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heartbreaking decisions—about their
parents and grandparents. We believe
tax breaks should be available to those
families who want to take care of their
parents and grandparents, who are
willing to sacrifice. But not on the Re-
publican side. They are more concerned
about this estate tax which, as my col-
league from Minnesota says, dispropor-
tionately helps the very wealthiest
people in the United States.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
say to my colleague, I remember the
amendment well because I offered it
with Senator DoDD. But there was one
other important feature to it. It was a
refundable tax credit. It was going to
provide some help for those families
who did not come under $30,000, which
is critically important.

I say the same thing about higher
education. If we want to do tax credits,
make sure they are refundable. Again,
think of our community college stu-
dents. I have reached the conclusion
that the nontraditional students have
become the traditional students. I have
reached the conclusion that the major-
ity of students today in higher edu-
cation are no longer 18 and 19 living in
a dorm. The majority are 30, 35, 40, 45,
50, going back to school, many of them
women, many of them with children.
And, again, I can think of a better use
of this money than a tax break for the
top 1 percent of the population.

I far prefer to be out here on the floor
passing legislation which will assure
affordable higher education, affordable
child care, and make a real investment
in health care than some of these other
areas.

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator will
yield before he yields the floor, most of
us in the Chamber are well aware of
Senator WELLSTONE’S background.
Having been involved in teaching in
Minnesota and higher education in his
professional career before his election,
he understands, if not better than most
of us, what higher education is about,
what it offers, and also what it costs.

The Senator from Minnesota raises
another point. We offered an alter-
native to this estate tax break which
comes down to $23,000 a year for the
wealthiest Americans. We said we are
going to help for the very first time in
America working middle-income fami-
lies. We are going to allow them to de-
duct the cost of college education ex-
penses from their income taxes. It is
not a major deduction, but it helps. It
said, for example, up to $12,000 a year
could be deducted, and it would be
treated in the 28-percent rate, which
means a little over $3,000 a year.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The time for the minority
has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. Is anyone seeking rec-
ognition on the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes,
there is. The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank the
senior Senator from Wyoming. I thank
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him for all his efforts in organizing in-

formation to be shared with fellow Sen-

ators and with the American public.
———

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I am com-
pelled every once in a while to come to
the floor to let people know what is
happening. I know there are people
watching the work of the Senate, and I
know those people do not have, for the
most part, a program or a scorecard. It
is pretty hard to follow the rules of
what is going on around here without
that.

I make an attempt partly to explain
to myself what is going on and take
the opportunity to share it with other
people who might be interested and
might be listening.

Right now, we are in the closing days
of a race for the U.S. President. It does
not really have a lot to do with this
body; it has a lot to do with our inter-
action with the administrative branch.
Sometimes it is easier for rhetoric to
invade the Chambers and to appear to
be the most important thing we are
doing.

What we ought to be doing is the ap-
propriations bills for this Nation. We
handle in excess of $1.8 trillion. That is
how much we spend on behalf of the
American public. We ought to be debat-
ing that. We are not. We cannot get
unanimous consent to proceed to a de-
bate on an appropriations bill. We can-
not move forward to talk about the $1.8
trillion of appropriations for this coun-
try.

Instead, we have debate on things
that we have debated, things that have
been decided, for the most part, and, on
some occasions, with some finality. In-
stead, we have people in this Chamber
who would rather rehash votes we have
already taken and retake them again. I
guess the plot is to put fellow Members
in a bad light in their constituency:
They have already voted on these
issues once, let’s get them to vote
again, and that will be progress for this
country. You have to be kidding me.

The appropriations for this country
are the important things that need to
come before this body. They are the
things about which we ought to be
talking right now, and we ought to be
talking about them in some detail.
Pretty quickly we are going to run out
of time. October 1 is the start of the
new fiscal year for this country, and
that is when we need to have the ap-
propriations finished. That is when
they start spending next year’s money.
That is when we hope and pray they
will be spending it with the conciseness
all of us envision.

When we are relegated to not being
able to proceed on an appropriations
bill because we cannot reach unani-
mous consent, we cannot debate in de-
tail. Later, we are going to have to
make massive decisions on this money,
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and in fact it is my belief the minority
would prefer to have the President ne-
gotiating these things instead of the
way our forefathers envisioned it: that
Congress would come up with the
mechanism and the plan and the votes
to pass appropriations bills that the ex-
ecutive branch would administer.

That is not how it is working. The
longer we push this process, the more
it will be a nonvoted mediated expendi-
ture without looking at the details.
The amendments are the way the de-
tails get into this appropriations proc-
ess, and it is not going to happen be-
cause we are shoving everything back
through this process. We are keeping
the appropriations of this Nation from
being debated. We are not being al-
lowed to proceed to the debate on im-
portant appropriations bills. Instead,
we are hearing the rhetoric about how
we should have minimum wage, Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, education, and
the other important things on which
we have already worked, on which we
have already voted that are in con-
ference committee. Those conference
committees should be finishing.

I will tell you what happened on the
Patients’ Bill of Rights. I am on the
conference committee for the Patients’
Bill of Rights. It is one of the toughest
jobs I have had in my life. A number of
us on the committee have spent from
about 1 to 6 hours a day working on it,
and it is largely nonscheduled time.
When somebody discovers a place
where there might be a negotiation
breakthrough, we get together and talk
about it. We work out words. We meet
with the House folks, and we try to
come to a conclusion.

We did that for months and months.
Yet we hear on the floor of the delay in
getting the Patients’ Bill of Rights
done. We were making major break-
throughs on the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. The Democrats in this Cham-
ber bailed out of the process and said:
Let’s go back to the original House
version. Sure, we have spent 3 or 4
months making important changes in
this. I don’t think they ever said that
on the floor. But we had made 3 or 4
months of important changes in major
areas. We had virtually wrapped up
those areas as being much better than
either the House or the Senate bill.
That is what a conference committee is
about. That is what a conference com-
mittee is supposed to do. We were in
the process of doing that.

The only thing I can conclude from
the Democrats going back to the origi-
nal version of the Patients’ Bill of
Rights on the House side was that they
could see we were making progress
that the country would like, and they
wanted to keep an issue instead. That
is not how Government is supposed to
be done. That is not the way we are
supposed to do it.

We have debated these issues. We are
working on these issues. But there is a
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desire to keep things as an issue in-
stead of a solution, and I can’t tell the
Senate how much that dismays me.

There are a few other bills that could
come up in this process, too. We are
working on the elementary and sec-
ondary education authorization. It is
done once every 5 years. The bill has
come out of committee. It has been to
the floor. We have debated it a few
times. The amendments that are
brought for that bill are not education
amendments. It is all of these other
ones that the Democrats would like to
vote on and vote on and vote on again
because that keeps them as an issue.
What we need to do is get some finality
to the education issue. We need to have
some agreement between both sides
that we will talk about education, that
we will make education decisions, that
we will make education in this country
better for every student in elementary
and secondary schools. We have to do
that. That is our obligation. That is
our assignment. That is what America
is counting on.

We can’t get that job done if we keep
going back and making political state-
ments about issues on which we have
already voted. If there is a vote and
you want to use it against somebody,
you can put the spin on it and use it
against them. You don’t have to have
five votes on the same issue to spin it
that way. That isn’t how elections
ought to be working in this country,
but it does say something about how
elections do work in this country.

The voters are more discriminating
than that. They are able to tell the
rhetoric from their desires. As I travel
Wyoming—and I am back there almost
every weekend—our whole delegation
usually goes out on Friday because we
don’t have votes here, and we travel
the State. In Wyoming that means by
car. I have traveled 300, 500 miles on a
weekend. The average town in Wyo-
ming is about 250 people. The exciting
thing about visiting those towns is you
get to talk to about 80 percent of the
people. You get a pretty good feel for
what your constituents think we ought
to be doing. They do think we ought to
be doing the appropriations process in
detail and getting it wrapped up.

They also think that some of the
votes we have taken lately are very im-
portant from a fairness standpoint. One
of those issues is the death tax. Prac-
tically everybody in Wyoming under-
stands that death is a terrible thing
and when you accompany death with a
tax bill, it is even worse. That doesn’t
affect everybody in Wyoming. Those
people understand that the death tax
does not affect everybody in Wyoming.
But they see a basic fairness issue
where it does affect other people, and it
affects the businesses for which they
work. If the small business they work
for has to sell off part of it for death
taxes and can no longer function and
goes out of business, it is their job.
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They understand that. It is the same
with the farms and ranches in Wyo-
ming and the rest of the country. If
you have to sell off a significant part of
your ranch or farm to pay the death
tax, you may not have an economic re-
mainder left. When that happens, you
don’t have the same culture in this
country, and you do not have the same
jobs. People lose their jobs. So they see
the basic fairness issue of making sure
that death is not a taxable event.

The bill that is out there for the
President to make his decision on
doesn’t say they avoid taxes forever.
There is a capital gains tax in it. When
there is a sale of the business or a sale
of the land, when there is a taxable
event, it gets taxed. That is how it
ought to be. It should not be triggered
by death and be a second tax on the
same property.

I had a letter from a constituent who
said, if we do the death taxes, isn’t
that going to increase the gap between
the wealthy and the poor? That is a
good question. The answer is, no. What
we are working on is middle America,
the workers, particularly the workers
who have been building IRAs and
401(k)s and who have been partici-
pating in the growth of the stock mar-
ket, taking their wage and investing a
little bit of it. There are a lot of blue-
collar workers across this country who
are now millionaires. They took some
of their wages and saved it. They aren’t
in some of the old exclusions we had on
death taxes. They are saying: Wait a
minute. I worked my lifetime to save
this money. I took some risks to make
this money. I didn’t do it so I could
have a great retirement with a lot of
vacation places. I did it so my Kkids
would have a better chance, so that my
kids would have some advantages, so
that my kids would start at a little dif-
ferent level in their job than I started
in mine.

I want to make sure death taxes
don’t take it away. If we let middle
America, which by the Democratic def-
inition is anybody who pays taxes—no,
that would be the rich. At any rate, if
we let middle America Kkeep their
money instead of paying it in death
taxes and move up into a little higher
level, that is the way America has op-
erated. That is why virtually all the
people in Wyoming tell me: Eliminate
the death taxes.

We did that. It is going to be heading
down to the President to see if he
agrees on it.

I hear a lot of the marriage penalty
in Wyoming. Again, it is a fairness
issue. They want the marriage penalty
eliminated. The bill we sent down there
was not the Senate bill. The Senate bill
would have had a lot more marriage
penalty elimination. We went with the
House version for the most part. We in-
creased it in the lower levels so the
marriage penalty among those paying
taxes but making the lower amounts
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would benefit from it and benefit the
most. That is the way the bill is right
now that is being sent to the President.

Again, we had a debate; we took the
vote. That issue was resolved.

We hear a lot on taxes about the rich
versus the poor and what we need to do
with all the surplus. It is not surplus.
It is excess taxes. It is tax money that
got paid that is in excess of what we
had anticipated and what we had
planned to spend. There are a lot of ex-
citing things we can do with excess.
Everybody wishes they had some. The
greatest thing would be to win a lot-
tery. That is kind of an excess sort of
thing, unanticipated money that you
got, with just a couple of bucks for ex-
penditure. If we just give these out on
all the new ideas for spending pro-
grams, that is what we will be doing—
holding a national lottery.

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

Mr. ENZI. I think your side had time
and I patiently listened while I was in
the chair. Your questions turn into
statements. I would like to finish mak-
ing my statement, if I might.

What we are turning into is a coun-
try that recognizes that the Federal
Government can give us everything
and we forget about where the every-
thing came from.

It is pretty exciting to get a windfall.
I figured out—and this is mostly from
talking to my Wyoming constituents—
that when a new program around here
is proposed, there are people across
this country who benefit from it.
Maybe they get $1,000. In fact, that
turns out to be about the average a
person in one of these programs gets—
$1,000. Of course, it employs some dif-
ferent people because they administer
the program, and they get more than
$1,000 a year benefit out of it. They be-
come the main lobbyists for the new
program, and they get very excited
about getting this new program in
place and spending the money. You
know, if a person gets $1,000 or more, it
is worth a letter or two—more than
that, maybe it is worth a trip to Wash-
ington.

So we hear a lot about the impor-
tance of the new programs and every-
thing. What we don’t hear about is the
taxpayers saying: Whoa, that isn’t a
program I like or a program I want to
fund; that isn’t where I want to put my
money.

Do you know why we don’t hear as
much from those people? First of all,
they are busy earning the tax money
that we spend; secondly, it is only cost-
ing them about a quarter for a new pro-
gram. How many letters can you write
for 25 cents? You can’t. So what we
wind up with is a huge lobby for new
programs.

The President, when he did his State
of the Union speech, laid out several
billion dollars a minute in new pro-
grams—new programs—that he would
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like to see done. In fact, there were
about $750 billion worth of expendi-
tures listed there. Now, we have pro-
grams in this country that we are not
funding adequately at the present
time, programs that we have said are
important, such as IDEA, that we bring
up every once in a while to get addi-
tional funding. We don’t do it, but we
keep looking at new programs.

There are some things that need to
be done in this country, and the best
way is to get on with the appropria-
tions process, to work through it in the
kind of detail it deserves, and to quit
throwing in peripheral things just be-
cause they can be brought up, which
come with points of order and addi-
tional votes, each taking about an hour
and using up the time of the Senate. It
is time we got on with the business of
appropriations and visited with con-
stituents about the details of how they
think this country ought to run.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,
what is the present order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business until 12:30.

———

THE LOOPHOLE IN COLLEGE
GAMBLING

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
want to make a few remarks on an
issue very important to our young stu-
dent athletes, as well as our colleges
and universities. It is a piece of legisla-
tion that, if the appropriations con-
tinue to be held up on the other side of
the aisle, I think we should consider.
We should go to this piece of legisla-
tion.

The legislation is the Amateur
Sports Integrity Act, which was passed
out of the Commerce Committee by a
16-2 vote. There was strong bipartisan
support for the legislation and intro-
duction of the bill. Senator LEAHY and
I introduced the bill. Basically, the leg-
islation closes the one loophole on col-
lege gambling.

Presently, you cannot gamble legally
in this country on college athletics.
You can’t bet on the Road to the Final
Four, the NCAA basketball tour-
nament, football and bowl games—ex-
cept in one State in the country, and
that is Nevada. That is what has led to
a number of problems we have had of
expanded sports gambling on amateur
athletics and expanded cases where
student athletes have fallen to the
whims of people promising them some
help if they will shave a point or two
off the game. So we are trying to close
that one loophole in Nevada so it is
clear that it is illegal to bet on college
sports in the United States.

This bipartisan legislation is in di-
rect response to a recommendation
made by the National Gambling Impact
Study Commission, which last year
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concluded a 2-year study on the impact
of legalized gambling on our country.
The recommendation called for a ban
on all legalized gambling on amateur
sports and is supported by the NCAA,
coaches, teachers, athletic directors,
commissioners, university presidents,
school principals, and family groups
from across the country. Those groups
are all strongly supportive of this leg-
islation.

In my home State, Roy Williams, the
basketball coach at the University of
Kansas, considered taking the job at
North Carolina but decided against it—
happily, in my opinion. He is a strong
proponent of this legislation. These are
the people supporting this who know
about the threat of gambling on ama-
teur athletics. These are the people
who are fighting the problem on the
front lines 24 hours a day. These groups
support our legislation which will pro-
hibit all legalized gambling on high
school and college sports, as well as the
Summer and Winter Olympic Games.

The Nation’s college and university
system is one of our greatest assets.
We offer the world the model for post-
secondary education. But sports gam-
bling has become a black eye on too
many colleges and universities.

Gambling on the outcome of sporting
events tarnishes the integrity of sports
and diminishes the esteem in which we
and the rest of the world hold U.S.
postsecondary institutions. This
amendment would deal with that prob-
lem. It would remove the ambiguity
that surrounds gambling on college
sports and make it clearly illegal in all
50 States in the United States.

We should not gamble with the integ-
rity of our colleges or the future of our
college athletes. Our young athletes
deserve legal protection from the seedy
influences of the gambling, and fans
deserve to know that athletic competi-
tions are honest and fair.

Gambling scandals involving student
athletes have become all too common
over the past 10 years. In fact, there
have been more gambling scandals in
our colleges and universities in the
1990s than in every other decade before
it combined. These scandals are a di-
rect result of an increase in gambling
on amateur sports.

It was just 2 years ago, during the
Final Four, that we learned of the
point-shaving scandal at Northwestern
University involving their men’s bas-
ketball team. This scandal involved
both legal and illegal gambling on sev-
eral Northwestern games. Kevin
Pendergast, a former Notre Dame place
kicker who orchestrated the basketball
point-shaving scandal at Northwestern
University, has stated—and I think
this is clear, and it points to where we
have a problem and why this is a prob-
lem and something we should take care
of. In other States, it is illegal. Here is
what the guy who masterminded that
point-shaving case at Northwestern
said:
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My relationship with sports gambling con-
tinued off and on and ended with a $20,000 bet
placed in a sports book in Las Vegas. This
was part of three basketball games that have
been mentioned by Senator Brownback in
the Northwestern point-shaving incident.
The majority of the monies wagered in these
games were legally wagered in Nevada. And
by legally wagered, I mean you walk up to
the sports book and place a bet on one team
or the other. Now it was obviously illegal be-
cause of what was going on behind the
scenes, but like I said, the majority of the
monies wagered in this situation were wa-
gered in a legal manner in sports casinos in
Nevada.

That was the big case that broke 2
years ago. He went to a number of col-
lege athletes and said, ‘“We are not
talking about losing the game. Don’t
lose the game. We just want you not to
win it by as much as the margin.”

That is what we are talking about—
the point spread. We will be able to
wager money on the game, and if you
are ahead by five points and the mar-
gin says six on it, just don’t score. We
are learning, as we have gone through
hearings, that you don’t do this on of-
fense; you do it on defense. If you want
to shave points, it is not that you miss
the free throw or the shot; you actually
let your player get by you on an offen-
sive move. It is less obvious to the
other people watching that that is
something that is going on. So actually
people have thought this through quite
a bit on how you allow shaving to take
place.

That is what Kevin Pendergast said
on this one particular case that broke
2 years ago.

In fact, the last two major point
shaving scandals involved legalized
gambling in Las Vegas sports books.
The point-shaving scandal involving
Arizona State University is believed to
involve more money than any other
sports gambling case in the history of
intercollegiate athletics and involved
legalized gambling and organized
crime.

A study recently conducted by the
University of Michigan found that 84
percent of college referees said they
had participated in some form of gam-
bling since beginning their careers as
referees. Nearly 40 percent also admit-
ted placing bets on sporting events and
20 percent said they gambled on the
NCAA basketball tournament. Two ref-
erees said they were aware of the
spread on a game and that it affected
the way they officiated the contest.
Some reported being asked to fix
games they were officiating and others
were aware of referees who ‘‘did not
call a game fairly because of gambling
reasons.” Just a few months ago, news-
paper articles from Las Vegas and Chi-
cago detailed how illegal and legal
gambling are sometime inter-
connected.

I get irritated sometimes at the ref-
erees in games. But if I thought there
was anything going on where they were
gambling on the games and that it was
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