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5. The Uniform Guidelines on Employee Se-
lection also include certain recordkeeping
requirements. 29 C.F.R. §1607. These guide-
lines—which address issues of disparate im-
pact discrimination—apply to discrimination
on the bases of race, color, religion, sex, and
national origin. Since ENDA specifically
does not recognize a cause of action for dis-
parate impact discrimination, the Uniform
Guidelines would have no applicability.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BROWN). Who seeks recognition?

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum has been noted. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Under the previous order, the time
until 5:30 is under control of the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia [Mr.
COVERDELL].

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, it
is my understanding that will be under
my control or a designee, is that cor-
rect?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

(Mr.

TAX RELIEF AND TAX REFORM

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, a
little earlier today, the Senator from
Massachusetts was talking about the
tax relief proposal of our former col-
league, Senator Dole, which, just to
sketch it out, calls for replacing the
current tax system with a simpler,
flatter, fairer system; it cuts the per-
sonal income tax rates across the board
by 15 percent, it cuts the top capital
gains tax rate for individuals in half, to
14 percent; creates the much-debated
$500 per child tax credit, and much
needed, I might add; and expands indi-
vidual retirement accounts. It goes on
to offer a 1l-year tax amnesty during
the transition to a new tax system,
eliminates tax returns for 40 million
low- and middle-income taxpayers, it
shifts the burden of proof from individ-
uals to the IRS, which I have long
thought should be the case.

We currently have two legal systems
in the country. In most cases, you are
innocent until you are proven guilty,
but not if you are dealing with the IRS;
then you are guilty unless you can
somehow extract yourself from it. And
it ends lifestyle audits, that is just
speculation about, ‘“You are driving
sort of an interesting car, maybe we
ought to look into that.” I do not know
of any agency in the United States
Government—which is a real reach,
when you think about it—that shares a
lower reputation among the American
people than the IRS. Anybody who has
visited with Americans anywhere in
the country knows it immediately.

I think that lowering the economic
pressure on America’s working families
ought to be among our first priorities
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in this country. I have said many times
here on the Senate floor that an aver-
age working family in my State is now
forfeiting 53 percent of their earned
wages to a government tax. It is abso-
lutely unheard of.

I thought this was an interesting
quote from Cal Thomas, in a recent ar-
ticle that appeared in the Washington
Times. He says:

When government wants to spend your
money it’s doing something noble. When you
want to keep more of your money, you are
greedy.

I think that perfectly defines what so
much of the debate and language and
rhetoric we hear here in Washington is.
It is almost as if the Government owns
all the fruits of your labor and once in
a while allows you to keep some of it.
I have to tell you, that is absolutely
backward from what Thomas Jefferson
had in mind. He warned us, time and
time again, of governments that con-
sume the fruits of labor and take it
away from the laborer for their own
purposes.

Recently, there was a story that I
think appeared in Readers Digest, and
also the Wall Street Journal, that
asked every strata of American life
what they thought was a fair tax bur-
den, male/female; income groups from
$30,000 to $75,000 or more; Republicans,
Democrats, independents, conserv-
atives, moderates, liberals—what is a
fair tax?

It is almost stunning that it did not
matter what their philosophy, what
their gender, what their income strata
was, they all had an almost identical
answer. The appropriate tax burden on
American citizens and workers should
not exceed 25 percent. In other words,
America believes the tax burden today,
which is the highest level it has ever
been, or the highest percentage of the
gross domestic product, should be half
what it is today; that the Government
ought to be able to fulfill its respon-
sibilities with half of what it is ex-
tracting from every working family.

Of course, we are hearing a lot of
moans and groans from the other side.
““Oh, my heavens, what is the Govern-
ment going to do if it is unable to ex-
tract all these resources from our
working families?”’ As though the Gov-
ernment’s priorities come ahead of
every one of those mothers and fathers
who are trying to feed their children,
educate them, house them, and give
them higher education, prepare them
spiritually. It is just amazing to me.
You would think it was the other way
around, that this money all belonged
to the Government and every now and
then it passes a little favor out to you.

I read over the weekend a story, the
headline, ‘“‘France to Cut Taxes $5 Bil-
lion in Effort To Reduce Deficit.”

PARIS, September 5. France will follow Re-
publican Presidential nominee Robert J.
Dole’s prescription for economic health and
cut taxes to the help reduce its budget def-
icit in the face of a shrinking economy.

That is what happens. When the Gov-
ernment consumes too much it chokes
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the economy, it causes people to lose
jobs, it causes new businesses not to be
formed. I never thought the French
would be ahead of us on this.

It goes on to say they are adopting
Senator Dole’s prescription for eco-
nomic health, cutting taxes to help re-
duce the budget deficit in the face of
the shrinking economy.

The Prime Minister announced tonight—
[that is September 5]—the $5 billion tax cut
for next year and further reductions in fol-
lowing years will make France virtually the
only nation in Western Europe to reduce
taxes so far this decade.

That is quite an amazing turn of
events, that France would be following
the advice of Senator Dole and we have
nothing but rejection from the Senator
from Massachusetts. That is a very,
very interesting comparison.

Then we see here the Senate minor-
ity leader Tom DASCHLE, South Da-
kota, said, ‘“* * * he detected very lit-
tle desire in the Democratic caucus to
act on a tax cut bill before this elec-
tion.” I guess it is understandable, con-
sidering that that caucus is who gave
us the highest tax increase in Amer-
ican history, and little wonder—nor
should we be surprised—they have very
little interest in leaving these dollars
in the checking accounts of America’s
families.

As a matter of fact, this average fam-
ily I was talking about just a few mo-
ments ago now has 2,600 fewer dollars
in their checking account since the ar-
rival of this administration in Wash-
ington. In just 4 years, they are now
consuming over $2,000 more out of
these beleaguered working families in
our country.

Mr. President, I see we have been
joined by my distinguished colleague
from Minnesota. I would like, if he is
agreeable, to extend up to 10 minutes
to the Senator from Minnesota on this
very, very important subject of tax re-
lief and tax reform—much, much need-
ed in our American economy. More im-
portant, around the Kkitchen table and
in the checking accounts of just the
poor average family trying to make it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I wanted
to add, as my colleague mentioned
about the tax cuts that are being pro-
posed for France, I think we note Ger-
many is also proposing tax cuts be-
cause of the huge unemployment rate
in that country. Again, the same thing,
as more government taxes have begun
to choke that economy as well as in
Sweden, so other nations around the
world are looking for ways to encour-
age economic growth through a reduc-
tion in their governments. Like the
Senator from Georgia said, it is hard to
believe they would be ahead of the
United States making those determina-
tions.

But, Mr. President, America’s work-
ing families, as we have been talking
about, face greater hardships now than
at any time in the last decade and the
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impact of the Clinton Presidency is
being felt on all fronts: the economy is
flat, taxes are on the rise, while take-
home pay is not going anywhere at all.

Despite his administration’s claims
to the contrary, the economy has
merely slogged along since Bill Clinton
took office, growing at a barely percep-
tible 2.4 percent and making this recov-
ery the slowest of the past century.
The projected growth for next year is
only 1.9 percent. At the same time, the
Government’s tax collectors are mak-
ing new demands of working Americans
and siphoning away more of their dol-
lars than at any other time in history.
In too many cases, workers are actu-
ally taking home less in their pay en-
velopes than they did 4 years ago.

It did not help when Bill Clinton ve-
toed the balanced budget legislation
passed last year by Congress. Without
a balanced budget to keep interest
rates in line, families are paying sig-
nificantly more to finance necessary
expenditures: an extra $36,000 for a
home mortgage, for example, or $1,400
more for a student loan and higher in-
terest fees again because of a vetoed
balanced budget by this President.
Those are dollars that could have been
spent saving for a child’s education, or
purchasing health care, insurance, and
other basic family needs.

If families feel as though they are
being squeezed between high taxes, a
White House that cannot stop spend-
ing, and a stagnant economy, they are
right—and it is called the Clinton
crunch.

Under economic policies perpetuated
by the Clinton administration, our cit-
ies are suffering as well. Since 1965, 15
of the 25 largest U.S. cities have to-
gether lost over 4 million residents, at
the same time the Nation’s population
has grown by 60 million. As residents
bail out in record numbers, America’s
job creators have joined the flight.
Dozens of Fortune 500 companies, once
headquartered in New York City have
relocated since the 1970’s, and the sta-
tistics are similarly grim in other
major cities such as Cleveland, Detroit,
Philadelphia, and St. Louis.

The urban centers in my home State
of Minnesota are no exception—accord-
ing to the U.S. Census Bureau, St. Paul
and Minneapolis are shrinking, too. In
the 4-year period between 1990 and 1994,
the population in my State’s two larg-
est cities dropped by nearly 4 percent.
A study recently released by the Min-
nesota Planning Office revealed that
even as the rest of the State is experi-
encing dramatic growth in the 1990’s,
its metropolitan hubs are not.

Once the job creators are gone and
employment opportunities vanish with
them, the hearts of our once mighty
economic centers wither away. Poverty
and crime flourish like weeds in their
place.

Consider the alarming murder statis-
tics now rocking the Twin Cities. St.
Paul recorded 25 homicides in all of
1995; already this year, 256 murders have
been reported. The 71 homicides on the
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books this year in Minneapolis mean
the city may match—or even exceed—
last year’s record number of killings.

What is driving people away? Why
are our cities no longer the powerful
economic magnets of the past? Sadly,
just as it is responsible for the state of
the economy as a whole, the Govern-
ment itself bears much of the responsi-
bility.

A recent study by the Cato Institute
found excessive Government spending
and high taxes to be a major cause, not
just a consequence, of urban decline.

Researchers have learned that cities
that overspend and overtax lose popu-
lation; cities with low spending and
low taxes gain population.

The Federal tax burden continues to
rise. Today, a typical, two-income fam-
ily is paying nearly 40 percent of its in-
come in Federal, State, and local
taxes. That is devastating for urban
families who struggle every day to
keep a job, put food on the table, and
make a decent home for themselves
and their children—while Government
continues to demand more.

We have two workers in most house-
holds today. One is working to provide
for the family, the other is working to
provide for the Government.

Most taxpayers do not realize that in
recent years, 15 cents of every tax dol-
lar they have contributed has gone to-
ward paying the interest on our $5.2
trillion national debt.

In 1995, more than $230 billion which
could have been put to work meeting
the Nation’s needs was instead squan-
dered on interest payments—payments
amassed because for 40 years, Wash-
ington always got whatever it wanted
when it visited the candy store, wheth-
er it had the money or not.

Until Washington stops spending
more than it takes in, the national
debt will continue to swell, until we
have left our grandchildren a bill even
they will be hard pressed to pay off, if
they have the ability at all to pay.

America must do better, and so Re-
publicans, along with Bob Dole, have
unveiled a plan that will stimulate eco-
nomic growth and restore opportunity
to every American family.

It is a comprehensive blueprint for
our future built on three, interwoven
themes: First, America’s budget must
be brought into balance; second, work-
ing families deserve tax relief, and
third, the IRS, as we know it, must
come to an end.

And again Bob Dole, has detailed this
plan and what it offers for individuals,
for families, and for the country.

Despite the arguments you hear from
across the aisle who draw conclusions,
irrespective of what is based on these
plans, a balanced budget is at the heart
of our economic plan. By boarding up
the candy store and cutting Federal
waste and inefficiency, we will balance
the budget by the year 2002 while we
protect and preserve Medicare, Med-
icaid, and other vital Federal programs
upon which millions of Americans rely.

At a time when nearly 1 out of every
4 dollars earned by working Americans
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goes to pay Federal taxes, we believe
relief from Washington is long overdue.

Our plan benefits every taxpayer by
automatically cutting their taxes by 15
percent. That is a significant change
from the policies of the past 4 years,
when promises of tax relief were dis-
placed by a 1993 tax increase of historic
proportions.

More than any other segment of soci-
ety, America’s middle-class families
have borne the brunt of the Govern-
ment’s tax-happy ways. We have recog-
nized their sacrifice by offering them a
$5600-per-child tax credit.

As the Senate author of the child tax
credit, I have long recognized the dra-
matic results we could achieve by cut-
ting taxes for 24 million working
households nationwide and allowing
families to control more of the dollars
that they work so hard to make. The
$600-per-child tax credit is not pea-
nuts—it is real help at a time when
more Americans are working extra jobs
or taking on overtime hours to keep
from sinking under their tax burden.

In my State alone, it means families
in Minnesota would keep $500 million
in their pockets to spend on their fami-
lies to decide how to spend rather than
turning those dollars over to Wash-
ington for Washington to make those
decisions.

Our vision for America’s economic
future will confound those who con-
tinue to defend the failed policies of
the past. Clinging desperately to their
borrow-and-spend ways, they claim
that tax relief and deficit reduction
cannot go hand in hand. Yet our plan
proves these are compatible goals. The
tax cuts of the Reagan era ushered in
America’s longest peacetime expan-
sion, helping to create 20 million new
jobs and pushing incomes and living
standards to record highs. As more
Americans found work and earned
higher salaries, they collectively paid
more in taxes even though individually
they were paying less.

Yes, the deficit rose, but it was in the
hands of a Democrat-controlled Con-
gress that failed to match tax cuts
with spending cuts of its own and in-
stead a Congress that spent $1.59 for
every tax dollar it collected. They say
we cannot have tax cuts and balance
the budget, but we can if we have a
Congress that is willing to cut the
spending at the same time. A Congress
and President committed to realizing a
balanced budget in 6 years would
achieve unparalleled growth in the
economy and offer Americans unparal-
leled opportunities for success.

Finally, we must untangle the deeply
rooted IRS from the lives of the Amer-
ican people. If the IRS seems omni-
present, well, it is. Today, it is five
times as big as the FBI and twice as
large as the CIA. Just to comply with
the jumble of laws it has imposed on
the taxpayers it takes the annual
equivalent of 3 million people, working
full time, and the IRS continues to
STOW.

But even as its budget has increased
from $2.5 billion in 1979 to $7.5 billion
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this year, IRS service to the taxpayers
has steadily declined.

An example: Working families have
paid billions just to modernize the
agency’s tax collection system. The re-
sults, according to the GAO, have cre-
ated chaos, and more importantly, the
IRS remains hostile to the average
American taxpayer.

For example, every day, my State of-
fice received complaints from constitu-
ents who have been frustrated that
they can’t even get through to an IRS
agent. The have been calling the IRS 1-
800 lines. The lines, they say are con-
stantly busy. In some cases, my con-
stituents tried for 3 or 4 days before
they were actually able to get through.

Another story I recently encountered
was that of one Minnesotan who owes
about $24,000 in back taxes because his
building business had a few lean years.
He said he built a spec house in 1994
and now he finally has a buyer for it.

But here is the problem. He says he
will be able to make $18,000 on the
house if he sells it, which will all go to
the IRS, but the IRS strapped a lien on
the house and it will not release it be-
cause he can’t pay the entire $24,000.

So by holding him hostage and de-
manding it all, the IRS is shooting
itself in the foot when it could have al-
ready collected at least 70 percent of
the debt and allowed this individual to
go on and try to earn more money to
pay his back taxes. And this is quite
typical.

The abusive power and the arrogance
of the IRS must be brought to an end.
Fundamental reform of the IRS must
be part of any plan to help unleash the
American economy—a reinvented IRS,
a balanced budget, relief from high
taxes, and an economy that frees, not
entraps, American families.

Mr. President, finally, that is the dif-
ference between another 4 years of
what we have called and what you have
heard talked about as the Clinton
Crunch and our vision for America’s fu-
ture. That is a vision of hope and op-
portunity, a vision that deserves a
closer look by the American taxpayers.
I hope they do that in the next couple
of weeks. Mr. President, I thank you. I
yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
wonder if the Senator from Minnesota
might comment. His discussion about
American cities is most interesting.
My home city since 1970-75 has lost
125,000 residents. My argument is that
if these cities just continue to impose
higher and higher financial burdens,
the end result is they make the city
richer and poorer, because every time
they ratchet the tax up, they drive an-
other big segment of the middle class
right out of the city. You cannot desta-
bilize the middle class. They are going
to find the relief that they want. They
vote with their feet. Does the Senator
concur with that?

Mr. GRAMS. Very much so. It is kind
of a catch-22. Every time the city says
they need more programs to encourage
people to stay, they have to somehow
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have the revenues, so they raise taxes.
And every time they raise taxes, they
have an ever-increasing burden, not
only on the people, but the businesses
that support them. Once the businesses
leave, it leaves a vacuum for crime and
other problems. It is a catch-22. The
Government says they will put more
money into it, so they have to raise
taxes and generate more revenue. And
it compounds the problem, as the Cato
Institute said. The Government is a
consequence, not just a contributing
factor, but a consequence of this prob-
lem.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator for his remarks.

In just a moment I am going to turn
to our colleague from Alabama. But
with regard to the IRS, when I was a
youngster, I was always taught Gov-
ernment was our partner. I think some
people have gotten confused and they
now think it is our boss.

Since 1954, the number of different
penalties the IRS imposes on taxpayers
has increased from 13 to 150—13 to 150.
In 1992, the IRS imposed 33 million pen-
alties on taxpayers. The amount of
penalties the IRS assesses has soared
from a total of $1.3 billion in 1978 to
$12.5 billion in 1992. You think we have
a rage of criminality in our country? I
think this is just absurd. The over 100
new penalties created in recent decades
amounts to a deck of trump cards the
Government can play against their own
citizens. It is just totally inappro-
priate.

Since 1980, the number of levies, the
IRS seizures of bank accounts and pay-
checks, has increased fourfold, reach-
ing 3.2 million in 1992. The U.S. General
Accounting Office estimated in 1990
that the IRS imposes 50,000 incorrect
and unjustified levies on citizens and
businesses per year—50,000. GAO esti-
mated that 6 percent of IRS levies on
businesses were incorrect. It is time for
a major overhaul there.

Mr. President, I am going to yield up
to 10 minutes to my colleague from
Alabama.

Mr. SHELBY. Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CAMPBELL). The Senator from Alabama
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I want-
ed to come to the floor today and try
to set the record straight on Senator
Dole’s tax relief plan. Over and over,
Mr. President, the media pundits and
the liberal Democrats, such as our
President, have been telling the Amer-
ican people that Senator Dole’s tax re-
lief plan will ‘‘balloon the deficit’’ or
result in ‘‘extreme’ or ‘‘draconian”
spending cuts which will hurt our chil-
dren and starve the poor.

Mr. President, I believe these scare
tactics are not only wrong, they are
shameless, and it is time we start
standing up here and telling the Amer-
ican people the truth. I want to briefly
lay out in a few minutes today some of
the facts to expose the myths put forth
by the guardians of Big Government—
yves, the guardians of Big Government.
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First, Mr. President, President Clin-
ton, I believe, is wrong, wrong to claim
that broad-based tax relief will in-
crease the deficit. He often points to
the 1980’s as proof that cutting taxes
results in higher deficits. However, the
facts just do not support his claim. For
example, when President Reagan, with
the help of the Congress, cut the taxes
in the early 1980’s from a top rate of 70
percent down to 28 percent, total reve-
nues to the Treasury during that time
increased by 99.4 percent during the
following decade.

What was this due to? It was due to
the record rates of economic growth
which occurred during the 1980’s, an av-
erage, Mr. President, as you will recall,
of about 4 percent a year. These cuts
stimulated the longest peacetime eco-
nomic expansion in American history.
More than 20 million new jobs were cre-
ated, and more people were paying
taxes, increasing Government revenues
at that time.

The fact is, Mr. President, that the
massive deficits of the 1980’s did not re-
sult from tax cuts; they resulted from
skyrocketing rates of Federal spend-
ing. For example, during the 1980’s,
Federal spending increased by 112 per-
cent; it doubled in just 10 short years.
This out-of-control spending is the cul-
prit for the deficits of the 1980’s, not
President Reagan’s tax cuts.

What this means for us today is that
we should not hesitate to give the
American people long overdue tax re-
lief. History over and over, Mr. Presi-
dent, has proven that lower taxes gen-
erate economic growth and will in-
crease every citizen’s standard of liv-
ing. But we need to make sure such re-
lief is accompanied by cuts in spend-
ing. Cuts in spending is the issue.

This is where the Democrats have
tried to scare people. We have heard
over and over that broad-based tax re-
lief will result in extreme cuts in
spending. Mr. President, the under-
lying assumption of this argument is
that the Government has cut costs ev-
erywhere it can and that all wasteful
Government programs have been elimi-
nated and that the only Government
programs which are left are ones that,
if cut, would hurt children or starve
the poor. That, Mr. President, is every
bit as extreme as it is ridiculous.

The idea that the Government simply
cannot afford to let people keep more
of the money that they earn is appall-
ing. Whose money is it anyway, Mr.
President?

Since when did the Government have
an entitlement to everything people
earned? This is an important point
here today because, by buying into the
argument that the Government cannot
afford to give Americans a tax cut, we
lose title to our freedom every day,
sort of by adverse possession, if you
will. Congress should not have to jus-
tify broad-based tax relief. Rather, Mr.
President, it should justify every single
dollar it takes out of the pockets of the
American people who work every day
to supply it.
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The White House should never again
say that we cannot afford broad-based
tax relief.

Let me give you just a small example
of one way we could pay for tax relief.
I think it is instructive. Robert Sha-
piro of the Progressive Policy Institute
has identified, Mr. President, more
than $100 billion of corporate welfare
hidden in the current Tax Code, special
interests’ Tax Code. We should elimi-
nate all corporate welfare, Mr. Presi-
dent, and enact immediate tax relief
for individuals in America.

I have introduced legislation which
would do this by scrapping the entire
Tax Code, eliminating all deductions
and special tax breaks for special inter-
ests, and replacing it with a low, flat-
rate tax system. The Tax Code should
not be a tool, Mr. President, for Wash-
ington to maintain control over our
citizens’ private resources. Washington
should not single out certain people or
corporations in America to receive spe-
cial treatment in the form of tax
breaks, as they have done over the
years.

Everyone—everyone—in America
should be on the same playing field.
And they are not. The flat tax would
rid this town of thousands of lobbyists
who spend millions of dollars a year
trying to get special tax breaks for cor-
porate America. All in all, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has identified thus
far 64 provisions of the Tax Code which
can be considered corporate welfare.
This is increasing the tax burden of the
average taxpayer by hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars.

Mr. President, I reject the notion
that we cannot afford broad-based tax
relief for the American people. That
view is simply a smokescreen used by
the President and the Democrats to
safeguard their sacred social programs
and maintain Federal control over the
economy. There is plenty of room in
the Federal budget, I believe, if we
look hard enough, to provide broad-
based tax relief and still balance the
budget.

Republicans have already done it
once and I think we can do it again. I
just hope the next time we do, Mr.
President, we will have a President
who will not protect the status quo and
veto our proposal but look to help the
working people of America.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
certainly want to thank and commend
the Senator from Alabama for his re-
marks on the current economic burden
on America’s working families. We
have just been joined by my colleague
from Oklahoma. We have been talking
about the IRS and the way it almost
functions out of a system of fear and as
an arrogant bully. I know the Senator
has come to speak on that.

I yield up to 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator
from Georgia. I am glad to have an op-
portunity to talk about this. I cer-
tainly agree with the Senator from
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Alabama when he talks about the situ-
ations that come up.

I do not know why it is that people
will not read a little history. In three
decades in the last 100 years we have
dramatically increased our revenues by
reducing marginal tax rates. Of course,
the last one that was the most obvious,
the first one in our lifetime, was John
Kennedy when he said we have to have
more revenue, and to get more reve-
nues we will reduce the tax rates. It
worked. Of course, it happened again in
the 1980’s.

Again, the problem we have with a
number of bureaucracies, and certainly
the IRS is probably the best example to
use, is they have so much power and
they are able to use that power to whip
people into submission.

I have several cases I will share with
you, Mr. President. An IRS case, one
William Pell Thompson, an Air Force
captain based in Montana was expect-
ing a modest $104 tax refund for 1995.
Instead he was told by the IRS that his
$104 had been seized for back child sup-
port payments in North Carolina where
he was accused of owing $6,700 that
soon would be taken from his wages.
Captain Thompson has never lived in
North Carolina, had only two children
by his first and only wife, to which he
was still happily married. Captain
Thompson was awaiting transfer to
Colorado Springs in which he was un-
able to get the credit to buy a home
and a number of things that happened
that really were destructive in his life.

Here is a story that was testimony
before a Senate subcommittee. Rather
than go into the details, I will read the
letter, a suicide note that was given by
a man named Council. His wife’s name
was Kay. This is the letter:

MY DEAREST KAY: I have taken my life in
order to provide capital for you. The IRS and
its liens which have been taken against our
property illegally by a runaway agency of
our government have dried up all sources of
credit for us. So I have made the only deci-
sion I can. It is purely a business decision.
You will find my body on the lot of the north
side of the house.

She eventually won a Federal court
ruling and she and her husband owed
the IRS nothing.

I got off the phone a few minutes ago
and there is a guy in Tulsa, Mr. Presi-
dent, named Iliff. He rebuilds air-
planes. In fact, a couple years ago I
flew an airplane around the world emu-
lating the flight of Wiley Post. He is
the one who rebuilt the aircraft for me
that had been previously wrecked.

In 1994—and I know this guy real
well, and his family—we were con-
tacted by Chuck Iliff regarding a prob-
lem his mother, Edna Faye Iliff, a 90-
year-old widow from Muskogee, OK,
was having with the IRS. The IRS was
pursuing a case against his brother, a
self-employed boilermaker.

What had happened here was Mrs.
Iliff, who is a widow, had failing
health. She had a small savings of
some $3,600 she put in her account, but
she allowed her two sons to have their
names on the account in the event
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something happened to her so they
could get at the money without having
serious problems.

The IRS came along and seized her
account because they felt they had a
case against the son of failing to pay
withholding taxes. They actually got
that money from Mrs. Iliff, a 90-year-
old widow. Later on they found they
were wrong, and they were able to get
back—at a cost to the Iliffs of $1,600—
that $3,600 back, and there is no inter-
est that was paid.

What I can say is there are a lot of
people in Government that are very
good people. Unfortunately, the more
power you give to someone, the greater
the propensity to abuse that power. As
Lord Acton said, ‘“‘absolute power cor-
rupts absolutely.”

It is not just the IRS. We have a case
in Tulsa, Jimmy Dunn, Mill Creek
Lumber Co., called and said, ‘‘INHOFE,
the EPA has put me out of business.” 1
said, “What did you do wrong?”’ And he
said, “I don’t think I did anything
wrong. I have been selling in our small
family-owned lumber company, our
used crankcase o0il to the same con-
tractor for 20 years.” He said that con-
tractor was licensed by the Federal
Government, the State of Oklahoma,
the county of Tulsa, and yet they have
traced some of that oil from 10 years
ago that went to the Double Eagle
Superfund site, and now I have a letter
in front of me which he read from the
Administrator of the EPA that said,
“We are going to come after you for
fines of $25,000 a day.”

Now, obviously, they did not do it,
but the whole idea is many people in
the bureaucracy consider it their job
and they seem to enjoy abusing nor-
mal, honest, taxpaying citizens. These
cases with the IRS just point out that
not only are we an overtaxed society,
we are paying too much in taxes, the
American families are having to pay
too much, but the way in which it is
collected is also abusive.

I am hoping—and we have made sev-
eral proposals, Mr. President, the Re-
publican Party, some call it a flat tax,
some talk about having a VAT tax to
replace income taxes altogether—
something will come along and we will
be able to propose and pass that. We
know if we pass it with this Republican
Congress that now the President will
veto it. We have heard that over and
over again. I am hoping we will be able
to be successful in changing the per-
sonality in the White House so we can
get real tax reform and the abusive
practices of many of the bureaucracies
off the backs of the honest taxpaying
American citizens.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. I, too, had noted
the case where the husband committed
suicide in order to protect the financial
interests.

Another case noted that way, ‘“The
IRS had claimed that my parents Jack
and Wanda Biggars owed $90,000 in back
taxes. On February 10, 1988, the agency
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was going to auction off their home. On
the morning of the auction my mother
shot my father and then turned the gun
on herself.”

Some of these cases are just abso-
lutely beyond belief. One of them I was
reading earlier this afternoon, about a
day care center. And this woman, Sue
Stoya, had gone to Englewood World to
pick up her 7-year-old daughter, Kath-
erine. Before they could leave with
their children, the parents said they
had to sign a form pledging to pay the
Government what they owed the day
care center, because the day care cen-
ter was in arrears. They indicated that
you could not take your child out of
the building—get this—the Federal
agent said, ‘“You cannot have your
child until you sign this document.”

This whole thing has gone way too
far. We have been joined by the Sen-
ator from Wyoming. I would like to
yield up to 10 minutes to him for his
presentation this afternoon.

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

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for arranging for time to
talk about taxation. It seems to me
that it is one of the things that all of
us talk about most of the time in var-
ious ways, and we need to talk about
it. T would like to move away a little
bit from the specifics of the amount
that we talk about and the specifics of
even how it is done and, rather, talk a
little more about the philosophy of
taxation. I will talk a little bit about
the strategy of taxation. I think it is
important, over time, that we really
take a look at where we want to go,
what the choices are with respect to
Government, with respect to taxation,
where you and I will be, where our kids
will be, and where our grandkids will
be in terms of the strategy and philos-
ophy of taxation over a period of time.
It is a broad question.

The numbers I have seen now, Mr.
President, indicate that, on the aver-
age, American families pay 38 percent
of their income in total taxes. Now,
that is a lot of money. That is a lot.
Think about how long you work out of
the year in order to pay your taxes. I
believe in May, or late May, is tax day.
So without the detail, I think that is a
philosophy of taxes.

Obviously, there have to be taxes
paid in a democracy, in a civilized soci-
ety, to cover those kinds of things that
clearly have to be done by Govern-
ment, whether it be defense, interstate
commerce, or whatever. There is no
question about that. But it seems to
me what we really ought to be think-
ing about, as we are into an election
cycle, and indeed into an election, is
the fact that there are choices. There
are fairly clear choices as to where we
go with Government and where we go
with taxes. And there is a direct rela-
tionship between the two things. We
are not just talking here about num-
bers, about arithmetic, and we are not
just talking about addition; we are
talking about Government. Obviously,
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the more Government that we ask for,
the more Government that we want,
and if we are going to be fiscally re-
sponsible, of course, the more taxes we
have to come up with to pay for that.
So there are choices. That is what elec-
tions ought to be about.

I must tell you that I am a little con-
cerned that over the years—and this
campaign is more so than any that I
think I have ever seen, where the
choices are pretty badly blurred. We
don’t really have spelled out, as we
should have, the clear choices that vot-
ers have to make. That is what elec-
tions are for—making choices. Taxes,
of course, is one of them. But it is real-
ly secondary to how much Government
you are going to have. And that is a
choice that we make.

Some people want more Government;
others choose less. I happen to, as you
can tell from my comments, be on the
less side. But it is choice. You have to
talk about the role of government.
What do you think the Federal Govern-
ment ought to be doing? What are the
roles? What are the roles of the State
and local governments? I have just
come back, as most of you have, from
my State—in my case, Wyoming—
where you get involved in lots of
things. Most recently, frankly, was a
fundraiser for the museum at the Uni-
versity of Wyoming honoring ALAN and
Ann SIMPSON. An effort was made, vol-
untarily, to do something in our town,
in our State, for the museum for the
university. I spoke earlier to the emer-
gency medical people in Cheyenne, peo-
ple who volunteer to do things in their
communities. These are very impor-
tant, life or death matters in small
towns. There is no hospital there. So if
something happens, you use the emer-
gency medical service. It’s done by
local government and voluntarism.

It has to do with choices and the role
of government. Federal involvement?
Obviously, some things are inherently
Federal, such as interstate commerce,
and many of those things. So I guess I
am taking a very difficult topic and
trying to make it simple for myself.
There is a strategy of where we go,
where you want to be in a number of
years, and in terms of the size and role
of government and, consequently, the
taxes that are paid with it. Too often,
it seems to me, we get involved with
the details—and they are important—
of how you tax, who you tax, how you
enforce it, and all those Kkinds of
things, which are critical. But over-
shadowing all that and overriding that
is a strategy and a philosophy.

There are different philosophies, and
they are legitimate. Unfortunately,
they are not altogether clear. There is
a gentleman at the University of Wyo-
ming who is very clear. He is a very
liberal man, and it is a legitimate
view. He thinks there ought to be more
Government and there ought to be
more taxes. He believes government
can spend the money better than you
and I can in families. That is a legiti-
mate view. But it is a choice. Quite
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often, right here, those basic dif-
ferences are sort of submerged and we
begin to talk about details when we
really ought to start with the question
of philosophy, of where you want to go.

I think it is important to recognize
that there are differences. One of the
things that we need to think about,
strategically, of course, is what is the
impact of high taxes? What is the im-
pact on the economy? Clearly, if there
is less money taken in taxes, more
money is invested in the system, more
money is invested in the economy,
more money is invested to create jobs,
more people are able to earn and take
care of themselves. That is inherently
clear. It is a very efficient way of allo-
cating funds in the market system.

The other question you have to ask
yourself, of course, is whether money is
spent better by being collected in taxes
and then spent by the Government on
behalf of the people, or is it indeed
spent better when you and I and our
families in this country decide for our-
selves where to spend our money?

A further question, of course, is,
what are the incentives? This is a sys-
tem of economic incentives. We work
and we invest because there is a chance
to be successful, there is a chance to be
profitable, there is a chance to do well.
That is what the system is about. That
is what the incentives are. So taxes
seek to take away some of that.

I guess I want to stress again that
taxes are a legitimate thing, but we
have to decide what it is we want. It is
very key, I believe, to where we go in
the future. So there will be a great de-
bate around tax relief. I think maybe,
in the case of tax relief, it will be fairly
clear. The differences are fairly clear
and people can make the choice. One of
the things, of course, inherent is that,
at least to some degree—and I am not
a economist and I know it only goes so
far—reducing tax levies and tax per-
centages increases the total taxes that
come in, because it encourages the in-
vestment and more and more activity.

So, Mr. President, I hope that as we
talk about our choices, you and me, as
citizens, as we come to making the de-
cisions that are inherent in an elec-
tion, that we take a look at the philos-
ophy of taxes. Are we better off if we
could reduce that 38 percent, have
some tax relief, have more money to
invest, have more money to spend, and
more money to generate for the econ-
omy, or not?

Mr. President, I suggest that one of
the real issues for us is—and my philos-
ophy obviously is that we ought to
have less government—that we ought
to do more closer to the people, and
more in the States and localities where
we can do it more efficiently. Our real
task is to look forward to the future as
to where we go with young people,
where they will be, where they will be
paying taxes, and whether they will
have the freedom to choose to spend
vis-a-vis other questions that we face.

Mr. President, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity. I appreciate my friend from
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Georgia providing for this debate, this
discussion, about an issue that affects
all of us and that we will decide in No-
vember.

I yield the floor.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
appreciate very much the remarks by
the Senator from Wyoming.

In a moment I am going to turn to
the Senator from Florida. But just let
me say very quickly that we know that
virtually every segment of American
life deals with the tax burden today,
and it is about what they think it
should be. You would be hard pressed
to find a segment of our country that
believes the IRS is not a threatening
institution today. That is the majority
of American people—the vast majority
of American people—think this agency
needs an overhaul. By staggering num-
bers, the American people feel the tax
system is utterly too complicated. In
fact, it takes the average taxpayer 11
hours to do their taxes. That adds up to
5.4 billion man-hours per year. The sta-
tistics are alarming. It is too high. It is
too intrusive, and it is too com-
plicated. It ought to be at the core of
the work of this Congress and the next
Congress to get these things corrected.

I yield the remainder of my time to
the distinguished Senator from Flor-
ida. That will be about 7 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida, Mr. MACK, is recog-
nized.

Mr. MACK. I thank the Senator from
Georgia for yielding. That should be
plenty of time.

Mr. President, I would like to take
this opportunity to lay the groundwork
about why it is important that the
Dole-Kemp economic plan be embraced
by the Nation and eventually passed
into law.

There are two points that I want to
talk about. One has to do with the
growth of the economy, and the other
has to do with the tax relief that is
really needed for the American family.

But I want to start from a premise
that the discussion here really is moti-
vated by the opportunity over the
years to talk to people in my State
about the burden that they feel the
Government has imposed on them in
the form of taxes. They believe that
there is too much Washington inter-
ference in their lives, that Washington
spends too much, that Washington
wastes too much of the money, that
Washington taxes them too much, and
that they really want Washington off
their backs. You have to think about
the perspective that they have. If you
stop and think about individuals that
you know, or individuals that you have
met when you have been out to town
meetings, or wherever, that have told
you stories about their lives, then it
becomes real. It becomes something
other than a debate about economics.
It becomes something other than a de-
bate about Democrats versus Repub-
licans, or conservatives versus liberals.
It becomes a debate about what is in
their best interest, about what we can

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

do, in essence, to allow America’s fami-
lies to become stronger. As America’s
families become stronger, the Nation
becomes stronger as well.

So the kind of people who I think
about are those individuals who come
to me and tell me that both husband
and wife are working and that they are
working long, long hours; that they get
up before sunrise, and they probably
don’t get back to their home until
after the sun has set. They get up on
Tuesday and do it over again; on
Wednesday and do it over again; on
Thursday and do it over again; and on
Friday and do it over again. Some do it
on Saturdays.

I know of a family where the husband
works two jobs during the week, goes
home Friday night, and the wife begins
work for the weekend. He takes care of
the children over the weekend, and she
works over the weekend. Those are the
kinds of people that I am talking about
that are paying—as the Senator from
Georgia indicated—almost 40 percent of
their earnings in taxes. That is, when
they pick up their paycheck at the end
of the week, or every 2 weeks, or at the
end of the month, like everybody else,
they immediately look at the deduc-
tions. “How much is being taken out of
my pay?’ That number is getting larg-
er and larger every year.

What it means is that they are hav-
ing to work longer and longer. In fact,
I think the tax freedom day is now oc-
curring sometime in May. For those
who do not know what tax freedom day
is, tax freedom day is the day, when it
arrives, where you no longer have to be
working to pay your taxes. Everything
from that day forward is free of taxes.
You paid for the Government in Wash-
ington, the government in Tallahassee,
or the government in Lee County, or
whatever it might happen to be. That
tax freedom day is taking each of us in-
dividually longer and longer and longer
through each year to get to the point
where the worker actually is doing it
for their families—to be able to see
that our children have an opportunity
for a better education, that they are
better clothed, that their housing is in
better condition.

In fact, that brings to mind one of
the things that the Dole-Kemp folks
are talking about—that today in Amer-
ica the typical family in America is
paying more in taxes to Washington, to
Tallahassee, to Lee County, Fort
Myers—more in taxes than they are
spending on food, clothing, and shelter.
There is just something fundamentally
wrong when government has gotten to
that size.

Again, without getting into the de-
bate about liberal versus conservative,
I think when people pick up those pay-
checks and look to see what their de-
ductions are, they are realizing that
they are paying for a government,
frankly, that they believe is wasting
their money. So it is from that premise
that I make these remarks.

Again, two points: There is economic
growth and the burden of taxes on the
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American family. There are those who
are going to say, ‘‘CONNIE, you know,
you are going to be talking about weak
economic growth in the country, but
President Clinton has told us that this
is the strongest economic growth in
three decades, I think.” That is just
fundamentally wrong. Yes, we had a
good month or a good quarter last
quarter. I am delighted about that. We
saw the unemployment rate drop, and
we saw the growth rate in the country
g0 to 4.8 percent. That is good. But the
problem is that every economist, that I
am aware of anyway—or I should prob-
ably should say almost all economists
are predicting that the growth rate in
the economy is going to slow down
again. The year 1997 is projected by the
Federal Reserve, I believe, which is
saying 1.75 to 2.25 for 1997. The adminis-
tration’s own forecast is 2.3.

Again, let me put into context where
we have been with the Clinton adminis-
tration. The average growth in the
economy now during the Clinton ad-
ministration is 2.35 percent. How does
that compare with other periods of
time? For the 10 years preceding Presi-
dent Clinton, the average growth was
3.2 percent; the year immediately pre-
ceding President Clinton, 3.7 percent.
The five economic expansions since
World War II, 4.4 percent. If you take
every year since the end of World War
II, it is 3.2 percent. I mean the econ-
omy is moving along at a snail’s pace.

What does that mean to that family
I was referring to a minute ago? It
means the loss of production in the
country that amounts to about $308 bil-
lion. If you convert that into what that
means to the family, if we had been
growing, let us say, at the average of
3.2 over these last 3% years compared
to what we have been, the average fam-
ily in America would be $3,116 better
off; $260 a month better off as a result.

Some of the other statistics that I
have developed: The typical household
income is about $1,000 less than the av-
erage of the decade before President
Clinton. Real hourly wages and real
weekly wages are both lower now than
they were in 1992. After-tax incomes
are growing at about roughly half the
rate prior to President Clinton. They
are growing at a rate now of about 1.8
percent compared to the decade before
President Clinton of 3.2 percent. Me-
dian family income has declined 4 out
of the last 5 years. As I said a moment
ago, families are paying more in taxes
than they are for food, clothing, and
shelter.

The Dole-Kemp—I think it is impor-
tant that people focus on it as an eco-
nomic plan, not just as a tax plan, but
an economic plan—has a number of
components to it.

One is the requirements to pass a bal-
anced budget constitutional amend-
ment which would make it a constitu-
tional requirement that we balance the
budget.

What does that mean? Let us say
that the critics are right, that the
growth, the return, if you will, the re-
capture that comes as a result of the



S10064

lower tax rates is not 27 percent but 20
percent. That means we are going to
have to find more spending to make
the reductions or we are going to have
to put off some tax relief for the Amer-
ican family. I happen to believe that
we can do the 1lb-percent reduction in
marginal tax rates and that we can
give a $500 per child tax credit and still
meet that goal. So, No. 1, balance the
budget, constitutional amendment, a
balanced budget plan to balance the
budget by the year 2002.

The second component—I think the
first most important—reduce the taxes,
a 15 percent reduction in the marginal
tax rate. I would ask people to focus on
the marginal tax rate. What we are
saying to individuals with these lower
rates is you get to keep more of what
you save, earn, invest, work for. You
get to keep more of it.

Most people believe that if you get to
keep more of what you are earning,
you are more inclined to try to figure
out ways to earn more because you get
to keep more of it.

In addition to that, the plan calls for
a cutting in half of the capital gains
tax rate. I know there are people who
say this is just nothing but a giveaway
to the wealthy. I adamantly disagree
with that. I think there is statistical
data which indicates that is not an ac-
curate statement. The issue here is
about America’s future. Are we going
to have the capital necessary to invest
in the new technologies of the 21st cen-
tury?

I give a little bit different perspec-
tive. Think of capital gains taxes as a
wall that has been built around old in-
vestment. If that wall is too high, you
are not going to be able to get that
capital to move from the old invest-
ments to the new investments because
people are going to say the rate on that
tax is too high; I just will not sell the
asset. If it is not sold, A, there is no
revenue to the Federal Government
and, B, there is no ability to transfer
that capital from the old technologies
into the technologies of the future. So
I think they are right on target in say-
ing we need to find a way to allow this
capital to flow.

Third, it is time that we gave Amer-
ican families, middle-income America,
a break; that we say to them, yes,
there is something in this for them in
the sense if we are going to reduce the
size, the scope and the involvement of
Washington, DC, clearly there ought to
be a benefit to the taxpayer and we
think that that benefit ought to be di-
rected more at the low income, at the
families of America, and that happens
as a result of a $500 per child tax cut.

The next element of the plan is to
look at areas like litigation and regu-
lation. We all know that the area of
too much legal attack on business
today has slowed down and reduced our
productivity. So we believe that we
have to make changes with respect to
regulation and litigation.

Equally important, Senator Dole and
Jack Kemp have pointed out the im-
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portance of education and training. If
we do those combinations of things,
balancing the budget, reducing the tax
burden, providing opportunities for
education, training, and changing the
laws with respect to litigation and reg-
ulation, we can get this economy mov-
ing again.

I for one—and I think the American
people—believe that accepting the no-
tion that this country can only grow at
2.5 percent is a tragedy. We are taking
away the opportunities for American
families and for our children.

The last point I mention is that I be-
lieve President Clinton’s economic
policies are robbing America and our
families and our children of their eco-
nomic future, and we have to change
that.

I thank the Chair.

Mrs. BOXER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 5:30 hav-
ing arrived, all time is expired.

The Senator from California is recog-
nized in morning business.

Mrs. BOXER. I do ask to speak in
morning business.

——
AMERICA’S ECONOMIC FUTURE

Mrs. BOXER. I am going to start off
with a few remarks about the budget
and tax issues which the Senator from
Florida and the Senator from Wyoming
have been talking about. I listened to
them carefully. When I hear it said
that President Clinton is robbing this
country of its economic future, I have
to ask the question, where were we be-
fore President Clinton was elected and
before we passed his budget?

Well, we were in a very sad state, in-
deed. We did not see any jobs being cre-
ated. Under this President, we have
seen 10 million new jobs created. We
now have a 5.1-percent unemployment
rate which is the lowest in many a
year. We have people feeling better
about themselves, about their future.
And we have seen for 4 years in a row,
Mr. President, deficit reduction that
has more than cut the deficit in half.

So I say to my friends on the other
side of the aisle that this deficit reduc-
tion for 4 years in a row is the first
time since the Civil War that we have
seen that record, and it is not much of
a trick to have economic growth when
you are priming the pump of Govern-
ment spending. As a former economics
major, I learned that very early on in
Economics 101. That is what happened
in the early 1980’s. That pump was
primed and the budget deficit shot up
to almost $300 billion, almost $1 billion
a day, and yet under the George Bush
administration we stagnation.

So we have come very far. And be-
cause I really mostly want to talk
about the DOMA legislation and the
ENDA legislation that is pending, I am
going to be very brief, but I feel I must
respond to the point about the tax cuts
and the Senator from Florida saying I
know we get accused of being for tax
cuts for the rich. He said he does not
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agree with that. Well, I want to put the
facts out here. Under the Dole plan, if
you earn between $1,000 and $10,000 a
year, you are the working poor, you do
not even get 50 cents back a month
from the Dole economic plan and his
tax cuts. You get $6 a year. If you earn
a little more than that, between $10,000
and $20,000, you would get back $120 a
year—a few dollars a month. And I
have to tell you that in this country
between earning a dollar a year and
$30,000 a year, you get 8 percent of the
tax cut benefit. You get 8 percent of
the tax cut benefit and you are really
more than 56 percent of taxpayers.

So why not be honest about where
the breaks go. And let me tell you
where they go. If you earn approxi-
mately $250,000, you get back $25,000 a
year. If you earn $1 million a year, the
Donald Trumps of the country, you
will get back $50,000. So the wealthiest
get back $50,000 and the working poor
get back $5. And we have statements
on this floor that say this Dole plan is
fair. The difference between the Clin-
ton plan and the Dole plan is that our
President is targeting those tax cuts to
the people who need it and the Dole
plan again favors the very wealthiest
among us. Good people, hard-working
people who earn a lot of money, I con-
gratulate them for that. It is the
American dream. But if you were to
ask them, I think they would candidly
say they are not in need of a tax cut
because what it means is, if you look
at the Dole plan, over $500 billion of
cuts—and we have looked at this care-
fully—it is about a 40-percent cut in
education that would be required, a 40-
percent cut in the environment that
would be required. Since Senator Dole
says he will not touch Medicare, that
means he has to go in and cut cops on
the beat and everything else. Forty
percent to do what? To give a tax
break to the wealthiest. I mean this is
the deja vu all over again theory.

So I am going to move to the legisla-
tion that is before us. Tomorrow I am
going to make some comments on it.
But I really wanted to put some of
those numbers out on the record as a
member of the Budget Committee be-
cause we have looked at them very,
very carefully.

———

EMPLOYMENT
NONDISCRIMINATION ACT

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, tonight I
rise to speak on the Employment Non-
discrimination Act and on the Defense
of Marriage Act. The Employment
Nondiscrimination Act, known as
ENDA, is necessary, and I thank very
much Senator KENNEDY for being so te-
nacious to get it to the floor and Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN for his help and Sen-
ator JEFFORDS. This is a bipartisan bill
and it deserves broad bipartisan sup-
port.

ENDA is necessary because gay men
and lesbians face discrimination in hir-
ing, promotions, and pay simply by vir-
tue of their sexual orientation. Some
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