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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand I have up to 20 minutes as if 
in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten min-
utes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent for up to 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I understand Senator 
SESSIONS would like to follow me with 
5 minutes, if there is no objection. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, the Senator from 
New Mexico wishes to speak for how 
long? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Up to 20 minutes. 
Mr. REID. We have the Senator from 

Alabama, and we have Senator BRYAN 
who wishes 10 minutes. I ask that, 
using normal procedure, we have a Re-
publican and a Democrat. I ask that 
Senator BRYAN be the last speaker for 
up to 10 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I as-
sume we need Senator SESSIONS’ con-
currence. 

Mr. SESSIONS. That is all right with 
me. I respect that. Senator BRYAN will 
be the last. I defer to him. 

Will the Senator restate the agree-
ment? The Senator from New Mexico 
has 20 minutes, Senator BRYAN has 10 
minutes, and I have 5 minutes. 

Mr. REID. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TAX RELIEF PROPOSALS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I put 
a little editorial up here, and I hope I 
made it big enough that those who pho-
tograph what we talk about here can 
see it. 

I want to read this paragraph in yel-
low, and I want to speak to Vice Presi-
dent GORE’s constant harping about 
the 1 percent of the American tax-
payers getting too much of a tax break. 
I would like to do that for about 10 or 
12 minutes. 

But first, let me suggest to the mid-
dle-class American people who have 
been waiting for a tax cut that if you 
elect Vice President GORE, you can 
wait perhaps forever because, as this 
editorial says, he might say over and 
over and over—maybe as many times 
as he said ‘‘1 percent’’ the other night—
that he is for middle-income Ameri-
cans getting a tax break. 

But this is the Washington Post—not 
the Washington Times or the Albu-
querque Journal—that says:

If Mr. Gore believes middle-class people 
need a tax break, he might better give them 
one—and let them decide how to spend the 
money. If he believes the Government should 
do more to promote education, he could do 
so more effectively with truly targeted 
spending programs rather than with tax 
credits that, for example, go to those who 
could and would pay for tuition in any case 
along with those who need the help. But for 
political reasons, the Democrats, as in 1992 
and 1996, believe they need to cloak their 
programs in the language and form of tax 
cuts. One result would be an ever more com-
plex Tax Code.

The truth of the matter is that the 
Vice President of the United States 
spoke the other night about the unfair-
ness of the tax proposals of George W. 
Bush. 

I just want to start by correcting one 
thing for sure. There are no middle-in-
come tax cuts in Vice President GORE’s 
proposal—the last time he spoke to it, 
the second time he spoke to it, and the 
time he sent us an 81-page budget. 
There are no middle-class tax cuts. 
Why? Because he chooses to say to the 
American people: If you do this with 
your money, you get a credit; if you do 
that with your money, you get a credit. 

But for those who do not do this or 
that because they don’t have any chil-
dren to put in day care or they don’t 
have any of the other things they need 
that he wants to give them tax credit 
for, the overwhelming percentage of 
the middle class gets zero. 

That is maybe what we ought to be 
talking about whenever he says 1 per-
cent. Perhaps we ought to say middle-
class people, zero; middle-class Ameri-
cans, zero—maybe 16 times, as he did 
the other night in referring to ‘‘1 per-
cent.’’ 

Having said that, I want to talk 
about the progressive taxes the Amer-
ican people pay and the progressive 
system we live under because I believe 
there are millions and millions and 
millions of Americans who have not 
been told what our Tax Code is and 
have not been told what George W. 
Bush’s tax proposals would do. Let me 
try that for a few minutes. 

I just told you what the Washington 
Post said about his tax proposals. In 

essence, even when he chooses to help—
that is, the Vice President—the mid-
dle-class Americans, he chooses, I say 
to my friend from Alabama, to tell 
them how to spend the tax cut. 

That is the essence of the difference 
between the across-the-board cut of 
George W. Bush and the Vice Presi-
dent, although he has much less on the 
tax side, in any event—the Vice Presi-
dent—but he chooses to say: Mr. and 
Mrs. America, I don’t want you to have 
a $1,500 tax cut if you are making 
$60,000 or $50,000. What I want you to 
do, if you want to take advantage of 
what I want you to do, if you do one of 
these five or six things as we have said, 
you will get a tax break. 

If you are Mr. and Mrs. America, you 
might say: I don’t need any of those 
taxes. Why don’t you just give me my 
money and let me spend it? 

That is one of the very big dif-
ferences between the two parties at 
this point, as indicated by this edi-
torial. 

In 1992 and 1996, Vice President GORE 
again chose in behalf of his colleagues 
to say: We want to give you a tax cut, 
but do not misunderstand; you have to 
use it our way or you don’t get it. 

Is there anybody in America who 
thinks a tax cut should be used only 
the way the Federal Government wants 
them to use it? I don’t think they even 
understand a tax cut to be that. But 
you can rest on it, that is what he is 
talking about—not a single middle-in-
come tax cut—zero. I repeat. 

I would like to talk a little bit on 
what has happened to the Tax Code of 
the United States. 

Mr. President and fellow Senators, 
we have the fairest and most progres-
sive Tax Code any country has ever 
lived under. Let me tell you what it 
does today. 

If anyone wants one of these, I will 
gladly give them one. The Internal 
Revenue Service gives us the informa-
tion, and the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, which is a combined committee, 
gave us this information. 

Let me talk about the 1 percent. 
Fellow Americans, 1 percent of the 

taxpayers of America—1 percent—cur-
rently pay a shocking 33 percent of the 
taxes. 

Let me repeat, Mr. President. On the 
income tax side, the top 1 percent of 
Americans pay 33 percent of the taxes 
that America collects from income. 
They are rather wealthy. They make 
$250,000 and over, and 1 percent pays 33 
percent of the taxes. 

Let me right off the bat give you an 
astonishing number. If you are to 
adopt George W. Bush’s across-the-
board tax cut, guess what percent the 
top 1 percent will pay then? Remember 
I said, right now under our very pro-
gressive code, they pay 33 percent of all 
the taxes we collect. 

I say to my friend from Alabama, it 
is a startling revelation. After we cut 
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everybody across the board, as George 
Bush suggests, the top 1 percent will 
pay 34 percent total taxes. In other 
words, their portion of the total taxes 
will go up 1 percent, not come down. 
Isn’t that interesting? 

So everyone understands who is rich 
and who isn’t and who pays a lot of 
taxes and who doesn’t, let’s talk about 
the top 10 percent of taxpayers. Most 
people watching and most people vis-
iting are in that bracket because the 
top 10 percent of the taxpayers are peo-
ple earning $79,000 or higher. How much 
of the total taxes collected by America 
from income does the top 10 percent 
pay? I am sure, unless someone has 
studied it, in your wildest guess you 
will not conclude this. Sixty-seven per-
cent of the income taxes collected 
come from the top 10 percent of the 
people in this country who are earning 
$79,000. Imagine. 

Can anyone imagine a fairer system 
if you want to tax people who earn 
money than to have 1 percent of the 
population that makes substantial 
money pay 33 percent of the taxes, and 
the top 10 percent of 79 and higher pay 
67 percent? Frankly, it is obvious to me 
our Vice President is, once again, run-
ning on an issue that has been tried be-
fore, and we are very grateful as a na-
tion that it has never worked. He is 
practicing the art of class warfare. He 
wants to make sure Americans do not 
trust the capitalist system where peo-
ple might make more money, one 
versus another, depending on what 
they are doing, what they have in-
vested in, and for what they have 
taken a risk. He wants to make the 
issue that the top 10 percent, which 
pays 33 percent of the taxes, does not 
deserve to be looked at when we look 
at cutting taxes for Americans. 

I am quite sure that sooner or later 
the American people are going to catch 
on that everybody who pays taxes gets 
a tax break. So nobody will have a mis-
understanding, if you don’t pay taxes, 
you don’t get a tax break. I think that 
is pretty fundamental. There are many 
millions of Americans working for a 
living who do not pay any U.S. income 
tax. Right off the bat, when you speak 
about giving other people who are 
earning less tax breaks, we have to un-
derstand a very large percentage of 
Americans don’t pay any taxes. They 
may think they are paying a lot be-
cause they are paying Social Security 
taxes, and neither candidate is recom-
mending, from what I can tell, that we 
dramatically reduce the Social Secu-
rity—other than George W. Bush say-
ing let’s investment 2 percent. Other-
wise, I haven’t heard anybody saying 
that onerous Social Security tax is the 
one that ought to be fixed. 

Let me repeat, when the tax plan is 
in place under Mr. Bush, the top 1 per-
cent will pay $4 trillion in taxes when 
we have finished the tax across-the-
board cut. Let’s give that again: That 

top 1 percent will pay $4 trillion in in-
come taxes, and it will be 34 percent of 
the new income taxes that we are tak-
ing in. 

What will that $4 trillion buy that 1 
percent of Americans are paying in 
taxes? It will buy all of the following: 
All of our defense programs, welfare, 
food stamps, child nutrition, State 
child health insurance. We just picked 
some programs. That top 1 percent will 
pay for all of that out of what they pay 
in income taxes. 

If Mr. GORE continues to refer to this 
top 1 percent as public enemy No. 1, 
then I can only say that the top 1 per-
cent are high-income folks; the top 10 
percent earn $79,000 and above. One 
group pays 33 percent of the taxes; and 
the other group pays 67. 

What should we do? Should we say 
because they pay 67 percent of the 
taxes but they make $79,000 or more 
they should get no tax reduction? If 
you are going to have a tax reduction 
because you have a giant surplus, let’s 
be fair and say the American Tax Code 
is fair. We ought to continue to be fair, 
leave it as fair as it was, but make sure 
we understand the top 10 percent de-
serve some tax relief, since they are 
paying 67 percent of the tax. 

Let me also suggest that the bottom 
rung of wage earners and taxpayers in 
America—so there is no misunder-
standing about my progressivity com-
ment that we have a progressive code—
the bottom 50 percent pay 4 percent; 
the bottom 50 percent of our earners 
pay 4 percent of the taxes of America. 

I think we have a pretty fair system. 
In fact, it is very heavily skewed to-
wards those people making $79,000 or 
more. But George Bush, from what I 
can analyze, intends to leave it the 
same. It will come out like it is in 
terms of progressivity, excepting that 
those in the top 1 percent, by a coinci-
dence of reducing the total tax take, 
will end up paying 34 percent instead of 
33—even if we give them a tax break. 

I do believe it is rather authentic 
when the Washington Post says to Vice 
President GORE, if you want to give the 
middle income a tax cut, give it to 
them. Don’t tell them what they must 
use it for in order to get a tax credit or 
tax break. That is not very American. 
Why should the Government tell wage 
earners, people who are making money 
in the American system, what they 
must do with their income if they want 
a tax break? I thought if you were 
going to give it back, you would give it 
back to them so they can spend it. 

I will discuss another issue, Mr. Vice 
President. I don’t come today to the 
floor to talk about the case of the 
schoolgirl in Florida who had to stand 
for one of her first days of classes this 
fall because $150,000 worth of com-
puters had yet to be unboxed. That is 
one of the statements made by our 
Vice President in his debate. It is now, 
today, authentic, that is not a true 

statement. The people from that school 
and that school district have denied it. 
I think by this hour the Gore campaign 
has said it is a mistake. 

The Vice President said essentially 
in his own words that the analysis of 
his budget from the budget experts who 
work for this Senator, the chairman of 
the Budget Committee, although they 
happen to work for me, what they pro-
duced as the estimate of the cost of his 
budget ideas would use up the entire 
surplus and $700 to $900 billion of the 
Social Security surplus. He said some-
thing like, it is not worth the paper. 

I have analyzed with this same staff 
many budgets. They have come out as 
right as anyone around. They said be-
fore the Vice President put his entire 
package together, that if every single 
program he advocates would get fund-
ed—it is 200 or more new programs—
there will be between 20,000 and 30,000 
new Federal employees. 

Incidentally, when the Vice Presi-
dent takes great credit for shrinking 
the Government and says we have re-
duced the number of people working for 
the Government, it would be good to 
note that 90 percent of the shrinkage of 
Federal employees is because the mili-
tary was reduced. Between 85 and 90 
percent of that entire personnel reduc-
tion is from military reductions. 

But let’s get back to this. That budg-
et staff said there are 200 new programs 
in the Vice President’s ideas for Amer-
ica. They also suggested to me it is a 
new era of big government, excessive 
government, and obviously huge in-
creases in what government will do. 

I laid that before the Senate in this 
report. It is as correct today as it was 
then. And, indeed, we have now seen 
Vice President GORE’s plan all in one 
package. They reanalyzed it and said 
their original estimate is right, that he 
would have to spend the surplus to pay 
for his entire budget. We will have that 
report next week in an edition similar 
to this one, in which each program is 
analyzed and we tell the American peo-
ple either the Vice President is sug-
gesting myriad programs he does not 
intend to do or intends to do less than 
he said because if he is going to do 
what he says in his last written pro-
posal, you cannot do those programs 
without spending all of the surplus and 
part of—not all of it but part of the 
surplus that belongs to Social Secu-
rity. 

I close by saying the Vice President 
Tuesday night talked a lot about the 
lockbox. Isn’t it amazing that Demo-
crats, including the Vice President, 
talk about the lockbox as if they in-
vented it; they pursued it; they are the 
ones who really advocated it and kept 
it alive. I want to say this is one time 
when Senator DOMENICI has to say: 
That is not true. It came out of the 
Budget Committee and I was the first 
Senator to suggest it. The proposal I 
suggested has never been voted on to 
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this date because it is a real lockbox. It 
really makes it tough to spend either 
Social Security—and if you want to use 
the same format for Medicare, that is 
fine. But let’s get it straight. We have 
been trying to get a lockbox passed up 
here from our side. Whatever we pro-
pose is either too strict, too rigid, 
doesn’t have enough flexibility for the 
Treasury Department, or something. 
But let’s make sure everybody under-
stands we started the idea; we pursued 
it with great vigor. It is now part, I be-
lieve, of what we believe. Whether we 
get it passed or not, in our form, I be-
lieve everybody around here is going to 
be frightened to death if a Budget Com-
mittee says: Hey, this budget is spend-
ing Social Security surplus money. I 
believe we have that ingrained in our 
minds because the public expects it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the 

Senator from Nevada takes the floor, I 
ask unanimous consent following the 
Senator from Alabama, Senator DUR-
BIN be recognized for a half hour in 
morning business. 

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

The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, this 

morning’s Washington Post features an 
article entitled ‘‘Iverson’s Bad Rap Is 
Well-Deserved.’’ 

It is a story about one of the Nation’s 
high-profile National Basketball Asso-
ciation stars who is about to release a 
rap CD that encourages gun violence, 
degrades women, and blatantly bashes 
people because of their sexual orienta-
tion. The National Basketball Associa-
tion, the Philadelphia 76ers, his team, 
Mr. Iverson’s record label, his coach, 
and every fairminded person should 
condemn this kind of so-called enter-
tainment for the trash that it is. Clear-
ly, these are not the kind of messages 
that one of the NBA’s leading and most 
talented players should be sending to 
tens of thousands of kids who watch 
him play and may idolize him. 

I fully respect Mr. Iverson’s first 
amendment rights, but clearly the 
message he is sending encourages vio-
lence and implicitly condones it, hard-
ly the kind of conduct one would ex-
pect from a celebrity whose conduct is 
admired by many of the Nation’s 
youth. 

What makes this particularly objec-
tionable is the fact that Mr. Iverson 
and many of his other incredibly tal-
ented colleagues in the NBA are spe-
cifically marketed by the NBA itself as 
superheroes to our kids. The NBA is ul-
timately in a business to make money, 
and that is fine. They use their stars to 
promote their teams. But one would 
hope the NBA would exercise good 
judgment in choosing the athletes they 
select to promote because many of 
these athletes use their stardom to, 

again, promote themselves and to use 
that same kind of marketing appeal. 
And when the message, as in this case 
from Mr. Iverson, is both hateful and 
dangerous and is absorbed by all too 
many of our Nation’s youth, it is a vi-
cious cycle that the NBA should end 
immediately. 

The NBA has the power to pick and 
choose which athletes they are going 
to market and promote. They should 
exercise sound judgment and discretion 
before encouraging this kind of pro-
motion and the reprehensible message 
it sends. 

A few weeks ago I joined with many 
of our colleagues, both in committee 
and on the floor, in condemning some 
of the media produced in Hollywood, 
some of the videos, some of the vio-
lence that so often invades the Na-
tion’s television audience. We should 
also condemn this kind of conduct as 
well. When the NBA promotes these 
questionable athletes, they assist them 
in their quest to become wealthy media 
darlings, and that only helps other 
media outlets such as record companies 
and movie studios to exploit their now 
already famous personalities. In fact, 
Mr. Iverson’s record company is appar-
ently planning to use the NBA’s very 
well publicized All-Star weekend to re-
lease the uncensored—and one could 
only conclude even more objection-
able—version of his soon-to-be-released 
CD. 

Again, it is ultimately going to have 
to be up to the NBA as to who they 
promote and market and who they do 
not. But they need to realize if they 
continue to promote and market ath-
letes who use their league-endorsed ce-
lebrity to promote or incite violence or 
the degradation of more than half the 
Nation’s population, they will continue 
to bear a great deal of responsibility 
for the consequences of these actions. 

I find it somewhat incredible that the 
Philadelphia 76ers’ own coach has said, 
according to the Washington Post arti-
cle, that he does not have a problem 
with Mr. Iverson’s CD. That is nothing 
more than a cheap copout, and the 
NBA, the Philadelphia 76ers, and his 
coach should immediately condemn 
this outrageous, dangerous, and hateful 
message. 

Let me give an example of one of the 
lyrics that is on this CD. Mr. Iverson 
says on his CD if someone is ‘‘man 
enough to pull a gun/Be man enough to 
squeeze it.’’ 

In addition, he also advocates the 
murder of gay men on his new CD. 

I am told that a wire report has been 
circulated this afternoon indicating 
that Mr. Iverson has apologized to gay 
men and to women for the hateful lan-
guage contained in his CD. I call upon 
Mr. Iverson to do more than that; to 
ask, as a responsible American, as a 
role model, which he styles himself to 
be: Let’s not issue this CD. Let’s recall 
it. That would be the kind of conduct 

we should ask and expect of Mr. 
Iverson. 

There are many athletes in America 
who do provide the kind of role model 
all Americans can endorse—the Cal 
Ripkens and the Tiger Woods in the 
World. These are the kind of people 
who send a very positive message about 
the value of the work ethic and the 
commitment to standards. All of us ad-
mire that kind of conduct. If Mr. 
Iverson is deemed to be a role model 
for America’s youth, I suggest that the 
youth of America is in serious trouble. 

Michael Wilbon also had a very inter-
esting response to this subject in the 
Post this morning. I commend it to my 
colleagues as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent this article be printed in the 
RECORD.

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

IVERSON’S BAD RAP IS WELL-DESERVED 
(By Michael Wilbon) 

Like a lot of other folks who care about 
basketball, I keep waiting for Allen Iverson 
to grow up. I keep waiting for him to lift 
some weights and get stronger so that he can 
better withstand the pounding he takes. I 
keep waiting, hoping for him to realize that 
games are often won at the previous day’s 
practice, which he may or may not have at-
tended. I keep hoping that he is old enough 
now—25—to understand there’s a world of 
difference between being a great talent and a 
great player, between somebody who’s got 
game and a champion. I keep waiting for 
Iverson to understand that the notion of 
being a role model goes way beyond a lot of 
people walking around town wearing your 
jersey. 

But here we are, at the start of NBA season 
No. 5, and Iverson seems no closer to getting 
any of this than he did four years ago. Maybe 
he’s further away. My vigil appears to be in 
vain. 

NBA camps have just opened, and Iverson 
is in the news already, again for the wrong 
reasons. The story with sizzle is the con-
troversy over a soon-to-be-released rap CD 
on which Iverson does what the majority of 
thug rappers do: He demonstrates that he, 
too, can bash gays, degrade women and talk 
about shooting somebody. That’s the genre. 
It’s pretty clear how this breaks down; if 
you’re under 30 (regardless of race, nation-
ality, gender), chances are overwhelming 
you’re a lot more open to thug rap than if 
you’re over 40. I’m 41, and most rap doesn’t 
speak to me, doesn’t move me whatsoever. 
But I do listen to it enough to know that 
lyrics Iverson’s spewing on ‘‘Non-Fiction’’ 
are fairly common. 

That doesn’t mean people won’t be of-
fended, and legitimately so. Iverson’s rap on 
gays, as reported earlier this week in the 
Philadelphia Inquirer: ‘‘Come to me with 
faggot tendencies/You’ll be sleepin’ where 
the maggots be.’’ He also raps, ‘‘Man enough 
to pull a gun/Be man enough to squeeze it.’’

This is a young man who in the same 
breath will tell you he is a role model? 
Sadly, he is probably right on the mark. And 
sadly, the hip-hop community seems to get a 
pass on gay-bashing and misogynist behav-
ior. 

Given what this kid has been through in 
his life, and that the present environment 
existed long before he came along, many of 
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us have extended Iverson the benefit of the 
doubt. He’s about used it up. It’s not about 
his twisted lyrics, specifically. It’s about 
squandering talent, it’s about being a self-
absorbed egomaniac whose position in the 
culture isn’t nearly as big as he thinks it is. 
It’s about never listening to anyone, and 
having no regard for anything that doesn’t 
revolve around him and his. Kinda like the 
very dead Notorious B.I.G. and Tupac, which 
I’m sure Iverson would take as a com-
pliment. 

I thought Iverson was getting somewhere 
when he said earlier this week, ‘‘The whole 
time I’ve been in the NBA, I haven’t been 
professional at all. I always looked at it like 
it was just basketball. This year will defi-
nitely be the best season I’ve had since I’ve 
been in the NBA. I owe it to myself and my 
family and my teammates to be a better 
player. 

‘‘I’m concentrating on basketball. I 
haven’t been working on my game as serious 
as I should’ve. I have the raw talent. this is 
going to be the most important year of my 
career because all eyes are on me this year. 
Everybody’s wanting to see if I can be the 
captain, if I can be a leader, if I can be pro-
fessional besides playing basketball, and if 
I’m up to the challenge. I’m ready for it be-
cause it’s something I can do.’’

But the longer you listen to Iverson, the 
more you realize he’s disconnected from the 
world we live in, even the world he lives in. 
The attitude is: I can be late or miss practice 
whenever I want because I’m Allen Iverson, 
The Answer, and the team don’t have nothin’ 
if it ain’t got me. And if you make a big deal 
out of me cussin’ the coach and standing up 
my teammates and getting fined 50 times in 
one season, then you must be a punk ’cause 
I’m tough and you ain’t. 

Iverson is ticked off because the 76ers tried 
to trade him because he repeatedly is late to 
practice, if he shows at all. You know what 
his take is? ‘‘That’s embarrassing to hear 
that an organization is thinking about trad-
ing its franchise player because he’s tardy to 
practice.’’

Of course, it never occurred to him that it 
ought to be embarrassing for the franchise 
player to be tardy repeatedly. That wouldn’t 
cross his mind. ‘‘You’re going to send me to 
the worst team in the league?’’ he asked in-
credulous at the possibility of going to the 
Los Angeles Clippers, apparently unaware 
that players a whole lot more accomplished 
than he is (Wilt and Kareem to name two) 
were traded in their prime. 

Truth be told, the Clippers don’t want 
Iverson. Several teams have turned down the 
chance to trade for him and here’s why: 
They’re afraid he’ll never get with the pro-
gram—anybody’s program. He plays his 
heart out every time he puts on a uniform. 
For those 48 minutes, there isn’t anything he 
won’t do to win a basketball game. He’ll sac-
rifice his body, he’ll do the dirty work some 
superstars don’t want to do. But the great 
players in any sport know it only starts 
there. And that’s what Iverson hasn’t 
grasped. You know what he said this week 
about his repeated tardiness, which by the 
way has angered his teammates? 

‘‘Yeah, I was late to practice, but, believe 
me, [the number of] times that I heard no-
body would put up with that. I’m not even 
brave enough to miss that many practices.’’

So how many, Allen? ‘‘I don’t know; I 
wasn’t counting. Don’t nobody complain 
about the effort I give in a game. [Given the 
injuries and pounding he takes] it’s bad 
enough I had to come to the game.’’

Iverson went on to say he was ‘‘hurt hear-
ing some of the things the fans were saying, 

some of the things people on the coaching 
staff were saying. I thought a lot of people in 
this organization were my friends and I 
found out the hard way that there’s no 
friends in this business besides your team-
mates.’’

I guess those would be the teammates for 
whom he won’t come to practice on time. I 
guess those would be the friends who have 
begged him for years to get his act together 
to try to realize there are obligations that 
come with an $80 million contract. If they’re 
not sucking up to him, they’re against him, 
they don’t understand him, they’re not as 
tough as he is. 

Folks under 30 are tired of people my age 
wanting Iverson to be Bird or Magic or Jor-
dan, and that’s understandable. Different 
time, different place, the world evolves. But 
I’m looking at Kevin Garnett now, at Ray 
Allen, at Tim Duncan, at Shaq and Kobe 
Bryant. There is a new generation of players 
trying to be all they can be. And they have 
fully developed lives outside of basketball. 

Iverson, meanwhile, raps one thing, but his 
actions speak even louder. It’s everybody 
else’s fault, it’s the coach’s fault, it’s the 
system’s fault. He says he is going to change. 
It reminds me of Bob Knight saying he was 
going to change. I’m hoping Iverson is dif-
ferent because he’s more than 30 years 
younger than Knight; he can grow up if he 
wants. But maybe it’s more important for 
him to talk loud while saying nothing. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, again, let 
me urge the NBA and the Philadelphia 
76ers to step forward and be heard. 
They will say: Look, we cannot control 
Mr. Iverson’s conduct. That may be 
true. But they have an obligation, a re-
sponsibility to speak out and to con-
demn such conduct, even if they are 
unable to control it. So far, either they 
have, by silence, acquiesced, or they 
have to acknowledge that they find 
nothing wrong with the CD. 

I find that both troubling and tragic 
if that is the standard we are to follow. 

Again, the NBA, the Philadelphia 
76ers, and their coach ought to speak 
out loud and clear and indicate this is 
not the kind of conduct they expect 
from one of their star athletes and to 
be as critical of it as I know Americans 
are in general. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I be-
lieve some of our other colleagues have 
reserved time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Nevada for 
sharing those serious concerns. It was 
not long ago that a group of us wrote 
the major department stores in the 
country asking them not to sell this 
violent material to minors, and they 
responded as good corporate citizens. 

They said: We have a constitutional 
right to sell it, but we are not going to 
do it. Either we are not going to sell it 
at all, or we are going to make sure 
children produce an ID so we know 
they are old enough to buy the mate-
rial. I thought that was a good cor-
porate response. 

Yes, the NBA may not legally be able 
to stop this stuff, but they ought to ex-
press their concern about it. The Sen-

ator makes a valid point, and I salute 
him for it. 

(The remarks of Mr. SESSIONS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3169 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
f 

ORGAN DONATION IN AMERICA 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, before I 
address the issue that I would like to 
speak to this evening, I would first like 
to acknowledge a press conference 
which was held today, and one which I 
believe could have some significance 
across the United States. It was a press 
conference here on the lawn of the U.S. 
Capitol. In attendance were Senators 
BILL FRIST of Tennessee and Senator 
DEWINE of Ohio—both Republican Sen-
ators—as well as my Democratic col-
league, Senator CARL LEVIN and I. 

What would bring together two 
Democrats and two Republicans in rare 
agreement here in the close of a ses-
sion? It is an issue which, frankly, 
transcends party and transcends re-
gion. It is the issue of organ donation 
in America. 

Mr. President, 72,000 of our friends 
and neighbors are sitting by a tele-
phone across America at this very mo-
ment waiting for the phone to ring to 
be told that there is an organ available 
to be donated to them which could save 
their lives—72,000. In my home State of 
Illinois, there are 4,500 such people. 
Sadly, 300 of them will die before they 
receive the phone call that an organ is 
available. 

So last year I joined with Senators 
FRIST, DEWINE, LEVIN, and KENNEDY, 
and half a dozen other Senators from 
both sides of the aisle, to try to address 
this on a national basis. We came up 
with the concept that this Thanks-
giving in the year 2000 will be des-
ignated ‘‘Give Thanks, Give Life 
Week,’’ where we will try to alert fami-
lies across America, as they come to-
gether for Thanksgiving, that they 
should take a few moments of time in 
that festivity and just perhaps talk to 
one another privately about their feel-
ings about organ donation. 

We were lucky to have the endorse-
ment of this effort by the National 
Football League. At 17 different NFL 
games on Thanksgiving Week, they 
will have ‘‘Give Thanks, Give Life’’ ac-
tivities. 

Today, we had at this gathering on 
the Capitol lawn, Connie Payton, who 
is the widow of the great Chicago Bear 
running back Walter Payton. Of 
course, he died in November of last 
year from liver disease. He might have 
been saved by a liver transplant. She 
has really dedicated her life since try-
ing to work for children and for organ 
donation in his memory. 
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