DURBIN. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN. There was a discussion 

earlier on the estate tax. They call it 
the ‘‘death tax’’ because the pollsters 
figured that politically it sounded bet-
ter, but it is the estate tax. Also, the 
discussion about estate taxes always 
comes in terms of helping family farm-
ers or small businesses. I wonder if the 
Senator remembers that last year, 
when we had this debate, I offered an 
amendment to the estate tax. The 
amendment was one to the proposal by 
the then-majority, who wanted to abol-
ish the estate tax. My amendment said 

I don’t believe we ought to interrupt 
the passage of any family business 
from the father and mother to the de-
scendants who want to continue to op-
erate the business. It doesn’t matter 
whether it is a family farm or a hard-
ware store, and it doesn’t matter how 
big it is. If it is a family enterprise 
being transferred from the parents to 
the children, I think it ought to be to-
tally exempt from the estate tax. So I 
offered an amendment. 

My amendment said that transfers of 
family businesses, regardless of size, to 
family heirs to operate shall be totally 
exempt from estate taxes beginning in 
the year 2003, and all other estates 
shall have a $4 million exemption. So if 
you have up to $4 million in assets, or 
if you are transferring a family busi-
ness, you are not going to pay any es-
tate tax at all. 

Now, the estate tax provision passed 
by the Senate said we will begin cre-
ating larger exemptions for the trans-
fer of family assets including a family 
farm or a family business so that, in 
2010, there shall no longer be any tax. I 
said, no, if you package this by saying 
what you really want to do is help fam-
ily farmers and family businesses, why 
don’t you vote for my amendment and 
they will all be exempt next year, in 
2003? 

We had 43 Senators who voted for my 
amendment. All of those who have 
spent their careers in the Senate say-
ing ‘‘we want to get rid of this burden-
some death tax for family-owned busi-
nesses and family farms’’ voted against 
that amendment. So when there is a 
family farm or a family business that 
is transferred next year, and there is 
an estate tax applied to it, people 
should understand it is because the 
then-majority decided last year, when 
they wanted to ram this fiscal policy 
through the Senate, that they were not 
really quite as interested in family 
farms and small businesses as they 
were in those who have millions and 
billions of dollars of assets. 

Incidentally, this country has one- 
half of the world’s billionaires. Good 
for us and good for them. There is 
nothing wrong with being that success-
ful. But if somebody in this country 
has $6 billion or $8 billion, I guarantee 
you a substantial amount of that has 
never been taxed. It represents growth 
appreciation on assets over time, and 
there is nothing at all wrong, in my 
judgment, in asking that at least some 
of that—just some of it—be put back 
into this country’s schools, or invested 
in the country’s kids, and in this coun-
try’s future. 

But that is not what the Republicans 
wanted to have done. They wanted, at 
all costs, to protect this, and they did 
it at the expense of having a total ex-
emption for transfers of all family 
farms and all family businesses, effec-
tive immediately in 2003. That is what 
we could have had. 

I ask the Senator from Illinois if he 
recalls that debate and what the real 
priorities were for the other side of the 
aisle? 
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Mr. DURBIN. I certainly do. The Sen-

ator is correct. After that debate, I 
sent a letter to the two major farm or-
ganizations in Illinois, the Illinois 
Farm Bureau and the Farmers Union. I 
said: You don’t have to name names, 
but can you give me an example of 
somebody who lost a family farm be-
cause of the estate tax? They could not 
come up with one in my State. 

I readily concede that there are sac-
rifices that have to be made to pay the 
estate tax. But the doom and gloom 
stories we hear from them are stories 
you have heard over and over. With the 
Senator’s amendment, if they were 
worried about family farms or family 
businesses, they would have jumped all 
over his amendment. But it is not; it is 
about the people who are at the highest 
end of the spectrum, who have an ap-
preciation of stock, or the appreciation 
of some capital asset and they finally 
face taxation for the first time. That 
isn’t unfair. Families and businesses 
across America pay their fair share of 
taxes. Why do we want to exempt the 
wealthiest in our society at the ex-
pense of tax benefits that would help 
with the cost of health insurance, care 
for the cost of college education, and 
deal with prescription drugs? Those are 
the areas I think, frankly, in which the 
vast majority of Americans would ap-
plaud us for dealing with the problems 
they face. 

Mr. DORGAN. I have one additional 
question. We ended up with the worst 
of possible worlds last year. Those who 
said they supported a repeal of the es-
tate taxes to help businesses and farms 
would not support the amendment that 
would have repealed it for family busi-
nesses and family farms next year. 
That was more than confusing. 

No. 2, the bill that was finally com-
pleted said let’s repeal the estate tax 
and we will ratchet it up until it is fi-
nally repealed in 2010. So if you are 
going to die, you have to die in 2010 to 
take full advantage of this because in 
2011, the estate tax kicks back in. I 
think historians and policy analysts 
will look at that and say what on earth 
could they have been thinking? Who 
could have constructed something that 
bizarre? 

Mr. DURBIN. I had a group in my of-
fice that does financial planning, and 
they said they are cautioning clients 
not to walk by any open windows above 
the fourth floor in the year 2010 be-
cause that is the year when we have 
the estate tax repeal and it reinstates 
in 2011. It is a bizarre tax policy. If you 
will remember correctly, we were told 
by the administration that went ahead 
with the tax break that the reason we 
could do that was because they pro-
jected surpluses of $5.2 trillion over the 
next 10 years. And with all this money, 
the obvious question they asked was: 
Why should the Government keep the 
people’s money? Let’s give it back to 
them. Some us who lived through the 
deficit years said we should be more 
careful in how we make these deci-
sions. But they went ahead and passed 
the tax cut. 

But a year later, they said: We made 
a mistake; it is not going to be a $5.2 
trillion surplus over the next 10 years. 
It is going to be $1.2 trillion. What hap-
pens with the $4 trillion? Three things 
happened to it: The recession contin-
ued, an unexpected war took place; but 
for 40 percent of it, it was a direct re-
sult of that tax cut decision. That, to 
me, was the wrong thing to do. It is not 
cautious or prudent. We will pay for it 
if we are not careful. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. DURBIN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I was in the 

Chamber—I stepped out but still lis-
tened to the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from North Dakota—when 
the Senator from Texas spoke. I have 
the greatest respect for him. He has a 
Ph.D. in economics. I know how versed 
he is in economic issues, and he has a 
long history of being a Member of the 
House and Senate. 

It is my understanding the Senator 
from Illinois was presiding when the 
Senator from Texas gave his remarks; 
is that correct? 

Mr. DURBIN. That is correct. 
Mr. REID. Did the Senator from Illi-

nois hear the Senator from Texas say— 
and I am paraphrasing but not very 
much—that he believes the most im-
portant issue before the Congress today 
is the estate tax issue? 

Mr. DURBIN. I believe that is accu-
rate. 

Mr. REID. I am sure he does not 
mean that, and I am sure he will let us 
know if I am paraphrasing him improp-
erly. I have to think—and I would like 
the Senator from Illinois to acknowl-
edge—that prescription drug benefits 
for seniors may be more important 
than repealing the estate tax or mak-
ing it permanent. We have already 
changed it. Something dealing with the 
Patients’ Bill of Rights would also be 
something we should do. 

Going from one end of the spectrum 
where people have billions of dollars to 
the other end of the spectrum where 
people have nothing, does the Senator 
from Illinois think it is also important 
to raise the minimum wage for people 
who are struggling? I say to the Sen-
ator from Illinois that 60 percent—I re-
mind the Senator, and I am sure he 
knows this—60 percent of the people 
who draw minimum wage are women, 
and for 40 percent of those women, that 
is the only money they get for them-
selves and their families. Speaking for 
myself, I am more concerned about 
that than whether Bill Gates is going 
to pay taxes when he passes away. 

There are other issues, of course, 
that are of stronger importance to the 
people of Nevada than the estate tax. 
Last year, the people who actually paid 
estate taxes in Nevada were fewer in 
number than the fingers on your hands. 

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator, he 
reminds me, come September we are ei-
ther going to celebrate the fifth or 
sixth anniversary since we last in-
creased the minimum wage to $5.15 an 

hour. Imagine what that translates 
into if you are working at $5.15. Double 
that if you are working two jobs. Say 
you worked 80 hours a week at $5.15 an 
hour. What a glorious life you would 
lead. 

The Senator from Nevada comes back 
to the point I was trying to make ear-
lier. Whether you are talking about the 
cost of health insurance, the cost of 
college education, prescription drugs in 
Medicare, or minimum wage, those 
issues certainly are higher priorities to 
this Senator and to most of the people 
I represent than whether or not people 
who are worth literally millions and 
millions of dollars are going to get a 
tax break. 

The Senator from Texas is entitled to 
his point of view. I respect him for 
being very honest about it. But I hope 
this Senate comes down to some face- 
to-face votes, some real votes on real 
issues that mean something to families 
across Nevada and Illinois. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
one more point? 

The Senator is aware that the major-
ity of the Democrats in the Senate 
have agreed to change the estate tax to 
increase the amount—this is a floor, I 
should say. The Senator from North 
Dakota is in the Chamber. He offered 
an amendment that I supported which 
would have increased it, as I recall, to 
about $4 million and also exempted 
family-owned businesses. 

I think that everyone knows, hearing 
this colloquy among the three of us, 
that we support changing the estate 
tax. It is not as if we are totally op-
posed to changing it. Does the Senator 
from Illinois agree that we think it 
should be done incrementally and not 
eliminated completely? 

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator is correct. 
We made that point over and over with 
the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota and others, that we do 
want to increase the exemption, which 
means fewer estates even than those 
paying today would be eligible or cov-
ered by it, and second, for family farms 
and family businesses. 

I said to a group of small business-
men who came to visit me last week: 
Don’t you think that is a reasonable 
way to go? 

One of them said: No, Senator, I have 
to tell you, I think this is a moral 
issue; it’s a moral issue; we should 
eliminate the estate tax as a moral 
issue. 

I am not an arbiter of morality; I 
just ran for political office. If we are 
going to stack things against moral 
relevance, I would certainly put in that 
list increasing the minimum wage for 
millions of Americans; providing 
health insurance for people, 39 million 
who have none and more losing it every 
day; paying for college education ex-
penses and prescription drugs for the 
elderly. Those are certainly moral 
issues, too, and if we are going to make 
a choice, the Senator from Texas made 
it clear what his choice would be: the 
estate tax. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 20:49 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2002SENATE\S22AP2.REC S22AP2m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3005 April 22, 2002 
For the rest of us, there are other 

issues of equal moral heft that we 
ought to be considering before we move 
to the estate tax issue. I hope we get a 
chance to during the course of this ses-
sion. It is important during the course 
of this budget debate that we talk 
about issues that mean something to 
families, small businesses, and family 
farmers across America. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for one additional question? 

Mr. DURBIN. I will yield. 
Mr. DORGAN. I indicated to the Sen-

ator from Nevada that if there is to be 
a vote on the estate tax issue in the 
coming days—and I guess it may be 
with respect to the tax provisions deal-
ing with the energy bill, I will want the 
opportunity to offer a second-degree 
amendment or at least offer essentially 
the same amendment we considered 
last year, and that amendment will 
draw a distinction. The distinction is 
this: If my amendment is adopted, then 
effective in 2003, no transfer or passage 
of any family business or family farm, 
regardless of size, to qualified heirs 
will have an estate tax obligation at-
tached to it. None. It will be com-
pletely exempt next year. 

There is nothing under the minority 
party’s proposal that would imme-
diately exempt family businesses from 
the estate tax. It will be another 7 
years or so before they are totally ex-
empt. 

My amendment says, yes, let’s ex-
empt them, and do it immediately. My 
amendment also provides for a higher 
threshold exemption on all other es-
tates. And I do not intend to agree to 
an unanimous consent agreement on 
this issue unless I have an opportunity 
to offer that as an amendment as well. 

Warren Buffett has been here a cou-
ple of times in the last year or so to 
visit with us. He is the world’s second 
richest man. He said to us: What can 
people be thinking about, getting rid of 
the estate tax? I do not support getting 
rid of the estate tax. This is the world’s 
second richest man. He said you ought 
not do that; it does not make any 
sense. 

Bill Gates’ father came to Congress 
and said: Don’t get rid of the estate tax 
completely. There are people who have 
billions of dollars who ought to pay 
some basic estate tax because they 
have never paid taxes on those assets, 
and that is the majority of those assets 
for the largest estates. 

When they pass, obviously a signifi-
cant part ought to go to their heirs, 
but a significant part ought to be 
available to invest back into this coun-
try’s future, especially education, 
health care, and other critical areas. 

I think the proper way to deal with 
this issue is to recognize there is merit 
to the question of whether we want to 
interrupt the transfer of a family busi-
ness to other family members. The an-
swer from us is, no, we should not in-
terrupt that transfer. If mom and dad 
want to pass the business along to the 
kids to run, I do not care how big the 

business, let’s not saddle them with an 
estate tax obligation. 

The fact is, the amendment I offered 
last year would have exempted all of 
them completely next year. We can do 
that. I would like an opportunity to 
vote on that again, if we are going to 
vote on exempting all estates forever 
from the estate tax. I think we ought 
to have a vote on the amendment I of-
fered last year. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. DURBIN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 6 minutes. 

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

f 

DR. RUDOLFO ANAYA’S NATIONAL 
MEDAL OF ARTS AWARD 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
speak briefly today to recognize one of 
my State’s greatest citizens—an ex-
traordinary author whose contribu-
tions to the arts have made him known 
as the father of modern Chicano lit-
erature. Today Dr. Rudolfo Anaya will 
be 1 of 14 distinguished artists to re-
ceive this year’s National Medal of 
Arts. 

Dr. Anaya is a legend in New Mexico 
and throughout the Nation for writings 
that reflect the cultural crossings 
unique to the Southwest. Born in the 
small town of Pastura, NM, he grew up 
in a Spanish-speaking home rich with 
tradition. His family moved to Albu-
querque when he was 15, where he at-
tended high school. 

His first novel, ‘‘Bless Me, Ultima,’’ 
was published in 1972 and won him the 
prestigious Premio Quinto Sol national 
award for Chicagno literature. This 
widely-acclaimed novel brought many 
Hispanic traditions into the limelight, 
creating a colorful narrative spiced 
with Spanish vocabulary. ‘‘Bless Me. 
Ultima’’ continues to be a best-selling 
Chicano work, and is used in class-
rooms throughout the world as a stand-
ard text for Chicano studies and lit-
erature courses. 

Dr. Anaya’s work combines history 
and tradition with the supernatural. 
Old Spain and New Spain, Mexico, and 
Mesoamerica, all come together in a 
style that Newsweek has referred to as 
‘‘the new American writing.’’ his sec-
ond novel, ‘‘Heart of Aztlan,’’ explores 
a Mexican-American family’s struggle 
with discrimination and poverty and 
its determination to preserve a proud 
sense of cultural identity. Such themes 
recognize a harsh reality, while also 
presenting the richness of Hispanic and 
Native American traditions and cere-
monies that are so fundamental to New 
Mexican culture. 

Other works by Dr. Anaya include 
‘‘Zia Summer,’’ ‘‘Rio Grande Fall,’’ 
‘‘Jalanta,’’ ‘‘Torguga,’’ ‘‘Anaya Read-
er’’, ‘‘Albuquerque,’’ and his most re-
cent mystery novel, ‘‘Shaman Winter.’’ 
He has also written numerous short 

stories, essays, and children’s books, 
including ‘‘Farolitos for Abuelo’’ and 
‘‘The Farolitos of Christmas.’’ Other 
distinguished awards include the PEN 
Center West Award for Fiction, the Be-
fore Columbus American Book Award, 
and the Excellence in the Humanities 
Award. 

Dr. Anaya is a professor emeritus of 
English at the University of New Mex-
ico, where he began teaching in the 
summer of 1974. That same year he 
served on the board of Coordinating 
Council of Literary Magazines. Both 
Dr. Anaya’s teaching and his work 
build an interest and pride in New 
Mexican history. His unique story-tell-
ing abilities stem from the oral tradi-
tion he experienced growing up, and his 
desire to pass these stories down to 
children make him an author, a story- 
teller, an educator, and a role model. 

As our Nation continues to explore 
ways to better educate our children 
and increase cultural awareness, we 
must look to role models like Dr. 
Anaya for guidance. His writings con-
tinue to inspire people of all ages, from 
all ethnic backgrounds. He has not 
only brought a rich tradition of story- 
telling and folklore to bookshelves all 
over the world, but he has also utilized 
his tremendous gift to portray the His-
panic experience. He inspires young 
writers to share their gifts, and he pro-
vides given millions of readers, includ-
ing myself, incredible joy. 

The state of New Mexico is proud to 
be home to such an esteemed artist— 
one who has brought the Southwest to 
the forefront of American literature. I 
am truly honored to congratulate Dr. 
Anaya for all of his accomplishments 
for for the distinguished National 
Medal of Arts award that the President 
will present to him this afternoon in 
Constitution Hall. His hard work has 
earned him our utmost respect and ad-
miration, I would like to thank him 
personally for his outstanding con-
tributions to the arts in America. 

f 

THE ENERGY BILL 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I will 

say a few words about where we find 
ourselves. I know we are in morning 
business, and that is appropriate for 
the various statements that have been 
made, but this is the beginning of week 
6 in which the Senate is considering en-
ergy legislation. We are fast approach-
ing a decisive point in that debate: Will 
we be able to bring this bill to an or-
derly close this week or will we not? 

We tried before to get a finite list of 
amendments agreed to, and there were 
objections raised by some in the Senate 
so we were not able to do that. We also 
could not get any agreement, at least 
as yet, on tax provisions. So the major-
ity leader has filed for cloture on the 
bill, and all first-degree amendments 
have now been submitted. That dead-
line was 1:30 today. 

I hope we are able to deal with the 
remaining amendments and move for-
ward. I hope we are able to invoke clo-
ture so we can bring this very large 
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