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that we are willing to give the line-
item veto for one thing but not the
other? And | think it goes back to the
same old business as usual, special in-
terest being able to tromp all over all
of us the way the elephants are going
to tromp all over the grass tomorrow
when the circus comes up here.

So | hope people put all of these
things together, and | hope we all say
enough is enough. We started the 100
days saying we are going to have real
reform, and there was not going to be
business as usual. We end it seeing
business as usual all over the place.

I hope that we can bring this to clo-
sure and finally really do some house-
cleaning and get this place cleaned up
and get this bill cleaned up and have
working Americans move to the front
of the line, not billionaires.

TAX FAIRNESS ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. NorwooD] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, | sup-
pose it would be in order for me to say
briefly, about the speech you heard 10
minutes ago about OSHA, that all of
those horror stories that you heard
were true. Having practiced dentistry
for 25 years, | was one of the people
under the gun when | would try to give
back my children their baby teeth, and
that is, in fact, a true story.

It is also additionally nice to hear
the people on the other side of the aisle
be for the tax deduction for business
people, for self-employed people for
their health care insurance, but it does
make one wonder whey we did not pass
that last year when they were in
charge of Congress.

But, Mr. Speaker, | rise today in sup-
port of the Tax Fairness Act because it
will benefit average, hard-working
Americans. | am particularly in sup-
port of the capital gains tax cut be-
cause when you strip away the rhet-
oric, reducing the capital gains tax is
simply a good idea.

Mr. Speaker, when we move beyond
the nonsensical class-warfare argu-
ments against cutting the capital gains
tax, the economic reality is clear. All
Americans will benefit from cutting
the capital gains tax. It will encourage
investment and create jobs.

The capital gains tax penalizes in-
vestment and risk taking. Investors
are discouraged from investing in
startup ventures because they might
actually make money. In turn, this
makes it more difficult for
entrepenuers trying to start a business
to find investors. If they cannot start a
business, they cannot create jobs. By
penalizing successful investments
through the capital gains tax, the Fed-
eral Government costs the economy
jobs.

The Democrats will argue that cut-
ting the capital gains tax is only a tax
break for the rich. Of course, that is
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simply not true. If you own an asset
like a house or a farm or a small busi-
ness or any stocks or bonds, you will be
subject to the capital gains tax if you
sell that asset for more than you paid
for it. Millions of Americans own as-
sets that are subject to the capital
gains tax, and that is why 70 percent of
the people who will benefit from a cut
in the capital gains tax will have in-
comes of less than $50,000. Maybe the
Democrats think that is a tax break
for the rich, but | call that common-
sense help for hard-working Americans.

Mr. Speaker, the current high capital
gains tax rate has been an utter failure
as a tax policy. The economic forecasts
the Democrats cite in attacking the
capital gains tax cut have been thor-
oughly discredited by history. When
Ronald Reagan cut the capital gains
rate in the early 1980’s, the amount col-
lected from capital gains taxes soared.
When the tax rate was raised in 1986,
the revenues collected from capital
gains taxes dropped like a rock. That
the CBO’s forecast for 1987 and beyond
missed by a mile speaks volumes about
the misconceptions that surround cap-
ital gains. Like the Democrats, the
CBO believed that you could raise reve-
nue by raising the capital gains tax. In
reality, potential investors worked so
hard to avoid the tax increase that rev-
enues fell. The CBO’s error in predict-
ing capital gains tax revenue cost the
Treasury $170 billion. Annual capital
gains tax collections have been declin-
ing rapidly since 1986. The current cap-
ital gains tax rate is just not good eco-
nomic policy.

Mr. Speaker, a good friend of mine
named Bartow Morgan encouraged me
long and hard to support the capital
gains tax cut. He knew how much the
capital gains tax hurt the economy and
the potential investments that were
suppressed by the capital gains tax.
That Bartow Morgan did not live to see
us cut the capital gains tax is terribly
disappointing to me. Mr. Speaker,
when we pass the Tax Fairness Act
Thursday, | for one will be thinking of
people like Bartow Morgan, who be-
lieved that cutting the capital gains
tax would help all Americans, and
never allowed themselves to be swayed
by the class warfare that we so often
hear from the Democrats. Mr. Speaker,
cutting the capital gains tax is the
right thing to do for all Americans and
| strongly urge my colleagues to re-
member that when we vote on Thurs-
day.

PASSAGE OF THE REPUBLICAN
TAX RELIEF BILL IS A NECESSITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, the passage of the Republican
tax bill is a necessity, a necessity be-
cause for too long the Federal Govern-
ment has penalized Americans for
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working hard. That is what a tax does.
It penalizes people for working hard
and earning money.

A tax says go out and find a job, start
a business, work hard, but do not suc-
ceed. Because, if you do, the Federal
Government will come and take your
money to Washington to feed the
growth of yet another massive, waste-
ful bureaucratic agency.

This is the philosophical difference
between Republicans and liberal Demo-
crats. Democrats fear tax cuts because
they reduce the amount of money they
can spend on Government projects. Re-
publicans embrace tax cuts because we
believe if you work hard, you persevere
and you succeed, you deserve, without
question, to keep the money you
worked hard to earn. This is what the
American dream is all about.

Republicans also know you can cre-
ate jobs and stimulate the economy if
the money is in the citizens’ pocket,
not in the Government troughs. The
only thing the Government knows how
to do is spend more and rack up the
debt.

The 40-year Democrat experiment of
increased taxes, increased spending,
and big Government has failed. The
only thing Congress has to show for it
today after 40 years is a $4.5 trillion
debt and a $200 billion deficit each year
forever, as far as you can see, and an
inefficient, ineffective Federal Govern-
ment. This, again, is why the Repub-
lican tax relief bill is a necessity now.

Now is the time once again to create
capital, not suppress it; to reward suc-
cess, not punish it; to promote busi-
ness, not destroy it; and to restrain
Government, not enlarge it.

The Republican tax relief bill is good
for families, good for businesses, good
for workers, and good for America.

LEGISLATION TO STIMULATE
URBAN ECONOMIC REDEVELOP-
MENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 2 minutes.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, |
am pleased to introduce a bill to stimu-
late urban economic redevelopment
through environmental cleanup. This
bill, without adding to the Federal
budget, attacks unemployment in
urban cities on several fronts. My bill
provides business and job opportunities
by providing low-interest loans to
stimulate voluntary cleanup of con-
taminated sites; it provides incentives
to individuals to establish environ-
mental businesses in targeted urban
areas through the reduction of the So-
cial Security tax burden; it provides
training to fill the positions created by
the new businesses; and my bill author-
izes Federal agencies to give preference
to qualified businesses that hire tar-
geted urban area dwellers.

Mr. Speaker, as we move to enact
welfare reform, we must find creative
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ways to lessen the need for welfare. My
bill, Mr. Speaker, does just that.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
join me in this fight to revitalize our
urban communities.

My bill creates meaningful jobs for the un-
employed and those about to enter the work
force.

Passage of this bill will significantly increase
the pace of environmental cleanup by estab-
lishing a low-interest loan program to stimulate
voluntary cleanup of industrial sites. The
cleanup of these sites will benefit public health
and welfare, and the environment by returning
contaminated sites to economically productive
uses.

This bill stimulates the creation of environ-
mental jobs and business opportunities by in-
dividuals and small businesses in target urban
areas through reduction of the Social Security
tax burden.

ALTERNATIVE TAX PLANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 1995, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. GEKAS] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, to cut or
not to cut, that is the taxing question.
Whether it be nobler in the minds of
the people who attack the Republican
plan to sling an arrow into death, that
remains for the Democrat opposition or
all those who favor deficit reduction as
against tax reduction.

But let me record a little history for
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. When the
President was running for the Presi-
dency, Bill Clinton’s message included
a tax cut for the middle class, which, of
course, he never was able to implement
or refused to implement or reneged on
the promise to implement.

And so somewhere in 1993 and 1994,
when we saw that the administration
was going really the other way, not a
tax cut for the middle class but a tax
increase for most Americans, when
that began to happen and we saw some
signs of weakening in the economy,
many of us thought that this would be
ripe for a time for a tax cut cast in the
image that we wanted to present.

So | myself prepared then in 1993 and
1994 a tax package, a tax cut package.
It included reducing the payroll tax by
1 percent both for the employer and for
the employee. This would spur savings,
bring down the tax burden on the mid-
dle-class Americans, the working
Americans.
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I couple that proposition with a cap-
ital gains reform.

Now, there was method in my mad-
ness. Research, just as some of the
speakers have already alluded to, has
indicated that a reduction of the cap-
ital gains rates spurs millions of trans-
actions to occur almost overnight and
produces revenues, stimulates trans-
actions and produces tax revenue. So,
in a whirlwind of action, in my plan
the capital gains reform would pay for
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the reduction of the payroll taxes of
working Americans.

I thought it was a good plan, but I
was not satisfied, Mr. Speaker, to just
take my own judgment on it. | submit-
ted the plan to the Institute for Re-
search on the Economics of Taxation, a
well-known and renowned and depend-
able think tank here in the Washington
area whose sole reason for existence is
to analyze methods of taxation and
various plans.

When they received my plan, they re-
viewed it; and | received a commend-
atory letter. | must say it made my ego
feel good about it that the plan was
workable, and it emphasized that cap-
ital gains reform, coupled with my plan
of reducing the payroll tax, would not
only save money for the working fam-
ily but spur investment and savings,
both of which are vital to a good econ-
omy. So | felt pretty good about it.

Now, that brings us to the present.
Since that time, many other plans
have been presented. The President did
come up after the election in 1994 with
a tax reduction plan. So did the minor-
ity leader, the gentleman from Mis-
souri. So did other members of the mi-
nority. So did other members of the
Republican Party. But the main thrust
of the Republican provision was con-
tained in the Contract With America.

So | say here today that although I
had a good idea and one that | will still
pursue in months to come about reduc-
ing the payroll tax to stimulate the
working American families, we have
before us now a good alternative, the
Contract With America provision that
we will be supporting and voting for
this week.

Why am | going to support it? And |
plan to do so. Because it is part of the
Contract With America. Because it
does reduce the tax burden of middle-
class families. Because it does stimu-
late savings. Because it will provide for
the ability of families to work out
their own destinies in how they want
to spend their money for their families
and will go a long way toward spurring
the same kinds of results that we sub-
mitted to the think tank about eco-
nomics of taxation.

Why? Because it will be coupled with
capital gains reform. So the best of all
worlds will have occurred as far as this
Member is concerned. | will be voting
for the Contract With America provi-
sions because of capital gains reform,
already approved by the people to
whom | submitted my plan, and a mid-
dle-class tax cut, also approved in our
plan.

CAMPAIGN PROMISES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 1995, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] is rec-
ognized during morning business for 5
minutes.

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, do you re-
member back in the Presidential cam-
paign of 1992 when President Clinton
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made a number of promises to the
American people? He promised that he
was going to give us a middle-class tax
cut. He promised that he was going to
lift the senior citizens earning test. He
promised that he would enact a line-
item veto. He promised that he would
balance the budget.

He did not say he was going to bal-
ance the budget overnight. He said he
was going to balance the budget.

Let us look at the record. Let us look
at the record.

He reneged on the middle-class tax
cut promise. In fact, he raised taxes,
attempted to raise taxes in a very, very
broad form way. Did not get away with
that in terms of the Btu tax but still,
in fact, did raise taxes. He reneged on
the middle-class tax cut.

No. 2, he did not lift the senior citi-
zens earning test. Instead, what he did
do was he cut Social Security benefits
by $24.8 billion, $25 billion that he cut
social security benefits by.

And when pushed to lift the senior
citizens earning test which, by the
way, Mr. Speaker, is the amount of
money up to which you are not penal-
ized for working as a senior, right now
that ceiling that limit is $11,200. We are
going to raise it tomorrow in a vote on
this floor to $30,000. We are going to do
what President Clinton said he was
going to do when he was running for
the President, see, and he stole it with
promises that he broke.

No. 3, he promised a line-item veto.
He never ever offered that as a bill. He
never offered that legislation. He did
not put himself into it when it did
come up on the floor of the 103d Con-
gress. It was not enacted. We got a
kind of enhanced rescission package.
We passed a line-item veto about a
month ago, right here, 104th Congress.

Finally, he said he was going to bal-
ance the budget. He has not given a
halfhearted attempt at that. The budg-
et he just submitted increases the defi-
cit by $200 billion a year for the next 5
years, and it starts to skyrocket at
about $400 billion.

When we came out with these things:
A balanced budget amendment, which
we passed in this House; a line-item
veto which we passed in this House;
lifting the senior citizens earning limit
and the middle-class-tax cut; when we
came out with that last fall as an agen-
da which we were willing to sign our
names to, saying that if you give us
the honor of representing you Amer-
ican people in the U.S. Congress, here
is what we are going to do. We call this
our Contract With America.

Those same four things that were in
his promises broken, promises to the
American people, how did he character-
ize them? How did he characterize
them, Mr. Speaker?

I will tell you how he did. He called
it a contract on America. The same
promises that he had used falsely,
falsely to get elected 2 years earlier he
then characterized as a contract on
America.
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