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a wrong tax, a regressive tax, a tax 
hard on low income, a tax that is hard 
on senior citizens—so we had the ma-
jority and the President both agreeing. 
But the other side will not let it come 
to a vote. They will not even allow this 
modest reduction of economic pressure 
on the American family. 

In the face of vast public support, a 
modest attempt to put a few more dol-
lars in the checking accounts of these 
American families, for which—to step 
back a moment, Mr. President, last 
week we acknowledged, just for taxes— 
forget the regulatory reform—an 
American family, a Georgia family in 
my case, works today from January 1 
to May 7 for the Government, and May 
8 is the first day they get to keep their 
paycheck. For Heaven’s sake, a family 
in America has to work from January 
1 to May 7, and on May 8 gets to keep 
their first paycheck. 

I might add that, under this adminis-
tration, the date you get to keep your 
check is the latest in the year that it 
has ever been. These policies have 
added 3 more days that a family has to 
work for the Government before they 
can keep their own earnings. 

We just heard remarks from the Sen-
ator from Arkansas bemoaning at-
tempts to try to lower that impact. 
The last balanced budget that the Con-
gress sent to the President would have 
put $2,000 to $3,000 in the checking ac-
count of that average Georgia family I 
was talking about. That is the equiva-
lent of a 10- to 20-percent pay raise. 
Now, if you are currently having over 
half of your resources taken, just think 
what an important event it would be to 
be able to keep another $2,000 to $3,000 
in the checking account of that aver-
age family. A phenomenal impact. 

As I said, it is almost not comprehen-
sible. I would never have believed while 
growing up that I would be in the U.S. 
Senate at a time when a family has to 
work from January 1 to May 7 before 
they get to keep their first paycheck. 

If we ask Americans what would be a 
fair tax level, no matter their cir-
cumstances, they will tell us 25 per-
cent. That would be working from Jan-
uary 1 to March 1, and then on March 
2 you get to keep your paycheck. But 
no. No. Now it is May 8 before you get 
to keep your paycheck. 

We came forward and said, ‘‘Look, 
the President has vetoed all this tax 
relief. But let us at least at a minimum 
take this gas tax burden off the backs 
of the working families.’’ I might point 
out that it would mean somewhere 
around $100 to $200 that would be left in 
the checking account. Several people 
on the other side have suggested that 
is too little money to be concerned 
about. Well, if it is such a small 
amount, why are we in such an argu-
ment about returning it to the families 
that earned it? Let us go ahead and 
give it back to them. If it does not 
matter to them, why does it matter to 
us? 

I remember several years ago in my 
State when we raised the fee on the li-

cense tag $10 to $l5, and it almost cre-
ated a revolution, from my mother to 
every neighborhood. ‘‘Why am I paying 
this additional $5?’’ We got rid of that 
in a hurry, and we ought to get rid of 
this gas tax. We ought to leave that 
money in the checking account for 
those who earned it. 

In my State alone, the gas tax re-
moved $238 million annually from the 
economy. That is an enormous sum of 
money. Removing that money from the 
State, taking it out of the families 
that earned it and the businesses that 
earned it and shipping it up here to the 
Treasury so some Washington wonder 
wonk can decide where to spend it 
makes no sense under the current con-
ditions that we face. 

But even this modest attempt to 
lower taxes even the slightest amount 
has found stiff opposition from the 
other side, and they have consistently 
refused to allow this measure—which 
now their own President says he is 
willing to sign—they will not let it get 
passed; deadlocked; cannot end the de-
bate; another filibuster, which I might 
point out is a 60-to-50 effort to stop a 
filibuster, more than any other session 
in contemporary history. 

Whenever we get into these tax ques-
tions, Mr. President, I always get back 
to this average family. I asked for a 
snapshot of that family about 3 months 
ago. It has been absolutely fascinating. 
I do not think many people in America, 
even those paying this burden, under-
stand that half of what they earn is 
being taken right out of their checking 
account and shipped up here so that 
another set of priorities can be im-
posed. 

That is an inordinate burden, and 
there is no institution in America that 
has had a more profound effect on the 
American family and its behavior than 
their own Government—more than Hol-
lywood, more than all these cultural 
issues that we talk about all the time. 
There is no institution other than our 
own Government that has had such a 
profound effect. I mean, what else can 
sweep through your home and take half 
the resources you earn? 

When I was a youngster, I was told 
that the largest single investment that 
I would ever make was my home. 
Wrong. The largest single investment I 
make and all my fellow citizens make 
is the Government. We have long since 
surpassed the investment in the home 
with the Government. The Government 
now takes more than your mortgage, 
clothing, and transportation com-
bined—the Government. 

Back in 1950 when the quintessential 
family was Ozzie and Harriet, Ozzie was 
sending 2 cents to Washington out of 
his paycheck. If he were here today, he 
would be sending a quarter; 2 cents to 
a quarter in 50 years. Do you know that 
Harriet would not be at home either? 
She would be in the workplace. She 
would have to be in the workplace so 
that they could maintain what they 
are charged to do for their family and 
deal with the tax burden. 

Several months ago I took a chart 
from 1950 to 1996 and tracked the tax 
burden, which has grown and grown 
from 2 cents to 25 cents federally. I 
tracked a number of families in which 
both parents had to be in the work-
place, and you will not be surprised, 
Mr. President, they track each other 
identically right on the line. As the tax 
burden went up, another set of families 
had to have both parents in the work-
place. 

I know there are many other features 
of our new world—the desire for profes-
sional accomplishment, the lifting of 
the glass ceiling. There are many fac-
tors that are in the workplace. But I 
argue that the most significant reason 
is tax pressure. In fact, there was a re-
cent study that asked the other spouse, 
‘‘Are you pleased to be in the work-
place?’’ You will not be surprised, Mr. 
President, a third of them do not want 
to be there at all, a third of them want 
to be there as volunteers, and another 
third of them would work just part 
time. But the economic pressures that 
time and this new era have put on 
those families has literally pressured a 
total realignment of who is in the 
workplace. 

Families today are in the workplace, 
husband, wife, and children, just to 
keep their standard of living in place. 
The tax burden, Mr. President, has had 
a more profound effect on the work-
place than any other single event in 
the last 25 years. 

Mr. President, I am going to conclude 
my remarks. But let me just say I am 
absolutely stunned that even a slight 
attempt, a modest effort, to go in the 
correct direction of relieving the tax 
pressure on the American working fam-
ily is opposed by the other side of the 
aisle—attacks in the road, and the bar-
ricades across the road to relieving 
America’s families of the enormous tax 
burden they bear today. They work 
from January 1 to May 7, and finally 
on May 8, get to keep 1 day’s paycheck. 
We try to push that clock back just the 
slightest degree and are railed against 
by the other side of the aisle. It is per-
plexing, Mr. President, and I am sure it 
is to America’s families across our land 
as well. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMPSON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

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

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

f 

THE GAS TAX, THE BUDGET, AND 
OBSTRUCTIONISM 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want 
to talk a little bit about several things. 
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I am not the one who is, of course, en-
gaging in the obstruction of the gas tax 
repeal that we have been going through 
now for nearly a week. I would like to 
comment just a bit on the budget. Even 
though we are not into the budget de-
bate, there are comments that have 
been made this afternoon that I think 
require some little comment. Finally, 
just a little comment on where we have 
been this year in terms of obstruc-
tionism and holding us back. 

It is kind of frustrating, maybe more 
so for those of us who are new here, and 
I think very frustrating for the people 
in the country, to see the Senate not 
able to move forward on issues that 
certainly cause disagreement. Never-
theless, we do have a system for that, 
and that is called voting. If the issue 
gets more votes than it does not get, 
then it passes. It if does not, it does 
not. That is the concept of most of us 
on how to run things. So it is a little 
frustrating finding yourself in the posi-
tion of not moving when there are 
things to be done, when there are 
things that are important to families 
in this country. 

One of the other things I think is 
particularly frustrating is we have 
here, and very proudly so, a govern-
ment of the people and by the people, 
where people make the final decisions 
on how they stand, how they believe on 
issues. But, to do that, it is necessary 
to have the facts. Increasingly in our 
society, I think, and it troubles me a 
bit—we have more ability now to com-
municate than we have ever had. We 
have the opportunity now, regardless 
of what happens here or what happens 
around the world, to know about it in-
stantly through this communications 
system. Yet, at the same time, despite 
that system, we find ourselves with 
more noninformation all the time. It is 
not the province of any one particular 
party, it is not the province of any one 
person, but we find ourselves, I think, 
with more and more information that 
is spun to make a point and that is not, 
frankly, accurate. I think that is too 
bad. It is really difficult to make deci-
sions with respect to policies and 
issues if the information we have is dis-
torted. I think we see that increasingly 
happen to us. 

Talking about the budget, a little bit 
ago there was discussion on the floor 
about the budget that will be brought 
out and talked about tomorrow. 
Among other things it was said EPA 
takes a whopping cut. The fact of the 
matter is discretionary spending at the 
EPA would remain at the level pro-
vided in the recently signed appropria-
tions bill. It is not a cut. It stays as it 
is. 

The allegation was also made that 
education would be cut. Education will 
increase from $47.8 to $52 billion. That 
is not a cut. Last year we got into this 
business about Medicare and talking 
about the cuts. There were no cuts. 
What it was was reducing the level of 
growth so we could maintain that pro-
gram. If you like Medicare, if you like 

health care for the elderly, then you 
have to do something. We thought then 
that you had to do something by about 
2005 or whatever. Now it has been re-
fined to where you have to make some 
changes by 2001 or the system will go 
broke. That is no one’s projection ex-
cept the trustees, three of whom are 
appointed by the President. 

The resolution, as a matter of fact, 
would increase the spending for bene-
ficiaries from $4,800 in 1995 to $7,000. 
That is not a cut. Yet we hear, and the 
media continues to utilize that word, 
‘‘cut.’’ 

So it is very difficult, it seems to me, 
to really deal with this. There is a le-
gitimate difference of view. I under-
stand that. Much of the conversation 
that goes on here, even though we talk 
about details, is basically a philo-
sophical difference. A little bit ago one 
of our associates on the other side of 
the aisle was talking about the benefits 
of tax increases because they helped re-
duce the deficit. Of course they do. But 
the philosophical question is, do you 
want to reduce the deficit by control-
ling spending and reducing the level of 
spending, the rate of spending which 
would balance the budget, or do you 
want to continue to spend at the same 
level and raise taxes to offset it? That 
is a philosophical difference. That is 
basically what we talk about here. 

It is a defining choice. I suspect ev-
eryone, even though it does not hap-
pen, says: Yes, let us balance the budg-
et. We have talked about a constitu-
tional amendment here, talked about it 
this year—everybody, when they ini-
tially stood, said, ‘‘I am going to bal-
ance the budget. We do not need a con-
stitutional amendment. We can do it.’’ 

Yes, we can. We have not done it for 
25 years, however. So it does seem to 
me a constitutional amendment is 
something reasonable. But further 
than that, and at least as important, is 
what is the philosophy of doing it? Do 
you want to continue to grow at the 
rate we have in the past, which is like 
8 percent a year faster than the growth 
in the economy? Or do we want to re-
duce that level, that rate of growth, 
and balance the budget that way? I 
happen to favor that idea. 

I think voters said, in 1994, the Fed-
eral Government is too big, it is too 
costly, we need to do something to con-
tain it. I think we should do that. So 
that is the great debate. To have that 
debate, you have to have some facts 
there. You have to talk about the same 
numbers. Then we argue about the 
philosophical difference, because there 
is one. 

The idea, somehow, the statement 
that ‘‘I am not going to vote for any 
tax cuts’’ does not seem to me to be 
the kind of thing that I support. I 
think we ought to have tax cuts. I 
think we ought to be able to leave 
more money in the pockets of Amer-
ican families. About 40 percent, on av-
erage, of our income goes to some level 
of taxation. I do not think anybody 
ever intended for that to be the case. 

Of course, there are functions of Gov-
ernment that we all support. There are 
functions of Government that we need 
to fund and finance, but I do not think 
anyone had the notion that we would 
be doing it at the level of 40 percent of 
our income. 

So I hope as we go through this budg-
et—and it is more apparent in budgets 
than anything else—that we can say: 
Here are the basic sets of facts. We 
ought to start there. Then if you dis-
agree, fine. Disagreement is what it is 
all about. 

Let me talk a minute about the gas 
tax filibuster. We have been trying to 
do that for a while. What are we talk-
ing about? First of all, the bill that is 
on the floor has to do with Travelgate 
reimbursement, reimbursing those em-
ployees who were unjustly taken to 
court, who had worked at the White 
House, to pay their legal fees. That is 
the basic issue. 

The amendments to that included a 
gas tax reduction of 4.3 cents. It has to 
do with the minimum wage, a con-
troversial issue, but a valid issue, use-
ful. It has to do with the TEAM con-
cept of allowing employers and em-
ployees to be able to come together to 
use some of the new techniques that 
have been developed in management, 
to allow employers to call upon em-
ployees to find better ways to do 
things. We have seen this happen 
around the world. I come from Cody, 
WY. The guy who started that kind of 
management in Japan came from Cody, 
WY, of all places. And it works. But we 
do not allow that to happen unless 
there is a change. 

The minimum wage is a legitimate 
issue. Interestingly enough, it came up 
here in the Senate about a month ago 
and had not been talked about for 3 
years. But when the AFL–CIO was here 
and promised $35 million for the elec-
tion, suddenly it became an issue. It is 
a legitimate issue. We ought to talk 
about it. 

The gas tax, however, the 4.3 cents— 
the average gas tax paid in this coun-
try is about 38 cents. About half is Fed-
eral, about half State. I come from Wy-
oming where people drive a good deal 
more. Someone mentioned their fam-
ily, when using their car, would save 
about $20. Ours is about $70, because we 
do drive a great deal more. So it is a 
little unfair regionally. I have a paro-
chial concern about that. 

I think one of the interesting things, 
though, is that this 4.3 cents, out of the 
18 cents, is the only portion of the gas 
tax that does not go to the mainte-
nance and building of highways. It goes 
into the general fund. I think it would 
be a mistake to begin to tax this com-
modity generally for nonhighway uses. 
That is what we have done. So we have 
an opportunity now to change that. 

One of the reasons it comes up, of 
course, is because of the extraordinary 
recent prices in gasoline over the last 
month or less. Is this the answer to 
that? No, of course not. But this needs 
to be repealed under any cir-
cumstances. It provides an opportunity 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 06:07 Jun 21, 2008 Jkt 041999 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 J:\ODA16\1996_F~1\S14MY6.REC S14MY6m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

M
IK

E
T

E
M

P
 w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
L 

S
E

C
U

R
IT

Y
 N

U
M

B
E

R
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4999 May 14, 1996 
to talk about it, some way to say, 
‘‘Well, the 4.3 cents will never get to 
the consumer.’’ 

I do not believe that. First of all, it 
has such a high level of visibility that 
it surely will have to go there. Second, 
there is great competition, as you 
know. If I have a gas station on one 
corner and you have one on the other, 
and I lower mine, you are going to 
lower yours, too. That is going to hap-
pen. Competition has a great deal to do 
with that. 

We had a hearing this week and took 
a look at the costs of gasoline, and it is 
roughly a third—about a third for 
crude oil, about a third in the refining 
and marketing, and about a third in 
taxes. Not many commodities are 
taxed that high. So we ought to do 
that. 

I am very disappointed that instead 
of voting on it, instead of following the 
advice of the President, who over the 
years has indicated that he was op-
posed to a gas tax, who indicated dur-
ing his campaign that that was not a 
good tax because it taxed the poor at a 
much higher level of a percentage of 
their income than the rich—it is true— 
now supports it, brought it to us. So we 
need to change that. Why do we not? 
Because our friends on that side of the 
aisle will not let it come up. 

Filibuster. This is not the classic fili-
buster where people stand up and talk 
all night and bring their sleeping bag 
and cook dinner out in the back. This 
is the kind where it is simply obstruc-
tionism that will not let it come to the 
floor, and it continues. 

So we need to change that, Mr. Presi-
dent. We need to move forward. Let 
these issues stand for all as they will. 

Finally, I think there has been some 
frustration, at least on my part, this 
year in that this is not the first time or 
the only time it has happened. My 
friend from Georgia just indicated that 
some 60 times this has happened this 
year, more than any other time in re-
cent history. We have set about to 
make some changes this year. 

I think those of us who just came 
last year in the last election are maybe 
more aware of the need for change, feel 
more of a mandate to make a change. 
I think, to a large extent, we have suc-
ceeded in causing that change to hap-
pen. We have not come to closure on as 
many things as I wish we would have 
and could have, but I can tell you that 
we have changed the debate here. 

Now we are talking about how do you 
balance the budget, arguing about 
which aspects of the budget we can 
change to balance it. For 25 years we 
did not talk about balancing the budg-
et at all. Now we are. Now we are talk-
ing about ways to make Government 
more efficient and more effective and, 
indeed, to move some of the functions 
of Government back closer to people, 
the States and the counties. That is a 
new idea. Not since the Great Society 
with Lyndon Johnson have we talked 
about making it smaller rather than 
larger. So there have been a lot of 

things that this same sort of obstruc-
tionism has caused not to happen. 

Tort reform. A lot of people believe 
that we ought to do something in our 
legal system, do something about liti-
gation so that we do not have this con-
stant pressure. We cannot do that be-
cause there is obstruction from the 
White House. 

Regulatory reform. Almost every-
body understands and recognizes that 
we are overregulated. Sure, we need 
regulations, but they need to be the 
kind that are efficient and effective 
and not so costly. We did not get regu-
latory reform because it was ob-
structed. 

The balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution failed by one vote in 
the Senate. As I mentioned, people 
argue, ‘‘Well, we don’t need to do 
that.’’ The evidence is we do. We do it 
in my State. We do it in most of our 
States. We do it in about 43 States, I 
think. There is a constitutional amend-
ment that you cannot spend more than 
you take in. That makes sense. It is 
morally and fiscally responsible. We 
ought to do that. 

Welfare reform. Almost everybody 
believes that we need to help people 
who need help, but we need to help 
them back into the work force, and we 
need to make some changes so that can 
happen. We need to move that much 
more to the States. Certainly the deliv-
ery system in Wyoming for welfare 
needs to be different than it is in Penn-
sylvania. We have 100,000 miles and 
475,000 people, half of what is in Fairfax 
County across the river. Our system 
has to be different. We need to let the 
States devise that delivery system. 

Health care reform is stalled right 
now. It is not an extensive health care 
reform, but it has to do with port-
ability; it has to do with accessibility 
to insurance. It is hung up now. We 
cannot move forward. 

I have been involved, as have many of 
us, with Superfund reform. Everybody 
knows Superfund reform has to come 
about. One of the main contributors to 
cleaning up Superfund sites are insur-
ance dollars, and 85 percent of those 
dollars go to legal fees, not to cleaning 
up Superfund sites. That needs to be 
changed. We need to reduce spending. 
Talk about balancing the budget— 
spending has continued to grow. 

So, Mr. President, those are some of 
the effects, it seems to me, of sort of 
obstructing moving forward. This one 
is more pronounced than most. We can-
not move on the gas tax. But it has 
been going on all year. That apparently 
is the strategy to move into this elec-
tion, to make sure we do not do any-
thing. I think that is too bad. 

So, Mr. President, I hope that we can 
do something about it. I hope we can 
make a move. I think the 4.3-cent gas 
tax needs to be repealed and needs to 
be returned. I hope, as we move into 
the debate on the budget, that we can 
at least talk about facts, put the num-
bers out there as they really are, and 
then argue about whether you like it 

or not. I hope that we can move for-
ward on a great many of the issues that 
I believe people would like to see con-
sidered and would like to see passed. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry. Are we in morning busi-
ness? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 
morning business. 

f 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
ON DRUG SMUGGLERS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, after read-
ing a May 13 report in the Los Angeles 
Times, I wrote to Attorney General 
Reno expressing my shock at reports 
that Clinton administration officials 
are letting drug smugglers go free as a 
matter of official policy. 

Although I have not yet heard back 
from Attorney General Reno, this is a 
disturbing matter that requires action 
now. Drug use among our children is on 
the rise and is contributing to the rise 
in juvenile crime. 

Therefore, tomorrow I plan to offer a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution calling 
on Attorney General Reno to inves-
tigate this matter and report back to 
Congress in 30 days, and calling on the 
Attorney General to ensure that any 
policy that allows drug smugglers to go 
free is stopped and that all such per-
sons be vigorously prosecuted. 

Mr. President, the Clinton adminis-
tration has been indifferent, at best, to 
the war on drugs right from the begin-
ning when President Clinton largely 
dismantled the drug czar’s office. I 
hope my colleagues will join me in 
sending a strong message that, for the 
sake of our children today and tomor-
row, we believe we must aggressively 
put these drug smugglers—who are 
nothing more than merchants of 
death—where they belong, behind bars. 

I will point out a few statistics. 
These are not Senator DOLE’s facts. 
These are facts given to us by people 
who are experts in the area. The num-
ber of young people between 12 and 17 
using marijuana has increased from 1.6 
million in 1992 to 2.9 million in 1994. 
That has probably increased a lot more 
since the end of 1994. And the category 
of ‘‘recent marijuana use’’ has in-
creased a staggering 200 percent among 
14- to 15-year-olds. About one in three 
high school students uses marijuana, 
and 12- to 17-year-olds who use mari-
juana are 85 percent more likely to 
graduate to cocaine than those who ab-
stain from marijuana. Juveniles who 
reach age 21 without ever having used 
drugs almost never try them later in 
life. If you make the first 21 years 
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