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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLATTE). If the gentleman will sus-
pend. At this point the Chair is merely
not responding to an anticipatory par-
liamentary inquiry. The Chair will rule
at the appropriate time.

Mr. MFUME. When is the appropriate
time, Mr. Speaker? When is the appro-
priate time?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ap-
propriate time is upon final passage.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
include extraneous material, on H.R.
1215, the bill about to be considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

CONTRACT WITH AMERICA TAX
RELIEF ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 128 and rule
XXIIl, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1215.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved it-
self into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1215) to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 to strengthen the American family
and create jobs, with Mr. BOEHNER in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GiBBONS] will each be
recognized for 1 hour; the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABo] will
each be recognized for 30 minutes; and
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLI-
LEY] and the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL] will each be recognized
for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER].

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

(Mr. ARCHER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to support this bill which may be
the most concrete sign yet that the
voters have ended 40 years of Democrat
control over the House of Representa-
tives. Just 2 years ago, the Democrat
Congress passed the largest tax hike in
history. Under the Democrats, tax in-
creases were the answer to every ques-
tion. In this bill, we proudly bring to a
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close the era of raising taxes on the
working people of this country. When
this bill is passed, the tax raising leg-
acy of President Clinton and his party
will officially be over.

It gives me great pleasure to look the
American people in the eye and say,
the days of tax and spend are over. The
days of smaller Government and less
taxes are at hand.

This is a bill to cut taxes. The tax
cuts are fully paid for, as we promised
they would be—and—in addition—we
reduce the deficit by $30 billion more
than President Clinton’s budget.

The baseball strike is behind us, Mr.
Chairman, and this bill is the first
home run of the new season. We cut
spending, we cut taxes, and we reduce
the deficit. Washington, DC’s old con-
ventional wisdom said it couldn’t be
done. The mavins of the media were
saying just this week, well, you don’t
have the votes, do you? Well, stand
back because we’re doing it—just as
our Nation’s Governors have done it in
many States.

We signed a contract with the Amer-
ican people pledging to reduce the size
of Government and let the American
people keep more of their hard-earned
dollars. With this bill, we are again
keeping our promise.

Our tax cuts can be summarized in
three words: family, children, jobs. Our
tax relief package will help America’s
families, and it will create better jobs
for those families to head off to every
morning.

Over the next 5 years, the Federal
Government will spend $9 trillion. Our
cuts—$189 billion—represent just 2 per-
cent of Federal spending. The Federal
Government is too big, it spends too
much, and it’s about time we cut it
down to size.

These tax cuts coupled with our
pledge to get to a balanced budget will
mean that when we get there, the gov-
ernment will be 2 percent smaller yet.

In our bill, 76 percent of the tax cuts
go directly to families and the other 24
percent go towards job creation.

We bring tax relief to 42-million fam-
ilies through a $500 per child tax credit,
20-million people benefit from marriage
penalty relief, and 7-million Americans
will enjoy a new IRA known as the
American Dream Savings Account. We
provide adoption tax credits and we
provide credits for those who take care
of their ailing parents.

We help 5 million seniors by repeal-
ing the punitive 85 percent Clinton tax
hike on those who earn as little as
$34,000; we increase the earnings limit
so seniors—just like the energizer
bunny—can go on working, and work-
ing and working—for as long as they
choose; and we provide long-term care
tax relief and accelerated death bene-
fits.

Finally, we provide fuel for the en-
gine that pulls the train of economic
growth by cutting capital gains taxes,
repealing the alternative minimum
tax, and by changing and improving
expensing for small business.
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The Democrats, who never met a tax
they didn’t hike—will again go off the
deep end complaining about tax cuts. |
have a simple message for the Demo-
crats. It is not your money. It is the
taxpayers money. It does not belong to
the Government. It belongs to the
workers who earned it.

When it comes to taxes, the two par-
ties have very different views. Demo-
crats think people work to support the
Government. Republicans think people
work to support themselves.

Democrats think tax money is their
money. Republicans think tax money
belongs to the taxpayers.

Democrats think tax rates should
start at 100 percent and anything less
than that is through the good graces of
the Government. Republicans think
tax rates should start at zero percent
and anything more than that is
through the good graces of the people.

The bottom line is this. When the
Democrats see someone in the middle
of their American dream, they shake
them, wake them, and tell them their
dream can’t come true. Their message
is: If you make it in America we’re
gonna get ’ya.

Republicans, on the other hand, want
everyone to have an American dream
come true. We want to open up oppor-
tunities; we want the magic of free en-
terprise to give every American the op-
portunity to become a rich American;
and we want success to flourish in a
million places, unhindered by the
heavy hand of big government.

Our tax cuts are fair, they are good
for families, and they will create jobs.
That is why they are the right thing to
do and that is why | ask for the support
of members today.

The Contract With America promised
lower taxes and less government. And
that’s the promise this bill keeps.
Every one of you who votes for this bill
today is confirming that you meant
what you promised to the voters in
September of last year.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has just had a good
time vilifying we Democrats. We be-
lieve there are times for tax cuts, we
believe there are ways to tax-cut. We
believe it is the wrong time to cut
taxes now. This is the time to cut the
deficit, not to cut taxes.

Mr. Chairman, | was here in 1981 and
I want to just reminisce for a second
and recall some of the things that went
on in 1981.

In 1981, President Reagan was Presi-
dent, and his Office of Management and
Budget Director Mr. Stockman ap-
peared before the Committee on Ways
and Means and he said this about the
huge Reagan tax cut at that time:

The combination of incentive-minded tax
rate reductions and firm budget controls is
expected to lead to a balanced budget by
1984.
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Does anybody remember that that is
when we began the huge deficit? Not to
be outdone on that same day, President
Reagan’s Secretary of the Treasury
Don Regan said this:

If 1 know anything about the investing
process at all, and | spent most of my adult
career in that, | think we have a tremendous
boom facing us as a result of what we are
going to do today after we pass this tax bill.

Can anybody remember what hap-
pened? We had the biggest depression
right after that, after that tax bill
passed, that we had had since the
1930’s. It is deja vu all over again. The
same rhetoric, the same people.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN], a member of the com-
mittee.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, after
hearing the debate this afternoon, |
think it is important that we back up
a little bit and highlight the fundamen-
tal purpose of this tax relief bill. We
are trying to strengthen the American
family and yes, we are trying to en-
courage economic growth. That is what
we are going to do with this legislation
if we are able to enact it.

As the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARCHER] told us moments ago, this new
Congress refuses to be stuck in the old
thinking, refuses to cling to the tax-
and-spend policies of the past. Instead,
it is simple. We believe in helping fami-
lies and we believe in growing the
economy through economic growth,
not in growing big government.

History is a good guide here. In 1948,
the average American family of 4 paid
just 3 percent of their income to the
Federal Government. My 1992 that Fed-
eral tax bill had increased to about 25
percent of family earnings. In 1993 Con-
gress added to that by passing the larg-
est tax increase in American history.

Common sense tells us that Congress
has gone in the wrong direction. |
would hope we would all agree on both
sides of the aisle that it is fundamen-
tally important for us to have eco-
nomic growth, increase jobs and in-
crease our global competitiveness.
That is what this bill is all about. By
eliminating the marriage penalty, by
providing tax credits, by expanding
IRA’s, it encourages savings, savings
we desperately need in this country
and it encourages economic growth.
Because it lowers the capital gains tax,
relieves corporations from the obsolete
burden of the alternative minimum
tax, and permits small businesses to
take tax deductions for needed invest-
ment, it will create jobs.

These and other changes will all en-
hance U.S. competitiveness, which we
have to have in order to survive in the
global economy of the 21st century.
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For those who argue that cutting
taxes is incompatible with our goal of
balancing the budget, let me be em-
phatic: This bill is paid for, more than
paid for, with spending cuts. | could
not do it without this commitment. As
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the gentleman from Ohio, JOHN KASICH,
said earlier today, this is actually the
first step toward a balanced budget.
This is the down payment.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4%, minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, this bill is
not mainstream. This bill is extreme.
This bill will not respond to the dreams
of Americans. It is going to turn out to
be a nightmare if it were to pass.

I was not here in 1981. | came here in
1983. | came here when Michigan was in
a deep recession. | came here when un-
employment rates were climbing to 17
percent in my State, 17 percent. There
has been a lot of partisanship in this
debate and a lot of rhetoric. | am not
saying the 1981 act was the sole respon-
sible cause of that recession. But it was
part and parcel of it.

And here we go again. Here we go
again. The basic thrust of this proposal
is you cut taxes mainly for the privi-
leged few, not only, but mainly, and ev-
erybody is going to benefit, and the
deficit will disappear. That was the as-
sumption in 1981 and now it is the as-
sumption in 1995.

But what happened? The deficit sky-
rocketed. We know that, despite tax in-
creases while | was here, that Presi-
dent Reagan supported to try to coun-
teract what he did in 1981. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] was
here then for that experience. The gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. GoNzaLEZ] |
see, and he was here, was forced to vote
for tax increases because of the irre-
sponsibility in 1981.

Do not say it helped the middle class.
This chart shows what happened to in-
comes from 1973 to 1993, and it was not
only because of the mistakes of 1981,
but that was an important part of it.

What happened? This chart shows it
all, it shows it all. Income stagnation
for the middle class, income loss for
low-income families, and who bene-
fited? In those 20 years, 30 percent in-
creases for the upper fifth percentile. |
represent some of the upper fifth per-
centile.

I also represent those who are in the
fourth quintile, and the third, and sec-
ond, and the first. And I am not going
to vote to help those in the upper fifth
at the sacrifice of those in the lower
fifth period, period.

It is bad, bad public policy.

So why are you doing it? You say the
taxes are paid for. The gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GiBBoNsS] referred to what
was presented in 1982, and | read it.
This is what was presented as the budg-
et proposal for the fiscal year 1982.
What will the surplus or the deficit be?
Just 00.5. When you round it off, zero.
That is what was said, and all your bill
says is the same pledge has to be made.

It is not even a fig leaf, it is nothing.
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So why are you doing it? | think in
part because extremism does not learn
by experience.

Second, because the moderates in
your party on the Republican side have
essentially lost their way and there is
no such left. This may satisfy the con-
tract, but it sure changes America.

This may be this crown jewel, rubies
and sapphires for the privileged few.
For the rest of America it is costume
jewelry at best. Let us reject it. If we
do not, | predict it will be dead on ar-
rival in the U.S. Senate, but let us do
our job here and vote no.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute just to respond to the
gentleman from Michigan.

It is the same old story that we have
heard. Figures do not lie, but, figures
here can be so distorted. In 1981 there
was a tax reduction. There were not
the precise spending cuts that the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] has in-
sisted on and are in this bill. This will
be precisely paid for, as confirmed by
CBO figures. Not only that, but over
and above the tax cuts it will reduce
the deficit by $30 billion more than the
Democrat President’s budget proposal,
by CBO numbers.

So the gentleman just is not on track
with his figures.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MATsuI], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Florida, the rank-
ing member of the Ways and Means
Committee, for yielding me this time.

I think what both the gentleman
from Florida and the gentleman from
Michigan said was absolutely correct. |
was here in 1981, and | would implore
the Members of this House and this
body to pick up the book by David
Stockman, the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget for President
Reagan.

David Stockman, when he left the Of-
fice of Management and Budget wrote a
book called ““The Triumph of Politics,”’
and he said in that book essentially
that they knew that they would not
achieve a balanced budget by 1984, 3
years after they passed this massive
tax cut; and, you know, Ronald Reagan
said we are going to have a tax cut, we
are going to increase defense and cut
spending and balance the budget in 36
months.

That was smoke and mirrors, and ev-
eryone now admits it was smoke and
mirrors, and we are playing the same
smoke and mirrors game again.

There is no way in 7 years we are
going to achieve a balanced budget
from a $350 billion annual deficit today
and give tax cuts in excess of $188 bil-
lion, and that is what we are talking
about, $188 billion over the next 5
years; and over the next 10 years, even
with the Republicans’ own actuarial
studies, it will cost $640 billion over the
next decade. There is no way you are
going to be able to achieve that result
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with these tax cuts and balance the
Federal budget at the same time.

The reason the Republicans feel com-
fortable and the reason this is probably
going to pass today is they know the
United States is not going to accept it
because it is so extreme. Even Senator
PAckwooD said this is nonsense, they
are not going to accept this. And so
they have nothing to worry about, they
are playing a little figment of imagina-
tion on the American public, and they
are going to be able to go back home
and say they passed these wonderful
tax cuts that they know will never be-
come law. Let me tell my colleagues,
talking about this being paid for, they
have $188 billion over 5 years. We do
not even pay for it over 5 years. One of
the first things is they have $10.5 bil-
lion in spending cuts on pensions. They
could not even pass pension reduction
out of their committee. That is why
that bill did not come to the floor. The
committee that has jurisdiction over
this issue could not get a majority vote
to pass it out. So that is a figment.
There is $10 billion that they should
subtract; they are unwilling to do that.

Then the $100 billion that they have
of the $188, what happened there is the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsICH] the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
says he has got some illustrative cuts.
Illustrative cuts. They are not in place
yet. These are illustrative budget cuts
he is talking about.

We will not see those maybe until the
fall and who knows, let us see how cou-
rageous they will be in the fall of this
year when they are going to have to
cut over the next decade 100 billion dol-
lars’ worth of spending. That is the
issue. And you know this is not a mid-
dle-class tax cut. | tell you, this is un-
believable, to consider this a middle-
class tax cut.

We have Treasury Department num-
bers here. A family that makes be-
tween $30,000 and $50,000 a year, a fam-
ily that makes between $30,000 and
$50,000 a year under this proposal will
get about a buck and one-half a day,
about $560 a year. On the other hand,
on the other hand, and listen to this,
those that make over $200,000 a year,
the middle class, will get $11,266 a year
as a tax cut under this proposal. That
is not a tax cut for working families,
that is not a tax cut for middle-class
families. And what is really frightening
I think to the average citizen when
they find this, if in fact this ever be-
comes law, is if we had huge deficits as
a result of this misguided decision
today, you will see interest rates go up,
and what would you rather have, a $560
a year or buck-and-a-half a day tax
break or would you rather have lower
interest rates so you can buy a home or
maybe your child can buy a home?

That is where your savings is, but in-
terest rates will go up. | guarantee in-
terest rates will go up if this ever be-
comes law.

But they know it will not become
law. This is a little figment we are
playing on the American public, but
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the reality is we should vote this down
just to show we in this Congress, the
House of Representatives have dis-
cipline, unlike what we are seeing on
the other side of the aisle.

I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote on this particular
bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

There they go again, there they go
again. Figures do not lie, but. Those
were Treasury figures. They do not cite
the Joint Committee figures that the
congressional activities depend upon.
The Treasury figures are so distorted
that they are not credible. They were
exposed as being noncredible in our
committee when the Treasury witness
was before us. Imputing rental incomes
to somebody that owns their own home
and saying that is income to you, this
is ridiculous. These figures are just not
credible.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD], a member of the committee.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, for the first time in
many American voters’ memories poli-
ticians are keeping their promises. The
new House majority promised tax re-
lief, and we are keeping our promise.

The new majority promised to pay
for our tax cuts and lower the deficit,
and we are keeping our promise.

The new majority promised to create
jobs. And we are keeping our promise.

One leading economist told the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means that 1.74
million new jobs will be created over
the next 5 years from the capital gains
tax cut. Economist after economist
told the Committee on Ways and
Means why we should reduce the cap-
ital gains tax.

As Allen Sinai put it, the capital
gains tax reductions will “‘stimulate
economic activity, increase jobs, cap-
ital spending and capital formation,
improve national savings, increase en-
trepreneurship and raise economic out-
put.”

But, Mr. Chairman, even more im-
pressive than all of these leading
economists was the young 17-year-old
in my district who came up to me re-
cently after my remarks to his high
school assembly. This young man, this
young 17-year-old explained to me that
he liked what | said about capital gains
taxes. And | was a little bit more sur-
prised, not used to this kind of a feed-
back from a 17-year-old high school
student. | looked at this young man
and | said, ‘Do you mind if | ask you
a question? Do you have any capital
gains?”’ He looked back at me and his
eyes got about this big and he said,
““No, not now, Mr. RAMSTAD, but some-
day | hope to.”

Mr. Chairman, that is the kind of in-
centive we need to restore for all
American taxpayers. Vote yes on H.R.
1327.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds, and hope the gen-

H4215

tleman will not leave the floor. |1 hope
that young 17-year-old gets a capital
gains tax cut, but he would be better
off playing the lottery. Only 8 percent
of the American taxpayers ever win
anything on the capital gains tax cut.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
PAYNE], a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Well, Mr.
Chairman, here we go again.

Fifteen years after George Bush
warned the Nation about voodoo eco-
nomics, my friends on the other side of
the aisle are at it again. They are try-
ing to tell the American people that a
5-year, $188 billion tax cut is an impor-
tant stop along the road to a balanced
budget.

This time the American people know
better. They know, as | do, that this
tax cut bill is fiscally and economi-
cally irresponsible. They know that
you can’t get something for nothing.

The American people know their his-
tory. They saw the national debt climb
from less than $1 trillion in 1980 to
more than $4.7 trillion today.

Americans know that tax cuts did
not balance the budget in 1981. And
they know that tax cuts will not bal-
ance the budget now.

Our constituents understand what
uncontrolled deficit spending means
for the family budget. This year, the
typical American family of four will
spend $3,100 just to pay interest on the
national debt. This is not their total
tax bill. Nor is it their share of the
total national debt. It is simply the
amount of money they will spend to
pay off the investors, many of whom
are located overseas, who have pur-
chased Treasury bills and other debt
instruments of the U.S. Government.

The best way to help American fami-
lies is to cut the deficit and to bring
down the crippling interest payments
that our constituents have to pay each
year. This is the tax cut the American
people want.

Mr. Chairman, just 2 months ago,
Democrats and Republicans came to-
gether on this floor and made history
when we passed a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution. We did
so out of a shared belief that we cannot
continue to saddle American families
with a national debt that saps our pro-
ductive capacity, stifles investment,
and causes so much of our wealth to be
used just to service the national debt.

In that debate, we heard a lot of very
sincere speeches about fiscal discipline,
about the need to make tough choices,
and about our shared obligation not to
burden our children and grandchildren
with an ever increasing national debt.

So what happened?

Here we are just 2 months later, and
the tough choice that we are being
asked to make is for a tax cut that will
cost $188 billion over 5 years, and that
will explode in cost after the year 2000.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not my
idea of fiscal discipline.
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It is not the kind of tough choice
that a $4.7 trillion national debt cries
out for.

And it will do nothing to save our
children and grandchildren from the
crushing weight of the national debt.

All this bill does is to repeat the age-
old Washington mistake of borrowing
from our children to pay for what
seems popular right now.

For the sake of deficit reduction, and
for the sake of a stronger economic fu-
ture for all Americans families, | urge
my colleagues to reject this poorly
timed, irresponsible legislation.
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Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER], a member of the
committee.

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

It is a sad reality that the average
American family is earning no more
today than it earned 20 years ago. This
reality has led to frustration, it has led
to pessimism, it has led to anger
among middle-income Americans who
are beginning to wonder whether, for
the first time in our history, their chil-
dren will not have a better life than
they have had.

We Republicans are deeply concerned
about the future of working Ameri-
cans, but unlike the minority, we are
willing to attack the cause of this
problem. We understand that wages
have stagnated in large part because
we have a Tax Code that penalizes peo-
ple who invest, people who save, people
who take risks to create new jobs, good
jobs. We tax capital gains at a rate
that is higher than our competitors,
and we tax capital gains that are at-
tributable solely to inflation.

Even though it is quite obvious that
a capital gains tax cut will help work-
ing Americans increase their standard
of living, most Democrats hate it, be-
cause they are afraid that somebody
who is rich might also benefit. To
them, | would like to quote a Demo-
cratic Senator, JOSEPH LIEBERMAN,
from Connecticut, who said:

The argument of some Democrats against
a cut in the capital gains tax—that the rich
will benefit more than the rest of us—misses
the point and is politically divisive. Lower-
and middle-income people won’t realize most
of the tax savings for the obvious reason that
they have less capital, but they could get
something better: a job, if they have none, or
a better job, if they are underemployed.
After all, the whole idea of a capital gains
tax cut is to induce people who have capital
to move it into new investments that will
make America more productive and competi-
tive and benefit all of us with greater eco-
nomic opportunity and security.

So said a wise Democrat, Senator
LIEBERMAN.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. CARDIN], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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| oppose this tax cut at this time.

Yes, there are some good provisions
in the tax cut proposal that help Amer-
ican families. | support some capital
gains relief and AMT relief, but there
are some very bad things in this bill as
well, including the neutral cost recov-
ery system, the raid on the Medicare
trust fund, and the relief tilted toward
the wealthiest Americans. But the
fatal flaw in the tax bill before us is
that we must make deficit reduction
our first priority. Whatever tax cut we
pass, we have to borrow money in order
to give the taxes back to our constitu-
ents, and that borrowing of additional
money will cost our constituents more
money.

The Republican bill that is before us
will cost the American taxpayer an ad-
ditional $17.7 billion in debt service
over the next 5 years in order to pay
for the $188 billion of tax relief. The net
impact on the deficit will be an in-
crease in the national debt of $206 bil-
lion over the next 5 years as a result of
the bill that is before us.

So let us look at the results during
the first 100 days. If you take a look at
the specific spending cuts that have
been passed in the House so far and
what is in the bill before us, if we as-
sume that the welfare reform bill will
pass the Senate without change, which
is very unlikely, if we assume that the
rescission bill will stay at $12 billion
net savings, and that will not change,
and that will hold during the entire 5
years, if you assume that the other
provisions in this bill will be enacted,
and if you take the specific tax cuts
that are proposed in this bill, you find
that what we are doing is increasing
the deficit over this period of time.

The spending cuts which are in blue
are far less than the tax cuts. Let me
just give you 2 illustrative years. In
1998 the tax cut will cost the Treasury
$35.6 billion, the spending cuts $29.2 bil-
lion, a net increase in the debt of $6.4
billion. But go to the year 2002. See
what happens when you get a little bit
further out, because of the way the tax
provisions are worded. The tax cut will
cost $87.7 billion, the spending cuts are
$51.5 billion, for a net, a net increase in
the deficit in the year 2002 at $36.2 bil-
lion. We have a major deficit problem.
CBO has projected the deficit by the
blue columns that you see here; it is
scheduled to increase if we do not take
action on deficit reduction. If we pass
just the bills that have been passed so
far in this Congress, in this House, if
that is what we do, we are going to find
the deficit larger rather than smaller
during this period of time.

I do not think that is the record that
we want to use. Many of these tax-cut
provisions will get worse as time goes
on.

Let me just give you one example.
The neutral cost recovery system that
gives businesses extraordinary write-
offs raises $16 billion during the first 5
years, but costs $136 billion during the
next 5 years when we do not score it, so
we take advantage of revenue even
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though it is going to cost us billions of
dollars and create a major problem for
the future.

The contingency will not work. It is
a gimmick, a sham. There is no ques-
tion about it. The tax cuts are perma-
nent. The spending cuts are only 1
years. We can come back and change,
and do not think we will not.

Look at the history. Look at the
Emergency Deficit and control Act of
1985; when that was passed, the deficit
was $212 billion. In 1985 we were sup-
posed to have a balanced budget. That
was supposed to give us a balanced
budget by the year 1991 with the se-
questration, with enforcement.

What was the deficit in 1991? It grew
from $212 billion to $269 billion.

We have the specific tax cuts. We do
not have the specific spending cuts.
That is why a bipartisan group today
opposed this bill under the Concord co-
alition. That is why a group of business
leaders told me yesterday to oppose
this bill, do deficit reduction first.

The best present we can give our
children and the future generations
and the businesses and the growth in
our economy is to cut the deficit.

Vote against this bill. Vote for defi-
cit reduction. Vote for the future of
our Nation.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Here we go again. Figures do not lie,
but—the gentleman talks about deficit
reduction. There is no Democrat plan
before this House for deficit reduction
that | know of. This is the only one,
and CBO scores us at $30 billion more
in deficit reduction than the Presi-
dent’s budget.

I hope that the Democrats in their
substitute and motion to recommit
with instructions will show us a CBO
score deficit reduction that is greater
than is in this package.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
CRANE], the ranking Republican of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. CRANE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, | want to
express appreciation to my distin-
guished chairman and to our colleagues
who are in the process of making real
significant, historic strides in turning
around the direction that this country
has been on in virtually all of the 25
years | have been here. We had a tax
cut in 1981, the biggest tax cut in our
history at that time, approximately,
about $200 billion, and the fact of the
matter is that that was the last time
we had a tax cut.

We have done nothing in the inter-
vening years but raise taxes, and pay-
ing taxes to the average middle-income
family today accounts for 40 to 50 per-
cent of their budget when you include
taxes at all levels, Federal, State, and
local. The tax burden has become op-
pressive. It has had a dampening effect
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on the economy. | know of no econo-
mist who has ever attempted to ad-
vance the argument that by raising
taxes you are promoting economic
growth. Quite the contrary. You lower
taxes and you promote growth.

The other thing that was significant
about that tax cut in 1981 is that it
more than doubled revenues to the
Treasury in the decade of the 1980’s.
That one single tax reduction more
than doubled revenues. It was the fast-
est revenue increase in our national ex-
perience, and it had a very positive ef-
fect in other ways, too, which created
almost 20 million new jobs.

We have an opportunity here though
to address more than just tax relief. it
is the question of distribution of taxes.

According to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, if you look at income brack-
ets after the tax cut, those people in
the highest income brackets will be
paying a marginally larger component
part of the total tax burden, and those
people in the lowest income brackets
will be paying a marginally lower per-
centage of the total tax burden.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation and get this country mov-
ing in a forward direction.

Mr. Chairman, the last time | was on the
floor of the House of Representatives to de-
bate and vote on a substantial tax cut for the
American taxpayer was in 1981. Since that
time, Congress has raised taxes more times
than | care to remember. In 1993, President
Clinton and a Democrat Congress topped all
the previous tax bills by enacting the single
largest tax increase in the history of the
world—literally. According to the Joint Commit-
tee on Taxation, the 1993 tax bill robbed the
American taxpayers of a total of $240 billion
over a 5-year period. Not surprising, not one
Republican in either the House or the Senate
voted for Clinton’s tax bill.

For the American taxpayer, the 1993 tax bill
may have been the last straw. And thanks to
the American voter, the make-up of Congress
was radically altered in the 1994 elections. For
the first time in 40 years, the Republicans
gained control of the House of Representa-
tives. Republicans campaigned on the Con-
tract With America and promised to change
business as usual. We have kept our prom-
ises and we certainly have changed this
House of Representatives. One of the key
components of the contract is to give back to
the American taxpayers some of their hard-
earned dollars that Democratic Congresses
have taken from them over the years.

The bill we have before us today would cut
taxes by a total of $190 billion over 5 years.
Some have called this excessive. In fact, it is
rather modest, particularly when one considers
that the $190 billion figure falls $50 billion
short of cutting the amount of taxes raised in
the 1993 tax bill alone—to say nothing of all
the other tax increases we have seen in the
last 12 years. Unfortunately, my colleagues
need to be reminded of an important point—
tax dollars do not, by right, belong to our Gov-
ernment. Some of my colleagues in this
House seem to think that tax dollars are
owned by Congress.

Let me remind my colleagues that tax dol-
lars are owned by hardworking taxpayers, and
Congress has a responsibility to ensure that
any money it takes from the taxpayers is
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spent wisely. Unfortunately, we cannot say
that Congress has spent tax dollars wisely
over the last 40 years. Indeed, Congress has
squandered billions upon billions of dollars. In
my view, the only way to force the Federal
Government to become efficient, to force it to
return to the essentials, and to force it to elimi-
nate the excesses that exist, is to restrict the
flow of tax dollars to Congress—it is time to
turn off the spigot. Only then will we be able
to force Congress to live within its means.
Only then will we be able to force Congress to
stop spending money and stop mortgaging the
future of our children.
WHAT THE BILL DOES

If you listened to the opponents of this bill
you'd think we were increasing taxes. Of
course, what this bill does is substantially re-
duce taxes for both individuals and busi-
nesses. The opponents of this bill have been
screaming in righteous indignation over even
the thought of reducing taxes. When you look
at the actual contents of this tax legislation
you begin to wonder where the opponents of
this tax bill are coming from.

This bill does a great many good and nec-
essary things for the overburdened individual
and business taxpayers.

First of all, this bill helps American families.
| have seen estimates that indicate that 40 to
50 percent of the typical American family
budget goes toward paying taxes—Federal,
State, and local. Specifically, 25 percent of the
family budget goes toward paying Federal
taxes. That is absolutely outrageous and it is
no wonder that families are getting sick and
tired of the tax burden they are shouldering,
particularly when they see how their money is
being spent by Congress. Families have been
hit hard over the last few decades by taxes.
The exemption amount for dependents, had it
been indexed for inflation from the date it was
created, should be worth over $8,000 today,
instead of the $2,450 allowed in 1994. This bill
attempts to modestly help families by provid-
ing a $500 per child credit. In addition, the bill
creates the American Dream savings accounts
which will provide families the opportunity to
create an IRA with tax free withdrawals for re-
tirement, education expenses, medical ex-
penses, and first time home purchases. The
legislation provides a credit for adoption ex-
penses and reduces the marriage penalty. As
a long time proponent of all of these efforts,
and as the lead sponsor of the American
Dream Restoration Act which contained nearly
all of these three proposals, | can assure my
colleagues | feel strongly about this portion of
the bill. All these things are long overdue and
will help families considerably.

The bill helps seniors as well. While Demo-
crats have often tried to portray themselves as
the protectors of senior citizens, in reality you
will find that Democrat tax policies have hit
senior citizens very hard. Our seniors have
worked hard all their lives and they have paid
taxes all their lives. Many live on fixed in-
comes and can ill-afford the continual tax
hikes that have been heaped upon them by an
arrogant Congress these past 40 years. Sen-
iors deserve a break. This legislation offers
them some hope. The bill repeals the increase
in income taxes on Social Security benefits
which President Clinton had pushed for in the
1993 tax bill. In addition, the legislation raises
the amount seniors can earn before their So-
cial Security benefits are reduced. This is re-
ferred to as the Social Security Earnings Limi-
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tation issue. Both of these measures will put
more money in the pockets of seniors. In addi-
tion, the bill provides for a tax credit to tax-
payers who provide custodial care of certain
elderly family members staying in the tax-
payer's home.

Finally, the bill gives the American business
community a break. Although it is fundamental
economics, | believe some of my colleagues
need to be reminded of some basic tenets of
the marketplace: First, businesses create jobs,
and second, without employers you do not
have employees. Anything we can do to ease
the burden on business community, increase
their ability to compete, and encourage invest-
ments in new business ventures will help cre-
ate new jobs in this country. The best way out
of poverty is opportunity—a job. This legisla-
tion reduces the tax burden on American busi-
nesses by eliminating the excessive, com-
plicated, and inefficient section of the Internal
Revenue Code referred to as the alternative
minimum tax. Scrapping this insane system
will go a long way toward putting American
businesses on a competitive footing with busi-
nesses overseas. In addition, we reduce the
rate on capital gains and index capital assets
for inflation. | could write a book about the im-
portance of this provision of the bill. | have
been advocating reducing the rate on capital
gains for years, and | have seen the benefits
of doing so based on past experience. By re-
ducing the capital gains rate we will not only
encourage more capital to be invested but we
also encourage capital to move freely. This
will result in job creation. Moreover, the in-
creased number of transactions will actually
mean more revenue to the Treasury.

In short, this bill will create long term dy-
namic economic growth that will benefit all
Americans.

THE CLASS WARFARE DEBATE

In the debate over this legislation, there are
those in Congress who wish to divide our
country and its people. These people wish to
create class antagonism, and choose dema-
goguery over logic and reason. These people
want to engage in class warfare. These are
the social engineers of our society who still
don’t understand that socialism died of natural
causes. These people think they have the per-
fect formula for deciding what the proper tax
burden ought to be for various income groups.
They believe that it is Government's respon-
sibility to redistribute income. They apparently
do not understand some of the basic concepts
upon which this country was founded—free-
dom, opportunity, hard work, etc.

These people argue that the tax bill before
us today caters to the rich—that it does not
properly distribute the tax burden. Let me
present some hard facts for these social engi-
neers. According to the Tax Foundation, in
1982, the top 1 percent of income earners
paid 19 percent of the taxes. In 1992, this
group paid 27.4 percent of the taxes. In 1982,
the top 10 percent of income earners paid
48.6 percent of the taxes, while in 1992, that
figure rose to 57.5 percent. For both 1982 and
1992 the top 50 percent of taxpayers paid
over 90 percent of the taxes. All this was be-
fore the 1993 tax bill which was specifically
designed to take $114 billion from high-income
individuals. Isn’t this progressive enough? In
fact, the tax bill we have before us today does
nothing to change these percentages. Indeed,
figures from the Joint Committee on Taxation
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actually indicate that the top 1 percent and top
10 percent will pay a slightly higher proportion
of the total tax burden after this bill is passed
than they would if it were not passed. That
ought to make the social engineers happy and
they ought not be complaining.

Of course my point is that all this talk of tax/
income distribution tables and class warfare is
foolishness. This bill gives money back to the
taxpayers. It does not discriminate. It is de-
signed to encourage savings and investment.
It is about reducing the size of Government.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Chairman, | could speak on this subject
for a long time. However, let me simply say
that this legislation is a most critical part of our
Contract With America. Yes, we have brought
this legislation to the floor of the House as we
promised. But let us do even better than that.
Let us pass this legislation with the goal of en-
acting into law real tax relief before the year
is over.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
6 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. MCDERMOTT], a member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. McCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, al-
though both sides of the aisle strongly
disagree on the merits of this bill, 1
think both parties will agree that in
the last few days we have seen a truck-
load of statistics, charts, graphs, and
surveys arguing for or against this tax
cut plan.

However, there is one thing that both
sides agree upon—that the Republican
tax cut plan will increase the deficit by
$189 billion. Worse still, the Republican
majority is proposing that we pay for
over half of this deficit increase with
an 1.0.U. for $100 billion. Not real
money, but a promise to pay in the fu-
ture.

No one knows what will happen in
the future when the appropriators ac-
tually identify where the cuts will
come from to achieve the $100 billion in
savings.

We have before us a so-called illus-
trative list of proposed cuts by Budget
Committee Chairman KASICH. | am
sure that | am not the only Member of
Congress who is dubious at best, about
anyone’s ability to mandate spending
cuts.

If the Republican majority so firmly
believes in this tax cut plan, why have
they not come up with the specific
spending cuts which they promised to
identify for the American people?
When President Clinton lowered spend-
ing caps 2 years ago, he did it to cut
spending, not to give the money to the
wealthy.

We have been down this road before.
In 1981, Congress passed President Rea-
gan’s tax cut bill without any accom-
panying spending cuts. As a result, the
deficit soared and we face the budget
mess we are in today.

How many Members on the other side
of the aisle remember that in 1981 the
Reagan administration projected a bal-
anced budget by 1984? Sound familiar?
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As Yogi Berra would say, “It’s deja-vu
all over again.”

The Republican leadership is asking
for a giant leap of faith. They are im-
plicitly forcing Members to sign a sec-
ond contract, not with the American
people, but with the Republican leader-
ship to vote for a budget reconciliation
bill that has not been written and cur-
rently does not exist.

Unlike the recent rescissions bill
which spared projects in key Repub-
lican districts, everything—including
Social Security—will have to be on the
table to find the $100 billion in real
cuts.

In September you will be asked to
vote for a budget reconciliation bill
that drastically cuts programs and
services in your district to pay for this
wasteful tax cut bill. Many of you will
have a lot of explaining to do.

The agreement by the Republican
leadership to link the tax cuts to a bal-
anced budget plan is toothless and mis-
leading. This phony agreement allows
the leadership to get their tax bill en-
acted without having to commit to any
guaranteed deficit reduction.

There is absolutely nothing in the
agreement that even remotely looks
like an enforcement mechanism. This
agreement makes it all too clear that
it is more important to the Republican
leadership to keep their political opi-
ate—a promise of tax cuts—no matter
how damaging the Ilong-term con-
sequences.

The unfairness of who gets what of
this bill are too numerous for me to re-
cite. No matter how you analyze this
bill, families with higher incomes re-
ceive a disproportionate share of the
total benefits from these tax cuts.

Chairman ARCHER knows this. That
is why he is trying to change the focus
of the debate from who receives the
majority of the tax bill’s benefits to
what percentage of total income taxes
are paid by the rich. Good try, Mr.
Chairman, but it will not work.

The real issue today is not the total
proportion of income taxes the richest
10 percent of the population pay, but
how much of a tax benefit high income
families receive under the contract
when compared to current tax law.

Under the Republican bill, the rich
get richer so it is logical that they will
pay additional taxes on the extra
money they earn. In contrast, a work-
ing class family that is not able to
take advantage of all of the new tax
breaks contained in this bill will sim-
ply not benefit nearly as much.

The majority of these tax cuts will
not benefit working class Americans.
Under the Republican theory of ““trick-
le-down-economics,” working families
will not even get wet.

For example, the richest 1 percent of
Americans who make more than
$267,000 will pay 18.23 percent of the tax
burden under the contract, up 2 per-
cent. But what Chairman ARCHER does
not say is that those same families—
the top 1 percent—will an average tax
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savings of more than $11,000 per year
under the contract.

In contrast, the majority of Amer-
ican taxpayers whose incomes are less
than $44,434 will pay 16.1 percent of the
tax burden under the contract, a drop
of 0.2 percent. But, these families only
see an average tax savings of $760 or
less.

That’s right, the rich will get $11,000
in tax savings from this tax plan and
the majority of Americans will get $760
or less in savings. Is this what the
Speaker means when he talks about
the “‘opportunity society’” for the
American people?

By voting for this bill with its fairy
tale $100 billion 1.0.U., the Republican
rank-and-file have given up any re-
maining shred of independence they so
briefly entertained last week.

They might as well give their voting
cards to the Speaker and allow him to
vote yes for them on passage of the
budget reconciliation bill in September
because after today they have no
choice.

In September the voters back home
will be wondering why they sent you
here. Did they want you to vote your
conscience or to play the childish game
of “follow the leader?”” Unfortunately,
we have so few Members who do the
former and far too many who do the
latter.

O 1545

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Mrs. JOHNSON], the chairman
of the Subcommittee on Oversight of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. |
thank the chairman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of this bill. It is a fine and nec-
essary tax bill. First, it will make our
economy grow more rapidly. Small
business, the creator of most jobs, will
gain the right to expense $30,000 worth
of equipment, We all know that any
small business can expand more rapidly
if it can afford the equipment to
produce its product. Expensing has
long been the No. 1 demand of the
small-business community to acceler-
ate the pace at which it will be able to
grow.

Estate tax law reform, home office
deduction reinstatement, capital gains,
all will help small business grow, pros-
per and create the jobs that America
needs.

Second, this bill helps big businesses
that compete in a very tough inter-
national market where you can not
pass on new costs through higher
prices. In Connecticut, one company
invested $4 billion over the last few
years in capital investment in manu-
facturing facilities in this Nation and
paid higher taxes than other manufac-
turers who invested not $1 because of
the alternative minimum tax. That is
wrong. That is bad policy. That is anti-
jobs. That is anti a strong economy.
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Not only will this bill help build eco-
nomic strength and create jobs, but it
also helps families and seniors, and it
takes a giant step toward health care
reform. Young families are carrying a
heavier burden in our society today
than they have at any time in our his-
tory. Surely we can agree to give them
this $500 tax credit per child.

Seniors have been disadvantaged by
the tax hike we imposed on them a
couple of years ago. This bill repeals
that; it gives them tax relief, raises the
earnings limit, so that those with low
pensions can work without penalizing
them $1 for every $3 they earn.

It also creates the long-term care
partnership that protects our seniors
and families from the catastrophic
costs of long-term care and home care.

Is this a perfect bill? Absolutely not.
I disagree with the Neutral Cost Recov-
ery section. | want the $200,000 thresh-
old lowered because | think it is better
policy, fairer to all Americans. | think
the solution in this bill to the under-
funded Federal pension plans may not
be the best, but there is no problem in
this bill that is not entirely solvable as
we move along.

And this bill is critical. Mark my
words, it is critical to achieving a bal-
anced budget. If we are going to
achieve a balanced budget by the year
2002, that spending plan must not only
enable us to provide the services we
need in those years but also the tax
policy we need to create jobs, to create
economic strength and to assure a fair
distribution of burden among the fami-
lies and the seniors of America.

I urge your support of this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, may |
inquire as to how much time remains
on each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. ARCHER] has 41 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS] has 34Y:
minutes remaining.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Ms. DuUNN], a respected
member of the committee.

Ms. DUNN of Washington. | thank
the gentleman for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Chairman, my State of Washing-
ton is home to thousands of entre-
preneurs, and home to Microsoft—now
an economic giant but once launched
by a pair of young entrepreneurs. We
also have timber—an industry that
once was robust and thriving, but now
is facing difficult times.

For too long, our Nation’s entre-
preneurs have been penalized by the
tax policy of the United States. Since
1986, when the business capital gains
rate was raised to 35 percent, venture
capital financing has dropped by two-
thirds—from $4.19 to $1.41 billion—and
the number of firms receiving venture
capital financing has declined every
single year.

Mr. Chairman, we must correct the
current tax policy regarding capital
formation. It we don’t, we will be di-
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rectly responsible when the next
Microsoft never takes it off the ground.

Failure to act could bankrupt 1,200
small timber businesses, who typically
own 50 acres and have an income of less
than $50,000. For them, the capital
gains reduction is a life or death mat-
ter. These small timber firms alone
represent more than 5,000 jobs threat-
ened by high capital gains rates.

Mr. Chairman, cutting taxes on cap-
ital is about jobs. Support capital for-
mation, support entrepreneurs, support
family businesses, and support more
jobs for Americans.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. MCCRERY].

Mr MCcCRERY. | thank the gentle-
woman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the quote that I am
given by my constituents back home is
that, “The Federal Government is too
big and spends too much.” 1 do not
hear, when | go back home, ““I pay too
little in taxes.” Every Republican and
many Democrats who were here 2 years
ago voted against the Clinton tax in-
crease. If 2 years ago you were against
the tax increase, why would you not be
now for giving back to the people about
two-thirds of that tax increase? Instead
of trying to create class warfare in
America, let us talk about what is or is
not sound tax policy.

For example, the House recently
passed a historic welfare reform bill.
Those who oppose welfare reform right-
ly asked the question: “Where will the
jobs come from for people who lose
their welfare benefits?”’

Well, this bill begins to address that
question. There are a number provi-
sions in this tax reduction bill which
will encourage productive investment
and creation of private sector jobs.
Chief among them is the reduction in
the capital gains tax rate. By reducing
the tax on capital gains, we reduce the
cost of capital; by reducing the cost of
capital, we encourage investment,
which increases productivity, which al-
lows economic growth without infla-
tion and which, most importantly for
Americans who want to work, creates
jobs.

This tax cut bill gives us a chance to
go back in time 2 years and do now
what Americans wanted us to do then:
Cut spending first.

If you voted against the tax increase
2 years ago, then you ought to vote
today to repeal most of it. Now is your
chance to make right what you said
was wrong 2 years ago.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. HERGER].

Mr. HERGER. | thank the gentle-
woman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is a
crucial step in a tidal wave of reform.
Americans are fed up with paying more
in taxes than they pay for their fami-
lies’ food, clothing and shelter Ameri-
cans are fed up with seeing small busi-
ness drown beneath a suffocating mass
of Government regulation, and Amer-
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ican taxpayers do not want the Federal
Government to be the fastest growing
employer in the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, in 1993, the Democrats
voted for the largest tax increase in
history, and they continue to support
high taxes today.

This legislation pays for all of our
tax cuts, and still lowers the deficit by
$30 billion. In addition, this bill pro-
vides $189 billion in tax relief. Tax re-
lief for families with children, tax re-
lief for young couples beginning to save
for their first home, and tax relief for
senior citizens living on fixed incomes.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, much of
this relief merely gives back to citizens
that which was taken away by Presi-
dent Clinton in the 1993 tax bill. The
average Californian will save $1,761 a
year in taxes if this bill is enacted into
law—76 percent of these benefits going