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I do not disagree with the comments
by the Senator from Utah about the
germ of an idea and the spark of inter-
est to own a business and that is where
success is developed and that is where
millionaires come from. I do not dis-
agree with that at all.

I would make this point, however.
There are people out here working
today who have that same instinct in-
side of wanting to own their own busi-
ness and wanting to build a business.
Their only stream of income is a wage,
and they pay a higher tax on that wage
than is being proposed for capital
gains. Because of that higher tax they
may not be able to accumulate the cap-
ital to invest in the business and be-
come the entrepreneur and become suc-
cessful and make a 1ot of money.

So my suggestion is this. We have
other streams of income in this coun-
try which we measure for tax purposes.
We have rents, we have salaries, we
have capital gains, we have a range of
interests, we have a range of incomes.
And there are those who take out one
stream of income, one kind of income
called capital gains and say let’s give a
tax break to capital gains.

I am not opposed under any cir-
cumstance to a tax break for capital
gains. We now have one, the 30 percent
tax preference. What I oppose is a cir-
cumstance where the bulk of the tax
preference goes to such a few in the
population. I am saying we ought to do
this differently, and I have felt that
way for 10, 15 years. I think it would be
good for the country to do it dif-
ferently.

I say this finally. If we go back to the
“totus porcus’” approach for capital
gains—buy a share of stock, hold it 6
months and 1 day and get a tax pref-
erence—go back to the broad approach,
much of which is proposed here, we will
resurrect the tax shelter industry, res-
urrect an army of people in the tax
shelter industry, and we will rue the
day we do it.

The tax shelter industry is to produc-
tive enterprise like professional wres-
tling is to the performing arts. I defy
anyone to tell me one good thing that
comes from the tax shelter industry in
this country. We largely got rid of it in
1986 with the 1986 bill, and I am worried
very much we create now a new set of
circumstances to allow taxpayers of
this country to hire the best minds in
America, not for productive enterprise
but to tell them how can they create,
from their stream of income, capital
gains by which they can make money
off the Tax Code. That is my great con-
cern. So I propose we limit the capital
gains treatment for a taxpayer to $1
million during the taxpayer’s lifetime.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question? Does
the time permit that?

Mr. DORGAN. How much time do I
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota has 1 minute.

Mr. BENNETT. I shan’t intrude fur-
ther. I thank the Senator.
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Mr. DORGAN. We will have an oppor-
tunity to discuss this further. I respect
the views of the two Senators who
spoke in opposition to this amendment.
I would say we are talking in the out-
years about $4 billion to $5 billion a
yvear without my limitation. That $4
billion to $5 billion I would like to use
to reduce taxes on wages to the extent
we can.

The tax increases in this country
have come from payroll taxes now.
Two-thirds of the American workers
pay more in payroll taxes than they do
in income taxes, and I would have
structured the tax bill completely dif-
ferently than it is now structured. I
would have addressed the issue of bur-
geoning payroll taxes which tries to be
a clothes hanger on all of the acts of
creating a job to say, ‘‘By the way, we
are going to hang all of these social ob-
ligations on the act of creating a job.”

I am very concerned about that in
terms of the disincentive it gives to
someone in business to create new jobs.
I don’t want to go far afield, but there
is no social program we discuss in Con-
gress that is as important or effective
as a good job to cure what ails this
country.

So this $1 million limitation makes
good sense. I hope Members of the Sen-
ate will consider it and hope that we
will have a chance to vote on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from Delaware has 2 minutes and 55
seconds.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of the time and ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 517. The yeas and nays have been
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS] is
necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 75, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 132 Leg.]

YEAS—24
Akaka Ford Levin
Boxer Harkin Mikulski
Byrd Hollings Murray
Conrad Inouye Reed
Daschle Johnson Robb
Dorgan Kennedy Rockefeller
Durbin Lautenberg Sarbanes
Feingold Leahy Wellstone

NAYS—T5
Abraham Bryan Craig
Allard Bumpers D’Amato
Ashcroft Burns DeWine
Baucus Campbell Dodd
Bennett Chafee Domenici
Biden Cleland Enzi
Bingaman Coats Faircloth
Bond Cochran Feinstein
Breaux Collins Frist
Brownback Coverdell Glenn
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Gorton Kerry Roth
Graham Kohl Santorum
Gramm Kyl Sessions
Grams Landrieu Shelby
Grassley Lieberman Smith (NH)
Gregg Lott Smith (OR)
Hagel Lugar Snowe
Hatch Mack Specter
Helms McCain Stevens
Hutchinson McConnell Thomas
Hutchison Moseley-Braun Thompson
Inhofe Moynihan Thurmond
Jeffords Murkowski Torricelli
Kempthorne Nickles Warner
Kerrey Reid Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Roberts

The amendment (No. 517) was
jected.

Mr. ROTH. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.

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

re-

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE
PRIME MINISTER OF AUSTRALIA

Mr. MOYNIHAN. On behalf of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Foreign Relations, Mr. HELMS, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess for 3 minutes that we
might greet our distinguished visitor,
the Honorable John Howard, the Prime
Minister of Australia.

[Applause.]

RECESS

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 11:10 a.m., recessed until 11:14 a.m.;
whereupon, the Senate reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer [Mr. BURNS].

———————

REVENUE RECONCILIATION ACT
OF 1997

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
MOTION TO REFER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order of business is the motion made
by the Senator from North Dakota, a
motion to refer to the Budget Com-
mittee with instructions.

I believe 10 minutes of debate, equal-
ly divided, are in order, am I not cor-
rect?

Mr. MOYNIHAN. The Chair is always
correct.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will
be brief. This motion is relatively sim-
ple.

My concern about where we are head-
ing is this. I am concerned that we will
decide to have balanced the budget and
provided substantial tax cuts. And
then, because the tax cuts are so
backloaded, in the second 5 years our
country will find itself back in a def-
icit.

I propose that we remedy that by
having a trigger mechanism that would
sunset the provisions of capital gains
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