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negotiations aimed at getting con-
sensus on this legislation, the Senate
has voted to continue and expand the
successful Self-Governance in Health
Care pilot that has proven so helpful in
improving the health care of Native
people and in assisting tribes in the de-
velopment of their governments and
economies.

I thank and acknowledge Senator
GORTON and his staff for their efforts in
helping to iron out the differences that
stood in the path of agreement on this
bill.

I am hopeful this legislation will
make its way to the President in short
order for his favorable consideration.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased the Senate will pass H.R. 1167,
the Tribal Self-Governance Amend-
ments of 1999. This legislation is the
culmination of years of work by the In-
dian Affairs Committee, Indian tribes
and the Indian Health Service, IHS, to
make permanent the successful tribal
self-governance demonstration pro-
gram.

Since its inception, tribes have en-
thusiastically embraced the self-gov-
ernance program because it allows
them to assume greater control over
health care programs and services
which are now provided by the IHS.
Tribal self-governance has succeeded
because it respects the special trust re-
lationship between Indian tribes and
the United States. It puts into practice
the principles of government-to-gov-
ernment relations and tribal sov-
ereignty. It allows increased tribal
flexibility and transfers control from
federal bureaucrats to tribal govern-
ments who are closer to the people
they serve.

I thank my colleague Senator CAMP-
BELL for his leadership in fostering an
agreement on final legislative language
for this bill and for adding legislative
provisions which will designate an As-
sistant Secretary for Indian Health
within the Department of Health and
Human Services. The proposal to des-
ignate a new Assistant Secretary posi-
tion primarily for Indian health policy
is one that enjoys unanimous support
by the tribal community, bipartisan
support by Congress, and is also en-
dorsed by the Administration.

The tribal self-governance bill is
critically important to Indian country
because it will finally put into place
permanent authority for Indian tribes
to directly manage their own health
care programs. With the passage of the
IHS elevation bill as part of this legis-
lation, we can make progress for im-
proved health conditions for Indian
people nationwide.

Many of my colleagues may not real-
ize that the year 2000 marks the 30th
anniversary of the inception of the In-
dian self-determination policy, ending
the era of failed Federal policies of ter-
mination and paternalism. A few days
ago, I joined my colleagues, Senators
CAMPBELL and JOHNSON, in sponsoring
S. Res. 277 commemorating this impor-
tant policy. In continuation of building
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upon the fundamental tenets of tribal
self-determination, I encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
move quickly to send this bill to the
President.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate proceed
to Calendar No. 419, H.R. 1167, the
House companion measure. I further
ask unanimous consent that all after
the enacting clause be stricken and the
text of S. 979, as amended, be inserted
in lieu thereof, and the bill, as amend-
ed, be read a third time and passed.

I also ask unanimous consent that
the Senate then insist on its amend-
ment and request a conference with the
House.

Finally, I ask unanimous consent
that S. 979 be placed on the calendar.

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

The bill (H.R. 1167), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

—————

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, APRIL
5, 2000

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Wednesday, April 5. I further ask unan-
imous consent that on Wednesday, im-
mediately following the prayer, the
Journal of proceedings be approved to
date, the morning hour be deemed ex-
pired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day,
and the Senate then resume consider-
ation of S. Con. Res. 101, the budget
resolution.

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

———

PROGRAM

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate
will begin debate on the budget resolu-
tion at 9:30 a.m. tomorrow. The time
until 11 a.m. will be equally divided for
debate on the pending Robb and
Hutchison amendments. Votes on those
amendments will be back to back at 11
a.m.

Further, amendments will be offered
throughout the day and votes are pos-
sible into the evening. There are ap-
proximately 20 hours of debate remain-
ing on the resolution, and it is hoped
action on this resolution can be com-
pleted by Thursday night or Friday
morning of this week.

———

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, if there is no
further business to come before the
Senate, I now ask unanimous consent
that the Senate stand in adjournment,
under the previous order, following the
remarks of Senator KERREY of Ne-
braska, Senator LEVIN, and Senator
HARKIN, to be subtracted from the
overall time relating to the budget res-
olution.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from the great State of
Nebraska.

———
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, the De-
partment of Defense announced about 2
weeks ago that they are going to delay
a critical feasibility test of an inter-
ceptor which would protect the United
States from a ballistic missile attack.
This delay, it should be noted, will give
Congress and the President some addi-
tional breathing room before we begin
the debate to deploy a missile defense
system. It may even mean the final de-
cision on deployment may not occur
until after the November Presidential
election, as many have urged already.

However, I believe, we should use this
opportunity to consider anew the
threats which the United States faces
as a consequence of nuclear weapons.
The approximately $25 billion missile
defense system being contemplated is
in response to a threat that does not
exist today but very assuredly could if
nations such as North Korea, Iran, or
Iraq continue to develop their weapons
of mass destruction programs. Under
estimates provided to us by the CIA’s
National Intelligence Estimates and a
panel of experts headed by Mr. Donald
Rumsfeld we have been alerted to, the
possibility exists that these countries
could have weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the means to deliver them to
the United States within 5 years. It is
this potential threat, along with a pos-
sible accidental or unauthorized launch
by Russia, that justifies the attempt to
build an effective missile defense sys-
tem.

Three facts should be understood be-
fore proceeding further. First, this sys-
tem is not the original Star Wars pro-
posal of President Reagan. In other
words, it is not a system which would
protect us against a massive attack by
Russia, a threat we now believe no
longer exists. Second, the annual costs
to build and maintain this new system
would be in addition to the estimated
$15 to $25 billion annual costs of the
nuclear arsenal we maintain against
the old threat of the Soviet Union.
Third, the deterrent argument we used
during the cold war was based on the
rational presumption that the Soviet
Union would never attack us if they
knew that an attack would result in
the destruction of their nation. How-
ever, we cannot presume rational be-
havior from North Korea, Iraq, Iran, or
potential terrorists will be the order of
the day. We presume they would be
willing to suffer the consequences of
retaliation to do terrible damage to the
United States of America.

A scenario which imagines such an
attack quickly justifies the investment
in missile defenses. Even one relatively
small nuclear weapon which North
Korea, Iran, Iraq, or a non-nation-state
terrorist could launch at the United
States would inflict more damage than
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the largest natural disaster our coun-
try has ever experienced. An unauthor-
ized or accidental launch by Russia
would be a catastrophe that could kill
millions and inflict grave economic
and psychological damage to our coun-
try.

Such a scenario is part of the new
world of threats where even, or perhaps
especially, the United States, the na-
tion with the largest and most deadly
nuclear arsenal, is at risk and can be
held hostage to the threats made by
otherwise insignificant world leaders.
This truth increases the appetite of a
few to command even a relatively
crude and small nuclear weapon as well
as a delivery system to hit us. A strong
offensive nuclear capability is not a de-
terrent because of the irrational behav-
ior of someone who hates and wants to
hurt us. Nor was our strong offense a
deterrent to India and Pakistan first
testing nuclear weapons and then
threatening each other with possible
first use.

We have come a long ways since the
beginning of the nuclear age a half cen-
tury ago. I recently went to the web
page of Gen. Paul Tibbets and read his
account of the 6-hour flight on August
6, 1945, that dropped the first atomic
bomb on Hiroshima, Japan. The 86-
year-old Tibbets was the pilot of the B-
29 called Enola Gay that dropped the
atomic bomb, a uranium core device
with a 15 Kkiloton yield nicknamed Lit-
tle Boy. Three days later a second
atomic bomb nicknamed Fat Boy, on
account of its plutonium core, was
dropped from another B-29 on Naga-
saki. The two violent detonations con-
tributed to Japan’s unconditional sur-
render on August 14, 1945.

Before I go further, I must declare
that I am not an impartial observer of
these bombings. My father became part
of an occupation force rather than the
invasion force, which had been planned
for September of 1945. His brother was
captured by the Japanese on the Ba-
taan peninsula of Luzon, Philippines,
and was killed just days before Amer-
ican forces began the second battle of
the Philippines, one of the bloodiest
battles of the war. So I am on the side
of those who believe President Truman
made the right decision. I simply can-
not and will not revise history to reach
any other conclusion.

Still, the civilian deaths caused by
those two bombs shock and sicken all
who have examined the aftermath of
just two atomic detonations. So shock-
ing are the stories that during the 50
years that followed, no American Com-
mander in Chief has ever used these
weapons again. Even when a good argu-
ment could be made for their effective-
ness in saving military and civilian
lives by shortening and winning wars,
the ‘“bomb’’ was not used.

Indeed, as the recent NATO operation
against Yugoslavia demonstrated, to-
day’s military planners and their polit-
ical bosses measure the benefits of
using conventional weapons against
the potential moral and political losses
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associated with even unintended civil-
ian casualties. Thus has the experience
of Hiroshima and Nagasaki become a
real and powerful deterrent against the
use by the United States of nuclear
weapons.

This makes it all the more surprising
that both the United States and Russia
continue to maintain, on hair-trigger
alert, huge stockpiles of vastly more
powerful and more accurate strategic
nuclear weapons than those used 56
years ago this summer. To understand
why, we must trace the arguments used
since 1945 for the development of our
nuclear arsenal. For the first 20 years
or so of the cold war, nuclear weapons
were seen as an inexpensive alternative
to unacceptably high levels of conven-
tional forces that would have been
needed to deter a belligerent Soviet
Union with an open ambition for more
territory in Europe. As the Soviet
Union built up its own nuclear capa-
bility a new argument—the need to
deter a bolt out of the blue attack—
eclipsed the old.

But, today, neither the Russian con-
ventional or nuclear forces are the
threat they once were. Today, we are
not fearful of an intentional attack on
Europe with conventional forces or a
nuclear attack on the United States.
Today’s threat is that a nuclear weap-
on could be launched accidentally or
without the authorization of the demo-
cratically elected Russian President.
Today’s threat also includes the possi-
bility that Russian technology or ma-
terials could be purchased by nations
like Iran that have indicated their de-
sire to become a nuclear nation. Fi-
nally, today’s threat assessment also
includes the possibility that Russian
elections could once again produce a
more dangerous leader whose inten-
tions were less trustworthy.

Even with all of these factors consid-
ered, I believe our current inventory of
strategic nuclear weapons is much
larger than what is needed to keep
America safe today and in the foresee-
able future. This larger inventory
forces the Russians to maintain an in-
ventory larger than they can control—
which in turn increases the risk of ac-
cidental or unauthorized launches and
decreases the effectiveness of missile
defense. And this larger inventory di-
verts much needed resources from the
modernization of our conventional
forces, which we are much more likely
to be using in the future.

Consider the arsenal currently avail-
able to our President. Our Commander
in Chief could order the launch of 500
Minutemen III and 50 Peacekeeper mis-
siles in the land-based arsenal. The
bulk of the Minutemen III missiles are
armed with three 170 to 335 kilotons
warheads. The 50 Peacekeeper missiles
are each armed with 10, individually
targetable warheads with a yield of 300
kilotons each. These land-based mis-
siles would produce 2,000 nuclear deto-
nations each of which each would be 10
to 20 times larger than the Hiroshima
bomb.
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At sea, our President commands 18
Ohio-class submarines. These are the
ultimate in survivability, able to stay
undetected at sea for long periods of
time. As such, our submarine force
must give pause to any potential ag-
gressor. Eight of these boats carry 24
C—4 missiles. Each of these missiles are
loaded with 8 warheads with 100 kilo-
tons of yield. The other 10 subs carry 24
of the updated D-5 missiles. These mis-
siles also are equipped with 8 warheads
with varying degrees of yield from 100
to 475 kilotons. Again, if the President
launched all the missiles in the sub-
marine arsenal he would produce 3,500
detonations.

In the air, the President commands a
strategic bomber force which includes
both the B-2 and B-52 bombers. These
bombers, in total, have the capacity to
carry about 1,700 warheads via nuclear
bombs and air launched cruise missiles.

Our land-based force can deliver ap-
proximately 2,000 warheads on over 500
delivery vehicles with a total yield of
about 550 megatons. Our sea-based
force can deliver over 3,000 warheads on
over 400 delivery vehicles for a total
yield of approximately 490 megatons.
Our air-based force can deliver 1,700
warheads on approximately 90 delivery
vehicles with a yield of 820 megatons.
In total, this is about 7,000 warheads
with a total yield of over 1,800 mega-
tons.

Russia has a similarly deadly force,
but with an increasing inability to
modernize or maintain these weapons.
Because of this, I remain hopeful that
President Putin’s election will improve
the chances of the Russian Duma rati-
fying START II sometime this spring.
But even under START II, the United
States and Russia will each maintain
in excess of 3,000 warheads at the end of
2007. While both sides hope to quickly
follow ratification of START II with a
START III agreement, U.S. negotiators
have insisted on maintaining approxi-
mately 2,600 warheads per side. This
comes despite strong indications that
within a matter of years Russia will
not be able to maintain a force of more
than a few hundred weapons and an
offer from Russian negotiators that
START III focus on warhead levels of
approximately 1,500.

I think it is fair for the American
people to ask why. Why, when the Rus-
sians have indicated a willingness to go
lower, are we insisting on keeping so
many strategic nuclear warheads? I
think the answer can be found in the
way in which we target our nuclear
weapons. The United States nuclear
blueprint of targets and targeting as-
signments are contained in a highly
classified plan known as the Single In-
tegrated Operational Plan, or SIOP. To
understand our nuclear policy, one
must understand how the SIOP drives
nuclear force levels. Because the SIOP
is highly classified, I cannot describe it
in public.

But I can say that targeting strate-
gies have changed a lot since Hiro-
shima. The variables which dictate
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changes have been arms control agree-
ments, perception of today’s threat,
and estimation of tomorrow’s. Under-
standing the history of U.S. nuclear
policy may help explain the rationale
for the targeting plan.

In the beginning, we had a letter
from Albert Einstein to then-President
Franklin Roosevelt in 1939. In this let-
ter, Einstein alerted Roosevelt of the
potential of nuclear chain reactions
and warned him about Nazi Germany’s
efforts to monopolize the necessary
uranium. Einstein also urged the Presi-
dent to foster ties between the Govern-
ment and scientists working in the
area of atomic research. As a result of
Einstein’s letter, Roosevelt authorized
a study of the potential of atomic
power. But it was not until the U.S. en-
tered World War II that Roosevelt for-
malized the Government’s participa-
tion in this new area of science. The re-
sult was the creation of the Manhattan
Project. The Manhattan Project was a
monumental undertaking that em-
ployed over 200,000 men and women at
a cost of $20 billion in today’s infla-
tion-adjusted dollars. Ultimately, it
was successful in creating the world’s
first atomic bombs, whose devastating
impact helped end the Second World
War in the Pacific.

The second phase of our effort was
the strategic bombing phase. Having
created this powerful new weapon, and
as the cold war began, U.S. policy-
makers faced the task of deciding how
to incorporate these weapons into the
U.S. arsenal and under what cir-
cumstances they should be used. Our
initial policy was based on the concept
of strategic bombing, which mirrored
our strategy during the Second World
War. Early plans called for the tar-
geting of urban industrial centers—not
unlike Hiroshima and Nagasaki—and
specifically targeted 34 bombs on 24 So-
viet cities. Given the fact that Japan
had surrendered following the use of
just two bombs, this was thought suffi-
cient to devastate the Soviet Union
under any circumstance.

The third phase of our planning was
called massive retaliation because in
1949 the U.S. approach to nuclear weap-
ons had to be reconsidered following re-
ports that the Soviet Union had ac-
quired a nuclear weapons capability of
their own. From this point on, U.S.
policymakers had to consider Soviet
nuclear sites in targeting and had to be
able to deal with the fact that for the
fist time Americans lived under the
threat of a nuclear attack.

Into the 1950s U.S. nuclear policy
continued to develop. By the Eisen-
hower administration, the U.S. nuclear
arsenal had greatly increased in num-
bers, but we had adopted a policy of
massive retaliation. This policy stated
that an attack by the Soviet Union
would result in an instant, all-out U.S.
nuclear response. The greater reliance
on nuclear weapons allowed the United
States to decrease its commitment to
conventional weapons and keep defense
spending in check.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The next phase is what was called
flexible response. It occurred because
the number of nuclear weapons needed
to maintain this policy increased sig-
nificantly as U.S. intelligence im-
proved its ability to identify Soviet
targets. As a result of the expansion of
possible targets, there was an increased
demand for nuclear weapons. Toward
the end of the Eisenhower administra-
tion, policymakers began to recognize
the need to create greater flexibility in
the U.S. nuclear strategy.

During the last months of the Eisen-
hower administration and into the
Kennedy administration, the focus
shifted to creating a flexible response
strategy that would allow the Presi-
dent to respond to Soviet provocation
through a range of options—not simply
an all-out attack. The result of this ef-
fort was the creation of the SIOP. The
original SIOP, SIOP-62, embodied the
policy of massive retaliation. It con-
tained one plan in which the United
States would launch all of its nuclear
weapons in a single attack. SIOP-62
targeted every city in the Soviet Union
and China with an estimated 360 to 425
million civilian casualties.

When President Kennedy entered of-
fice, he immediately called for a
change in the SIOP to reflect the pol-
icy of flexible response. As a result,
SIOP-63 included limited nuclear re-
sponses and negotiating pauses as a
part of the overall nuclear strategy.
SIOP-5 and SIOP-6 continued the trend
toward increasing flexibility by cre-
ating a wider range of nuclear tar-
geting and response options. While the
various SIOPs were successful in cre-
ating greater options for the President,
they also helped to create a phe-
nomenon in which the number of nu-
clear weapons were increased dramati-
cally.

As the SIOP sought to create an in-
clusive list of Soviet targets, weapons
were manufactured and assigned to
those targets. As intelligence gath-
ering capabilities grew, the number of
targets were also increased. Further-
more, as the Soviets created more
weapons to target our weapons, the
U.S. would increase our arsenal to
match. The result was a classic arms
race. According to a recent book called
Atomic Audit, edited by Stephen
Schwartz, this process was further es-
calated when in 1974 Secretary of De-
fense James Schlesinger ordered that
U.S. nuclear forces ‘‘be able to destroy
70% of the Soviet industry that would
be needed to achieve economic recov-
ery in the event of a large-scale stra-
tegic nuclear exchange.” This order
was mistakenly thought to mean that
70% of each individual factory or indus-
trial unit would have to be destroyed
rather than 70% of the overall produc-
tion capability. In order to achieve as-
surance of 70% destruction, each target
was often assigned multiple warheads,
thus increasing the nuclear arms spi-
ral.

Near the height of this nuclear build-
up, a remarkable thing occurred: com-
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munism collapsed in Eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union. Many people as-
sume that the end of the Cold War has
caused the United States to fundamen-
tally rethink the SIOP. However, most
of the changes appear to have occurred
at the margin and have not involved
fundamentally rethinking in the face
of democratic changes in Russia. Open
sources estimate the number of Rus-
sian targets in the SIOP have been re-
duced from a Cold War high of approxi-
mately 11,000 to around 2,000. The cur-
rent SIOP—SIOP-99 which went into
effect in October 1998—also includes ap-
proximately 500 non-Russian targets.

While the reduction in number of tar-
gets has allowed us to make reductions
in our nuclear arsenal, too many of the
underpinnings of our nuclear policy are
still based on Cold War thinking. Our
planners still assume that deterrence
requires the capability of hitting as
many as 2,000 targets in a democratic
Russia.

Our nuclear policy should recognize
that the Cold War is over and should
recognize that Russia has completed
its third democratic Presidential elec-
tion. It should recognize that we are
less safe—if by keeping more weapons
than we need to defend ourselves—we
force Russia to keep more weapons
than they can control. Furthermore,
we are less safe if by keeping more
than we need, we encourage new nu-
clear nations like India and Pakistan.
And we are less safe if all of this activ-
ity both justifies and makes possible
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by
rogue nations or terrorist non-nation-
state groups.

Most importantly our strategy
should acknowledge that we have a
moral deterrent that makes it unlikely
that a U.S. President would order the
first use of nuclear weapons. Since the
dollars needed to maintain our nuclear
arsenal could be used to support mili-
tary programs our President is likely
to use, this factor has much more sig-
nificance than we have been giving it.

It is time for us to re-examine both
our nuclear deterrent needs and the
way in which we target our weapons to
better reflect the realities of a post-
Cold War world. We must realize the
end of the Cold War and the rapid pace
of globalization is changing both the
nature and the source of today’s
threats. The world is still dangerous;
nuclear threats still exist and will re-
quire us to maintain an overwhelming
deterrent capability. But that capa-
bility must recognize what the world
looks like today and what it will look
like in 2005 and in 2010, not what it
looked like in 1950 or in 1970 or even
1989.

Just as Rip Van Winkle awoke to
find his world had completely changed
while he was asleep, we too must real-
ize that in less than a decade our world
has been completely transformed. The
time to readjust our world view, to
transform our nuclear policies, and to
work cooperatively with a democratic
Russia is now.
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I believe the numbers of highly accu-
rate, deadly and survivable nuclear
weapons needed to protect the United
States today and in the future is in the
1,000 to 1,500 range, considerably less
than either the 6,000 permitted under
START I which has been ratified by
the United States and Russia, or the
3,000 permitted after 2007 under START
II, which the Russian Duma may yet
ratify this year. I believe both common
sense and careful evaluation of tar-
geting requirements would support
going to this lower number much more
rapidly than we will under the START
process. I believe such a reduction
would make it far more likely we
would succeed in reducing the growing
threat of nuclear proliferation and the
growing desire of non-nuclear nations
to go nuclear. Finally, I believe such a
reduction would increase the chances
of getting Russia to cooperate with the
deployment of a missile defense system
that would benefit both them and us.

Mr. President, regardless of whether
or not my colleagues agree with this
assessment I hope they will agree that
the status quo modified with improved
defenses is a strategy which will in-
crease the risk that the world will ex-
perience a third hostile nuclear detona-
tion, and that this time the detonation
could occur in our country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes.

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

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, our
economy is in great shape: 108 months
of economic growth; unemployment
has been near 4 percent for some time;
economic growth is doing very well;
productivity is breaking all recent
records; incomes of average Americans
are finally growing again, and infla-
tion, outside of gasoline, is low. I think
we ought to take advantage of our situ-
ation by paying off the publicly held
debt while times are good.

The President proposes that we
should plan on doing that by 2013, just
the point when large numbers of the
post-World War II baby boomers are
reaching 65. That way we shore up the
capacity to be able to repay the bonds
that have been going to the Social Se-
curity trust fund.

I also believe we should use the sur-
plus to put the Medicare trust fund on
a sound footing for the long term. We
should also be providing for a prescrip-
tion drug benefit. It is wrong that
many modest-income seniors do not
have the ability to buy the drugs they
need for their health care.

I would also like to see the expendi-
tures made to cover the costs of our
veterans’ health, increased medical re-
search, increased funds for education,
and for day care. These are some key
priorities.
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Clearly, however, the No. 1 priority
presented by the majority in the budg-
et resolution before us is to cut taxes
for the wealthy. When you add the in-
terest costs from failing to reduce the
debt, the $150 billion cut in taxes that
is in the budget resolution before us
uses up 98 percent of the non-Social Se-
curity surplus. That assumes cutting
some nondefense discretionary spend-
ing. If you take the $150 billion tax cut
that is in the budget, and if you don’t
cut spending on the discretionary side,
that tax cut actually eats up over 100
percent of the non-Social Security sur-
plus. So in order to get the $150 billion
cut in taxes, the Republican majority
on the Budget Committee actually had
to cut spending in a number of areas.
Even with that cut, that $150 billion
tax cut uses up 98 percent of that sur-
plus. There is virtually nothing left
over for improving the health of the
Social Security trust fund or the Medi-
care trust fund. There is very little
chance to provide for a Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit. It is going to be
very difficult, if not impossible, to pro-
vide increases for education, medical
research, veterans’ health, money to
fight crime, and other priorities with-
out eroding the Social Security sur-
plus.

Personally, I would like to see us
give some tax relief to younger fami-
lies with modest incomes trying to
raise their children, to families with
considerable child care expenses, to
families who have expenses caring for
aging parents. I would like to reduce
the penalty of higher taxes when two
people marry and both work.

The Democratic budget we have of-
fered provides for many of those tar-
geted tax cuts while still meeting the
other needs such as for health care and
fighting crime and medical research.

I would like to pay for tax cuts by
eliminating some of the outrageous
loopholes in the Tax Code that allow
huge multinational corporations to es-
cape paying their fair share of taxes. I
would like to see some loopholes closed
that allow some of the wealthy to es-
cape paying their fair share. That, un-
fortunately, does not appear to be the
will of the Republican majority on the
Budget Committee. It certainly was
not their will when they passed out the
budget resolution on a straight party-
line vote. So I will be offering an
amendment that says if we are going to
enact—if we are, and if it is the will of
the majority party to enact the $150
billion in tax cuts mandated by the
budget; and that was the same sum
agreed to in the House by, I might add,
a narrow 4 vote margin—I want to have
the Senate go on record that whatever
tax cuts are passed follow a very sim-
ple rule: that those at the highest level
of income—the top 1 percent—not re-
ceive more than 1 percent of the tax
cuts. I will be offering an amendment
that essentially says it is the sense of
the Senate that if we do have a tax cut,
no more than 1 percent of the tax cut
benefits can go to the top 1 percent in-
come earners.
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Doesn’t that sound fair? If you are in
the top 1 percent, maybe you ought to
get 1 percent of the cuts. Who is at that
level of income? Well, those who are
making what is now estimated to be
more than $317,000 per year. This group,
on average, makes $915,000 a year. So
the average income of the top 1 percent
income earners in America is $915,000 a
year. I believe it is clear that people at
this income level do not need a large
tax cut, while many working families
are in far greater need.

So I hope the Senate will go on
record saying that we have a limit on
any tax cut, that those at the very top
are receiving no more than 1 percent of
the benefits, and let’s give the middle
class their fair share of the tax break.

I have a chart that I think provides
some illustration. First, we have the
George Bush tax cut proposal. Let’s
look at how the benefits of that pro-
posal work. It is a very large cut. But
under this Bush plan, as estimated by
Citizens For Tax Justice, the bottom 20
percent of the taxpayers get 0.6 percent
of the tax cuts, less than 1 percent. The
next 20 percent get about 3 percent of
the tax cuts. The next 20 percent get
about 7.4 percent of the tax cuts. The
fourth one—those who make, on aver-
age, about $50,000 a year—gets 15.4 per-
cent of the tax benefits. But here is
where we really have to look, out here
on this end. Those in the top 1 percent,
making over $319,000 a year—and they
average about $915,000 a year—these
folks in ‘‘need’ get about 37 percent of
the benefits. They get a higher percent-
age than anybody else and, in dollar
amounts, they get about $50,000 a year
in tax breaks.

So, again, this is what we are facing.
Why do people in the upper 1 percent
need this kind of a tax break? I don’t
hear it from them. I must admit, I
know some people in that bracket. I
have some good friends who make that
kind of money. They are good Ameri-
cans and they invest a lot of money. A
lot of them work very hard, and they
employ people. I have yet to have one
of them tell me they need this tax cut.
In fact, I have had a number of them
say: What are you doing? Pay off the
public debt; don’t give us a tax break.
Pay off the public debt. That would do
more for ensuring the economic health
of this country than giving the top 1
percent that kind of a tax break.

Well, that is why I want to offer this
amendment. It is very simple. It pro-
vides that the top 1 percent of tax-
payers should not get any more than 1
percent of the tax cuts—net. After all,
the bottom 20 percent gets less than 1
percent of the tax cuts. Why should the
top 1 percent get 37 percent?

So my amendment says if you are in
that top 1 percent, you should not get
more than 1 percent of the tax breaks.
So if you are for tax fairness, if you
want to give the middle-class Ameri-
cans their fair share of tax relief, then
I ask for your support of this common-
sense amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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