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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
f 

A FEDERAL MORATORIUM ON 
EXECUTIONS 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
last time the Federal Government exe-
cuted someone was in 1963. That year, 
the Federal Government executed Vic-
tor Feguer, who had kidnapped and 
killed a young doctor. At 5:30 in the 
morning of February 15, 1963, at Fort 
Madison, IA, a Federal hangman tied a 
noose around Feguer’s neck and put 
him to death. 

Feguer’s execution was the first and 
last Federal execution of the 1960s. In 
fact, the Federal Government has car-
ried out executions fairly infrequently 
during the entire twentieth century. 
Only 24 Federal executions took place 
between 1927 and 1963. One-third of 
those were for wartime espionage or 
sabotage. 

But, Mr. President, all of that is 
about to change. In the next 2 months, 
two inmates on Federal death row 
could become the first to be executed 
by the Federal Government in nearly 
forty years. Their names are David 
Hammer and Juan Garza. 

As many of my colleagues recall, 
Congress modernized the federal death 
penalty in 1988 and then significantly 
expanded it in 1994. Those votes are 
about to have very real consequences. 
Like it or not, the national debate over 
the death penalty is actually inten-
sifying and will build further next 
month, the months after that, and in 
the year to come. 

And we should have this debate. We 
should have this debate, because the 
Federal Government is heading in a 
different direction from the rest of the 
country. The States have learned some 
serious lessons about the administra-
tion of capital punishment, and the 
Federal Government, above all, should 
learn from them. 

After the Supreme Court’s 1976 deci-
sion reinstating the death penalty, 
most States swept the cobwebs off 
their electric chairs and resumed exe-
cutions. And most of these states have 
not looked back since. Just last year, 
the United States set the record for the 
number of executions in one year in 
this modern death penalty period: 98 
executions. And already this year, 
there have been 70 executions in the 
United States. 

But recently, in States all across 
America, awareness has been growing 
that the death penalty system has seri-
ous flaws and that its administration 
has sometimes been far from fair. From 
Illinois to Texas to North Carolina to 
Pennsylvania, I believe that a con-
sensus is building that there is a prob-
lem. Since the 1970s, 89 people—Mr. 
President, 89 people—who had been 
sent to death row were later proven in-
nocent. Nine of these 89 were exoner-

ated on the basis of modern DNA test-
ing of biological evidence. Defendants 
have sometimes been represented by 
lawyers who slept during trial, were 
drunk during trial, or who were so in-
competent that they were later sus-
pended or disbarred. Prosecutorial and 
police misconduct sometimes have led 
to faulty convictions. The death pen-
alty has been applied disproportion-
ately to African Americans and the 
poor. The revelations of problems with 
the system mount. These are very real, 
serious problems that fail to live up to 
the fundamental principles of fairness 
and justice on which our criminal jus-
tice system is based. 

Just last month, the Justice Depart-
ment released data on Federal death 
penalty prosecutions. That Justice 
study showed racial and geographic 
disparities in the administration of the 
Federal death penalty. The study found 
that whether the Federal Government 
seeks the death penalty appears to re-
late to the color of the defendant’s skin 
or the Federal district in which the de-
fendant is prosecuted. Both the Presi-
dent and the Attorney General have ac-
knowledged—they have acknowl-
edged—that this data paints a dis-
turbing picture of the Federal death 
penalty system. The Attorney General 
admits that she does not have answers 
to the questions raised by the DOJ re-
port. 

My colleagues may believe that the 
system is flawed, but some of them 
seem to fear that the people will object 
to efforts simply to address these in-
equities. The American people, how-
ever, are in fact ahead of the politi-
cians on this, as they are on so many 
issues. A majority of the American 
people are troubled. They are troubled 
by these flaws in the death penalty sys-
tem that they support a moratorium 
on executions. An NBC/Wall Street 
Journal poll taken this past July found 
that 63 percent of Americans supported 
a suspension of executions while ques-
tions of fairness are reviewed. And in a 
bipartisan poll released just this last 
month, 64 percent of Americans sup-
ported a suspension of executions while 
questions of fairness are reviewed. 

Mr. President, as you have said and 
others have said, the Federal Govern-
ment can often learn from the States. 
Let’s apply that to the administration 
of the death penalty. 

With so many nagging questions 
raised and still unanswered, how can 
the Federal Government go forward— 
how can the Federal Government go 
forward with its first execution in al-
most 40 years? 

I believe it is unconscionable for the 
Federal Government to resume execu-
tions under these circumstances. 

Earlier this year, I introduced two 
bills that would suspend executions 
while an independent, blue ribbon com-
mission simply reviews the death pen-
alty system. The National Death Pen-

alty Moratorium Act would suspend 
executions at the state and federal lev-
els. The Federal Death Penalty Mora-
torium Act would suspend executions 
at the Federal level. And I am pleased 
that Senators LEVIN, WELLSTONE, DUR-
BIN and BOXER have joined me on one 
or both of these bills. The five of us 
may not—in fact, do not—agree on 
whether the death penalty is a proper 
punishment, but we are united in our 
belief that our nation should pause and 
thoroughly review the system that has 
sent many who were later proven inno-
cent to death row. 

Addressing flaws in the death penalty 
system is, Mr. President, unfortu-
nately, yet another chapter of the un-
finished business of this Congress. With 
two executions scheduled for after ad-
journment, I must urge President Clin-
ton to suspend Federal executions and 
order a comprehensive review of the 
Federal death penalty system. 

Next Congress, when we return, I in-
tend to reintroduce my legislation. I 
shall keep pushing forward on this 
issue. We have made progress this year, 
but we still have a long way to go to-
ward restoring the integrity of our 
criminal justice system. I look forward 
to working with my colleagues toward 
that goal in the year to come. 

f 

THE OMNIBUS TAX BILL 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
now to oppose yet another monstrous 
product that this majority has loosed 
on the Senate, this one an omnibus tax 
bill. In a number of speeches this year, 
as early as this May, I have tried to 
raise objections to the procedures that 
the majority is employing in this ses-
sion of the Senate. It is proverbial that 
‘‘a bad tree cannot bear good fruit.’’ If 
any more proof were needed that these 
procedures are bad, the fruit of this tax 
bill provides it. 

Let me begin by recounting how bad 
the tree is that bore this bill. The pro-
cedures that the majority has em-
ployed to bring this bill to the floor are 
egregious. And when the majority em-
ploys the procedures that it has on this 
bill, it is not surprising that they yield 
such an unattractive outcome. What 
has happened? A small number of Sen-
ators and Congressmen, all from one 
party, have cooked up this bill behind 
closed doors. Of the bill’s major provi-
sions, none has enjoyed consideration 
on the Senate floor. The majority lead-
ership has then shoveled the contents 
of this back-room agreement into a 
conference on a comparatively minor 
Small Business Administration loan 
measure. When the fruit of such a proc-
ess has, as this bill has, experienced no 
discussion, no vetting, and no amend-
ment, it cannot help but have some 
rotten parts to it. 

And there is much that is rotten 
about this bill. It would spend, Mr. 
President, a significant amount of the 
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surplus—about a quarter of a trillion 
dollars—before, before having taken 
any steps to save Social Security, or to 
reform Medicare, or to lock away on- 
budget surpluses to pay down the debt. 
Now, Mr. President, there are of course 
some provisions in this bill that I 
would support. But first and foremost, 
it is irresponsible to spend this much of 
the projected surpluses before having 
taken a single step to address our long- 
term fiscal responsibilities. 

And so, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that an editorial on this 
point that appeared in the Washington 
Post entitled ‘‘Say Goodbye to the Sur-
plus’’ be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Beyond that, Mr. President, this bill 

is also blighted by its lack of fairness. 
As have so many of the other fruits of 
this majority, this tax bill would dis-
proportionately favor the very 
wealthy. When we as Senators decide 
on tax policy, we must ask ourselves: 
With a limited amount of surplus 
available, whose taxes should we cut 
first? Should tax relief go first to the 
wealthiest among us? The majority an-
swers ‘‘yes’’ every time. Instead of the 
Robin-Hood-in-reverse priorities of the 
majority, we should instead be seeking 
to direct tax relief first to those who 
need it most: the hard-working Amer-
ican middle-income family. 

According to an analysis prepared by 
the Institute on Taxation and Eco-
nomic Policy, 64 percent of the benefits 
of this tax bill would go to the top one- 
fifth of the income distribution. And 
less than a fifth of the benefits of this 
tax bill would go to the bottom 60 per-
cent of the population—one-fifth of the 
benefit to three-fifths of the people. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an executive summary of a 
policy paper on this bill prepared by 
the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities entitled ‘‘Leadership’s Tax Plan 
Reinforces Inequities in Health and 
Pension Coverage’’ be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks. The entire text of this policy 
paper can be found at http:// 
www.cbpp.org/10–26–00tax.htm 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
And now, let me take a few moments 

to address particular sections of the 
bill. And let me begin with the health 
care provisions of this bill, which, at 
$88 billion for the tax provisions alone, 
account for what is actually the larg-
est component of this bill. We can all 
agree that health care should be a pri-
ority. But the health tax provisions of 
this bill are structured so that the vast 

majority of middle-income Americans 
will not be able to benefit from them. 

This is so because the health tax pro-
visions in this bill operate exclusively 
through the mechanism of tax deduc-
tions, instead of tax credits. Thus, Mr. 
President, it would provide no benefit 
for families of four making up to 
$32,000, and actually provide precious 
little benefit for families making up to 
$50,000. Those at the top of the income 
scale are not those who are having the 
most difficulty getting health insur-
ance or paying for long-term care. 

Indeed, the health care insurance de-
duction in this bill could actually re-
duce health care coverage. That is be-
cause the presence of the deduction 
might encourage private employers to 
drop health care coverage at the work-
place. 

Mr. President, I’d like to ask unani-
mous consent that an executive sum-
mary of a policy paper on this point 
prepared by the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities entitled ‘‘Health In-
surance Deduction of Little Help to the 
Uninsured’’ be printed in the RECORD at 
the conclusion of my remarks. The full 
text of this policy paper can be found 
at http://www.cbpp.org/8–30–00tax2.htm 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 3.) 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Among its health provisions, this bill 

also includes spending legislation to 
restore health care cuts made in the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997. I strongly 
oppose the provisions in the Medicare 
provider payment restoration bill that 
disproportionately allocate scarce 
Medicare resources towards Medicare 
health maintenance organizations— 
HMOs—and away from beneficiary and 
health care provider needs. 

The Medicare HMO program already 
treats our Wisconsin seniors unfairly. I 
cannot support increasing payments to 
a system that treats Wisconsin’s sen-
iors like second class citizens. Not only 
are these increased payments unjustifi-
able, they would raise payments with-
out any accountability provisions that 
would ensure there is actually planned 
participation in States like Wisconsin. 

Congress should not dedicate over 
one-third of its Medicare spending to 
Medicare HMOs, when only 15 percent 
of Medicare beneficiaries are enrolled 
in HMOs. 

Instead of supporting HMOs, I strong-
ly favor provisions that would support 
Wisconsin’s seniors by preserving care 
through hospitals, home health care 
agencies, hospices, and other providers. 
The home health care provisions—I 
know firsthand from many conversa-
tions around the state—are especially 
inadequate, and do little to address the 
needs of rural beneficiaries and the 
most medically complex patients. 

Let me turn now to the pension pro-
visions, which, at $64 billion, make up 

the next largest part of the bill. The of-
ficial estimates of the costs of these 
provisions are large, but they under-
state what will be the true costs of the 
bill. That is because the bill’s so-called 
Roth IRA provisions, which allow tax-
payers to pay some taxes now to avoid 
paying more taxes later, bring funds 
into the Treasury in the early years at 
the expense of the outyears. The bill’s 
costs will thus likely expand when 
fully phased in, and will likely grow 
particularly in just those years when 
the baby boom generation is retiring 
and we most need the resources to ac-
tually keep Social Security and Medi-
care solvent. 

The bill’s pension provisions expand 
individual retirement accounts or 
IRAs. Among other things, it raises the 
amount that individuals may con-
tribute to IRAs, raises the maximum 
income for those who may contribute 
to an IRA, raises the maximum income 
for those who may convert a tradi-
tional IRA into a Roth IRA, and allows 
individuals over age 50 to make larger 
catchup contributions. The bill makes 
similar changes in 401(k) plans, raising 
the amount that individuals may con-
tribute to 401(k)s, allowing deferral of 
401(k) tax treatment as with a Roth 
IRA, and allowing individuals over age 
50 to make larger catchup 401(k) con-
tributions. 

Taken as a whole, these changes that 
I just listed would manifestly benefit 
the bestoff among us. A recent Treas-
ury study found that just four percent 
of eligible taxpayers—largely the most 
affluent people eligible—make the 
maximum $2,000 contribution to IRAs 
under the existing law. By definition, 
these would be the only people within 
current income limits who would ben-
efit from raising the contribution 
limit. And by definition, only those 
above current income limits would 
benefit from lifting the income limits. 
According to the Institute on Taxation 
and Economic Policy analysis, more 
than three-fourths of the benefits of 
the bill’s pension and IRA provisions 
would go to the fifth of the population 
with the highest incomes. 

The bill’s proponents claim that the 
bill would also increase savings. But 
this claim is almost Orwellian. Lifting 
these limits would actually decrease 
saving, for three reasons. 

First, by making it easier for 
wealthy business owners to do tax-fa-
vored saving as individuals, the bill 
would decrease their incentives to set 
up business-wide, business-wide 401(k) 
or pension plans to get those tax bene-
fits. As a former Assistant Secretary of 
the Treasury testified: 

Currently, a small business owner who 
wants to save $5,000 or more for retirement 
on a tax-favored basis generally would 
choose to adopt an employer plan. However, 
if the IRA limit were raised to $5,000, the 
owner could save that amount—or jointly 
with the owner’s spouse, $10,000—on a tax- 
preferred basis without adopting a plan for 
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employees. Therefore, higher IRA limits 
could reduce interest in employer retirement 
plans, particularly among owners of small 
businesses. If this happens, higher IRA limits 
would work at cross purposes with other pro-
posals that attempt to increase coverage 
among employees of small businesses. 

That is what the former Assistant 
Secretary for Tax Policy said. By de-
priving lower- and moderate-income 
employees of opportunities for tax-fa-
vored saving, the higher IRA limits 
would thus decrease saving by those 
employees. 

Second, the savings contributed by 
high-income savers would tend to be 
money that they would have saved 
anyway. Rather than cause new saving 
among higher-income savers, the high-
er limits would merely substitute tax- 
favored saving for fully-taxed saving. 
Rather than increase saving among 
this group, the bill would thus just cut 
taxes for these higher-income savers. 

And third, because the bill is not paid 
for and therefore spends surplus 
money, it reduces the surplus and thus 
reduces the amount by which the Gov-
ernment pays down the debt. When the 
Government pays down debt, it con-
tributes to national savings. And thus 
by reducing the amount by which the 
Government pays down debt, the bill 
will worsen national savings. 

When the Finance Committee consid-
ered a pension bill earlier this year, it 
did include a provision that might have 
helped increase saving, Mr. President. 
That section, championed by Demo-
cratic Members of the Finance Com-
mittee, would have actually provided a 
matching credit, a matching credit, for 
saving by low- and moderate-income 
savers making up to $50,000 for a cou-
ple. The provision was still deeply 
flawed, in my view, because it was not 
refundable, and therefore it was of no 
use to families of four making up to 
$32,000. But if Government action is to 
encourage increased private saving, it 
needs to be directed—as that credit 
was—to low- and moderate-income peo-
ple, who are not saving now. 

What has the majority done? The ma-
jority has stripped this bill of that pro-
posal. The majority has deleted from 
the bill that section most likely to in-
crease private saving. 

As well, the bill includes many offen-
sive individual pension provisions. 

Current law imposes additional re-
quirements on plans that primarily 
benefit an employer’s key employees, 
what are called ‘‘top-heavy plans.’’ 
These additional requirements provide 
more rapid vesting and minimum em-
ployer contributions for plan partici-
pants who are not key employees. The 
bill would relax these rules for top 
heavy plans in a number of ways. For 
example, fewer family members would 
be counted for the determination of 
whether a plan was top-heavy. This 
change in the bill would allow plans to 
provide greater benefits to owners and 
their families without providing min-

imum benefits and more-rapid vesting 
to rank-and-file workers. 

The bill raises the limit on the 
amount of income that may be consid-
ered compensation for purposes of con-
tributions to 401(k) accounts. This 
change would allow an employer who 
wanted to save a fixed amount each 
year to reduce the percentage contribu-
tion that all employees could make to 
their 401(k)s. 

As I noted at the outset, the bill’s 
Roth IRAs shift tax receipts from the 
distant future into the near future. 
They are thus fiscally very risky, as 
they drain tax revenues from the Gov-
ernment during the retirement years of 
the baby boom generation, while giving 
us a false sense of additional revenues 
now. And they also benefit the very 
wealthiest among us. 

Thus, the pension provisions of this 
bill would particularly benefit the very 
wealthiest. And I would assert that it 
is not a coincidence—I am afraid it is 
not a coincidence—that some of the 
most powerful wealthy interests in our 
campaign finance system are today 
pushing for this so-called pension ‘‘re-
form.’’ I would like to take a moment 
to direct my colleagues’ attention to 
these big donors. 

It is time again to ‘‘call the bank-
roll.’’ As I have said, this legislation 
doesn’t benefit average working Ameri-
cans who are counting on their pension 
when they retire, so exactly whom does 
it benefit? I think ‘‘calling the bank-
roll’’ could answer this. 

I would like to do a truly comprehen-
sive ‘‘calling of the bankroll’’ here, but 
that would be almost impossible. There 
are just too many wealthy interests be-
hind this tax bill: financial interests, 
insurance companies, and labor unions, 
just to name a few. We could be here 
all day, or all week, if I tried to cover 
all those contributions. So in the inter-
est of time, I will just review the un-
limited soft money contributions of 
some of the interests pushing for this 
bill. 

The figures I am about to cite come 
from the Center for Responsive Poli-
tics. They include contributions 
through the first 15 months of the elec-
tion cycle, and in some cases include 
contributions given more recently in 
the cycle. 

Some of the biggest investment and 
finance firms are supporting passage of 
this bill. 

For example, Merrill Lynch, its ex-
ecutives and subsidiaries, have given 
more than $915,000 in soft money, ac-
cording to the Center for Responsive 
Politics. 

That’s just one company. 
Mr. President, I have other examples 

I will cite regarding the ‘‘calling of the 
bankroll.’’ American Express, its ex-
ecutives and subsidiaries have given 
more than $312,000 in soft money so far 
in this election cycle. And Fidelity In-
vestments and its executives have 

given at least $258,000 in soft money to 
date. 

The American Benefits Council, 
which is strongly supporting this bill, 
sent around a list of supporters of pro-
visions of the legislation. That list in-
cludes still more big donors. 

The American Council of Life Insur-
ers and its executives have given more 
than $260,000 to the parties’ soft money 
warchests during the period. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce and 
affiliated chambers of commerce have 
given more than $110,000 in soft money 
during the period. 

The list also included many of the 
nation’s labor unions, which are also 
pushing for some of the provisions of 
this bill, including: American Federa-
tion of Teachers, which has given at 
least $820,000 so far during this election 
cycle; and the International Brother-
hood of Electrical Workers, which has 
given more than $853,000 in soft money 
during the period. 

Regrettably, many of these institu-
tions will see a return on their cam-
paign finance investment in the pen-
sion provisions of this bill. More re-
grettably still, the working family is 
not likely to see much of any benefit at 
all. 

Mr. President, I am troubled, as well, 
that the school construction projects 
in this bill—being paid for, in part, 
with Federal tax credits for the bond-
holders—will not be subject to the 
Davis-Bacon Act. The Davis-Bacon Act 
ensures that construction workers on 
Federal construction sites get paid a 
fair wage for a days’ work by requiring 
that those workers be paid the local 
prevailing wage. 

The worker protections embodied in 
the Davis-Bacon Act are essential, and 
one specific set of Federal construction 
projects—and the workers who build 
them—should not be deprived of these 
protections. I am deeply concerned 
that some in this body are attempting 
to alter the protections under the 
Davis-Bacon Act without a substantive 
debate. 

Yes, Mr. President, this bill does in-
clude a long-overdue increase in the 
minimum wage. I have long supported 
that increase. Congress should have 
passed it two years ago, and we should 
have passed it in a straightforward bill, 
clean of tax give-aways. 

Sadly, it has become the habit of this 
majority to extract a series of tax sub-
sidies in exchange for a minimum wage 
increase. And what is worse is that the 
cost of these subsidies is increasing. In 
1996, the Congress had to pass $20 bil-
lion in tax cuts to get an increase in 
the minimum wage. Sadly, the cost of 
that minimum wage increase in terms 
of tax subsidies extracted has grown 
exponentially. 

Another section of this bill would re-
instate and expand the Foreign Sales 
Corporation—or FSC—export tax sub-
sidy. We ought to be skeptical of sub-
sidies, whether provided through the 
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tax code, through appropriated pro-
grams, or through entitlements. In 
general, the best policy is to let free 
markets work. The FSC export tax sub-
sidy does not do that. 

While the FSC export tax subsidy 
may provide a very small benefit to 
certain firms that produce exports or 
that produce goods abroad, it also trig-
gers increases in U.S. imports, so that 
its net effect on our balance of trade is 
probably negligible. As the Congres-
sional Research Service explains, the 
FSC tax subsidy increases foreign pur-
chases of U.S. exports, but to buy the 
U.S. products, foreigners require more 
dollars. That, in turn, increases de-
mand for U.S. dollars, driving up the 
price of the dollar in foreign exchange 
markets and making U.S. exports more 
expensive. This partly offsets the effect 
of the FSC in increasing U.S. exports. 
This effect also makes imports to the 
United States cheaper, which causes 
U.S. imports to increase. 

The bottom line, Mr. President, is 
that while some firms may enjoy in-
creased export sales, other firms will 
lose business and jobs because of in-
creased imports. 

This special tax subsidy thus has 
benefits and costs. The firms that qual-
ify for this export subsidy gain a ben-
efit, of course, but so too do foreign 
consumers. CRS notes that the FSC 
tax subsidy produces a transfer of eco-
nomic welfare from the United States 
to consumers abroad when part of the 
tax benefit is passed on to foreign con-
sumers as reduced prices for U.S. 
goods. U.S. taxpayers are paying to 
keep these exports cheap for foreign 
consumers. 

But there are other costs, as well. 
First, and perhaps most obviously, the 
billions of dollars we spend through the 
FSC export tax subsidy could otherwise 
be used to lower the tax burden on 
businesses and individuals, or to lower 
the level of our massive national debt. 
And as with other special tax breaks, 
the FSC export tax subsidy distorts the 
marketplace, and makes our economy 
less efficient. 

There is also an additional and po-
tentially huge cost that may be im-
posed on American firms and workers 
because of this FSC subsidy: what 
amounts to a possible multi-billion 
dollar tax imposed by the World Trade 
Organization on American products 
that are purchased in European Union 
countries that could mean lost busi-
ness and jobs. 

I am no fan of the World Trade Orga-
nization. I opposed the 1994 legislation 
that implemented the most recent Gen-
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, 
or GATT, in large part because it cre-
ated this undemocratic, unaccountable, 
often secretive international organiza-
tion known as the World Trade Organi-
zation or WTO. 

As my colleagues know, the reason 
we are considering changes to the FSC 

export tax subsidy is because of a WTO 
ruling that this tax break is an illegal 
subsidy. If we fail to change our tax 
laws to comply with this ruling, we can 
expect billions in punitive tariffs to be 
levied against American goods ex-
ported to the European Union. 

While the FSC tax subsidy may be 
bad tax policy, it is our tax policy—a 
policy arrived at through the elected 
representatives of the people of this 
Nation. The ability of some inter-
national bureaucracy to effectively im-
pose punitive taxes or tariffs on Amer-
ican goods should offend us all. Unfor-
tunately, that is what we face because 
of the action Congress took in 1994 to 
ratify the GATT, and unless we elimi-
nate the FSC export tax subsidy, 
American firms and American workers 
are at risk. 

Regrettably, the proposed expansion 
of the FSC may not remove this threat. 
Mr. President, I have grave concerns 
that the WTO will see this expanded 
tax break as little more than a recon-
figuration of the existing tax subsidy 
for exports. At a briefing for Senate 
staff on this issue, the Treasury De-
partment conceded that not a single 
business currently able to use this ex-
port subsidy will lose its tax break. In-
deed, the export tax subsidy has been 
expanded to provide an even larger sub-
sidy for foreign military sales. 

If the WTO rules that this change 
does not comply with its previous rul-
ing, our businesses and workers will 
face billions in punitive tariffs on the 
goods they produce. That is what is at 
stake here. The proponents of this leg-
islation are willing to risk billions in 
tariffs on American goods rather than 
eliminate this questionable tax expend-
iture. 

It would be better economic policy 
and better fiscal policy simply to re-
peal the FSC altogether. 

I am particularly troubled, Mr. Presi-
dent, by the provision of the FSC ex-
port tax subsidy section of this bill 
that would actually double the current 
tax benefit for arms sales. 

That is right, Mr. President, this bill 
would double the tax benefit currently 
enjoyed by U.S. companies that sell 
weapons abroad. 

Had the Senate been able to consider 
this bill under the Senate’s regular 
procedures, I would have joined in an 
amendment by the Senator from Min-
nesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, that would 
have sought to correct this problem by 
reinstating the current tax benefit for 
arms sales. 

United States arms manufacturers 
continue to lead the world in conven-
tional arms sales to developing coun-
tries, both in terms of arms transfer 
agreements and in terms of arms deliv-
ered to the countries of the developing 
world. Conventional arms sales include 
such items as aircraft, tanks, complete 
weapons systems, spare parts, upgrades 
for previously purchased items, and 

munitions; as well as training and sup-
port services for the items purchased. 

This August, the Congressional Re-
search Service released its annual re-
port, Conventional Arms Transfers to 
Developing Nations. This 79-page re-
port details the worldwide arms trans-
fer business conducted with developing 
nations from 1992 through 1999. During 
that eight-year period, the United 
States entered into arms-transfer 
agreements with developing nations 
worth in excess of $62.7 billion. Our 
nearest competitor, France, entered 
into agreements with developing na-
tions worth just about half of that 
total, $31.6 billion. 

During that same eight-year period, 
the United States delivered arms worth 
in excess of $84 billion to the countries 
of the developing world. The United 
Kingdom ranked a distant second with 
deliveries totaling $37.7 billion—less 
than half the value of the arms deliv-
ered by the United States. 

And those numbers represent only 
the arms agreements and deliveries 
with the countries of the developing 
world. When we add in the arms agree-
ments and deliveries to our worldwide 
customers, the numbers rise even high-
er. During the same period, the United 
States also ranked first in worldwide 
arms transfer agreements with an as-
tonishing $104 billion dollars worth of 
agreements. Russia comes in a distant 
second with $31.2 billion in worldwide 
arms transfer agreements. 

And during those eight years, the 
United States delivered a total of more 
than $124 billion worth of arms world-
wide. Russia again came in second with 
$21.6 billion in deliveries. 

In both instances—arms transfer 
agreements and arms actually deliv-
ered—the vast majority of United 
States arms transactions were con-
ducted with the countries of the devel-
oping world. 

As you can see from these numbers, 
Mr. President, the United States has 
no real competitors in the arms trans-
fer business. And the United States 
will continue to lead the world in arms 
sales into the foreseeable future, be-
cause those who would buy arms want 
to buy them from American manufac-
turers. It is that simple. These compa-
nies are already making millions and 
millions of dollars from these sales 
each year. And they are already receiv-
ing substantial tax benefits. There is 
no need to double that benefit. 

In fact, as I noted earlier with regard 
to the entire FSC export tax subsidy, I 
would argue that we should actually be 
talking about eliminating this benefit 
entirely. At the very least, we should 
maintain the current level—we should 
not double this subsidy. 

This 100 percent increase in the tax 
benefit for arms sales is opposed by 
such groups as the Council for a 
Liveable World Education Fund, the 
General Board of Church and Society of 
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the United Methodist Church, the Jus-
tice and Witness Ministries of the 
United Church of Christ, NETWORK, 
the Church of the Brethren, the 
Friends Committee on National Legis-
lation, the National Council of Church-
es of Christ in the USA, the Mennonite 
Central Committee, and the Maryknoll 
Mission Association of the Faithful. 

The world is already a very dan-
gerous place. The Congress should not 
be increasing the subsidy for U.S. com-
panies to sell weapons abroad. 

Make no mistake about the impor-
tance of this piece of legislation to 
arms manufacturers and other business 
interests who would benefit from the 
various tax subsidies contained in this 
bill. As you know, wealthy interests 
don’t just sit idly by on the sidelines 
waiting for us to act on this kind of 
legislation. They lobby to insert favor-
able provisions into a bill, and once 
they secure a special deal, they lobby 
to keep it in the bill. And when I say 
‘‘lobbying,’’ I mean more than a visit 
or a phone call to staff—I mean cam-
paign contributions, Mr. President, 
millions upon millions of dollars 
worth. 

As we discuss the legislation before 
us, we cannot ignore the presence of 
powerful monied interests. I have often 
likened campaign contributions to an 
800-pound gorilla that’s in this cham-
ber every day—nobody talks about 
him, but he cannot be ignored. On this 
issue as well, I refuse to ignore the 800 
pound gorilla who’s throwing his 
weight around in our political process. 
Instead I choose to Call the Bankroll, 
to inform my colleagues and the public 
of the contributions made by wealthy 
interests seeking to influence what we 
do here on this floor. 

On this provision of the bill, I feel it 
is once again very important to take a 
moment to review the campaign con-
tributions of the defense industry. As I 
have said, this bill would double the 
tax benefit currently enjoyed by U.S. 
companies that sell weapons abroad. 
This bill means a huge bonanza for 
arms manufacturers. It is only appro-
priate to take a look at the bonanza of 
contributions they have provided to 
the political parties. 

Many members of the Business 
Roundtable, an organization which has 
urged the passage of this legislation, 
are some of the biggest arms manufac-
turers in the U.S., and some of the big-
gest political donors. I’d like to review 
the contributions of some of these com-
panies. These figures are for contribu-
tions through at least the first 15 
months of the election cycle, and in 
some cases include contributions given 
more recently in the cycle. 

Lockheed Martin, its executives and 
subsidiaries have given more than 
$861,000 in soft money, and more than 
$881,000 in PAC money so far during 
this election cycle. 

United Technologies and its subsidi-
aries have given more than $293,000 in 

soft money and more than $240,000 in 
PAC money during the period. 

During that period, Raytheon has 
given more than $251,000 in soft money 
to the parties and more than $397,000 in 
PAC money to Federal candidates. 

Textron has contributed more than 
$173,000 in soft money and more than 
$205,000 in PAC money. 

And last but not least, Boeing has 
given more than $583,000 in soft money 
since the election cycle began, and 
more than $593,000 in PAC contribu-
tions. 

Mr. President, these defense compa-
nies are getting a one hundred percent 
increase in an already unnecessary tax 
break, and frankly I wonder why. I 
wonder why we would double a tax 
break for the defense industry, when 
we haven’t passed a Patient’s Bill of 
Rights, when we haven’t provided 
Medicare coverage for prescription 
drugs, and when we haven’t passed so 
many other important measures that 
Americans really care about. 

Sadly, it appears that there is a pret-
ty simple way to figure out why we 
dole out corporate tax breaks while we 
neglect the priorities of the American 
people. All you have to do is follow the 
dollar. 

Mr. President, this bill thus amply 
proves the adage that ‘‘a bad tree can-
not bear good fruit.’’ We should revise 
the procedures that allow such a mon-
strosity to be loaded into a conference 
report on an unrelated matter. And we 
should reject this bill, whose rotten 
provisions outnumber its sound ones. 

EXHIBIT 1 

[From The Washington Post, Oct. 26, 2000] 

SAY GOODBYE TO THE SURPLUS 

Congressional Republicans reached agree-
ment yesterday on the contents of the tax 
cut bill they intend to send the president be-
fore adjourning. They suggest it’s a rel-
atively minor measure, but it’s not. If it be-
comes law atop all the spending increases 
also agreed to in this session, Congress and 
the president will have used up, before the 
election, well over a third of the projected 
budget surplus—the $2.2 trillion over 10 years 
in other than Social Security funds—that 
the presidential candidates are so busily dis-
tending on the campaign trail. It’s an aston-
ishing display of lack of discipline and mis-
placed priorities. 

The president sent a letter implying that 
he might sign the tax bill even while object-
ing to major parts. He ought instead to veto 
it if congressional Democrats won’t block it 
first. As with the other Republican tax cuts 
he vetoed earlier in the year, this would cost 
too much—an estimated quarter-trillion dol-
lars over the 10 years—and too much of the 
money would go to the part of the popu-
lation least in need. 

In the name of increasing access to health 
care, the legislation would grant a new tax 
deduction to people who buy their own insur-
ance. The deduction would mainly benefit 
those in the top tax brackets who tend al-
ready to be insured. The president observed 
that, far from increasing access, it would 
have the perverse effect of inducing employ-
ers to drop insurance they now maintain for 
their employees. Among much else, the bill 

would also increase the amounts that can be 
contributed annually to tax-favored retire-
ment accounts, a step that by definition ben-
efits only those who can afford to save the 
maximum now. 

The health insurance deduction was part of 
the Republicans’ price for the $1-an-hour in-
crease in the minimum wage that the bill 
also contains. The price is too high. Also in 
the bill will be so-called Medicare givebacks, 
increases in payments to providers that the 
president earlier objected were tilted in 
favor of managed care companies already 
overpaid. This is on balance a bad bill dusted 
with confectioner’s sugar and offered up at 
year’s end on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. The 
right response would be to vote it down. 

EXHIBIT 2 

CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND POLICY PRIORITIES, 

Washington, DC, October 26, 2000. 

LEADERSHIP’S TAX PLAN REINFORCES 
INEQUITIES IN HEALTH AND PENSION COVERAGE 

TAX CUTS PRIMARILY BENEFIT HIGH-INCOME 
HOUSEHOLD AND COULD REDUCE HEALTH AND 
PENSION COVERAGE FOR LOW- AND MODERATE- 
INCOME WORKERS 

Congress will shortly consider a significant 
tax package developed by the House and Sen-
ate Republican leadership. Despite some ben-
eficial provisions in the bill, such as the $1 
increase in the minimum wage phases-in 
over the next two years, the bill’s tax provi-
sions will primarily benefit those-with high 
incomes. In developing the package, the 
leadership dropped bipartisan provisions— 
such as the retirement savings tax credit and 
the small business tax credit adopted by the 
Senate Finance Committee and the Medicaid 
access provisions adopted by the House Com-
merce Committee—that could have bene-
fitted low- and middle-income workers. 
Rather, they retained provisions benefiting 
primarily those that already have health in-
surance and pension coverage. Even more 
worrisome is that some of these provisions 
could make it more difficult for low- and 
moderate-income workers to get health in-
surance and pension coverage through their 
jobs. 

The Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mates the cost of the package to be $240 bil-
lion over 10 years. But when combined with 
anticipated discretionary appropriations, the 
repeal of the telephone excise tax, new 
health benefits for military retires, and 
Medicare give-backs as well as the resulting 
interest costs, this bill brings the 10-year 
cost recent of congressional actions to close 
to $1 trillion (see box at the end of the 
paper). This Congress will therefore use a 
substantial share of the available surplus 
without addressing key priorities, such as re-
ducing the ranks of the uninsured or funding 
prescription drug benefits. The benefits of 
the leadership’s plan remain focused on these 
who have benefitted the most from the eco-
nomic boom, offering little to those who con-
tinue to struggle to get ahead. 

Nearly two-thirds of the tax cuts in the 
bill go to the 20 percent of taxpayers with 
the highest incomes. The top five percent of 
taxpayers receive a greater share of the tax 
cuts than the bottom 80 percent. Thus the 
benefits of the bill are concentrated on those 
that already have high rates of health insur-
ance and pension coverage. These estimates 
were calculated by the Institute for Taxation 
and Economic Policy. 

The bill’s health insurance deduction is ex-
pensive and poorly targeted. This deduction 
is most valuable to those in the highest tax 
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brackets, yet those most in need of coverage 
have no tax liability or are in the lowest (15 
percent) bracket. Taxpayers with incomes 
too low to pay income taxes would receive no 
assistance from this deduction. For most 
taxpayers in the 15 percent bracket, the 15- 
cents-on-the-dollar subsidy that the deduc-
tion provides is unlikely to be sufficient to 
make costly health insurance affordable. 

According to the Joint Tax Committee, ap-
proximately 94 percent of the cost of the 
health insurance tax deduction would go to 
subsidize taxpayers that already have health 
insurance, with only 6 percent of the tax 
benefits going to further the goal of extend-
ing health insurance coverage to the unin-
sured. 

The Council of Economic Advisers, among 
other researchers, found that tax deductions 
are a very inefficient way of extending cov-
erage to the uninsured. A more cost-effective 
approach is the Administration’s 
FamilyCare plan, which, at a lower cost, 
would provide coverage to more than twice 
the number of uninsured than the proposed 
tax deduction. 

Because the health care tax deduction 
would provide a far deeper percentage sub-
sidy for purchasing health insurance to high-
er-paid business owners and executives than 
to lower-wage earners, it could encourage 
some small business owners to drop group 
coverage (or not to institute it in the first 
place) and to rely on the deduction for their 
own coverage. As a result, some workers 
could be forced to buy more costly and less 
comprehensive insurance on the individual 
market, and the ranks of the uninsured and 
under-insured could rise. 

The bill also includes tax deductions for 
long-term care insurance and long-term care 
expenses that would provide the largest ben-
efit to higher-income taxpayers. Most low- 
and middle-income taxpayers would get no 
more than a 15 percent subsidy; this is too 
little to enable most of these families to af-
ford costs related to long-term care. 

Most of the bill’s pension benefits would 
accrue to higher-income workers who al-
ready enjoy high rates of pension coverage. 
An analysis by the Institute for Taxation 
and Economic Policy of the bill’s pension 
and IRA provisions found that 77 percent of 
the benefits would go to the 20 percent of 
Americans with the highest incomes. In 
sharp contrast, the bottom 60 percent of the 
population would receive less than five per-
cent of these tax benefits. 

Moreover, the bill would likely lead to re-
ductions in pension coverage for some low- 
and middle-income workers and employees of 
small businesses. For instance, it would 
weaken ‘‘non-discrimination’’ and ‘‘top- 
heavy’’ rules that ensure company pension 
plans treat low-income workers fairly and 
are not skewed in favor of highly com-
pensated workers. It also increases the IRA 
contribution limits to $5,000, which could 
make IRAs more attractive than company 
pension plans for owners of small businesses, 
possibly leading them to drop plans that ben-
efit their workers. 

EXHIBIT 3 

CENTER ON BUDGET AND 
POLICY PRIORITIES, 

Washington, DC, Revised October 18, 2000. 
HEALTH INSURANCE DEDUCTION OF LITTLE 

HELP TO THE UNINSURED 
(By Joel Friedman and Iris J. Lav) 

House Speaker Dennis Hastert held a press 
conference last week in which he called for 
including in the minimum-wage package a 
new tax deduction for health insurance pre-

miums. The deduction would be available to 
taxpayers that pay at least 50 percent of the 
cost of their health insurance. 

This proposal, which would cost nearly $11 
billion a year in fiscal year 2010, is a poorly 
targeted and expensive way to help the unin-
sured obtain coverage. Those most in need 
would receive little or no subsidy to help 
them buy insurance. Moreover, the proposal 
could have the effect of raising the cost of 
insurance for some workers. 

According to an analysis by the Joint 
Committee on Taxation, approximately 94 
percent of the cost of the Speaker’s tax de-
duction would go to subsidize taxpayers that 
already have health insurance, with only 6 
percent of the tax benefits going to further 
his stated goal of extending health insurance 
coverage to the uninsured. 

The proposed tax deduction is most valu-
able to high-income taxpayers, who are in 
the higher tax brackets. Nine of every 10 peo-
ple without health insurance, however, have 
no tax liability or are in the lowest (15 per-
cent) tax bracket. Taxpayers with incomes 
too low to pay income taxes would receive no 
assistance in purchasing insurance from this 
deduction. For most taxpayers in the 15 per-
cent bracket, the 15-cents-on-the-dollar sub-
sidy that the deduction provides is unlikely 
to be sufficient to make insurance afford-
able. 

Because the deduction provides a far-deep-
er percentage subsidy for the purchase of in-
surance to higher-income business owners 
and executives than to lower-income wage 
earners, it could encourage small business 
owners to drop, or fail to institute, group 
coverage and to rely instead on this deduc-
tion to help defray the cost of their own cov-
erage. As a result, some workers could be 
forced to buy more costly and less com-
prehensive insurance on the individual mar-
ket, and the ranks of the uninsured and 
underinsured could increase. 

New research shows that a far more cost 
effective way to assist the uninsured, par-
ticularly uninsured children, would be to ex-
tend publicly-funded health insurance cov-
erage to low-income parents. The Adminis-
trator’s FamilyCare plan relies on this ap-
proach. At his press conference, however, the 
Speaker inappropriately compared his pro-
posal to the Administration’s small business 
health insurance tax credit. The Administra-
tion’s tax credit is a very small scale pro-
posal compared to the Hastert tax deduction. 
The Speaker’s proposal costs $10.9 billion a 
year by 2010, while the Administration’s 
small business tax credit would cost just $319 
million over 10 years, according to JCT. The 
more-appropriate comparison would have 
been to the Administration’s FamilyCare 
plan, which the Congressional Budget Office 
estimates would cost $8.7 billion in 2010. 

Available estimates show that the 
FamilyCare approach would result in a sub-
stantially larger number of currently unin-
sured people obtaining insurance coverage 
than would the Speaker’s proposed tax de-
duction. This is the case despite the some-
what lower annual cost of the FamilyCare 
plan, when both proposals are fully in effect. 

A recent report by the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers concludes that tax deduc-
tions will do little to improve tax health in-
surance coverage and that approaches like 
FamilyCare are better at targeting the unin-
sured. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator from Wis-
consin yield for a question? 

Mr. President, I would want the ques-
tion to be on my time, not on his, be-
cause he has been given 30 minutes. 

May I ask the Senator a question? 
Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield for a ques-

tion. 
Mr. REID. Prior to asking a question, 

I personally appreciate what the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin has done on cam-
paign finance reform. Would he think 
it is a fair statement to say one of the 
gross failures of this Congress is that 
we have done nothing to get the money 
out of politics? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, it is 
just a shame that we have managed to 
get to the year 2000 election without 
having any significant action on cam-
paign finance reform. We did take the 
first tiny step in the right direction on 
a strong bipartisan vote by doing some-
thing about disclosure by these 527 
groups that were sort of a scam in the 
making, but we did not address the 
need to ban soft money which the over-
whelming majority of both Houses sup-
port and the President is ready to sign. 
It is a glaring failure of this Congress. 

Everybody else in the country knows, 
including those who supported the 
campaign of the Senator from Arizona 
for President on the Republican side, 
that soft money is a real cancer on the 
system. But somehow, again, the Con-
gress is behind the people. I can’t help 
but note, in answer to the question, 
that we are going to make a very im-
portant decision in the next few days 
on who the next President of the 
United States should be. The candidate 
of the Democratic Party, AL GORE, has 
pledged to make the McCain-Feingold 
ban on soft money the first piece of do-
mestic legislation he will introduce, 
and he has pledged to work for it and 
sign it when Congress passes it. The 
candidate for the Republicans, Gov-
ernor Bush, apparently is prepared to 
veto it. 

So the tragedy, in answer to the 
question, of this Congress not acting is 
that if somehow Mr. GORE is not elect-
ed, we may finally get the 60 votes we 
need to break the filibuster but we will 
have a President who is not ready to do 
something about the corrosive and cor-
rupting influence of money in politics. 
Of course, the Senator knows from my 
work on this, that I consider this to be 
one of the two or three greatest prob-
lems in our society. We just have to do 
something about the corrupting effect 
of money on our political and legisla-
tive system. 

Mr. REID. I have a final question. It 
is not a complicated issue, is it? The 
fact is, one of the things the Senator 
wants to do is keep corporate money 
out of politics; that is, have a corpora-
tion not be able to write large cor-
porate checks or small corporate 
checks; keep corporate money out of 
politics, as was the law early last cen-
tury. Isn’t that right? 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, that 
is absolutely right. Let me make it 
clear, the ban on soft money that Sen-
ator MCCAIN, I, and a majority of this 
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body support, bans corporate contribu-
tions, union contributions, and unlim-
ited individual contributions. It is fair 
and balanced. 

The Senator from Nevada is abso-
lutely right. People who might be lis-
tening to this discussion might say: 
Well, these kinds of contributions have 
always been allowed anyway. That is 
not true. These kinds of unlimited con-
tributions by corporations, unions, and 
individuals really didn’t exist for pur-
poses of these television ads until 5, 6 
years ago. This is a new corrupting in-
fluence on our system, the likes of 
which has not been seen since the turn 
of the last century. I refer to the turn 
from the 19th to the 20th century. In 
answer to the question of the Senator 
from Nevada, that is what led to the 
1907 Tillman Act which prohibited con-
tributions by corporations in connec-
tion with federal elections, and then, 
when the unions came into their prom-
inence in the middle part of the cen-
tury, the Taft-Hartley Act said unions 
also must be prohibited from giving 
contributions. 

All we are trying to do is put the 
genie back in the bottle. Unlimited 
contributions have always been consid-
ered inappropriate in our system of 
government, and shame on this Con-
gress that we can’t see the worst cor-
rupting influence in 100 years and that 
we didn’t, before the turn of the cen-
tury, shut it down, because it must be 
shut down. 

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

ator from Utah. 
Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 

a unanimous consent request? 
Mr. HATCH. I am happy to. 
Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that following the remarks of the Sen-
ator from Utah, the Senator from Illi-
nois be recognized for 15 minutes. 

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

f 

GRANTING AMNESTY TO ILLEGAL 
ALIENS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to 
make some points that need to be made 
at the end of the session. 

Here we are, running right up against 
election time, and we are being held 
hostage because the President of the 
United States wants to grant amnesty 
to up to 4 million illegal aliens, people 
who haven’t played by the rules, 
haven’t paid the price, who literally 
want to jump over those who have 
played by the rules and who belong 
here—this blanket amnesty all for the 
purpose of politics. 

In fact, I heard one of the leading 
Democrats say: Boy, Telemundo and 
all of the Hispanic newspapers are real-
ly playing this up. 

Well, that might be true in the His-
panic media, but I think Hispanic peo-
ple in this country want fairness above 

everything else. I think they know 
what is going on here. They know darn 
well they are being played, and they 
are being played in a vicious way. 

I once again urge President Clinton 
not to veto the Commerce-Justice- 
State appropriations bill the Senate 
passed on Friday. 

President Clinton has threatened a 
veto because we did not include his so- 
called Latino Fairness Act. But we 
have included something much better 
than his Latino Fairness Act: the 
Legal Immigration Family Equity Act, 
the LIFE Act. 

This act reunites families and re-
stores due process to those who have 
played by the rules. Our proposal does 
not pit one nationality against an-
other, nor does it pit one race against 
another. Our legislation provides relief 
to immigrants from all countries, not 
just special countries. A veto of CJS 
would be a blow against immigrant 
fairness. But a veto would do far more 
than that. 

A veto would cut off funding for some 
of our most important programs. The 
CJS appropriation allocates $4.8 billion 
for the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service and an additional $15.7 
million for Border Patrol equipment 
upgrades. It provides $3.3 billion for the 
FBI and $221 million for training, 
equipment, and research and develop-
ment programs to combat domestic 
terrorism. We are not playing around 
here. This is important stuff. I don’t 
think it is right to be playing politics 
with the lives of immigrants at the end 
of the session just to obtain some 
cheap political advantage. 

There is $4.3 billion allocated for the 
Federal prison system in CJS. That is 
money we need to run the prison sys-
tem and to treat people with due proc-
ess. Then we have $1.3 billion for the 
Drug Enforcement Administration. 
This is critical to our fight against ille-
gal drugs in this country. There is $288 
million for the Violence Against 
Women Act. That is legislation that I 
have strongly supported and that pro-
vides assistance to battered women and 
children through a variety of different 
programs. 

Actions have consequences. If Presi-
dent Clinton vetoes this bill, he is put-
ting the public safety and well-being at 
risk both at home and abroad, all in an 
effort to play wedge politics. The 
President’s veto threats ring hollow be-
cause this appropriations bill provides 
many proposals to help immigrants. 
The President himself has stated he 
wants to ‘‘keep families together and 
to make our immigration policies more 
equitable.’’ 

This is exactly what our LIFE Act 
that we have in the appropriations bill 
does. Had the White House proposed 
this during President Clinton’s first 7 
years in office, he might have been able 
to develop a mandate to grant amnesty 
to millions of undocumented aliens, 

aliens who have broken our laws. But 
no such mandate exists. 

The American people need to know 
that the INS, the FBI, and the Border 
Patrol are being brought to the brink 
of a shutdown because President Clin-
ton wants Congress to grant amnesty 
for up to 4 million illegal aliens, people 
who haven’t played by the rules. 

When we fought the H–1B legislation 
on the floor, many on the other side 
pointed out the difficulties of legal im-
migrant families. They pointed out 
that children needed to be reunited 
with their parents, that spouses needed 
to be reunited with their husbands and 
wives. I said I would try to do some-
thing about that. 

We realized there was a problem with 
the late amnesty class of 1982 who 
qualified for residency under the 1986 
Act. We said we would try to do some-
thing about that, and the LIFE Act 
does. The American people are a fair 
people. The LIFE Act will take care of 
1 million people who either don’t have 
due process or who need to be reunited 
with their families. It takes care of 
them first rather than granting am-
nesty to up to 4 million illegal people 
who haven’t played by the rules, which 
is what the President wants to do. 
Fairness dictates that we not grant 
amnesty to millions of illegal aliens 
when there are 3.5 million people who 
have played by the rules waiting to 
come to the United States. The Presi-
dent should remember this inequitable 
proposal and reconsider what he wants 
to do here. 

Let me say a couple of other things. 
I have even let the White House know 
that to determine if there are further 
inequities we will hold hearings right 
after we come back at the first of the 
year, and we will find out what needs 
to be done to restructure INS, if nec-
essary, to make sure they treat people 
with more respect. We will consider 
these people who President Clinton 
would like to help. But most of them 
are here illegally and without further 
information, we think they should not 
be jumped above or in front of these 
people who aren’t here legally or who 
have been waiting in line to be re-
united with their families. 

We brought both sides together in 
this LIFE Act and brought a variety of 
different people into this. But there are 
some people who don’t want any immi-
gration to our country. They may live 
in States that are overrun with illegal 
immigrants; at least some of them do. 
Others don’t seem to care about any 
rules, and I suspect the President is in 
that category. But we have brought 
these people together in the LIFE Act 
to resolve the problems that were men-
tioned during the H–1B debate. By 
gosh, I think it is time for the Presi-
dent to sign this bill and get about 
doing the Nation’s business. He should 
quit playing wedge politics with these 
issues that are highly inflammable and 
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