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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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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.

April 5, 1995

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-
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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
to American families.

Mr. Chairman, it is time that Wash-
ington realizes that income belongs to
the worker, not to the Government.
Congress must allow American workers
to keep more of what they earn—we
must also restore the free market in-
centive which drives our American
dream, that same incentive which leads
citizens to take risks and create jobs.

Vote “yes’ on this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. SKAGGS].

Mr. SKAGGS. Four trillion eight
hundred seventy-three billion, four
hundred eighty-one million dollars.
That is the Federal debt. And we
should be doing all we can to keep it
from growing. The tax cut we are de-
bating this afternoon will explode the
debt by over a hundred billion dollars a
year in the year 2005. Enormous tax re-
lief for those who need it least. For
hard-working middle class American
families earning less than $75,000 a
year, a pittance, 35 bucks a month. For
a family over 200,000, a thousand dol-
lars a month. Whose sense of equity is
not offended by that?

Two months ago we were debating a
balanced budget amendment. There
were pious and sober speeches about
the deficit and its burden on our Kids.
The same people today are supporting
this budget buster. Where has their re-
solve gone?

Four trillion, eight hundred seventy-
three billion, four hundred eighty-one
million dollars.

With a debt like that we should not
even be considering this bill.

Vote against a repeat of voodoo eco-
nomics. Vote down this bill.

Four-trillion, eight-hundred seventy-three bil-
lion, four-hundred eighty-one million dollars.

That is the size of the United States Federal
debt. It's shameful. And we should be doing
all we can to keep it from growing. Which is
why, as much as | would like to cut taxes, |
believe this is the wrong time for any tax cut,
and certainly this tax cut.

But the tax cut we are debating today
would, over the long term, increase that debt
tremendously—by almost $100 billion a year
in 2005. And it would do so by giving most of
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the tax cuts to the wealthiest people in Amer-
ica. Speaker GINGRICH calls this bill the
“crown jewel” of his party’s so-called Contract
With America. | suppose that's an apt label,
for this bill surely would finance nice trip to
Cartier’s for folks who are already in furs.

The bill is, plain and simple, irresponsible. It
will give enormous tax relief to those in our
society who need it least. It will be paid for,
however, at the expense of students and the
elderly, and hard-working families for whom
critical programs are decimated. And it will be
at the expense of generations to come, who'll
be burdened with an explosion of the deficit
that's reminiscent of the early eighties.

Most Americans, those who are struggling
to get by, would get only a pittance in tax
breaks, an average of $35 a month to families
making under $75,000 a year. Whose sense
of equity isn't offended when you compare
that to almost $1,000 a month in tax relief for
those making over $200,000 a year?

This bill also gives huge tax benefits to big
corporations and investors. Not enough atten-
tion has been paid to this aspect of the bill,
probably because these tax breaks are written
in a way that hides their true cost. Over the
first 5 years, the big business tax breaks add
up to $24 billion. In the next 5 years their cost
balloons to $221 billion. Like an iceberg, nine-
tenths of the cost hides under the surface of
the 5-year budget horizon.

What are these tax breaks? Things like the
repeal of the corporate minimum tax. This
wasn't an original part of the so-called con-
tract, but was slipped in after a successful lob-
bying campaign by a coalition of large cor-
porations.

Never mind that the corporate minimum tax
was supported by President Ronald Reagan.
In 1985, the Reagan Treasury Department
said, “The prospect of high-income corpora-
tions paying little or no tax threatens public
confidence in the tax system.”

And avoiding taxes they were. Prior to the
corporate minimum tax, most of the country’s
largest and most profitable corporations often
paid no Federal income taxes. How can any-
one justify increasing the deficit, as this bill
does, just to give the biggest corporation a
pass on paying any taxes?

You will hear from many people today that
this bill is paid for. Do not believe them. It's
paid for only over the first 5 years, when the
tax breaks are expected to cost $188 billion.
What they won't tell you is that this bill was
very cleverly written so that the costs are held
down over the first 5 years, but nearly triple
after that. The Treasury Department estimates
that the full 10-year cost of these tax cuts will
be $630 billion. That full amount isn’t paid for.
Any way you count it, this bill add hundreds of
billions of dollars to the Federal debt. We can’t
afford it.

With the huge cost of this bill, and with the
lion’s share of benefits going to the rich, some
of the more moderate members of the Repub-
lican party have been hesitant to support it.
But there was no opportunity for Democrats to
work with them to create a bipartisan, more
balanced bill, because their leadership had to
have it their way—Ileadership apparently con-
cerned more with the symbolism and show of
the contract than with substance, a leadership
that reveals the emptiness of its commitment
to deficit reduction.

But the moderate Republicans were right.
They remember what happened the last time
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the Congress embraced an economic policy
like this. It was 1981, and it was -called
“Reaganomics” or “trickle-down”: huge tax
cuts to the privileged few, more for defense,
and an explosion of the deficit.

It took 12 years for the Congress and the
President to correct the horrible mistake. That
correction was made in 1993, with the ap-
proval of the largest deficit reduction package
in history. Because of the measures we took,
the Federal budget deficit this year—fiscal
year 1995—will be $126 billion less than
President Bush predicted it would be under his
policies. That's a 40 percent reduction, and
the size of the deficit compared to the overall
economy has been cut nearly in half, to the
lowest percentage since 1979. That's a good
start. But there’s much more to be done.

A little over 2 months ago, the House of
Representatives voted to propose an amend-
ment to the Constitution to require a balanced
budget, that Congress and the President bal-
ance the budget. Many of the amendments’
supporters gave pious speeches filled with
concern about the size of the deficit and Fed-
eral debt. They spoke eloquently about the im-
portance of ensuring that our children aren't
saddled with a mountain of debt.

But today many of these same people will
be voting to pass this budget-buster, this give-
away to the rich. Where has their resolve
gone? Where is their concern over the moun-
tain of debt that's left over from the 1980's?
Why don’t they want to fix the deficit problem
first and give tax cuts next? And why would
they support such an ill-conceived preference
for the wealthiest taxpayers?

If this were the time for a tax cut, there
would be a better alternative to this trickle-
down, contract tax break bill. It's a more mod-
est proposal that's being offered by Congress-
man GEPHARDT. The benefits are targeted at
the people who really need a tax break, work-
ing families trying to send their children to
school, working families trying to save money
for retirement, people making under $100,000
a year. And if | thought we could afford to cut
taxes now, this is the type of bill I'd vote for.

But I will vote against that, too. Reluctantly.
Because | have a very large number that |
can't get out of my head.

Four-trillion, eight-hundred seventy-three bil-
lion, four-hundred eighty-one millions dollars.

With a debt like that hanging over our
heads, we shouldn’t even be considering a tax
break for the wealthy. The focus should be on
deficit reduction. Vote against trickle-down ec-
onomics. Vote against a free ride for large cor-
porations. Vote down this bill.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Kansas [Mrs MEYERS],
the chairman of the Committee on
Small Business.

(Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. |
strong support of this bill.

In the rhetoric about this tax bill op-
ponents claim we are giving tax breaks
to the rich. These critics are wrong,
and they are not focusing on some is-
sues in the bill that are good for small
business. These provisions are not the
major sexy prominent ones in this de-
bate, but they are important to hard-
working men and women who are cre-
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ating 75 percent of the new jobs in this
country, doing it through small busi-
ness.

The Committee on Small Business
met five times earlier this year to look
at specifically those provisions in the
contract of most interest to small busi-
ness. Four of these issues: one, increas-
ing the estate tax exemption from
$600,000 to $750,000 and indexing that
amount for inflation; two, increasing
the expensing allowance for invest-
ment in new equipment; three, reduc-
ing capital gains taxes; and, four, clari-
fying the home office deduction are
vital to small business. These provi-
sions spur investment in small business
and attract life giving capital.

The increase in the estate tax credit
will allow more family businesses to
pass from one generation to the next
rather than be sold to pay the taxes.
The home office deduction, restoring
the home office deduction, is very im-
portant to millions of self-employed in-
dividuals in this country. Many of
these self-employeds are those who
turn the devastation of losing a job by
being downsized out of a large company
into an opportunity to start their own
business and continue to support their
families. Increasing the expensing al-
lowance, particularly important to
small business because of cash flow,
will encourage small businesses to pur-
chase equipment that can increase pro-
ductivity and increase new jobs.

More persons gainfully employed
means more tax revenues generated,
fewer people on welfare and a more pro-
ductive society. If the 6 million small
businesses in this country which have
more than one employee could each
hire just one more person, unemploy-
ment in this country would be wiped
out.

I urge support of this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. LEwis], a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise against this ill-conceived,
ill-considered, and ill-timed tax pro-
posal.

I have heard Speaker GINGRICH refer
to this tax proposal as the crown jewel
of the Republican contract. | could not
agree more. Like the crown jewels, this
bill is for royalty, it is for the truly
wealthy among us. If you are middle
class, if you are poor, you can look but
you better not touch.

Just look at who gets the jewels. The
truly wealthy, those 1 percent of Amer-
icans with the highest incomes, get
over $20,000—$20,000. Many working
families do not earn that much in a
year.

A middle-class family gets less than
$50 a month. The working poor do not
even get $10 a month.

Where do the Republicans get the
money to pay for their royal jewels?
They rob poor Peter to pay Paul. The
Republicans cut student loans, school
lunches, summer jobs—they cut money
for roads, schools, housing, and public
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transportation. All to give the truly
wealthy a $20,000 tax cut.

Instead of calling this greedy tax bill
a crown jewel, we should call it fool’s
gold—because for 90 percent of Amer-
ica, that is what it is. For the price of
wealthy America’s tax cut, millions of
children could continue to get school
lunches. Countless students could re-
ceive their student loans. Hundreds of
thousands of our elderly poor would
continue to receive heating assistance,
to keep them from freezing in the win-
ter. And millions of teenagers would
still have summer jobs, to keep them
off the streets and teach them needed
skills.

Why do we not invest in these peo-
ple—the children, the workers, the stu-
dents—our future? Because the Repub-
licans want to give wealthy America a
tax cut—a tax cut the rest of us cannot
afford.

We have been down this dusty road
before—George Bush called it voodoo
economics. It is a road that led us to
the record deficits we still struggle to
overcome. It is a road that mortgaged
our children’s future. It is a road that
we should never ever travel down
again.

It is time to stand up for what we be-
lieve in. 1 ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to look within
yourselves to muster the courage, the
raw courage, to be true to your beliefs.

This is a bad bill. You know in your
heart, in your heart of hearts, it is a
bad bill. It takes from those who need,
and gives to those who do not. We must
stop pandering, we must stop offering
tax cuts for political gain. As for me
and my house, | will do what is right.
I will say no to the false glow of tax
cuts.

| say to my colleagues, the time is al-
ways right to do right. It is not—it
never will be—time to return to the
failed policies of the 1980’s. To return
to growing deficits, joblessness, and
hopelessness. We can not go back. We
must not go back. We will not go back.

I urge my colleagues to say no to the
crown jewel of the Republican con-
tract—to the tired and failed policies
of the 1980’s. Say no to fool’s gold, say
yes to America’s gold—our children,
their education, and our future.

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

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, | have listened with interest
today to this debate, and | found it on
the other side to be disappointing. We
have heard from a number of people on
the other side that this is the wrong
time to cut taxes, but | can tell you in
my district in northwestern Pennsylva-
nia we need tax relief, and we need
jobs.

This bill helps small business, it
helps manufacturing, and it improves
the job prospects of working families.
According to the McGraw-Hill study it
would create 1.7 million jobs, and that
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is one of the strongest arguments for
passing it today.

It helps with small business
expensing. It helps the most dynamic
sector of our economy by encouraging
investment in equipment. It provides
help to cash-starved firms that need to
make investments to stay internation-
ally competitive, and it allows workers
to achieve a degree of productivity
that ultimately will protect their jobs.
It repeals the alternative minimum tax
which is a relic of tax policy past that
kills jobs. It imposes high taxes on
firms that are actually losing money,
and it hurts cyclical industries like
manufacturing, disproportionately. It
reduces their competitiveness by kick-
ing them when they are down, penaliz-
ing companies that need to invest to
recover. This provision is no longer
needed in the tax law because we have
repealed those provisions in the tax
law that previously had created abuses
that it was intended to correct. We re-
pealed safe harbor leasing in 1982. We
repealed the investment tax credit in
1986, and we have made fundamental
changes in accounting and deprecia-
tion.

This bill would also make necessary
reductions in the capital gains tax to
unlock resources for investment. This
tax change would free up capital for
small business and entrepreneurs, pro-
viding the economy with seed corn,
with new investment to build the econ-
omy of the future.

We need this bill, Mr. Chairman, and
when we hear criticisms from the other
side let us remember they voted for the
largest tax increase in American his-
tory, and they support higher taxes
today, and they have offered us no al-
ternative.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
5 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL], a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

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

Mr. RANGEL. | say to my colleagues,
congratulations, your contract obvi-
ously is going through. I never thought
I would see the day when | would look
and the other body would be trying to
clean up this garbage that we are send-
ing over there. But God is good. It may
happen.

Someone said that we should really
support this capital gains because it
means jobs, jobs, jobs. Well, welcome
to my district. Around this country we
got congressional districts with 30, 40,
50, 60 percent unemployed, people with-
out homes, without jobs, without hope.
For God’s sake, what water are you
drinking so that | can come tell them
that we are going to find the wealthi-
est Americans that have no problems
and living in the luxury of this coun-
try, some of them we are even going to
allow, to permit them to renounce
their citizenship and pay no taxes, but
we are going to allow them to get a 50
percent reduction on capital gains, not
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for themselves, not to get richer, no.
We are doing this for jobs.

But at the same time we are doing
this, the poor kids around this country
that like to believe that a part of this
American dream belongs to them, you
are cutting out education, job training
and opportunities for them. Indeed if
they are minority, and they ever get to
become an adult, and are seeking a job
that has been locking them out, then
we say if there is any chance that any
affirmative action will be there for
you, we will shatter it. If the kid did
get an education, and did get some of
the capital gains and wanted to play
the capital gains game with you, we
would say, “Well, we don’t like it, it’s
too big a deal, and it’s a minority pref-
erence, so let’s knock out that deal,
knock out all preferential dealings
with the FCC, unless, of course, we
know someone that was involved with
one of these deals.”’

| say this:

You are having a ball, you are enjoy-
ing the fruits of victory, you are hav-
ing a party. But America is going to
wake up with this hangover because
you cannot push this fraud on the
American people in a hundred days.
One day the people are going to wake
up and find out that what you have
tried to do is to dismantle the so-called
New Deal that you hate so much to de-
stroy the opportunity for the Federal
Government to provide a safety net for
people and to have anytime you’re
talking about welfare in this Congress
that we would know that we are talk-
ing about just oil depletion allowance
or rapid depreciation or investment tax
credit. That kind of welfare continues
to go on.
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But the welfare of the American peo-
ple that says that no child in this coun-
try should go without medicine, with-
out food, should be hungry, whether or
not the mother is married, these things
now will be shuttled off to the Gov-
ernors. Why? Because for 40 years we
did not perfect the system of how we
take care of the poor.

No, you are not getting rid of it to re-
form it; you are getting rid of it be-
cause you hate the word “entitle-
ments.”” You are saying if you are poor,
if you are sick, if you are blind, if you
are crippled, if you are disabled, that
the Federal Government has no respon-
sibility for you.

Those are the days of Roosevelt.
Wine and roses. This is the day of cap-
italism. Give it to the rich. They know
better how to create jobs. And if the
Governors do not do it right, and they
do not have to, if the governors do not
allocate the money, and there are no
mandates, if the governors run out of
money and they cannot tax it, that is
no big deal. Government never said you
were promised anything. They die.
They have poor in other countries.
Why not this great Republic? And if
the cities and the local governments
cannot do it, you are speaking to them
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where to go. Send your Kids to the or-
phanage. Get them adopted. Go to Boys
Town.

What has happened to the sense of
feeling for our people, giving everyone
opportunity? Let everyone dream that
yes, they can cut coupons, but before
they get to that, give them a chance to
have a job. Do not be able to say that
you are so mean-spirited that you
think that just by cutting out people
and dealing with the wealthiest of the
people here, that you are doing the
right thing. Because today we know
that with the mistakes that we are
making, if that other body does not
correct it, we will have gone back 40
and 50 years in this great Republic. Do
not let it happen just because you have
discipline. Have common sense to go
with it.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
BALLENGER].

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

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in support of H.R. 1215.
Today is a good day to be in the House
of Representatives. Republicans made a
promise to the American people em-
bodied in the Contract With America
and today’s vote on the Tax Relief and
Deficit Reduction Act of 1995 is the cul-
mination of fulfilling that promise. We
have the opportunity to vote on tax
cuts totaling $189 billion over 5 years—
simply put, we can give back money to
the very people who earned it in the
first place.

Cutting taxes will result in an ex-
panded economy and increased job op-
portunities. But don’t take my word
for it. Here are concrete examples from
four State Governors who have cut
taxes in their states. Gov. William
Weld, in a letter to the Speaker, states
that Massachusetts has “‘cut taxes nine
times over the past four years’ result-
ing in tax revenues growing by over
$2.2 billion during that period of time.
Gov. John Engler of Michigan says
that ‘“‘fifteen tax cuts in four years
have turbocharged the state’s economy
to the best performance in a genera-
tion. While taxpayers are saving more
than $1 billion annually, state revenues
have continued to rise.”” Wisconsin
Gov. Tommy Thompson cites tax cuts
of more than “‘1.5 billion over the past
eight years” resulting in an economy
that created ““new jobs at nearly dou-
ble the national rate and more new
manufacturing jobs than any other
state. The lesson from Wisconsin is
clear: tax cuts help create jobs and op-
portunity for families and individuals.”’

Gov. Christine Todd Whitman of New Jer-
sey is working on a 30 percent cut in State in-
come taxes over three years and is well
ahead of schedule.

| ask you, what is wrong with letting tax-
payers keep more of their money to spend as
they see fit, perhaps provide for their chil-
dren’s or grandchildren’s college education,
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pay for a family vacation, invest in an Individ-
ual Retirement Account, or just pursuing their
own version of the American Dream? Let us
do for America what these Governors have
done for their states.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. WELDON].

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in support for family tax re-
lief. The rhetoric coming from the
other side of the aisle does not match
up with the facts.

A case in point: | received a phone
call last week from Christine, a con-
stituent in my district. She is a single
mom with a 7-year-old son who called
to urge my vote in support of the cap-
ital gains tax relief. It seems that she
is selling a home and that she needs
the additional income from our tax re-
lief to help her provide for herself and
her son.

Now, Christine is not rich. Yet exist-
ing capital gains tax laws severely pe-
nalize her. This bill means that Chris-
tine will keep more of her money.

In addition to tax relief provided by
the capital gains reduction, this bill’s
child tax credit will let her keep an-
other $500 of her income.

Mr. Chairman, it makes for good
rhetoric and heightened class warfore,
but his does not add up. Support this
bill. This is a good bill.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am so excited that
we are reducing part of the taxes, re-
ducing $190 billion of taxes, to help off-
set the $250 billion tax increase that we
had a year and a half ago, and we are
doing it in such a way as to expand and
encourage jobs in this country.

Let me just briefly show you this
chart of how the United States charges
our businesses that buy that machin-
ery and equipment.

Our marginal tax rate is 28 percent
compared to France, 18 percent; Ger-
many is exempt. We are penalizing our
businesses that buy those tools and put
the best tools in the hands of our work-
ers. If we give American workers those
kinds of tools and those kinds of facili-
ties, we can out produce anybody in
the world.

Mr. Chairman, that is what makes
jobs. We produce a product that people
in this country and all over the world
want to buy, and we produce it at a
competitive price. To do that, we have
got to give our workers the best pos-
sible tools.

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

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding.

Mr. Chairman, this tax relief bill will
give something like $4.5 billion of tax
relief to the people of Georgia, and |
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am proud to be standing here in sup-
port of it. Four and one-half billion
dollars of tax relief for Georgians.

For the last several months we have
heard opponents claim that the Con-
tract With America is against children.
They claim the welfare bill and this
tax bill are antifamily and antichild.

Well, Mr. Chairman, our opponents
are wrong, and they know it. The truth
is that every legislative component of
the Contract With America is designed
to benefit all Americans, individuals,
families, and especially children.

The Contract With America, and
specifically this tax relief legislation,

is 100 percent proresponsibility, pro-
family, and prochildren.
This legislation contains a new

American dream savings account that
reduces tax penalties on those that
save money and use those savings for
education, medical costs, and home
purchases. It is profamily and
prochildren.

This legislation reduces the marriage
penalty, making it profamily and
prochildren. It provides $5,000 tax cred-
it to help thousands of families over-
come the financial obstacles of adop-
tion. It is profamily and prochildren. It
provides an increase in the exemption
allowed for State taxes so that farms
and small businesses started by fami-
lies can be passed from one parent to
child without destroying those assets.
It is profamily and it is prochildren.

It provides 50-percent capital gains
deduction for individuals. This means
that the tax penalty on a family’s
home or property is reduced so an indi-
vidual or family can afford to sell that
home or property without losing so
much to the Federal Government, cre-
ating more financial security for that
family and their children. It is
profamily and prochildren.

It gives a $500 tax credit to families
with children under the age of 18. It is
profamily and prochildren, and | urge
its passage.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, before
the gentleman leaves the floor, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, if this is so profamily
and prochildren, why in the world did
the Republicans introduce two bills
that give it to all the children, but
then finally in this bill they brought to
the floor start cutting children in fami-
lies of under 50,000, and under 25,000 all
the way out of this family and correc-
tion credit. If it is so profamily, why
did they do that?

Mr. Chairman, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. VISCLOSKY].

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

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in opposition to the Republican tax-cut bill,
H.R. 1215, because it would undermine deficit
reduction efforts. | have always supported a
balanced budget, and the responsibility to
achieve this is not one that | take lightly. Over
the years, | have frequently taken the political
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road less traveled in the name of deficit reduc-
tion. Last month, | was one of only six Demo-
crats to support the rescissions bill because |
believe we need to start making tough spend-
ing decisions now. In January, | supported a
constitutional amendment to balance the
budget for the first time because | finally lost
faith that the President and Congress have the
resolve to balance the budget without being
required to do so.

The bill we are considering today has con-
firmed my worst fears. We are cutting the
taxes of the American people for the low, low
price of $188 billion over 5 years. It is abso-
lute folly to cut taxes for those making
$200,000 to increase the deficit for those mak-
ing $20,000 along with everyone else. The
total cost of these tax cuts by the year 2002
will be $630 billion. The Republicans on the
Budget Committee are now scrambling to
come up with spending cuts—just to pay for
the tax cuts. What ever happened to deficit re-
duction? What ever happened to balancing the
budget? Why don’t we just focus on eliminat-
ing the biggest drain on taxpayer dollars, the
interest on the national debt. These proposed
tax cuts aren't going give taxpayers a break,
they are going to increase their long-term bur-
den.

Nations, like families, have to plan for the
future. As a nation, we have failed to plan. We
have borrowed to achieve a false sense of se-
curity today, leaving the bills for our children to
pay tomorrow. In 1994, alone, we spent $203
billion more than we had. This means that
$783 was borrowed from every single person
in America. Over the past 20 years, the aver-
age budget deficit has grown from $36 billion
in the 1970’s, to $156 billion in the 1980's, to
the unprecedented $248 billion hole we have
dug for ourselves so far in the 1990's. This ir-
responsible spending has resulted in a money
pit so deep that this year’s interest payment—
$235 billion—will be larger than this year's
deficit—$176 billion.

By providing $188 billion in tax cuts instead
of deficit reduction, the Republican Party is
charging every American—including every
child—$43.51 in interest payments for every
year over the rest of their lives.

The Republicans claim that the agreement
they quickly slapped together to get enough
votes to pass their tax bill will put us on a
glide path to a balanced budget by 2002.
However, no specific targets are set out in the
agreement, and the language does not require
the tax cuts to be rescinded if deficit reduction
targets are missed. The bill requires only the
development of a deficit reduction plan. With-
out setting enforceable targets, this bill will
throw us into the same money pit as Gramm-
Rudman | and II. If we pass H.R. 1215, we
won't be on a glide path to a balanced budget,
we will be on a slippery slope to more explod-
ing debt, higher interest rates, and a shrinking
economy for all Americans.

It is disastrous that the Republicans would
increase the debt of the average American
family in order to benefit creditors, whose spe-
cial interest lobbyists carry increased clout in
the new, reformed Congress. Under current
trends, the interest on the national debt is esti-
mated to consume an average of 15 percent
of total Federal outlays and more than the 3
percent of the gross domestic product. This
year alone, interest payments on the Federal
debt will cost almost $940 per person—almost
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twice the $500 per child tax credit offered in
this bill.

| urge opposition to H.R. 1215. If we want
to give the American people a break, we
should get serious about balancing the budg-
et. A $188 billion package of tax cuts is defi-
nitely a step in the wrong direction.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, would
it not be great if the Pollyannas and
the supply-side ideologues were correct
that the road ahead for America is
paved with candy? | like candy as
much as the next guy. | like tax cuts.
They want to give a $500 tax credit per
child? Why not $5,000 per child? Be-
cause somebody has got to pay for it,
and we went down the candy road with
them once before. It was sweet for the
politicians that promised all the tax
breaks. It was very sweet for the privi-
leged few in this country.

But it turned out to be a toll road.
And guess who had to pay the toll? Our
children, to the tune of trillions of dol-
lars of national debt because of this
supply-side nonsense.

Now we have got a Federal deficit as
far as the eye can see in the $200-bil-
lion-a-year range. The only way we are
ever going to deal with it is by making
tough choices, and tax cuts are not
tough choices. They are the oldest gim-
mick in the book. In fact, as Ross
Perot has said, they are a way for poli-
ticians to buy your votes, using your
own money. In this case it is our chil-
dren’s money, and it is wrong.

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

Mr. Chairman, simply to respond to
the gentleman, the gentleman knows
this is not supply-side economics. This
bill is paid for and more than offset
with in excess of $30 billion of deficit
reduction by CBO estimates. Remem-
ber CBO? That is where the President
stood right here on this floor and said
they are the accurate estimators. We
are going to follow them.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. SALMON].

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

Mr. Chairman, before | begin to talk
about my strong support of H.R. 1215, |
cannot help but respond to a comment
that was made about the safety net
that supposedly we are cutting out. |
might add this safety net is lined with
flypaper. It is very, very difficult to get
out of. In fact, it is a net, | am not sure
it is a safety net.

Mr. Chairman, with the tax provi-
sions in the Contract with America we
are going to be passing | believe today,
this bill is so important to the Amer-
ican people because it provides tax re-
lief to virtually all Americans. It will
create incentives for savings and in-
vestment. Not only will passage of this
bill provide more tax fairness, but it
will also stimulate growth in Ameri-
ca’s private sector.

I would like to speak specifically
about the American Dream Restora-
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tion portion of H.R. 1215. | was a spon-
sor of this part of the bill along with
the gentleman from |Illinois [Mr.
CRANE] and the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. NussLE] when it was introduced as
part of the contract.

This part of the bill ease the mar-
riage penalty that punishes men and
women for getting married by making
them pay more in taxes than if they
had remained single. It creates a new
IRA that will allow Americans to save
for the purchase of a home, for edu-
cation, for medical expenses, and for
retirement. It will also provide work-
ing families with a $500 child tax cred-
it.

Mr. Chairman, let us move away
from the greatest American nightmare
and move back to the American dream.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

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

Mr. Chairman, under this bill, the
rich get richer, and the poor get more
numerous. But that is what you would
expect from Republican fiscal policies.
This bill hides the fact that more than
half of all the tax cuts under the legis-
lation goes to two handfuls of our
wealthiest Americans, two handfuls in
percentages, of course. Under this bill,
the benefits do not go to the middle
class, which has been the constantly
repeated lie along the way.

I just want to talk about one provi-
sion. Take one provision. President
Reagan signed in 1986 a provision that
made the biggest corporations in
America pay at least a minimum tax.
Now this is going to be repealed, tak-
ing $15 billion and giving it to the larg-
est  corporations, Anheuser-Busch,
Coors, Boeing, du Pont, General Dy-
namics, PepsiCo and Texaco and Wes-
tinghouse and Xerox. That money Iis
being taken from people who will be-
come poorer because of this legislation.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Kim].

(Mr. KIM asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. KIM. Mr. Chairman, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me. |
rise today in support of this bill.

I am getting tired of listening to this
rhetoric about this bill is making rich
people richer. Let me tell you about
this marriage penalty tax that we
passed last year under this omnibus
budget bill we passed, which was the
largest tax increase in our history.

Under that law many married cou-
ples face a larger tax burden than they
would if they stay single.

Let me give you some specific exam-
ples. Two individuals making $75,000
each will pay an extra $2,000 marriage
penalty tax to the IRS, if they get mar-
ried. Let me give you another example,
which is more a horrifying example.
Two individuals making $15,000 each
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with two kids for combined income of
$30,000 would pay an extra $4,000 to the
IRS. That is a marriage tax penalty.

That is enough to buy food for the
kids for 6 months. In total, listen to
this, a married couple would pay an
extra $20 billion in penalty taxes to the
Government next year. Nobody ever
mentioned this.

This is ridiculous. We should be en-
couraging people to get married, not
penalizing them by taxing.

I have a personal concern. | am mar-
ried 33 years. This bill will fix that,
will repeal this horrifying marriage tax
penalty.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to talk about one
of the most important aspects of H.R. 1215:
Tax relief for families.

Over the last several decades, one of the
groups hit hardest by the increasing Federal
tax burden has been the American family. The
situation for families is grim: At the same time
that economic conditions have made it harder
and harder for families to make ends meet,
the Government has taken a larger and larger
bite out of family income.

For example, while the cost of raising chil-
dren has gone up steadily—it now costs an
average of $5,000 per year to raise a child—
the tax break the Government gives families
has declined rapidly. In fact, over the last 50
years, the value of the dependent exemption
has decreased by more than 36 percent. The
result is that families are now forced to spend
less on their kids and more to support waste-
ful Government programs.

It is clear, then, that it is time to give a help-
ing hand to American families. And we do not
have to have some massive government bu-
reaucracy—some Department of Families—to
do it. In fact, the best way to help American
families is very simple: Just let families keep
more of their own money.

And that is exactly what H.R. 1215 does—
it gets the Federal Government off the backs,
and out of the pocketbooks—of American fam-
ilies.

The bill does this in four main ways:

First, H.R. 1215 repeals the so-called mar-
riage penalty. Under current law, many mar-
ried couples face a larger tax burden than
they would if they stayed single.

For example, a married couple without kids
making a combined income of $150,000 a
year would pay an extra $1,912 in taxes due
to the marriage penalty. A married couple with
two kids making a combined income of
$30,000 per year would pay $4,369 extra than
if they were single. That's enough to buy food
and clothes for their kids for 6 months.

Nationwide, the extra tax burden placed on
married couples is substantial: Because of this
inequity in the law, married couples will pay a
total of $20 billion in extra taxes in 1996.

This situation is ridiculous. We should not
penalize people for being married, especially
when marriage seems to be becoming a thing
of the past.

H.R. 1215 rectifies this situation. The bill
makes married couples eligible for a tax re-
bate if their tax liability goes up as a result of
being married. In doing so, this legislation
eliminates the marriage penalty and restores
tax fairness for married couples.

Second, the bill establishes a $500 tax cred-
it for the home care of a parent, grandparent,
or great-grandparent who is ill or infirmed.
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| think we all have experienced the emo-
tional and financial strain of caring for our el-
derly relatives who can no longer care for
themselves. And yet, doing so is one of the
fundamental obligations of the family.

H.R. 1215 would give families a helping
hand in meeting this obligation. The bill would
give families who care for elderly relatives at
home a $500 tax credit to help offset the cost
of that care. In doing so, H.R. 1215 would
allow an additional 400,000 families to care for
their elders at home—and keep their extended
families together longer.

Third, this legislation would allow families to
claim a credit of up to $5,000 for the costs of
adopting a child. This needed tax relief will
help reduce the financial barriers to adoption,
the costs of which average between $10,000
and $12,000 per child.

It is estimated that this tax break would ben-
efit more than 65,000 families nationwide—
and will help thousands of children become
part of healthy, productive families. At a time
when it has become nearly impossible to find
adoptive parents for thousands of children, |
believe that this tax credit is essential. In a
sense, this tax credit helps families in the
most fundamental way possible: It helps fami-
lies become families.

Finally, and most importantly, H.R. 1215 es-
tablishes a $500 per-child tax credit.

The $500 per-child tax credit will provide
substantial tax relief for American families. In
fact, this tax credit will reduce taxes on fami-
lies with children by $105 billion over the next
5 years. This tax relief would be distributed to
more than 30 million families across the coun-
try.

But let us put it in everyday terms: If H.R.
1215 passes, a family with two children could
receive a $1,000 discount on their yearly tax
bill. That's enough to buy food for several
months, or clothes for a whole year.

Having raised three children myself, | know
from firsthand experience how expensive it is
to raise children. | can think of no better way
to help American families than by giving them
more money to spend on their kids.

And let me say a word to my colleagues
who claim that, somehow, this tax credit is a
giveaway to the rich:

| think that those who make this claim do
not truly understand the value and importance
of children. A child’s worth does not change
just because his or her parents make more
money. The fact is that the $500 per-child tax
credit is about helping children—all children. It
is not about engaging in class warfare to
score political points.

Even worse, those who engage in this class
warfare argument have their facts wrong:

In reality, 75 percent of the tax benefits from
the $500 per-child tax credit will go to families
making less than $75,000 per year. 90 percent
of the benefits go to families making under
$100,000 per year. In other words, average,
working families will receive nearly all of the
benefits from the $500 per-child tax credit.

In sum, the tax relief bill we are debating
here today is one of the most pro-family
pieces of legislation Congress has seen in
years. By eliminating the marriage penalty,
helping families absorb the costs of adoption
and caring for an elderly relative, and by giv-
ing parents more money to care for their chil-
dren, H.R. 1215 will do much to help families
make ends meet.
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In a sense, H.R. 1215 is based on a revolu-
tionary idea that hasn't been tried by Con-
gress before: Let families keep more of their
own money. In doing so, we can do more to
help children and families than we have ever
done in the past—without hiring a single new
government bureaucrat or establishing a new
government program.

So let us vote to give American families a
helping hand. | urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1215.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut [Ms. DELAURO].

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in strong opposition to this tax give-
away to the rich. We do need tax relief,
but it should be targeted at middle-
class families who have been working
harder for less for far too long in this
country.

The bill now before us does nothing
to help working Americans. Households
earning $200,000 are big winners. They
receive an average tax cut of $11,266.
Corporations are big winners. The al-
ternative minimum tax is eliminated,
but households earning under $30,000
would receive a paltry $124. Even this
small break for ordinary people would
be more than taken away through
spending cuts.

Whatever break seniors get, they will
pay back with as much as $400 billion
in cuts in Medicare. And whatever
breaks middle-class families get, they
will pay back in higher college edu-
cation costs because of $13 billion in
cuts in student loans.

Do not be fooled. The American pub-
lic should not be fooled. The rich and
the powerful are the only winners in
this very bad bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, a respected member
of the committee.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, 1 rise in support of Ameri-
ca’s families, who are all struggling to
make ends meet.

For too long Washington has in-
creased taxes and slowly eroded the
ability of families to afford the basic
necessities of life. It is absurd that the
American families now pay more in
taxes for food, clothing, and houses
combined. High taxes are for what?
Politicians can spend more; that is, for
big government.

It is time to end this selfish Washing-
ton knows best attitude. This money
does not belong to government. It be-
longs to you, the people.

This bill would provide tax relief to
35 million American families. Congress
must realize that the people of Amer-
ica can handle their own money better
than any Washington bureaucrat. Re-
publicans know better that lower taxes
mean more money in the hands of peo-
ple who make the economy grow.

This means families have more
money to spend, to invest, or save for
the future.
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Democrats have been raising taxes
for so long, they truly do not know any
other way to run the government.
Some of our Democrat speakers even
believe that the tax-and-spend policy
has succeeded. But we all know what a
failure it was. Taxes are destructive to
families, to businesses, and to the
economy.

Contrary to liberal belief, taxes do
not discriminate by income. They hurt
every family in America. It is unbeliev-
able that Democrats still believe that
people are not taxed enough. But then
again, these are the same Democrats
that passed the largest tax increase in
history. They want to raise taxes
again.

Listen to their rhetoric. It supports
big government. It supports big spend-
ing. It supports more taxes, and they
want your family to pay for their over
spending.

Let us take a giant step forward
today for our families, our children,
and our Nation and vote for this bill
and vote for tax relief.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds to respond to the last
gentleman.

When | came to Congress, the Eisen-
hower administration had just left
here. And the tax rate at the top was 94
percent. And all through the tax rate
was much higher than it is today.

We Democrats, who have controlled
the Congress ever since then, have re-
duced those rates from 94 percent down
into the 30 percents. So the gentleman
is just dead wrong when he says we did
not reduce taxes in the Democratic ad-
ministration. He does not know what
he is talking about.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 3 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. KENNELLY], a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to H.R. 1215. It is he
wrong bill at the time, no matter how
attractive the various pieces.

We know the macroeconomic reasons
for being against this bill today. As Mr.
Kiskanen of the Cato Institute has
said: “There’s not a single part of this
bill that | consider an improvement
over the current system.” He goes on
to say that the bill would encourage
additional investment in new equip-
ment but does nothing to stimulate ad-
ditional savings to finance it.

Robert Shapiro, another respected
economist, says he doubts the Congress
will find the $90 billion to pay for it.
Henry Aaron is concerned about the
widening gap between the haves and
the have nots. Others worry about
where the money to pay for the bill
will be found. The bill is very specific
on cuts in revenue—but oh so vague,
about $700 billion, in cuts in discre-
tionary spending.

Although the bill is called the Amer-
ican Dream Restoration Act, it will not
be a pleasant dream for some, for in-
stance, the blind. Although the con-
tract includes a provision raising the
Social Security earnings test to $30,000

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

a year for seniors, it breaks the current
link in the earnings test between the
blind and senior citizens. This link has
been successful over the past 18 years
in giving blind individuals the oppor-
tunity to be more productive members
of society, and to support their fami-
lies.

I had asked the Rules Committee to
allow consideration of my amendment
to provide the same earnings test for
seniors and the blind by the year 2000.
This amendment was not controversial.
In fact, 161 Members are cosponsors of
a complementary resolution that the
link be maintained. This amendment
would have been paid for with surplus
funds on the Social Security pay-go
scorecard. Unfortunately, the Rules
Committee did not make my amend-
ment in order.

I also want to focus on a little known
fact: The contract would significantly
reduce State revenues. A recent study
of 15 States by the Institute on Tax-
ation and Economic Policy indicates
that just two provisions of this bill—
depreciation and capital gains—will
cost those States over $41 billion over
10 years. Why? Because 37 States use
Federal adjusted gross income [AGI] as
the starting point for computing State
taxes. In other words, Federal AGI is
the tax base in these States and as the
contract reduces Federal AGI, it also
reduces State revenues.

It is possible for States to avoid this
loss of revenue by passing laws denying
the Federal tax cuts for State tax pur-
poses. This however, would require tax-
payers to keep two different sets of
books—an administrative nightmare.

My own State of Connecticut stands
to see State receipts reduced by $1.64
billion—about $500 for every man,
woman, and child in the State. This
bill gives $500 per child, but they will
get lost at the State and local level.

Mr. Chairman, it is one thing for us
to debate how best to raise Federal rev-
enue and how best to spend it. It is
quite another for us to make these
very fundamental revenue decisions for
the State Governors. Especially at a
time when we hear so much about the
desirability of shifting decision-mak-
ing back to the States, it seems high-
handed, even unreasonable, to arrogate
these decisions to ourselves.

Remember, these are just two provi-
sions. How much will the other provi-
sions cost Connecticut or your States?
Passing the contract would create
budget deficits in 37 States. This is just
another unfunded mandate.

Oppose the bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. BUNNING], the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Social Security
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr.
Chairman, | thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the tax cut bill that is before
the House today.

In the last couple of weeks, there has
been a lot of hot air and bluster about
this bill. It has been interesting to hear
the people on the other side of the aisle
rant and rave about the unfairness of
this tax bill.

It reminds me of my predecessor,
Gene Snyder, who frequently referred
to the howling wolves of liberalism.
Today they are not howling, they are
just whining.

Last night, during special orders, I
heard one Member go so far as to call
this tax bill, immoral.

Anyone who calls this bill unfair or
immoral is not reading the same bill |
have been reading.

I will tell you what is immoral and
unfair. Immoral is a policy that penal-
izes senior citizens for saving for their
own retirement. This bill fixes that ex-
isting policy.

Unfair is a policy that penalizes sen-
ior citizens for working. This bill fixes
that existing policy.

Unfair is a policy that discourages
people from buying insurance to take
care of themselves in their later years.
This bill fixes that.

This bill fixes all of these misguided
policies.

This bill—which includes the Senior
Citizens Equity Act which 1 spon-
sored—repeals the 1993 Clinton tax in-
crease on Social Security benefits
which so unfairly penalized people who
managed to save and invest enough
during their working years to supple-
ment their retirement incomes.

This bill raises the Social Security
earnings limit so that seniors who have
to work or choose to work after retire-
ment can make more than $11,280 a
year and not be penalized. This bill will
allow them to make thirty thousand
dollars with no penalty. That is fair-
ness.

This bill makes it easier for people to
buy long term health care insurance so
they can take care of themselves in
their failing years. That is not unfair.
It is sound public policy.

This bill makes it easier for people
who are terminally ill to cash in their
life insurance policies—tax free—to
help them pay for their own medical
bills. That is compassion and common
sense.

This tax cut bill gives families a tax
credit to help them take care of elderly
parents and grandparents. That is pol-
icy that encourages individual respon-
sibility.

This bill gives a tax credit to help de-
fray the costs incurred by families who
want to adopt a child. This bill will
make it possible for more families to
bring children into loving homes. That
is compassion.

There is nothing immoral or unfair
about any of these things. This is
sound public policy. This tax bill en-
courages individual responsibility. It
encourages people to work and save
and to pay their own way.
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Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. The
unfairness argument does not stick. It
is time to do what is right and pass
this measure and give the American
taxpayer a break.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Georgia [Ms. MCKINNEY].

Ms. McKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, the
voo-doo policies of the 1980’s should
have taught us something about
Reaganomics. Yet, here we go again,
Republicans are going to cut taxes for
the wealthy and pay for them with cuts
to student loans and heating assistance
for the elderly poor.

If you make $200,000 a year, Repub-
licans feel your child is worth $500 dol-
lars. But if you make $12,000 a year,
your child is worth zero. We suspected
this all along, but with this bill the Re-
publicans have brought our worst
nightmare to us live and in color. They
go too far.

With this bill, the rich are going to
make out like bandits, and at the same
time, the Republicans are adding an-
other $750 billion to the deficit over the
next 10 years. Mr. Chairman, Repub-
licans are so fond of saying that a ris-
ing tide lifts all boats. But what they
really mean is that a rising tide lifts
all yachts, while the working class
homes on shore, get washed away.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska [Mr. CHRISTENSEN], a member of
the committee.

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

Mr. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman,
there is one issue that has been ne-
glected in the debate over our tax bill:
the issue of how this tax bill helps our
nation’s seniors.

Remember President Clinton’s puni-
tive tax hike on seniors? Remember
when the Democrats decided that sen-
iors living on fixed incomes as low as
$34,000 were ‘““wealthy’? Well, our bill
injects some sanity back into this de-
bate by repealing the Clinton tax in-
crease on seniors. It lets seniors keep
more of their own money rather than
forcing them to hand it over to the
Federal Government to be squandered
by spendthrift bureaucrats.

Our tax bill also helps seniors by re-
forming the social security earnings
limit. Under current law, seniors be-
tween the ages of 65 to 69 can only earn
$11,280 before the government begins
confiscating $1 for every $3 they earn.
When you include the FICA withhold-
ing tax and the federal income tax,
low-income seniors face an effective
marginal tax rate of 55.65 percent! That
is a tax rate traditionally left to mil-
lionaires.

Unlike the Democrats, who once
claimed that they wanted to see the
earnings limit raised, we are doing
what we said we would do by raising
the earnings limit to $30,000.

These provisions, plus our long term
care incentives, $500 Eldercare Tax
Credit and the increase in the estate
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and gift tax exclusion, show that it is
the Republicans that are looking out
for the best interests of our nation’s
seniors.

In my State of Nebraska, over 34,000
seniors will benefit directly from our
senior citizen tax reforms.

Not to mention how many thousands
of other Nebraska seniors will benefit
from our American Dream Savings Ac-
counts, Spousal IRA’s and capital gains
reductions.

Let us not forget that it was the
Democrats who passed the largest tax
increase in American history. They op-
pose H.R. 1215 because they want to
raise taxes again.

Here is a bill that helps out our na-
tion’s seniors, cuts taxes on all Ameri-
cans, pays for those cuts and lowers the
deficit by 30 billion dollars. Sounds
like win-win public policy to me.
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Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds to answer the gentle-
man’s charge about the 15-percent in-
crease on Social Security.

I will remind the gentleman that
President Reagan—President Reagan
raised the taxes on 50 percent of the in-
come of Social Security recipients, ver-
sus 15 that the current President
raised.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the

gentlewoman from Florida [Mrs.
MEEK].
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, | oppose
very strongly the Republican fairness
and deficit reduction bill. It is an

oxymoron, because there is no fairness
in this bill. Neither does it reduce the
deficit.

The Republican majority’s bill,
which is said to reduce the deficit, is
not doing it. You are just moving old
wine around in new bottles, that is
what you are doing, taking money
from here and putting it over there. It
is an old shell game. Each one of us
who has been around long enough will
know that.

I am a senior citizen. You are helping
senior citizens one way and taking it
away in another. Look what is happen-
ing with health care for senior citizens.
No matter how much money we are
giving them, if there is no health deliv-
ery system, we are still not helping
them.

A lot of things they are doing here is
made up of smoke and mirrors all put
together in a consortium of fooling the
American public that they are really
doing something for them, when they
are really not. What they are doing, we
have a spectrum here, where we have
on one side the very poor, in the middle
we have the middle class, and then we
have the upper class.

Do Members know who is getting all
the money? The upper class. The poor
middle class people in the middle are
being left out. These cuts in vital pro-
grams are going to fund these tax cuts,
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things they are taking away from aver-
age Americans.

I must say, this 5-year budget plan
that is supposed to reduce the deficit is
not going to reduce the deficit, so do
not go away from here thinking it is
going to do that.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. SHAw], chairman of the
Subcommittee on Human Resources of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
helping this country’s senior citizens
continue to live their American dream.
And | mean all senior citizens, Mr.
Chairman, not just wealthy senior citi-
zens. Since 1993, the Clinton tax hike
on Social Security benefits has meant
that a senior citizen who lives on a
fixed income as low as $34,000 must pay
income taxes on 85 percent of his or her
benefits. This was a 70-percent income
tax hike on Social Security benefits.
Today, we are going to repeal this ill-
conceived tax hike and reassure our
senior citizens that this Congress has
not forgotten the hard work they con-
tributed to their country.

We are also not going to forget that
many citizens over the age 65 have no
intention of settling into retirement,
or that others are in the situation
where they must continue to work be-
yond age 65 because their fixed Social
Security income does not provide ade-
quate financial security. For these peo-
ple we are offering to increase the
amount senior citizens can earn before
being taxed on the benefits they have
already earned. The current earnings
limit of only $211,280 punishes senior
citizens by hitting them with an addi-
tional effective tax of 33 percent. This
is not fair, and this is why we owe it to
our senior citizens to gradually in-
crease the earnings limit to $30,000 per
year over a 5-year period.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | support
helping millions of Americans plan
now to avoid potential financial hard-
ships, later in life, by encouraging pri-
vate solutions to long-term health
care. One of the biggest fears of senior
citizens is that they may lose most of
what they own if they are confronted
with a long-termillness. This fear will
be felt by younger Americans when
they reach the age of retirement. By
allowing accelerated death benefits to
be paid tax-free from life insurance
policies, by providing employers with
incentives to offer long-term care cov-
erage, and by allowing tax-free with-
drawals from IRA’s and other pension
plans in order to buy long-term care
coverage will provide financial security
to all Americans who worry about
being able to take care of their long-
term care needs.

Mr. Chairman, my main concern is
for the well-being of this country’s sen-
ior citizens. The provisions of H.R. 1215
speak of today will help empower
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today’s senior citizens, as well as to-
morrow’s. | encourage a vote of ‘‘yes”
for this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi-
ana [Mr. ROEMER].

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, last
week we debated the Personal Respon-
sibility Act. Today we are debating the
Tax Irresponsibility Act. This bill is ir-
responsible for two reasons. First of
all, this bill will cost over a 10-year pe-
riod $700 billion; not million, billion
dollars. Now, there is no free lunch, as
we learned in the 1980’s, and there is no
free breakfast, lunch, and dinner. We
have to pay for this.

The Republicans have it half right, in
that they pay for some of these new
tax breaks, but then they respend the
money. They do not put it to the defi-
cit.

Second, let us talk about fairness;
not class warfare, but tax fairness.
This bill repeals the corporate mini-
mum tax. That simply states if you are
a profitable company, you should pay
some taxes. This bill gets rid of that
and says to schoolchildren: “We are
going to take 50 cents from you out of
that $1.10 lunch, and you are going to
help pay for that tax break for the cor-
poration.”

Let us get back to the days, in a bi-
partisan way, when the gentleman
from Ohio, JoHN KaAsIicH, and Tim
Penny worked together to reduce the
deficit in a fair manner.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. HUTCHINSON].

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, |
am glad to rise in support of the tax re-
lief bill. It lowers capital gains, raises
the earnings limit on Social Security,
provides an adoption tax credit, an
elder tax credit, IRA equity, a $500 tax
credit for children.

In short, it is a family-friendly tax
relief bill. After all, the family is the
fundamental unit of society. It is the
guardian of our social fabric. It is the
means by which our values are con-
veyed. Yet it is besieged, embattled. It
is under attack by its own government.
We could not have come up with a
more anti-family public policy if we
had sat down and devised such a plan.

It is not too much to expect that gov-
ernment be the friend, not the foe, of
the family, so one critical step in turn-
ing this around is the passage of the
$500 per child tax credit. It would shift
power and money from Washington bu-
reaucrats and return it to the moms
and dads of middle America.

Families do not want more entitle-
ments, they want empowerment. The
American family is tired of high-sound-
ing rhetoric and empty speeches about
family values while policymakers in-
sult them by saying ‘“We can’t afford it
now,’” as if it is our money. We cannot
afford not to do it now. Our national
security is intertwined with family se-
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curity. Strong and secure families
mean a strong and secure society.

We need to reject the class warfare
rhetoric and pass this bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. NEAL], a Member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Chairman, the Tax
Fairness and Deficit Reduction Act is
neither, and it is certainly not the
right approach for tax cuts. This legis-
lation reduces by $188 billion the Fed-
eral Treasury over 5 years. Indeed,
Treasury has estimated that the provi-
sions are going to cost $700 billion over
10 years.

The Republicans say this unneces-
sary legislation will be financed by
spending cuts. Discretionary spending
cuts total $100 billion, but these cuts
are neither specified nor are they guar-
anteed. It is still unclear which pro-
grams will be cut or eliminated. The
legislation is not responsible. Our at-
tention should be focused on deficit re-
duction, and this is not the time to be
making tax cuts to the wealthy.

Those earning over $200,000 are not
considered the middle class in my con-
gressional district. | am not opposed to
tax cuts for the middle class, but they
should be targeted and geared toward
investments. Several of the tax provi-
sions in the Contract With America are
indeed budget gimmicks. These provi-
sions are glitter and sparkle, and there
is no real long-term investment.

Let me say, there are some provi-
sions even | could have supported, in-
cluding the spousal individual retire-
ment account, and expanding the IRA,
and would have raised the ceiling on
earnings for Social Security recipients,
and happen to believe there ought to be
some sort of capital gains relief, but |
cannot support the larger package that
is going to have such a dramatic im-
pact on our deficit.

We should work for a package on
both sides of the aisle that could be
universally supported. Why could we
not today vote on small provisions
which are fully paid for? Why is this
vote before us today all or nothing?

These tax provisions are not equi-
table. The wealthy few will receive
more of the benefits, and the Treasury
Department tells us that only 8 percent
of the population realizes capital gains
earnings in any given year. Most of the
benefits in this proposal go to people
who already make up to 6 percent of
the wealthiest taxpayers in America.

If we are going to enact tax cuts, we
ought to pay for them. It is still un-
clear which programs will be elimi-
nated, and surely deeper cuts will have
to be made in order to pay for these
provisions and their cost increases.

We ought to focus on the middle class
today. If we look beyond the bluster,
we see the flaws in this proposal. Edu-
cation is the most important invest-
ment we can make. In Massachusetts,
137,000 students are going to pay more
for their student loans when we get
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done at the end of this day. This ought
not to happen.

The Democratic alternative is sound-
er. The School Act is a simple, realistic
approach. Our legislation provides tax
cuts which will help the real middle
class and help to pay for higher edu-
cation. Four proposals make up the
School Safety Act. They are deductions
for education costs, student loan de-
ductibility, guaranteed education
planned savings bonds, and expanded
individual retirement accounts. All of
these proposals are geared towards edu-
cation.

None of these tax cuts will be en-
acted unless we stay on a target toward
a balanced budget, but today these Re-
publican cuts are going to end up cre-
ating more spending cuts. The public
will be cheated in the end.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is ill-
considered and ill-timed.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Nevada
[Mr. ENSIGN], a member of the commit-
tee.

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

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. Chairman, we have
heard ‘““How are we going to pay for
these tax cuts.” Let me remind the
Members here that the Government
does not pay for tax cuts. We allow the
American people to keep their own tax
dollars that they have earned.

Taxpayers have to pay for govern-
ment spending, so when we talk about
how are we going to pay for tax cuts,
we are just going to allow the Amer-
ican people to keep more of what they
earned.

In reference to a little while ago, we
heard about Ronald Reagan raising
taxes up to 50 percent on Social Secu-
rity recipients back in 1983. Let me re-
mind the Members also of which party
was in control of the Committee on
Ways and Means and which party was
in control of the Congress at that time.
It was the Democrats.

I have a lot of seniors in my district.
Those seniors have been telling me
that they thought that the 1993 raise
on their Social Security benefits, tax
raise on their Social Security benefits,
was unfair. | agree with them. They
have earned this money. The tax raise
in 1983 went to bail out Social Secu-
rity.
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The tax raise in 1993 did not go to
bail out Social Security. What we need
to do is we need to be fair to our sen-
iors. We need to raise as this bill does
the earnings limit up to $30,000. I had
people working for me that would come
to me and say, ‘“You know, | just can’t
work anymore because I’ll go over my
earnings limit and that will hurt me as
far as my Social Security money is
concerned.” It used to break my heart.
These people wanted to be productive
and we would not be able to allow that
because of the tax system that we have
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set up. We need to give working seniors
a break and this bill does that.

Lastly, this bill also encourages peo-
ple to get long-term health care insur-
ance. | am proud to support that. It is
something we need in this country.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. TAYLOR].

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Chairman, | want to begin by com-
plimenting everyone on the civility
that has been shown thus far.

I remind my Republican colleagues
that our Nation is over $4 trillion in
debt. This Nation this year will borrow
over $200 billion just to make ends
meet. That money has to be repaid.

In the 2 minutes that | address this
body, the American people will spend
$1 million just on interest on the na-
tional debt. For those of you who have
a Visa card or any other charge card,
you know what interest is. It is money
that is wasted. Sometimes it is a bar-
gain to spend money ahead of time and
pay it back later but it is never a bar-
gain for your Nation to borrow money.

Last year on June 6 | happened to
stand on the bluffs of Normandy
amongst 10,000 crosses, a cross for
every person that lives in my home-
town almost. Those people, like my
colleague SAmM GIBBONS, many of them
jumped out of airplanes in the dark the
night before. Many of them died. They
jumped for $90 a month. No one ever
asked those people would they do it for
a tax break. Do you love your country
only if you get a tax break, if you get
more back than you gave to it? They
did it because they loved their country.

This Nation has done wonderful
things and it troubles me when | see
my Republican friends belittle the
wonderful things this country has
done. This country saved the world
from Adolf Hitler. This country saved
the world from communism. But there
is a bill that had to be paid with that.
The defense bill of the 1980’s that |
think was wonderful has to be paid. It
was over $300 billion a year.

It makes no sense at all to turn
around and say that we just saved a
couple of billion dollars last week, so
let’s give it away. Because you are not
giving it away, you are borrowing more
money. If you want to threaten the
very thing that SAM JOHNSON sat in a
POW camp for for 5 years in Vietnam,
or the very thing that SAM GIBBONS
jumped out of an airplane in the middle
of the night for, if you want to threat-
en the democracy of this great Nation,
the world’s greatest Nation, don’t pay
your bills. Let this Nation collapse like
Mexico. Let this Nation collapse like
Yugoslavia. If you love your country,
be willing to pay for it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. THORNBERRY].

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman,
one of the reasons | believe that the
control of this body changed in the last
election is that the American people
were fed up with those who talk one
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way and then come to Washington and
vote another. There are those who still
try to come across as the protectors of
senior citizens and 9 times out of 10
those are the same people who voted to
impose new taxes on senior citizens in
1993.

This bill starts to undo some of the
damage that has been done to senior
citizens in the past. In addition to re-
pealing those new taxes, it goes further
and says that senior citizens ought to
be able to earn a living, or earn some
money, and be productive citizens be-
yond age 65. The tax incentives for
long-term care and also allowing life
insurance to come out earlier are im-
portant benefits for senior citizens.

I think when seniors look beyond the
empty rhetoric and look at the con-
crete steps that will benefit them and
benefit the things that they need to see
happen in their later years, they will
see this is real happen in their later
years, they will see this is real con-
crete action that will make a big dif-
ference in their lives.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from lowa
[Mr. NussLE], a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

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

Mr. NUSSLE. | thank the gentleman,
my chairman, for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | have had an oppor-
tunity and | spent most of the after-
noon listening to the debate. I must
say it has been pretty clear to me there
are two philosophies at work here. The
one philosophy is the one | believe I
brought to Congress and | believe many
of my Republican friends brought to
Congress. That is, that individuals and
families make better decisions about
their daily lives than Government can
for them. They spend their money bet-
ter. They make better decisions about
their family, about their future, about
deciding what their American dream is
all about and how they are going to
reach it. Yet there is another philoso-
phy here in Congress and here in Wash-
ington, and, that is, that bureaucrats
and Congressmen make better deci-
sions about people’s daily lives than
they can for themselves and that the
only kind of compassion we can have in
this country is one that comes out of a
word processor, one that is printed on
paper, one that is paid for by a Govern-
ment check, and that is basically the
two competing philosophies.

So, yeah, there’s a lot of whining,
there’s a lot of crying about the future
because the future is changing, because
Americans are saying, ‘‘We’ve had
enough with Government check com-
passion. What we want is we want to
take back our future.”

If there were $500 sitting right here
on this podium and we had to decide in
this body here today who would spend
that money the most wisely, would it
be Government bureaucrats and Con-
gressmen or would it be families. | can
tell you what the vote would be. The
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Republicans would say, ‘“Please, let
families take back their future, let

them decide how to best spend that
money.”’

Yet the vote on the other side would
be very clear as well. They would say,
“We don’t trust families. We think
that it’s the Government’s money. It’s
not even the family’s money. We’re
giving the tax cut.”

Who ever heard of giving a tax cut
when it is the family’s money to begin
with? All of us that balance our check-
books around our kitchen tables, par-
ticularly my friends back in lowa,
know who the money belongs to, knows
that it is their money that they
earned, that they worked for, that they
want to make decisions about, whether
it is for their farm or their family,
their future, a college education. They
are the ones that know how to manage
that money.

Today we will decide the future of
those two philosophies. | know Repub-
licans are going to trust families.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. HEFNER].

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

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, | say to
the gentleman from lowa, | would not
risk laying $500 on either one of these
things here.

Let me put in perspective, if | can,
first of all about Social Security. We
have heard a lot about Social Security.
Democrats have always supported sup-
porting Social Security. Let me just
remind folks that are talking about the
Reagan administration, the very first
budget that was sent to this House
under the Reagan administration,
under David Stockman, called for
eliminating the $123 minimum Social
Security for the oldest, most vulner-
able citizens in our society.

The folks that have been on the talk
shows and been making the debates
here today have been talking about
where these moneys are coming from.
And to the credit of the gentleman
from the Committee on Ways and
Means, he made no bones about it.
These rescission savings and all of
these savings that have been counted,
that have been cut out of the lunch
program and all the other programs,
make no bones about it, they are going
to be used to pay for this tax cut.

Let’s make perfectly clear, and the
gentleman makes no bones about it,
you are going to use the rescission
money and on the domestic side you
are going to use the cuts, and they are
cuts, in the feeding programs for our
children, they are real cuts, and they
are going to be used to pay for this tax
cut for the super-wealthy.

Senior citizens. | am a senior citizen.
I can get a discount in every Shoney’s
across this country. But let me tell you
about senior citizens. | have been see-
ing the buttons about senior-friendly.
Let me tell you what is going to hap-
pen to you in May. You are talking
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about senior citizens. In May when the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget puts together this budget to get
toward this balanced budget, they are
going to go in and they are going to ab-
solutely do some devastating cuts in
Medicare for our senior citizens. Then
we are going to see how senior-friendly
this whole package is. It has been all
the way to take the money from the
most vulnerable people in our society
and target it to the people that do not
need it, that Social Security, and every
Member that has spoken in favor of
this tax package today is going to get
a tax cut. Every single one of them.

This package is like the lady that
had the ugly baby that was so ugly, she
had to tie a pork chop around its neck
to get the dog to play with it. That is
how bad this bill is.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON], the chairman of
the Joint Economic Committee.

Mr. SAXTON. | thank the gentleman
from Texas for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things that
we hear repeatedly from the opposition
side of the aisle is that somehow this
Republican tax plan is going to hurt
those who are already less well off than
others, the poorer folks in the United
States. We have heard it over and over
again and it did not just start today. It
has been going on for some time. | call
those of you who use that line revision-
ists, revising the history of the 1980’s
just as some people in this country
would revise the history of World War
11, kind of the same thing.

Let me give an example. A speaker
earlier today talked about what hap-
pened to the bottom fifth of the wage
earners in our country during the 1980°’s
and they said that they were less well
off in 1990 than they were in 1980. That
is true. But you do not say why. As a
matter of fact, in 1979 when our Presi-
dent was not a Republican, the bottom
fifth on average earned a level at about
$9,800. During the next several years,
ending in 1982, that level of income for
the bottom fifth of our wage earners
plummeted so that by 1982, it was way
down here at about $8,400. Then Repub-
lican tax policy changes took place in
1981, 1982, and 1983. Look at what hap-
pened to the average wage level of the
bottom fifth of our wage earners. It
went up dramatically. Not quite to
$9,800, but almost. It grew rapidly.

Then we go off this chart in 1990, we
had a tax increase, and in 1993 we had
another tax increase. If this chart were
up-to-date, you would see this yellow
line shoot back down again because we
increased taxes, hurt the economy, and
had the most dramatic effect on our
low-wage earners.

We are not out to hurt them. We are
out to help them with this tax plan.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. WYNN].

Mr. WYNN. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.
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Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the op-
portunity to speak on this bill because
| am a little confused. As | said earlier
this morning, | thought we were in the
business of cutting taxes with this bill
only to find out that we are actually
increasing taxes on 2 million Ameri-
cans. | am disturbed because those 2
million Americans are Federal employ-
ees, FBI agents, cancer researchers,
people that help move our Social Secu-
rity checks, people who work very
hard, who have experienced downsizing,
and who are now confronted with the
notion that in order to get a $500 per
child tax deduction, they are going to
pay an extra $750 to get that. They are
paying that in the form of an increased
contribution for their retirement.
There is nothing wrong with the Fed-
eral retiree system now. It is not over-
ly generous. In the private sector they
would not have to pay anything at all.
It is not insolvent. We have had re-
search to indicate that it is in fine
shape.

Why are they doing this? They are
doing it to raise money and they are
raising money to give a tax break to
the wealthiest citizens in America.
This debate does not have anything to
do about whether ma and pa ought to
get a tax break. The problem with this
tax proposal is all the money is going
to the very wealthy. The top 1 percent
of Americans will get 10 percent of the
benefits under this bill. The top 20 per-
cent will get 50 percent of the benefits

under this bill. It does not seem right
to me.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, if I

might, with the indulgence of the gen-
tleman from Florida, yield myself such
time as | may consume in order to re-
spond to the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, | do not know where
his figures come from that the top 1
percent gets 10 percent, because what
the reality is, with the Joint Commit-
tee figures which are the official fig-
ures on which we live in the Congress,
not the cooked-up Treasury figures, it
shows that the top 1 percent pay a big-
ger portion of the total taxes collected
under this bill than they do under cur-
rent law.
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The top 10 percent pay the bigger
percent of the taxes collected than
under the current law.

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, this
debate is not over and there is much
more to come, but this is the conclu-
sion of the Ways and Means Committee
portion of the debate.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to my
colleague, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. FORD].

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

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, | thank
my colleague from Florida for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill.
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We know that this tax cut that we
have before us today is not going to re-
duce the deficit at all. We know what
the Republicans are doing is trying to
really give to the well-to-do of this
country a tax break that will not real-
ly respond to the evils and to the prob-
lems that we are faced with in this
country, and | rise in strong opposition
to it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of our time.

Mr. Chairman, there is much more to
come, as you know. | want to sum up
what | think is the case against this
bill right now.

We Democrats are for tax cuts. But
we are for tax cuts at the right time
when the economy needs them, not
when the national economy is running
such a huge deficit as it is today.

Our first priority today should be
cutting the deficit.

Why should it be the first priority?
Since 1991 we have had a rising employ-
ment rate, which yields us the lowest
unemployment rate we have had in 5%
years. We are at full employment now.

I know there are some isolated pock-
ets in the country that are not in full
employment but the country as a
whole is at full employment.

We are at full factory capacity utili-
zation. We are at the highest factory
capacity utilization we have had in 15%
years. The Federal Reserve acknowl-
edges that, and that is the reason the
Federal Reserve has raised the interest
rate seven times in the last 14 months,
7 times in the last 14 months. And if
this tax bill goes through, the Federal
Reserve will offset it by raising the tax
rate again as soon as this bill takes ef-
fect.

So, this is just the wrong time to do
this. We should be reducing the budget
deficit. If we cannot reduce the budget
deficit in full employment and full fac-
tory capacity utilization, we can never
reduce the budget deficit.

There is another reason why we
should vote against this bill and that is
the equities of the bill. The bill is
badly balanced against those people
who really could use a tax cut if it
were the right time to cut taxes. And
the first chart | have here shows what
has happened to Americans in the last
20 years. And for those who do not have
their glasses on and cannot see real
well, the figure on my left is the higher
one-fifth of our population. Their fam-
ily income has increased 29%: percent,
almost 30 percent in the last 20 years.
But on the other end of the chart, the
low end, the lowest fifth of our popu-
lation, their family income has gone
down by almost 15 percent in the last
20 years. And Members can see what
has happened to the folks in the mid-
dle. In other words, three-fifths of the
Americans have not participated in the
growth of the American economy at
all. In fact, they have lost ground. And
two-fifths, mainly the upper fifth have
gained ground in all of this.
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Not all of that is tax policy driven,
but a large percentage of it is tax pol-
icy driven.

The next chart is showing how dif-
ficult it is going to be to balance the
budget and, very briefly, to balance the
budget with the contract will require
tax cuts of a trillion or require spend-
ing cuts of $5.8 trillion. That is not
paid for in this bill. Anybody that says
it is paid for in this bill is not on the
same planet with the rest of us.

The next chart | would like to show
Members is how the revenue losses ex-
plode under this bill. Much ado has
been made about how this is all paid
for. But in the first 5 years, which is all
my colleagues on the Republican side
conveniently want to talk about, even
though the Senate looks at all of this
over a 10-year period, the losses are not
very great, but in the second 5-year pe-
riod they just explode. This whole
chart is practically red after the sec-
ond 5 years and that is 700 billion dol-
lars’ worth of revenue loss.

The next chart | want to show is the
middle class are shortchanged by the
Republican tax bill. The middle-class
people, which are all of these people
down here in these income ranges, from
under $30,000 to $100,000, they get these
low figures in all of this. | want my Re-
publican colleagues to see this because
this is real important to them. This is
what the middle class get. But this is
what the upper income people get. The
upper income people get 51% percent of
the tax cut in this bill.

Those are not my figures. Those are
figures from the Department of the
Treasury. | do not believe the Joint
Tax Committee, and | see the staff di-
rector here on the floor and former
staff director of the Joint Tax Commit-
tee who will dispute those, so the equi-
ties of this bill are wrong.

The timing of it is wrong. It is time
to send this bill back to committee,
and tell us to do it right.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. GIBBONS]
has expired. The gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARCHER] has 5 minutes remaining.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey. [Mrs.
ROUKEMA.]

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in strong support of the bill. It
puts critical incentives back into our
economy to create those good jobs and
save and invest in America.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of H.R.
1215, the legislation before the House of Rep-
resentatives today, for three reasons: it cuts
taxes for hard-working American families; it
cuts government spending; and it puts some
critically needed tax incentives into the law so
that we can begin to implement a “Save and
Invest in America Plan”, which our country
desperately needs in order to maintain our
role as a world leader in the 21st Century.

While | am pleased to see that several
items that | have long advocated as part of my

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

save and invest in America plan are included
in this package—including expanded Individual
Retirement Accounts, a 50 percent exclusion
on capital gains, indexing capital gains for in-
flation, increased ability of small businesses to
deduct up to $35,000 in capital equipment in-
vestments—I| had hoped that we would con-
sider this important legislation under a more
open procedure than the rule that governs de-
bate on H.R. 1215 today.

Specifically, |1 had hoped that the House
could consider an amendment that would
allow the $500 tax credit for children to be lim-
ited to families with adjusted gross incomes up
to $95,000 a year, instead of the $200,000
limit currently in H.R. 1215.

In addition to the fact that this amendment
would more precisely target the tax relief in
this bill toward middle-class families across
our Nation, it would have also meant that H.R.
1215 would have provided for an additional $7
billion in additional deficit reductions over 5
years.

The second item | just mentioned is impor-
tant because | happen to believe that the sin-
gle most pressing problem facing the 104th
Congress is our broken Federal budget.

In the current budget year, the Federal Gov-
ernment expects to collect a total of $1.3 tril-
lion or revenue. Regrettably, that isn't enough
money to fund the Federal Government’'s ac-
tivities under the Clinton administration’s cur-
rent fiscal policies, because they expect to
spend $1.5 trillion this year, leaving behind a
$200 billion budget deficit!

At the same time, the Federal Government
will spend $235 billion for interest payments
on the $4.6 trillion debt! These interest pay-
ments don't help defend our country, provide
health care to the elderly or impoverished, or
fund environmental or educational programs.

If we fail to balance the budget, and this
trend continues, in 2 short years we’ll be
spending more on interest on the debt—$270
billion—than we will on our national defense—
$260 billion.

In this regard, the so-called deficit reduction
glidepath agreement incorporated into H.R.
1215 by the rule is clearly insufficient. It takes
a tentative step in the right direction—by re-
quiring the Federal budget to be balanced in
order for tax cuts to be effective—but it con-
tains no enforcement mechanism that insures
the deficit will be eliminated in the next 7
years.

Worse yet is that current projections for the
loss in Federal revenues from the tax provi-
sions in H.R. 1215 increase sharply in the fu-
ture.

In fact, the Treasury Department is estimat-
ing that the tax provisions in this bill will lose
about $190 billion in revenues in its first 5
years. However, the Treasury estimates that
the tax provisions of this bill will lose an addi-
tional $440 billion in revenues over the subse-
quent 5 years.

Such a dramatic reduction in revenues will
place extraordinary pressure on the Congress
and President to offset this loss by cutting
Federal spending even deeper.

For far too long in the past, the Congress
and President have been simply unwilling to
make the tough choices about budgetary prior-
ities that the American people expect us to
make, and as a direct result, we have faced
$250 billion deficits for years and years, with
no end in sight, a the same time that our debt
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has escalated from $1 trillion to more that $4
trillion.

Simply put: we must rise to this challenge
and fix our budget.

The time has come for this unconscionable
practice to end. And, this Congress should not
let a historic opportunity to pass a better
America on to future generations slip through
our fingers.

For the last several years, | have spent a lot
of time talking to the people of northern New
Jersey that | represent about changing the un-
acceptable status quo by offering solid, re-
sponsible blueprints for our Nation’s future—
or, what | refer to as a save and invest in
America plan.

Saving and investing in America will return
money to the pockets of working Americans
and encourage U.S. business to invest in new
plants and equipment to become more com-
petitive in the ongoing global economic wars.
Saving and investing in America is about im-
proving our economy, creating good jobs at
good wages, and strengthening the American
family.

While the fact of the matter is that the legis-
lation before us today incorporates some of
these ideas, | had hoped that this package
could have reduced the budget deficit even
further than it does.

| anticipate when the Senate acts on a tax
bill, the Senate-passed legislation will address
my concerns about the dramatic loss of Fed-
eral revenue after 2002, such that when the
final version of this legislation comes before
Congress, the new Republican majority in the
House can proudly claim that it has done right
by America and really, truly put the Federal
Government on the road to a balanced budget
by 2002. If so, | look forward to enthusiasti-
cally supporting passage and enactment of
just that kind of legislation.

There are several other items included in
H.R. 1215 that | support as well, including: its
5-year phase-out of President Clinton’s Social
Security tax increase, a credit for married cou-
ples that eliminates the tax code’s so-called
marriage penalty, tax incentives for the pur-
chase of long-term health insurance and de-
ductions for long-term care premiums, and a
phased-in, 5-year increase in the Social Secu-
rity earnings limit to $30,000 for senior citi-
zens.

In conclusion, | support House passage of
this legislation, and urge my colleagues in the
House of Representatives to do likewise.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT].
(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked

and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in support of H.R. 1215.

For 92 days Congress has undergone tre-
mendous transformation; from body of delay to
one of action. Today we begin the climb for
the summit of restoring tax fairness for fami-
lies, businesses, farmers, and senior citizens;
and we do so by making real cuts in spending.

| rise to call particular attention to provisions
of H.R. 1215 that will help keep the family
farm and the family business “in the family” by
raising the estate tax credit from $600,000 to
$750,000 and adjusting it annually for inflation.
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Roughly half of the Nation’s 2 million farm-
ers are age 55 or older, and as the next gen-
eration of producers begin to take their place,
these provisions will be instrumental in the all
important effort of retaining the institution of
family farming.

The estate tax provisions are but one of
many good provisions of this sweeping pack-
age of tax cuts and spending reductions. | will
support H.R. 1215 onfinal passage; it's far too
important we move this last item in our con-
tract forward. It is unfortunate, however, that
we won't have the opportunity to make H.R.
1215 that much better.

Yes, | was 1 of the 100 or so Republicans
that signed that letter. And | rise today to say
that | am concerned about the provisions of
this bill applying the $500 per child tax credit
to those earning up to $200,000 annually. |
commend my colleagues who had the courage
and energy to take the lead on this issue.

We did promise the American people a tax
cut. We also promised them deficit reduction.
And certainly we could have worked for a bet-
ter balance in this bill. By better targeting the
$500 tax credit to families earning up to
$95,000 annually, we would be cutting taxes
and providing $12 to $14 billion more toward
deficit reduction.

Lately, | and many others have been ad-
vised by our friends and colleagues that we
shouldn’t “buy” into the “class warfare” argu-
ment that is being waged by the other side,
and that we should stick to what was in the
Contract With America.

When | signed the Contract With America, |
promised my constituents that | would support
fair and open debate on items in the contract.
| didn’t promise to hand over my voting card
and go home. They expect me to carefully
weigh the pros and cons of the legislation and
make improvements where | can.

That is certainly what | wished could have
happened in this case. Instead, we're being
told to eat our spinach and be happy. | never
liked spinach when | was growing up, and |
certainly don't like it now.

Nevertheless, on the side of deficit reduc-
tion, this bill is still serious business. It locks
into place $124 billion in spending cuts.

The committee report accompanying the bill
suggests how to achieve these savings, and |
would not be representing my congressional
district, if | did not raise objections to some of
those proposals.

For example, recommended is another hit
on rural health care and rural schools. The ac-
tual cuts to be made will be determined in the
coming months by the appropriators and au-
thorizing committees. | will be fighting to keep
our share of the pie in rural America.

My constituents understand that fiscal re-
sponsibility and our goal of a balanced Fed-
eral budget will require sacrifice. And they are
willing to do their share, but shutting down
rural America will not be to anyone’s benefit in
the end. Someone has to put the food in our
urban grocery stores.

This bill is the good news—tax cuts. This bill
is also the reality—there is bitter medicine to
swallow in the months and year ahead if we
are to restore the government to fiscal health.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1215. it is not perfect and certainly
is not painless, but it is necessary.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.
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Mr. Chairman, it is very interesting
when the Democrats present charts and
numbers. Again, statistics as | have
said earlier, do not lie, but. Their num-
bers almost exclusively are based on
the Treasury Department’s analysis,
and the Treasury Department is an
arm of you know who. The Treasury
Department’s analysis of distribution
tables has been thoroughly discredited.
The Joint Committee no longer uses
that formula. They abandoned it prior
to the time that we Republicans ever
took over the control of this House.
They abandoned the fictitious imputa-
tion of income to everyone who owns
their own home as if it were being
rented. They abandoned the arbitrary
assignment of unreported and under-re-
ported income because the Treasury
thinks they know that each of us is not
accurate in what we report. Therefore,
that has got to be added on.

This system of distribution tables in
the hearings before the Committee on
Ways and Means was thoroughly dis-
credited. But that is the basis of all of
their comments. And yet the Joint
Committee, which is the commercial
nonpartisan arm of the House and the
Senate of this Congress, has issued
their burden table which shows that
under this tax bill the top 1 percent
and the top 10 percent will pay more as
a percentage of total taxes collected
than the middle income or the lower
classes will pay compared to current
law.

That is what the people of this coun-
try should understand.

When we get to the deficit numbers,
I have not seen before this Congress
anything that has been proposed by the
Democrats that will reduce the deficit.
They talk about reducing the deficit,
but it is words only. When it got to
welfare reform, what did their proposal
do? It increased welfare spending by $2
billion. Ours reduced welfare spending
by $66 billion. There is a direct com-
parison. The Democrats are full of
promises that if we only spend more
money up front, somewhere down the
line we are going to get a dividend, but
it just does not happen that way.

I think the American people are well
aware that the party that stands for
letting people keep more of their
money, downsizing the Federal Govern-
ment is the Republican Party.

I once had a Democrat colleague on
the Committee on Ways and means
whom | respected a great deal, a liberal
Democrat, genuine, honest, sincere,
followed his conscience, and he said to

me one day, “Bill, | agree with you, we
should have a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment.” And | was

rather surprised. But then he contin-
ued, “The only difference is you think
the budget should be balanced at 15
percent of the GDP; | think it should
be balanced at 50 percent of the GDP.”

We want to get taxes down now equal
to 2 percent of what the spending will
be over the next 5 years so that when
we get to a balanced budget we will
have a Federal Government that will
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be 2 percent smaller and taking less
out of the GDP. That is the Republican
position. And we are determined to bal-
ance this budget.

On capital gains, it is very interest-
ing to note the Democrats say this is
really for the rich only, and yet 75 per-
cent of all of the capital gains filings
were for families that had under $75,000
of income.

My friend, the ranking Democrat on
the Committee on Ways and Means
said, oh well, it is like the lottery, only
7 percent or 8 percent of the people
ever have a capital gain. He should
look at the Joint Committee study
here which was done in 1990, which cov-
ers only 5 years, from 1979 to 1993, and
15 million Americans had capital gains.
That was 16 percent of the taxpayers
who filed during that 5-year period.
That is only 5 years. If you look at a
lifetime, | will guarantee that the per-
centage of Americans that will have
some type of capital gain will be a
very, very large one.

Yes, some people start their business
early in life and do not show a capital
gain until later when they sell their
business. It may be many years. The
Treasury figures show them as accru-
ing giant gains each year, and of course
when they do finally sell in a one time
in a lifetime sale, they are declared to
be rich.

This bill is fair, and it gets the defi-
cit down and it should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for the
Committee on Ways and Means’ por-
tion of general debate has expired.

During this portion of the debate, the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH] will
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SABO]
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH].

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. BASS].

Mr. BASS. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the pending legislation, and
I do so as a member of the House Budg-
et Committee. | am proud to be a mem-
ber of this committee for the first time
that came up with 180 billion real dol-
lars in spending reduction.
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And not only that, under the guid-
ance of our chairman, it has come up
with a plan which is incorporated into
the rule which was passed today that
will tie the tax relief to the passage of
a balanced budget resolution which
will be produced by this committee
sometime in the next 2 months. We will
not have a tax relief unless we have a
balanced budget. | think that is respon-
sible of this Congress, and for those
who are concerned about tax cuts ver-
sus spending reductions, be assured
that we will have a balanced budget by
the year 2002, and we will have tax re-
lief as well.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CovNE], a distinguished
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member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today in strong opposition to the Re-
publican tax bill. This tax giveaway to
the wealthiest individuals in the U.S.
is made possible only by taking a meat
axe to programs serving children, sen-
iors, and the poor.

Speaker GINGRICH has called this Re-
publican tax cut for Americans with in-
comes up to $200,000 the crown jewel of
the Contract on America. The tragic
fact is, however, that this crown jewel
is being paid for by cutting programs
like school lunches, infant nutrition
programs, disabled children, LIHEAP,
and student loans? The only good thing
to say about this proposal is that at
least the Republican majority is being
clear about its priorities.

This Republican tax bill is not a mid-
dle-class tax relief bill. The vast major-
ity of tax cuts in this bill go to the
richest individuals in our society.
Households earning $200,000 would re-
ceive an average tax cut of $11,266. By
contrast, more than 44 million Amer-
ican households with incomes below
$30,000 would receive only $124. The
vast majority of middle-class Ameri-
cans will receive a meager portion of
the Republican majority’s tax give-
away. They will, however, be the ones
to pay for this tax cut through cuts in
funding for education, children’s pro-
grams, job training, crime prevention,
cancer research, and a host of other es-
sential domestic programs.

While middle-class Americans get
peanuts under this bill, the capital
gains reductions in this bill will bene-
fit overwhelmingly upper income indi-
viduals. Over three-quarters of the tax
benefits from the Republican capital
gains proposal will go to individuals
with incomes of $100,000 or more. This
is no ““Mom and Pop’” small business
investment incentive. Over half the
taxpayers who realize capital gains
each year have incomes over $200,000.
This select group of the wealthiest in-
dividuals in our society—those with in-
comes above $200,000—would receive a
$7,800 capital gains tax cut in 1996.

The Republican tax bill also reopens a tax
loophole for the biggest corporations in the
United States by repealing the Alternative Min-
imum Tax [AMT]. The AMT was enacted in
1986 when Congress became aware of how
U.S. corporations with millions in profits could
avoid paying any taxes. Reopening this tax
loophole was not in the Contract With America
but it was added in the House Ways and
Means Committee to benefit the biggest cor-
porations in America. The Republican mes-
sage to corporate America is “Let the good
times roll.”

While giving the lion’s share of tax cuts to
the top 3 percent in America, this bill denies
millions of hard working Americans an ability
to benefit fully from the $500 per child tax
credit in this bill. In the original contract, a
young couple with one child and a family in-
come of $15,000 would receive a child tax
credit of $500. Under the Republican tax bill
being considered today, that family of three
would receive a tax credit of only $90. The
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Republican majority leadership rejected at-
tempts to restore the full family tax credit to
moderate-income Americans by phasing out
this provision for Americans with incomes
above $95,000. Instead, Americans with in-
comes up to $200,000 will benefit fully under
this child tax credit provision while millions of
middle-class Americans will never receive a
full $500 per child tax credit.

It is also an outrage that Federal workers
across America have been singled out for a
tax increase to pay for this tax giveaway. A
Federal worker in Pittsburgh earning $20,000
will pay $500 more a year in pension taxes
under the Republican bill. The people we de-
pend on to run our prisons, enforce our laws,
and serve the needs of all Americans have
been hit with a tax increase under the Repub-
lican tax bill.

Finally, the Republican majority’s talk about
ensuring that this tax cut does not add to the
Federal deficit is a sham. Instead of making
tax cuts contingent on deficit reduction, the
Republican bill only requires an annual report
to Congress on progress toward reducing the
deficit. Instead of voting on specific cuts to
pay for this bill, we have a promise of an addi-
tional $100 billion in unspecified spending cuts
to be made sometime in the future. The Fed-
eral deficit will grow even larger if the Repub-
lican majority fails to enact their $17 billion cut
in school lunches, child nutrition, LIHEAP and
seniors programs that are targeted to pay for
this tax giveaway.

The key to deficit reduction is to stop this
tax giveaway. When you are in a hole, the first
rule is stop digging. How can we expect to
control growth in the Federal debt being
passed on to future generations of Americans
when the Republican tax bill adds billions
more to the Federal deficit? The Republican
response is to cut taxes today and we can pay
for our giveaway tomorrow. That is the same
message Republicans sold the country in the
early 1980's and the result was a Federal debt
that grew from less than $900 billion in 1980
to more than $4.8 trillion in 1995.

Mr. Chairman, the Republican tax bill is no
American Dream Restoration Act. This bill can
only be paid for by taking billions away from
programs serving middle-class Americans in
exchange for a few pennies in tax reductions.
At the same time, the wealthiest in our society
will have their pockets filled with this Repub-
lican tax giveaway. | urge my colleagues to
defeat this tax bill.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. HOEKSTRA],
a member of the Committee on the
Budget.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Chairman, |
think it is time for us to reflect back
on where we have been for the last 2
years and also then to look forward to
where we are going to be at the end of
this Congress.

Over the last 2 years, back in 1993, we
had a real what we thought was a genu-
ine effort to reduce the budget, passed
the largest tax increase in American
history. Two years later the President
has come back after that large tax in-
crease and has taken a walk on getting
us to a balanced budget, continuing
and perpetuating $200 billion deficits
for the next 5 years, taking us to an ac-
cumulated debt of over $6 trillion.
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| encourage everyone to take a look
at where the Republicans will be after
we finish our 2 years with this oppor-
tunity to set America in a new direc-
tion.

We have taken a first step where we
have passed a rescission package where
we actually pay for emergency spend-
ing. This is the second step in that
process. Today we are going to be de-
livering over $190 billion in tax reform,
tax relief. We are going to be delivering
another $30 billion in deficit reduction.

Within the next 2 months we will
also for the first time in this House of
Representatives deliver a plan to get us
to zero, a balanced budget within the
year 2002.

So what we have done is we have paid
for emergency spending, we are provid-
ing tax relief, and we are going to con-
tinue to slow the growth of Federal
spending so that we actually do get to
a balanced budget. That is a record
that we will be proud of. That is a
record of accomplishment. And that
will be a record of equity, fair distribu-
tion between the American people and
slowing the growth of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs.
MORELLA].

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, this vote is not about tax
cuts. It is about priorities. It is about
intergenerational equity. It is about whether
we, as a nation, can in good conscience re-
ward ourselves with tax cuts today, while lay-
ing upon our children the burden of massive,
bloated deficits stretching as far as the eye
can see. That is not right, Mr. Chairman.

While | commend my colleagues, Rep-
resentatives CASTLE, UPTON, and MARTINI, for
their concerted efforts to link tax cuts to deficit
reduction, |1 do not believe that the commit-
ment they have secured goes far enough. No
commitment, however well intentioned, can
ensure that Congress will meet its deficit re-
duction goals. Recent budget agreements
have certainly taught us that. Yet we know
that the pressure to maintain these very ex-
pensive tax cuts will only increase with time,
regardless of whether or not we are on the
deficit reduction glidepath specified in this
agreement. That is a very, very slippery slope
to embark upon, Mr. Chairman.

I, too, support many of the individual tax
provisions contained within this package, but
the rule does not permit us to consider these
tax provisions individually. On the contrary, we
are being asked to cast one vote on a mas-
sive tax bill whose price tag—nearly $700 bil-
lion in the next decade—is staggering. As a
result, in this case, the whole is less than the
sum of its parts.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, | would like to voice
my strong objections to the leadership’s unwill-
ingness to permit amendments that would di-
rect the child tax credit to middle-income fami-
lies, rather than to those earning up to
$250,000. The lack of a reasonable cap on
the child credit is particularly troubling consid-
ering that this legislation actually raises taxes
on over 2 million Federal employees to fi-
nance everyone else’s tax cut, an egregious
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inequity that | have already discussed on this
floor several times today.

| urge my colleagues to keep their contract
with future generations and to put deficit re-
duction, tax fairness, and equity for our Na-
tion’s civil servants first. Vote against this
package.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. LAzI0], a
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise today in support of H.R.
1215, The Tax Fairness and Deficit Re-
duction Act of 1995.

As the father of two young daugh-
ters, | am well aware that families des-
perately need tax relief. My constitu-
ents on Long Island are shouldered
with some of the highest taxes in the
Nation, which are literally robbing
middle-income taxpayers of the ability
to take care of their families.

The National Taxpayers Union esti-
mates that in 1991 a family of four that
makes $53,000 paid 50 percent of their
earnings in Federal, State, local and
other indirect taxes. So, the Govern-
ment takes home a larger share than
the worker. Disturbingly, parents now
spend about 20 percent less time with
their kids today than 40 years ago.
Why? Because the tax exemption for
children has eroded due to inflation. In
1948 the child exemption amounted to
42 percent of an average family’s in-
come. Today it is only worth only
about 12 percent. Consequently, both
parents today usually have to work
just to make ends meet.

The $500-dollar-per-child tax credit
contained in the bill will help ease that
burden. Every dollar workers do not
have to send to Washington can instead
be used to raise their families. Overall,
Long Island families will save nearly
$65 million from this tax credit. Impor-
tantly, 75 percent of it will go to fami-
lies with incomes of less than $75,000.

Additionally, H.R. 1215 recognizes the
particular financial burdens placed on
seniors and would allow them to keep
more of their earned Social Security
benefits without being penalized for
working. It also repeals President Clin-
ton’s tax increase on Social Security
benefits and, provides tax incentives to
encourage people to purchase long-
term care coverage. In all, seniors in
New York would reap over $2 billion in
tax savings from this bill.

Forty-two million families and 5 mil-
lion seniors will see their taxes cut
under this bill, and New Yorkers will
save nearly $16 billion over the next 5
years. Best of all, these tax cuts will be
matched by spending cuts.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Ms. SLAUGHTER].

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in strong support of deficit
reduction and in opposition to a bill
that will add at least $700 billion to the
deficit. The legislation before us today
will give millions of dollars to the
wealthiest in our society at the ex-
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pense of our children, senior citizens,
the disabled and working American
families. The arguments we have heard
to day in support of H.R. 1215, are all to
familiar. It was only 15 years ago when
the Reagan revolution came here to
Washington to ask for deep tax cuts of
the wealth, and for corporations.

In the early 1980’s our debt stood at
$1 trillion, by the end of that same dec-
ade the debt was close to $4 trillion. We
have all listened to the Republican
criticism of the President’s fiscal year
1996 budget concerning deficit reduc-
tion. However, it should be pointed out
that if the President did not have to fi-
nance the 1980 debt “‘gift’’, his budget
would have been balanced. That’s bet-
ter than a glide path. The same mis-
guided policies and economics that al-
lowed our debt to triple in less than 10
years, are driving this huge tax give
away.

We have heard that this hugh mas-
sive irresponsible tax give away, will
spur economic growth. | think my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
need a refresher course. Fifteen months
after the 1981 tax cuts, the unemploy-
ment rate soared to 10.8 percent, it
highest point since the end of the great
depression.

I would question the wisdom of turn-
ing our backs on deficit reduction. As a
member of the House Budget Commit-
tee, | have heard testimony from nu-
merous economists who have cautioned
us in proceeding down a dangerous
path. Even the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve, a vocal proponent of a
capital gains tax cut, recommended
caution and reminded us that the most
important thing we could do for long-
term economic growth is to reduce the
deficit. Adding an additional $700 bil-
lion would do little to reduce the defi-
cit and reduce long-term interest rates
which directly impact short term in-
vestments.

We do have a choice before us today.

We can support real relief for working fami-
lies without jeopardizing deficit reduction or we
can support relief for multinational corpora-
tions and wealthy citizens. The Democratic
substitute includes necessary triggers to pre-
vent any tax relief from adding to the deficit,
unlike the Republican bill which simply calls
on CBO to tell us that the deficit targets were
not met and that automatic cuts in entitle-
ments and discretionary accounts are nec-
essary. It does not force the cuts nor does it
give any specific cuts. The Democratic alter-
native repeals the tax relief provisions in the
event that the deficit climbs above established
targets.

Included in the Democratic alternative are
real investments in our future economic
strength while ensuring that all of the benefits
are targeted to taxpayers with adjusted gross
income and less than $100,000.

The substitute provides for a deduction for
educational expenses of up to $10,000; a res-
toration of the deduction for student loan inter-
est; an expansion of the current IRA Program
to make more Americans eligible and to allow
for penalty-free withdrawals for education and
an enhancement of the Savings Bond Pro-
gram to increase the rate of return to help
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families save for education without suffering
any tax penalty. The Democrats are investing
in our children and our economic future. What
kind of country will we become when edu-
cation opportunities only exist for the very
wealthy? When students graduating from col-
lege cannot afford to purchase a home or a
car because of staggering college loan pay-
ments? We are forcing today’s college stu-
dents into major debt before they turn 25. For
our generation a mortgage represented a fam-
ily's major debt, today it is a college edu-
cation. What impact does this have on our
economy and our ability to compete in global
economy. If we do only one thing to help fami-
lies and improve economic opportunities for all
Americans, it would be investing in education.

The Democratic substitute ensures fiscal re-
sponsibility while providing necessary relief to
working families. What price are we willing to
pay to help major corporations and the top 10
percent of earners. Are we willing to cut
school lunches? Cut student loans and Pell
Grants? Cut Medicare and long-term care for
the disabled and senior citizens? Eliminating
or drastically reducing COLA'’s for Federal and
military retirees? Are we willing to allow major
cuts in breast cancer research. If you answer
no to any of these choices, you must defeat
H.R. 1215. included in this legislation is a call
to cut $100 billion over 5 years from domestic
and military spending.

| ask my colleagues to seriously consider
the ramifications of today’s dangerous vote.
Do not be fooled by the rhetoric of yesterday.
We have a choice—we can vote for the
Democratic alternative and vote for families
and economic stability or we can vote for the
Republican bill and send the deficit through
the roof. We simply cannot justify this type of
reckless borrowing to give tax breaks to the
wealthy at the expense of real working fami-
lies and the most vulnerable in our society.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROQY. Mr. Chairman, one of
my favorite Jack London stories is
about the young Eskimo hunter who
was highly successful. When they found
out his secret, all were amazed, be-
cause his secret was to wrap tightly
coiled shards of steel into frozen meat,
and as the polar bears would devour
the meat and thus would begin to di-
gest it in the polar bear’s stomach, the
shards of steel would strike forward
and literally tear the guts out of the
polar bear, leaving a remarkably suc-
cessful hunt for the young Eskimo hun-
ter.

The tax bill before us is constructed
not unlike that little hunting trick. It
offers a $200 billion deficit impact in
the first 5-year measurement window
for this bill. The House only considers
the first 5-year cost of the proposal.

Some in the majority side think we
can afford the $200 billion. | happen not
to agree.

But no one is talking about the full
cost of this bill, the 10-year cost of this
bill, and that is vital to consider in
light of what happens once we get past
this bill’s measurement window.

You can see here in this chart that
once we get past the 5-years, the cost
of this measure explodes, and like the
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trick used by our young Eskimo friend,
this tears the guts not out of a polar
bear but out of the Federal Treasury
when the full costs of the tax proposal
before us are experienced to this Treas-
ury. It will devastate our ability to
reach a balanced budget.

It will devastate programs vital to
Kids, vital to students, vital to seniors.
It is very, very bad policy, and | urge
its rejection.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. WALKER], the very distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Science and a member of the Commit-
tee on the Budget.

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding. | would
like to thank him for his leadership on
this bill.

I certainly rise in support of the Ka-
sich amendment and applaud the hard
work done by the Speaker of the
House, by the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Budget, by Chairmen AR-
CHER and BLILEY to put together this
historic measure. Included in this bill
is a measure that the gentleman from
Minnesota has mentioned on a couple
of occasions which | believe is a rather
historic provision and is something the
American people have found very, very
much in line with their beliefs of how
we ought to begin this process of bal-
ancing the budget, namely, to get them
involved, and this particular provision
is called the Taxpayer Debt Buydown
Act.

This is an effective, innovative plan
to cut the runaway Federal budget def-
icit and reduce the $3.6 trillion in pub-
lic debt. It is a bold way of bringing the
American taxpayer directly into the
budget process. It is a plan that will
give the taxpayers the power they need
to participate in controlling Federal
spending, a referendum every April 15
on Federal expenditures.

The proposal would amend the IRS
code to allow taxpayers the oppor-
tunity to voluntarily designate up to 10
percent of their income tax liability
for the purpose of debt reduction. All
moneys designated would be placed in a
public debt reduction trust fund estab-
lished by the Department of the Treas-
ury and used to retire the public debt
other than obligations held by the So-
cial Security trust fund, the civil serv-
ice and the military retirement funds.

On October 1 the Treasury Depart-
ment would be required to estimate the
amount designated through the check-
off. Congress would then have until
September 30 of the next year to make
the necessary cuts in spending. To co-
ordinate this measure, in the efforts to
balance the budget, the checkoff would
count only if the amount is greater
than the cuts Congress has already im-
plemented. For example, if Congress
passes a reconciliation bill this year
and designates cuts of $50 billion in
1998 and the checkoff in 1998 totals $40
billion, well then, we will have met our
obligation, and there would be no des-
ignation of additional money needed.
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However, if the American people want-
ed us to cut $60 billion and we only des-
ignated 50, we would, in fact, under
this have to find another $10 billion in
cuts. Therefore, it works in conjunc-
tion with and compliments the push for
a balanced budget.

It is also a backup. If Congress fails
to enact the balanced budget, the 10
percent will be the only option for cut-
ting spending. If Congress failed to
enact spending reductions to meet the
amount designated by the taxpayers,
an across-the-board sequester would
occur on all accounts except Social Se-
curity retirement benefits, interest on
the debt, deposit insurance accounts,
and contractual obligations of the Fed-
eral Government. If Congress enacted
only half of the necessary cuts, a se-
quester would ensure the other half.

All spending cuts would be perma-
nent. The cuts would be permanently
reducing the spending baseline.

Although nothing in the legislation
would prohibit Congress from increas-
ing taxes, tax increases could not be
used as a substitute for spending reduc-
tions that would be designated by the
taxpayers.
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OMB and CBO both say this idea
works. It would balance the budget in 7
years and zero out the debt by fiscal
year 2010 if everybody participated. If
the public debt is not reduced in the
same time period, projections show it
will increase to over $9.5 trillion. So
this is a very real way of beginning to
deal with the problem.

Some recent criticisms have centered
on one issue. The gentleman from Min-
nesota suggested that this would cre-
ate a plutocracy where the rich would
control the U.S. budget. Well, those
with incomes over $100,000 would pay
39.2 percent of all individual income
tax, or the top 1 percent of income tax-
payers pay 27 percent of all income tax.
You cannot have it both ways. You
cannot on the one hand say we are
going to tax people because of their
wealth and then suggest when there is
opportunity to have them participate
in some of the things to begin reducing
the deficit, that they cannot partici-
pate equal to what they are contribut-
ing to the entire problem. So that is
what this does. No one is treated un-
equally. Anybody who pays taxes gets
a chance to have their say in whether
or not the debt and deficit should come
down. | think this is a highly positive
kind of approach, and people are find-
ing it is a highly positive kind of ap-
proach. | congratulate. I congratulate
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]
for including it in this proposal, and |
look forward to voting for the bill and
seeing to it that it passes.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self 15 seconds.

The gentleman describes a provision
inserted in the bill with no hearings,
no consideration. It changes fundamen-
tally our government from a represent-
ative democracy to a system of govern-
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ment where $1 equal 1 vote, $1 million
equals a million votes.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
WOOLSEY].

Ms. WOOLSEY. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, we are hearing a lot of
inside-the-beltway talk in this debate,
and it must be confusing to the Amer-
ican people.

In beltway language, this is a bill to
eliminate the alternative minimum tax
by reducing discretionary spending
caps in violation of the Budget En-
forcement Act.

But let me tell you what this bill is
really all about. It means that NEWT’s
Republicans are creating tax loopholes
for special interests, and paying for it
by taking food out of the mouths of
children, taking money out of the
pockets of middle-income college stu-
dents, and taking homes away from
low-income seniors.

In Budget Committee, when these
painful cuts were being thrust upon us,
| offered an amendment to protect
child nutrition. But, marching in lock
step, the Republicans said ‘‘no.
NEwWT’s Republicans sent a clear mes-
sage to America’s children: We are
willing to take away your school lunch
so we can give lobbyists and special in-
terests a free lunch.

But, Mr. Chairman, young children
are not the only ones who will pay for
these tax loopholes. We will also be
taking money out of the pockets of
middle-class college students and their
families. At two schools in my district
alone, almost one-thousand students
will lose their campus-based aid so that
special interests can stuff their wal-
lets.

Unfortunately, there is another vic-
tim in this plot to prop up the special
interests—our seniors. While kids are
being kicked out of schools, seniors are
in danger of losing their housing. More
than 200 seniors in Santa Rosa and
Marin are already in danger of being
thrown out in the street.

Like school lunches and student
loans, affordable housing will become
an impossibility for many of America’s
seniors.

Mr. Chairman, NEwT’s Republicans
are going too far, and they are going
too fast. The people of this country
don’t want this partisanship, they want
real solutions—solutions that will im-
prove their lives, not take away their
opportunities.

| beg my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle, in the interest of our chil-
dren, our seniors, and middle-class
America, let us slow down and think
about who we are hurting before we
pass this tragic legislation.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished chairman
of the Committee on Government Re-
form and Oversight, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLINGER].

(Mr. CLINGER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. CLINGER. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
H.R. 1215, the Tax Fairness and Deficit
Reduction Act of 1995.

This bill keeps the promise made in
the Contract With America to put us
on a path toward fiscal responsibility
with reduced spending to the tune of
$90.7 billion over 5 years—that is a
whopping $90.7 billion in deficit reduc-
tion—accomplished by imposing sorely
needed restraints on discretionary
spending.

A very difficult part of getting our
fiscal house in order is going to involve
reforming our Federal retirement sys-
tem. | have heard some Members argue
that there is nothing wrong with the
current system. But let me state em-
phatically—our Federal retirement
system is broken and in dire need of re-
pair. We currently have an unfunded li-
ability of $540 billion and that bill is
long long overdue.

On top of that, we have a system
where the retirement benefits paid out
every year far exceed the cash coming
in to pay for those benefits. And who
do we look to pay the difference? Obvi-
ously the American taxpayer. Last
year, $26.5 billion had to be drawn from
the Treasury to help pay the pension
benefits for Federal retirees. If we do
not do something now, that number is
going to continue to grow larger and
larger.

A very short history: The Federal Re-
tirement System was originally set up
so that employee and employer con-
tributions were equal, and those pay-
ments were projected to cover the cost
of the system. When Congress in-
creased benefits, Congress also in-
creased employee contributions to
cover these costs. The last adjustment
to employee contributions, however,
was made in 1969—26 years ago.

Since then, salaries and benefits have
continued to increase for Federal work-
ers and retirees, but without, without
any corresponding mechanism to pay
for them. The result is that the Federal
Government—the American taxpayer,
in effect—has shouldered an ever-in-
creasing share of the cost of Federal re-
tirement. That share is now about 70
percent of the cost of the retirement
system.

So it is time past due to address the
inequities of the system and put our
Federal retirement program on a sound
fiscal footing.

The increased contribution from Fed-
eral employees—amounting to about $2
billion a year—will go directly into the
Federal Retirement System to main-
tain the system’s benefit structure.
And because additional employee con-
tributions reduce the need for Federal
borrowing to pay current benefits, the
deficit also is reduced.

The Budget Committee has taken a
difficult step in addressing the inequi-
ties in cost between Federal employer
and employees. But just as important,
the legislation addressed the inequities
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between pensions here in the legisla-
tive branch and those in the executive
branch. H.R. 1215 would bring congres-
sional accrual rates for Members and
staff in line with regular Civil Service
accrual rates.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I want to
say | strongly support the package of
Federal retirement reforms in this leg-
islation and urge my colleagues to do
the same. These particular provisions
represent a giant step in facing reality
that the present dysfunctional system
is a significant contributor to the over-
all budget deficit.

I commend the chairman of the
Budget Committee, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KAsicH], for his efforts
in this area, and again urge my col-
leagues to pass this legislation.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah [Mr. ORTON].

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

Mr. ORTON. I
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | came here today pre-
pared to give a speech to you outlining
the good parts and the bad parts of this
bill and to tell you why | am in opposi-
tion to it. But | would like to submit
my statement for the record and talk
to my colleagues for just a minute
about what is really important.

Mr. Chairman, a week ago my life
changed forever as my wife gave birth
to our first-born son, and today | just
came from the doctor’s office where we
took him for his one-week checkup.
While there, they had to take a blood
test from his blood; they stuck his
ankle and also had to give him an im-
munization. As he laid there crying
and looking up at me through tears in
his eyes, | would have done anything in
the world to take that pain from him.
But | could not take his blood test for
him, and | could not take that immuni-
zation. It made me think as | came
here to the floor today what are we
going to say to my son 20 years from
now or your sons and daughters or
grandchildren if we fail to get our fis-
cal house in order? If we pass onto
those children and future generations
of this country the deficit, the debt
that we have piled upon them, it will
impact their lives forever.

But there is something we can do
about that. What I am going to do
about that today is to vote against this
bill because this bill does not balance
the budget. This bill says before we
start even climbing out of the $5 tril-
lion hole we are, we are going to dig
$700 billion deeper. That does not make
sense.

So | would urge my colleagues let us
balance the budget first, let us not dig
deeper into the hole before we try to
climb out. Let us be able to look our
children and grandchildren in the eye
in the future and tell them we did do
what we could do for this country.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“no.”

thank the chairman
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Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to the so-
called “Tax Fairness and Deficit Reduction Act
of 1995.”

| believe the American public has sent us a
clear message: Cut spending first. In order to
balance the budget over the next seven years,
we will have to make over $1 trillion in spend-
ing cuts. This will be extremely painful and dif-
ficult to achieve. To dig ourselves another
$630 billion in debt before we even start to
climb out of the deficit hole makes absolutely
no sense.

| am certainly not alone in this analysis. The
chairmen of the Senate Budget and Finance
Committees both agree that we should not be
cutting taxes at this point. The Senate Budget
Committee’s preliminary plan to balance the
budget includes not a single tax cut included
in this tax bill we are debating today in the
House.

So why is this vote taking place. The an-
swer is politics, pure and simple. The tax bill
is in the grand old political tradition, a Christ-
mas tree, with something for everyone. As
members struggle to justify why they are vot-
ing for final passage, their only line of defense
seems to be “It's in the Contract.” Many sup-
porters of those who will vote for this bill are
privately conceding that we should not be cut-
ting taxes by $630 billion over 10 years, and
are counting on the Senate to bail us out.

This is not the responsible thing to do. The
clear danger here is that we will commit the
same mistakes of the 1980’s that lead us to
ruinous budget deficits and a national debt ap-
proaching $5 trillion. In 1981, we passed tax
cuts first, with the promise of future spending
cuts. Those cuts never materialized. We can-
not make this same mistake again. The
spending cuts should come first. Then, if we
can find additional spending cuts, we can then
cut taxes.

For that reason, | have worked with Rep-
resentatives BROWDER, CASTLE, UPTON, and
MARTINI over the last few weeks to develop
and offer a bipartisan amendment to make all
of the tax cuts in the bill dependant on spend-
ing cuts necessary to both balance the budget
and pay for the tax cuts. Specifically, our
amendment would have delayed the effective
date of the tax cuts in the bill until Congress
passed and the President signed into law leg-
islation which cuts spending enough to bal-
ance the budget by 2002, and also pay for the
tax cuts. As an enforcement mechanism, the
tax cuts in the bill would later be revoked if we
failed to meet interim deficit targets leading to
a balanced budget by the year 2002.

This amendment is completely consistent
with what the House leadership has an-
nounced it would do—to both balance the
budget and pay for tax cuts. Now, | am
pleased to see that leadership has retained a
portion of the provision in our amendment
which delays implementation of the tax cuts
until there is a certification that the reconcili-
ation bill containing the tax cuts both balances
the budget by 2002 and pays for the tax cut.
| take this to be an ironclad commitment that
the House leadership will not bring a reconcili-
ation vote to the floor this summer containing
tax cuts unless such a certification is made.
And, | strongly urge every member of the
House to vote against any future reconciliation
bill which violates this commitment.

However, | am concerned that leadership
watered down the Browder/Castle/Orton/
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Upton/Martini amendment with respect to en-
forcement of annual glidepath targets. In my
opinion, leadership’s failure to retain this provi-
sion calls into question their commitment to
making deficit reduction our top fiscal priority.
And it makes it harder to vote for a bill which
cuts taxes at the expense of deficit reduction.

Mr. Chairman, the issue is simple. With over
$200 billion deficits as far as the eye can see,
it is irresponsible to start off with tax cuts
when we should be starting off with spending
cuts. The issue is not whether these tax cuts
are paid for with spending cuts. The issue is
whether we are going to cut spending in a
amount necessary to both balance the budget
and pay for any tax cuts we might approve.
Put simply, the issue is whether we are going
to cut spending first.

| recognize that families with children could
use tax relief at this time. However, | would
appeal to every family in my home state of
Utah and in the nation to ask themselves what
is best for their children. Do we want to leave
a legacy to our children of a staggering debt,
high interest rates, and a declining standard of
living? Do we want to continue a path of con-
suming today at a huge cost tomorrow? |s that
really a family-friendly thing to do?

We know the answer is no. Every parent
recognizes the need to save for their chil-
dren’s higher education and for their own re-
tirement. We should be equally responsible
with our federal finances. It is fun to cut
taxes? The answer is clearly yes. Is is respon-
sible to cut taxes before we cut spending, ex-
acerbating our $200 billion a year federal defi-
cits? The answer is clearly no. Let's put the
nation’s interest above political interest. Vote
no on the rule and vote no on final passage.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MILLER], a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
the Budget.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. | thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Utah who just spoke said there are
182,000 children in the gentleman’s dis-
trict who would benefit from this tax
cut and that would amount to $91 mil-
lion in tax savings for the gentleman’s
constituents.

Mr. Chairman, | am proud to be here
today in support of the Tax Fairness
and Deficit Reduction Act. Not only
does this legislation provide necessary
tax relief for the hard-working families
of America, it pays for those tax cuts
and reduces the deficit by $30 billion.

In our quest to remove the burden of
bloated government from the backs of
our kids and our grandkids, all | hear
from the other side of the aisle is
empty rhetoric about class warfare.

The fact is we started with ourselves:
for the first time in 40 years, we have
a deficit reduction package that cuts
benefits for Members of Congress. This
legislation reforms the overly generous
pension benefits given to Members of
Congress by the overly-taxed American
people.

Never in the past 40 years did the
Democrats reduce their benefits and
actually give the money back to the
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hard-working,
this country.

Republican leadership is different.
We are leading by example. | urge my
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr.
SPRATT].

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

Mr. SPRATT. | thank the gentleman
for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | have listened to
Members from across the aisle insist
the tax cuts in tax bill are paid for. In
truth, they are not paid for. That is
why this tax bill is so reckless. | have
time to talk about just one reason why
the revenue losses entailed by this bill
are not replenished or offset by spend-
ing cuts. That is that the lower spend-
ing cap, $100 billion, for reduction in
discretionary spending, is spurious,
just more smoke and mirrors.

Now, I know that the chairman of the
Budget Committee sent us an illus-
trative list of spending cuts that total
$100 billion. None of these cuts has
been voted on yet. It would be miracu-
lous, in my opinion, if even half of
them were ever approved. And if we
take this tax list sent to us by the
chairman at its face value we ought to
know that there is one peculiar dis-
crepancy to it. That is that it is silent,
altogether silent on defense spending,
which constitutes half of all discre-
tionary spending.

The chairman also said lately that he
would like to freeze defense spending
at the current level of outlays, which is
$270 billion.

Now, let us bring defense, the other
half of discretionary spending into the
picture and see what happens. | have a
chart here that is not about class war-
fare, it is about budget reality, which
deals with that particular half of
spending.

If we take the lower caps, $100 billion
reduction in the spending caps called
for by this bill with constant defense
outlays of $270 billion, that is an out-
lay freeze on defense, we see from this
tax chart that we will have to cut $41
billion out of budget authority from
nondefense programs for fiscal 1996,
which is next month. As you can see
from those charts, those cuts in
nondefense budget authority will rise
to $66 billion in fiscal year 1998, a 23.5-
percent reduction off current levels of
spending for those programs. That is
23.5 percent off of NASA, Drug Enforce-
ment Agency, programs for the elderly,
you name it, everything in discre-
tionary spending. Altogether, over 5
fiscal years the cuts in nondefense
spending will add up to $187 billion,
which is $87 billion more than the
chairman of the Budget Committee has
laid out in his illustrative list.

Now, there are lots of things in this
tax bill I would like to vote for and
support. This would deal a death blow
to deficit reduction, and that is why |

tax-paying citizens of
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am voting against it and urge others to
do the same.
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Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. SAXTON].

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH],
the chairman of the Committee on the
Budget, for yielding this time to me.

Let me just say that there are two
things that this economic program
that the contract embodies are trying
to carry out. One is to slow the growth
of outlays that the Federal Govern-
ment does on an annual basis. This
chart shows where we have come in
terms of outlays over the years from a
low of total Government spending in
1930 of 12 percent to the 1990 level of
spending of 42 percent, and it is the
chairman of the Committee on the
Budget and his committee members
who are going to be responsible for
bringing down this rate of growth
under our plan.

The second part of our plan is to cre-
ate more revenue, to get revenues
growing so that, as we bring down the
rate of growth and spending, the reve-
nue line will catch up with that level of
spending that is necessary, and in so
doing eliminate the budget deficits
and, eventually, the debt.

In order to do that, John Kennedy
told us in 1963 that, if we do good,
smart tax policy, it will create an eco-
nomic expansion, we will have more
people working, earning more money
and hence paying more taxes, and that
is what today’s debate is essentially
about.

Now we know that there are some
folks on the other side of the aisle who
do not want lower taxes because it
means we have to spend less because
we will have a smaller government, and
so they try to come up with some red
herrings to scare some of the Members
who might be hesitant to vote for it.

The next chart shows what one of
those arguments is about. They say
that the capital gains tax reduction
that we are proposing to put in place
does big favors for the rich people when
in fact 38.4 percent of the people who
pay capital gains tax have an income of
under $50,000, and, as a matter of fact,
the next 22 percent have income over
$100,000, and so in fact the large major-
ity of the capital gains that are paid
are paid by low income and middle in-
come people.

The other thing that the opposition
would like us to believe is that the $500
per child tax credit somehow favors
rich people when in fact 87 percent of
the people who will benefit from this
program earn less than $75,000 a year.
As a matter of fact, the last speaker,
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. SPRATT], has 123,000 children in his
district which are middle income peo-
ple, and has district, if we do not pass
this plan, will therefore lose $307 mil-
lion to the families and his middle
class taxpayers.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ha-
waii [Mrs. MINK].

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman, and | appre-
ciate the time to offer my thoughts
about what we are about to do.

Two weeks ago we had some very
dramatic debate in this House concern-
ing the welfare program. At the end of
that we saw major cuts being made on
some of the most substantial programs
that help needy families throughout
America, and the cost of the program
in terms of reductions made against
the poor in America came to something
over $60 billion. | say to my colleagues,
you study this tax cut program today,
you’ll see that the $60 billion that we
took away from poor needy families is
going to pay for the tax cuts for the
super rich in this country.

| stand here today, not as an expert
on the tax cuts and the implications
that are going to fall upon this Nation
in 5 or 10 years, but | stand here today
and ask the question, Is it ever fair for
the Congress of the United States to
pass tax cuts for the super rich and to
pay for it out of the needs, and wants
and feelings of the poorest in this coun-
try? We cut school lunches. We are
going to cut the student aid programs
in our colleges. We took away some of
the WIC Program. We took away the
base of guarantee of the welfare struc-
ture by taking away the entitlements.
On and on, Mr. Chairman, the sac-
rifices that are being called upon to
pay for this tax cut are coming from
the average citizens of this country.

Now there are some good things in
here, and | suppose many people are
going to be tempted to vote for this bill
because of these various good items in
it, some of it having to do with the sen-
ior citizens. But | ask the senior citi-
zens: In the end we’re going to have to
pay for these tax cuts of $189 billion,
and watch out, senior citizens. It is
going to come from your programs,
your benefits, and your Medicare Pro-
gram. | guarantee you that.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CASTLE],
the former Governor of the State.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | believe
the premise of this bill is correct: The
American people should be able to keep
more of the money they have earned. It
is just not right for the Federal Gov-
ernment to take an ever increasing
share of the incomes of working Ameri-
cans. Do the American people want a
tax cut? Yes, they certainly do. But
their top priority—and many of my
constituents in Delaware have told me
this—is for Congress to cut spending
and balance the budget first, and then
cut taxes. The bill now contains this
very important safeguard.

I am pleased to say that the Repub-
lican leadership, Chairman ARCHER and
Chairman KasicH agreed to an amend-
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ment offered by Mr. UPTON, Mr. MAR-
TINI, and myself that requires that the
tax cuts can only become law when
Congress has approved budget legisla-
tion that will put the Government on
course to a balanced budget by the
year 2002.

This will hold Congress’ feet to the
fire to ensure that the budget legisla-
tion passed this year will make all of
the necessary spending cuts and pro-
gram changes to reduce the deficit
every year for the next 7 years so that
the deficit will be zero in 2002.

It provides a strong incentive to put
a tough budget plan in place now, so
that the tax cuts can begin as sched-
uled next year.

In subsequent years, if the budget
committees and CBO report that we
are no longer on course to a balanced
budget, Congress must then consider a
budget resolution that will put us back
on course.

In addition, the legislation will also
require the President to submit a bal-
anced budget each year. As my col-
leagues know, President Clinton has
submitted a budget that will produce
$200 billion deficits for each of the next
5 years, adding almost a trillion dollars
to the national debt. This amendment
will require the President to submit a
balanced budget or offer one as an al-
ternative plan if he chooses to propose
continued deficit spending.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly believe that
no tax cuts should go into effect until
this Congress faces up to the challenge
of reducing Government spending. This
amendment ensures that this will hap-
pen. Many of us have tried to work on
a bipartisan basis on this issue and we
will work with Chairman KASICH as we
move on to the deficit reduction legis-
lation that must pass before the tax
cuts can take effect. We want to cut
taxes—let us make sure the spending
cuts happen first.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

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

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, one
of my colleagues was quoted in this
morning’s paper saying, ‘‘How can any-
one today vote against cutting taxes?”’

It should be very easy for all of us
when we are doing it with borrowed
money.

Another colleague stood in the well
too long ago and said, ‘“‘Imagine $500
laying on this table. Shall we have a
family spend it, or shall we have the
government spend it?”’ Obviously the
family, with one small problem. It has
already been spent, and to spend that
500 again they have got to borrow it
again.

We all know the quote about those
who refuse to study history being
doomed to repeat its mistakes. Well, |
not only studied the congressional his-
tory of the early 1980’s—I helped to
make it. | did it in good faith. | did it
with the encouragement of my con-
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stituents. But | am determined not to
repeat its mistakes again in 1995.

Contrary to my usual optimism, it is
hard for me not to agree with the
quote:

“What experience and history teach
in this—that people and governments
never have learned anything from his-
tory, or acted on principles deduced
from it.”

Think what we are doing, friends. We
have a debt which will break $5 trillion
by the end of the year. We have annual
deficits which are scheduled to con-
tinue rising in the foreseeable future.
We have a Medicare program which
will be insolvent just around the cor-
ner, and a Social Security program
which will go from having a surplus to
running deficits within the next gen-
eration.

Our dollar hit a new low today; how
can we even be thinking about cutting
taxes right now?

| feel particularly sick about seeing
history repeat itself in terms of back-
loaded costs, disingenuous baselines,
and a ‘“‘spend now/pay later’” attitude
which is in the current resolution
which is before us today, and | also get
very upset and disturbed by the fre-
quent comment on the floor that
Democrats have not put a serious defi-
cit reduction plan up for a vote. | have
noted that every Member that has
stood up and made that comment
today who was here last year when we
had the opportunity voted against the
entitlement cap when we put it on the
floor and had a serious effort, every
single one that criticized that were
here in the last Congress.

Vote ‘“‘no.” Let us stop making the
hole deeper.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from New York [Mr. FORBES].

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, | might
point out that my distinguished col-
league who has preceded me, there are
114,000 children in the gentleman’s dis-
trict whose parents are eligible for the
$500 per child tax credit. This bill
would allow middle class families in
his district to keep a total of $57 mil-
lion of their hard-earned money.

Mr. Chairman, we are responding to
the will of the American people in en-
acting the tax fairness and deficit re-
duction bill. The Clinton administra-
tion and their defenders raise taxes on
the elderly, they raise taxes on fami-
lies, they raise taxes on small business
men and women, the Main Street mer-
chant, the hard-working Americans,
and my folks on Long Island, already
carrying a heavy enough burden, they
asked for this relief.

It is unfortunate that the mouth-
piece for the Clinton administration at
the Small Business Administration’s
Office of Advocacy has come out
against this measure of relief for small
business men and women while the
NFIB, the Chambers of Commerce and
all small business groups favor the en-
actment of this tax fairness and deficit
reduction measure. | urge its passage.
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Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, let me
start by saying how many thousands
there are that would benefit from the
tax credit in my district; 85 percent of
them would still benefit from it if for
the 105 Members on the Republican side
who signed the letter saying that we
ought to change that tax cut had had
the courage to stand by their convic-
tions, but we do not have that choice
today. We only have the choice pre-
sented of extending a tax break to
those in the $200,000 range, and this
bill, as the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] said, really is about borrow-
ing from all the children in our district
in order to pay for this politically mo-
tivated tax cut. It is not the American
Dream Restoration Act. Its real title is
““Stealing Our Children’s Future Act.”

This bill makes the deficit greater in
the year 2000 than if we did not do any-
thing. Put another way, if this Con-
gress would just shut the doors and go
home, we would be a lot better off as
far as the deficit is concerned.

The American people know that this
deficit reduction program is not satis-
fied in this bill, that in fact what we
have is a deficit-mushrooming bill,
and, when they have been asked,
whether it is in the field hearings of
the Budget Committee around the
country or in the polls like the one the
Wall Street Journal recently con-
ducted, well over half of them have
said, ““Use the money to pay off the
debt.” Less than a fourth have spoken
up in favor of tax reduction.

There has been plenty of talk today
about the misuse of statistics. Well, let
us take the Republican numbers. They
tell us that this tax cut will only cost
a mere $189 billion over 5 years. Well, if
we had that $189 billion, we would have
that much less deficit, but of course it
is not $189 billion. It is $630 billion over
the next 10 years that we are going to
be adding to this deficit, and the claim
that it is being paid for is as frivolous
as this letter that has been circulated
by the chairman of the Committee on
the Budget. Surely there is great com-
petition in this Congress for the silliest
Dear Colleague letter, but this one that
suggests we will pay for it with $100
billion by eliminating duplication and
waste of $24 billion is right up at the
top. There is not any line item in the
budget for eliminating duplication and
waste.

It includes things like eliminating
the school-to-work program.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from the State of Michigan
[Mr. UPTON].
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Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from the Buckeye State.
Mr. Chairman, deficits do matter
They really do. Before 1 was in the
Congress, | worked for a President by
the name of Ronald Reagan. | watched
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a Congress then that promised that
they would make $2 or $3 in spending
cuts for every dollar that they cut in
taxes. And you know what? It never
happened. It did not happen. It was a
promise that was not delivered on.

In fact, the deficit ballooned by $4
trillion during those years. In 1990, as a
Member of Congress, | was asked to go
down to the White House to spend a lit-
tle time with President Bush and talk
about his 1990 tax/budget bill. 1 told
him then that | could not support it. |
could not support it because his advis-
ers where taking him to the cleaners.
In fact, as | reviewed the numbers this
last weekend, his budget predicted a
surplus of $63 billion in the year 1995.
They were $300 billion off.

Mr. Chairman, the Castle-Upton-Mar-
tini language that was adopted on this
House floor on the last vote recognized
three very important principles: No. 1,
none of the tax cuts would kick in un-
less we passed reconciliation later this
year that in fact will lead to a balanced
budget by the year 2002. The second
point was that each and every year if
we get off that track, we will have a
mechanism to put us back on the
track, so that in fact we can achieve a
balanced budget by the year 2002, and
not end up with something that hap-
pened with the Bush budget back in
1990. And, No. 3, that the President will
submit a budget that will balance the
budget by the year 2002.

The Castle-Upton-Martini language
acts as an insurance policy. It insists
that we here are going to eat our vege-
tables even if they are Brussels sprouts
before we have our dessert. This legis-
lation passed will in essence make sure
that we do not repeat the mistakes of
the past.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to support this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. TUCKER].

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished gentleman from Min-
nesota for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, so what is wrong with
a $19 billion tax cut for individuals and
for businesses? Well, on the surface,
nothing. Except two crucial questions:
Who and what? Who benefits from
these tax cuts, and what will be the
cost of these cuts?

First, the wealthiest 1 percent will
get 20 percent of the benefits. The
wealthiest 5 percent will get 36 percent
of the benefits. And the wealthiest 10
percent will get almost half of the ben-
efits, 47 percent. Taxpayers making up
to $200,000 will get $11,000, while those
making less than $30,000 will receive a
paltry $124.

This bill pays for these tax cuts to
the rich and corporations by cutting
discretionary spending by $100 billion,
which has already been cut signifi-
cantly. We are talking about housing,
and we are talking about applying cuts
already made in programs like school
lunches. The cost of this tax cut over
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10 years is $700 billion. This hurts defi-
cit reduction.

This bill should be changed to target
families making up to $100,000, the real
middle-class. The tax breaks should be
for higher education, expenses, and in-
terest on student loans and expanding
the number of taxpayers who can de-
duct contributions to IRA’s. The most
important thing is all tax cuts should
be delayed until OMB certifies that
legislation has been enacted that will
provide that the budget will be bal-
anced in fiscal year 2002, and that this
bill should automatically be repealed if
specific targets are not reached each
year.

Mr. Chairman, this bill should not be
supported, and | urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to do what the
bill proposes to do, and that is to give
tax fairness.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, my
friend from Michigan mentioned that
he worked for the Reagan administra-
tion during the 1980’s. | worked for the
Nixon administration for quite some
time. But during the 1980’s | was a
stockbroker. | sold tax shelters, tax
shelters because they paid the highest
commission. And most people that
came into the office, whatever they in-
vested, we could show them how to
avoid paying any Federal income taxes.

I have some familiarity with the way
tax shelters work, and I am not par-
ticularly proud of the fact that we fi-
nanced so many see-through buildings,
so many investments that had no real
economic value, but the people did not
care, the investors did not care, be-
cause they were not investing for the
substantive value of the asset; they
were investing because of the tax bene-
fits.

Mr. Chairman, if this bill passes, we
will never have enacted tax shelters
that are more open to abuse in the his-
tory of this Congress. There are two
tax shelter areas here that will yield
billions of dollars in tax savings and
yield no economic value to our econ-
omy. The neutral cost recovery sys-
tem, for example, if you are going to
borrow money in the first place to pur-
chase an asset, put it in use for less
than 10 years, you will get back your
value, because you will depreciate it,
plus it will be indexed, plus you are
going to get 3.5 percent annual incre-
ment.

Now, Mr. Chairman, what happens is
we do not index interest costs for infla-
tion, so no one in their right mind will
put actual cash down. They will bor-
row. But there will be a built-in tax
credit, a built-in tax shelter.

It is too complex to be able to de-
scribe it in a way that anyone in the
audience is going to fully understand. |
just have to tell you, Mr. Chairman,
that we will rue the day that we pass
these kind of tax shelters.
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The other problem is in the tax cap-
ital gains area. | did not even get into
the tax shelter and capital gains.

Mr. Chairman, we have to learn from
the past. We are going to repeat what
happened in the 1981 Tax Act if we are
not careful here. I wish Members would
read the entire tax bill before us.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AL-
LARD].

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

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, | would just comment,
if this bill would pass, the average Col-
orado family would pay $1,534 in fewer
taxes.

Mr. Chairman, | join in strong support of the
Contract With America tax relief package. It is
time to give American families back some of
their hard earned money. Two years ago,
President Clinton raised our taxes, today the
Republicans fulfill their contract and cut taxes.
We are keeping our word.

The American people want lower taxes, and
less government spending. This package de-
livers. Every nickel of this tax cut is paid for
with spending cuts, and an additional $90 bil-
lion in spending cuts are applied to deficit re-
duction. In May, we will return with a budget
resolution that builds on this legislation and
puts the government on a glide-path to a bal-
anced budget by 2002. This will necessitate
us capping the rate of growth in spending at
2 percent a year. The difference is that now
the Federal Government grows at over 5 per-
cent a year.

| would like to take the time to comment on
one provisions in this tax bill that | am particu-
larly pleased with. That is the home office tax
deduction.

In the last Congress | introduced home of-
fice deduction legislation which was cospon-
sored by 79 colleagues. This Congress | have
introduced H.R. 40, which has been cospon-
sored by 82 of our colleagues. This legislation
is designed to restore the home office tax de-
duction, which was narrowed a great deal by
a 1993 Supreme Court decision.

With April 15, fast approaching the last thing
most Americans want to think about is taxes.
In fact, the average American must now work
the first 125 days of the year to pay all Fed-
eral, State, and local taxes.

The bulk of the family tax bill consists of in-
come taxes, payroll taxes, and property taxes.
However, one factor which adds to the grow-
ing tax bill of many self-employed and small
business owners are the new rules governing
the home office tax deduction.

Increasingly, it is the little guy who gets
squeezed by the tax system. While large cor-
porations can rent space and deduct office
and virtually all other expenses, many tax-
payers who work out of their home are no
longer able to deduct their office expenses.

Traditionally, the tax code has permitted in-
dividuals who operate businesses within their
homes to deduct a portion of the expenses re-
lated to that home. However, over the past 20
years Congress, the courts, and the IRS have
reduced the scope and usefulness of the de-
duction.
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The most serious blow came 2 years ago
when a Supreme Court decision and subse-
quent IRS action eliminated the home office
deduction for many. Under the Supreme
Court’s new interpretation of principal place of
business a taxpayer who maintains a home of-
fice, but also performs important business re-
lated work outside the home is not likely to
pass IRS scrutiny.

This change effectively denies the deduction
to taxpayers who work out of their home but
also spend time on the road. Those impacted
include sales representatives, caterers, teach-
ers, computer repairers, doctors, veterinarians,
house painters, consultants, personal trainers
and many more. Even though these taxpayers
may have no office other than their home, the
work they perform will often deny them a de-
duction.

According to the IRS, 1.6 million taxpayers
claimed a home office tax deduction in 1991.
While not all of these taxpayers were affected
by the change, many will. Clearly, any tax-
payers who operate a business out of their
home must review their tax situation.

There are many reasons why a broad home
office tax deduction is important. The deduc-
tion is pro-family. It helps taxpayers pursue
careers that enable them to spend more time
with their children. The deduction helps cut
down on commuting and saves energy. The
deduction recognizes the advances of tech-
nology—computer and telecommunication ad-
vances mean that more and more individuals
will be able to work for themselves and main-
tain a home office.

The deduction is a boost to women and mi-
norities who are increasingly starting their own
businesses. In fact, over 32 percent of all pro-
prietorships are now owned by women entre-
preneurs, and Commerce Department data re-
veals that 55 percent of these women busi-
ness owners operate their firms from home.
Minorities are making similar advances. There
are now well over 1 million minority-owned
small businesses and a good number of these
are operated out of the home.

Finally, the home office tax deduction helps
our economy. It benefits small businesses and
entrepreneurs who develop new ideas, and
create jobs. Many of America’s most important
businesses originated out of a home office.

Small business is increasingly the engine
which drives our economy. With large firms
downsizing, entrepreneurs must pick up the
slack. The importance of this trend is dem-
onstrated by the job shift that occurred during
the slow recovery from the most recent reces-
sion. During the period of October 1991 to
September 1992 large businesses cut 400,000
jobs while small business created 178,000
new jobs. During the boom years of the
1980s, the vast majority of the 20 million new
jobs created were in the small business sec-
tor.

It is critical that recent assaults on the home
office tax deduction be reversed. That is why
| introduced legislation to fully restore the de-
duction. | was pleased when similar language
was included in the Contract With America,
and now in this tax bill. With passage of this
bill today, we move one giant step closer to
restoring the home office tax deduction.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the very distinguished
gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
SHADEGG], a member of the Committee
on the Budget.
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Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I might begin by not-
ing my predecessor on the opposite side
of the aisle who expressed his opposi-
tion to this legislation decided to vote
2 years ago to raise taxes on his con-
stituents by $1 billion, and now opposes
a $500 tax credit that would go right to
the parents of the 100,000 children in
his district. That is the kind of rhet-
oric which characterizes this debate

Mr. Chairman, | rise in support of
this bill. 1 also listened to my col-
league, the gentleman from Utah [Mr.
ORTON] a few minutes ago who recently
had a son and said it would change his
life forever. He asked how would we ex-
plain this bill to children. | explain it
to children because we are giving their
parents a tax credit. His decision to
vote against this bill is wrong. It is
dead wrong.

As | mentioned, 2 years ago my col-
leagues on the other side voted to raise
taxes. Now they said they cannot cut
taxes. It is a consistent pattern on the
other side. They believe in raising
taxes over and over again.

If we care about children, we must
balance the budget, and this bill begins
that process. It enacts $100 billion in
spending cuts. Not phony spending cuts
from a baseline going way up, but real
dollar spending cuts. If you care about
children, we have got to also cut spend-
ing, because the tax burden on Ameri-
ca’s families today drives spouses into
the workplace. Spouses who should be
at home and who would like to be at
home taking care of their children are
forced to go to work. If you listen to
their message, it is because of the prof-
ligate spending of my colleagues on the
opposite side who have controlled this
Congress for 40 years and who built a
$4.3 trillion deficit, who say we over-
spent then, so we cannot cut taxes now.
Well, | say baloney. It is time to give
the American people a break. It is not
our money, it is their money. | urge
Members to support this bill

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MFUME].

Mr. MFUME. Mr. Chairman, Ringling
Brothers and Barnum & Bailey came to
town today with an elaborate show of
elephants and clowns on the Capitol
Grounds.

But that does not come close to the
high wire act being performed today on
the floor of the House by daredevils
and acrobats who are attempting,
through sleight of hand, blue smoke
and mirrors, to pull a rabbit out of
their hats while dangling the American
taxpayer in mid-air and calling this tax
bill deficit reduction.

Federal workers in particular know
that this is the new ‘‘greatest show on
earth.”

When a Federal employee accepts a
position with the U.S. Government, he
or she is, in many respects, agreeing to
a contract. The employee agrees to
provide their knowledge, time, energy,
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and a good part of their life, to the Na-
tion we all love.

The Government, in return, agrees to
compensate them for their time and
provide for them in their retirement.

What we are effectively doing to cur-
rent Federal workers is changing the
rules in the middle of the game. We are
telling the 2 million of them that we
still expect the same quality and quan-
tity of work, but for less compensation.

We are telling them that despite the
fact that they have helped to keep this
Nation going, we are not fulfilling our
part of the bargain.

It is generally accepted that this leg-
islation is unfair to Federal employees;
Members on both sides of the aisle have
said as much.

Yet the Republican Party has cir-
cumvented the committee system and
included the Federal employee pension
provision in this legislation. What a
dangerous, shameful and dastardly
deed.

For the average Federal employee
earning $40,000 a year this proposal will
impose an additional $1,000 in taxes,
disguised as an increase in the con-
tribution to their pension.

More than half of the benefits from
the tax package before us will go to
families with incomes between $100,000
and $200,000 a year. Two hundred thou-
sand dollars, is that middle-class?

And please do not tell me that the
money Federal employees are losing
will go towards deficit reduction; be-
cause the fact of the matter is that
this legislation actually adds to the
deficit.

If it becomes law, Congress will be
forced to find $1.6 trillion in extra
budget cuts or revenue increases over
the next 7 years in order to balance the
budget.

Federal employees are not extrava-
gant millionaires. They are the hard
working men and women.

The 2 million Federal employees,
who have worked hard for years, de-
serve better treatment than this.

They deserve our thanks. They de-
serve the cost of living increases which
are usually denied or delayed. They de-
serve to be free from unwarranted fur-
loughs, and they deserve to know that
they can go to sleep at night without
worrying about what Congress or the
Republican party will do next to renege
on their promises to them.

Mr. Chairman, while Federal employ-
ees are the biggest losers under this
bill, 1 don't want to belittle for a
minute the negative impact this bill
will have on our nation and its deficit.

This legislation will increase the def-
icit. It rewards the wealthy and pun-
ishes the middle-class and working
Americans who will feel the brunt of
the spending cuts. And, it demoralizes
the Federal employees who are nec-
essary to make this Government run.

In the end the difference between last
year’s Republicans and this year’s Re-
publicans is Tweedle Dee and Tweedle
Dum. The party that gave us Voodoo
economics is now about to give us
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Robin Hood in reverse. So listen close-
ly my friends, that giant sucking sound
that you will hear in a couple of
months will have nothing to do with
NAFTA, but everything to do with
AFTA [Angry, Forgotten, Taxed Amer-
icans] who will say to the architects of
the Contract on America ““Et Tu, Bru-
tus,” | can’t believe what you say be-
cause | see what you do.

Vote no on this misguided piece of
legislation and end the charade against
the truth, perpetrated in the name of
deficit reduction.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. LARGENT],
a member of the Committee on the
Budget.

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

Mr. Chairman, in this war of words
and charts and ideas, we have heard a
lot about the tax consequences and the
tax burden on the average family. |
would just like to begin by saying that
those families that are represented by
hard-working parents trying to make
ends meet for their children are any-
thing but average. They are excep-
tional. In fact, they are outstanding,
and that is why we need to pass this
tax reduction and this spending reduc-
tion bill today.

The $500 tax credit is all about allow-
ing those families, those parents, to
keep their hard-earned money to make
the ends meet for their children. Stud-
ies reveal that in 1960 families, parents,
spent an average of 30 hours a week in
personal time with their children. In
1990, 30 years later, those same parents
spent an average of 17 hours in per-
sonal time with their children.

I think those numbers correlate with
the decline in the moral values that we
see in our youth culture today. Parents
are not spending the same amount of
time with their children. Why, you
might ask and should ask? In 1950 the
average family gave 2 percent of their
hard-earned money to the Federal Gov-
ernment; in 1993, that figure was 24.5
percent. Why are parents not able to
spend as much time with their children
passing on those values? Because they
are having to work to send their money
to Washington, DC. That is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, this tax bill that gives
relief to hard working parents to help
raise their children is the right thing
to do.

0 1830

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. VENTO].

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

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, our col-
league just aptly mentioned, we had
the circus on the grounds here, and |
thought probably a lot of the Repub-
licans are going to run away with the
circus because of everything they
want: Clowns, elephants, and they
could play they could play their pea

April 5, 1995

and shall game in which they are shift-
ing taxes.

Why are we talking about families?
They are not receiving it, because they
are not getting the family tax cut. It is
not this bill. Forty-five percent of the
benefits in the tax cuts in this bill go
to corporations in 10 years. The fact is,
the remaining part that goes to indi-
viduals, the lion’s share of that, goes to
the wealthy.

You are not doing what you said you
were going to do. It is the same story
through and through in this bill. You
deny you are proposing the policy,
deny you are passing the policy, and
deny the policy after it is enacted.

Mr. Chairman, it does not take any
courage to stand up here and vote for
tax giveaways and then put the burden
on someone else to do the cutting. Tak-
ing away kids lunches, doing things of
this nature. That does not take cour-
age.

It took guts 2 years ago to stand here
and say, we have to pay if we are going
to deal with the deficit. It is tough
work. But you are not willing to do
that. You just want to go down the
easy road in terms of this and pass this
tax cut and leave the mess for the
American people.

I think this bill ought to be defeated,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, today we had the Ringling
Brothers Circus on the Capitol Grounds. |
would have thought that some of our Repub-
lican colleagues, would have run away and
joined the circus; it has everything they like:
elephants, clowns, and they could have been
hired to do their bait and switch trick on mid-
dle-income family tax cuts; the old pea and
shell game, in which middle-income families
get peanuts and in 10 years 45 percent—over
$300 billion—of the tax benefits go to cor-
porate America—big business continuing to
shift the tax burden onto individuals and fami-
lies.

Middle-income America gets the shaft when
the wealthy families receive over 53 percent of
the individual tax breaks—the lion's share—
the Republican tax measure. This might get
applause as a trick, but this pea and shell, Re-
publican shift and shaft of middle-income fami-
lies merits a no vote in the Congress today
and tomorrow!

Mr. Chairman, | want to join with many of
my colleagues in opposing this ill-conceived,
poorly timed legislation. For big business and
the very rich this bill may very well be the
crown jewel of the Republican political agen-
da, but for the working families who | rep-
resent this Republican legislation is a rhine-
stone, a phony gemstone. This is a tax shift
bill, placing, over the next 10 years, more bur-
den on individuals and less on the big busi-
ness corporations. In fact corporations receive
nearly 50 percent of the total tax cuts and
today the corporations and big business pay
half as much as they did in 1965. This tax
shafts the middle-income families who are
promised tax breaks. This Republican bill
gives those breaks to the affluent—the top in-
come 12 percent get 52 percent of this GOP
bill tax breaks. The Republican bill is simply a
tax shift and a tax shaft for American working
families. The rich get richer and working fami-
lies get Republican tax cut rhetoric.
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There are clear winners and losers under
the Republican bill: Family households earning
over $200,000 will receive an average tax cut
of $11,266 per year while working families
earning between $30,000 and $50,000 will re-
ceive an average annual cut of $569. Touted
as a family friendly bill, the centerpiece of this
legislation, the $500 child tax credit, does not
help those families with 34 percent of our chil-
dren. Over 24 million children are denied this
tax credit, since their families’ income would
not be high enough for the credit to apply.
While many children will not benefit from this
tax bill, these children will pay the price—
today and tomorrow—the loss of school
lunches, reductions in college loans and a 10
year, $630 billion reduction in revenues to add
to the Federal deficit. Welcome to the Repub-
lican idea of fairness, the shift and shaft tax
Contract on America.

Many of my Republican colleagues talk
about this legislation as the reflection of the
people’s voice in November. | do agree that
the American people are angry. But they
weren't angry about the rich not paying their
fair share. The American people weren't angry
that the inheritance exemption is only
$600,000. The American people certainly are
not mad because corporations now must pay
an alternative minimum tax.

But the American people will be yet more
angry when they read the fine print of this Re-
publican contract. They will be angry when
they learn that the American family rhetoric
has been the vehicle to deliver tax breaks that
primarily benefit the top 10 percent of Ameri-
cans. Their anger will be compounded when
they understand that the price of their $500
tax credit will be megatax breaks for big busi-
ness including a major loophole that will allow
some corporate giants to get off without pay-
ing one cent in taxes, while the middle class
gets the bill for the Republicans reneging on
their children’s education from school lunches
to college grants and loans.

Mr. Chairman, the advocates point to the
$189 billion in tax breaks over the first 5
years, but this measure is back loaded be-
cause in 10 years revenue is reduced $630
billion.

The majority G.O.P. haven't put forth many
of the cuts and reductions to achieve such
savings and to offset and pay for this revenue
loss, those limited cuts that have been ad-
vanced are grossly unfair, unworkable, mean-
spirited—but none the less most of the Repub-
lican cuts are masked in budget ceilings not
specific and certainly not achieved.

The Republicans said they would cut spend-
ing first but they have reneged on that today.

Mr. Chairman, it doesn’t take much talent
and certainly little courage to pass massive
tax cuts spreading around the tax giveaways
to every special interest group on the map. No
it doesn’t take much thought to give away the
store Republican style and that is what this tax
bill does: provides instant gratification and a
long-term economic bellyache.

The anti-Federal Government rhetoric has
led to a tax cut policy that will disable the Fed-
eral Government, render the national govern-
ment unable to responsibly respond to the
needs of our Nation. This tax policy path cou-
pled with even the limited reductions in spend-
ing advanced this session demonstrate a re-
treat and abandonment of our responsibilities
and the people we represent. Our Nation that
has achieved unparalleled economic and so-
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cial status—not without problems or difficulty
but certainly not following an easy Republican
policy path.

The hundred days are ending and | want to
welcome the American people to the virtual re-
ality of the Republican NEwT Congress. It's a
world where you deny your proposing the pol-
icy, deny your passing the policy, and deny
the policy after it's enacted. The facts are they
will: Take the kid's lunch and education; make
American workers’ jobs pay less at a greater
risk to their health and safety; cut the retire-
ment and Medicare benefits for seniors who
started the so-called “class warfare”—well the
GOP claimed that this tax measure was a
middle income tax benefit—what has been
pointed out repeatedly is that this measure tax
breaks go to big corporations and the affluent
families.

| urge my colleagues to reject this unfair
policy and to just say no to the Republican tax
shift and shaft policy of more tax breaks for
the rich and special interests at the expense
of the middle class. This is one main course
entree too many in the force fed Republican
political hundred day march.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH].

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, this bill does two things. It cuts
spending and it cuts taxes. | think we
need to ask ourselves the question,
what is going to make our commu-
nities in this country a better place to
live and work and raise our kids?

No. 1, it is to leave some of that
hard-earned money in the pockets of
the people that made it rather than
give it to the Federal Government. A
lot of discussion about who gets the ad-
vantages. If you happen to be a family
that makes less than $25,000, you get a
100 percent tax break. You pay zero. If
you are making $30,000, you get 48 per-
cent of your taxes reduced. You see the
declining balance? If you make over
$200,000, you only get a 2-percent reduc-
tion in your taxes.

The other thing is spending cuts. We
have built over the last 40 years a $5
trillion debt that we are passing onto
our kids and our grandkids. This starts
to cut spending.

I know some of those programs are
good. So it is easy for the other side to
say, do not cut this program, do not
cut this program. Well, if we care
about spending, if we care about our fu-
ture, if we care about the $339 billion
interest that we are going to be paying
this year, one quarter of all revenues
coming into the government, we have
got to cut spending.

This bill does it.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. FATTAH].

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the distinguished ranking member for
yielding time to me.

I think it was Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt who said that paying taxes, after
all, was the price we pay for living in a
civilized society.
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Some on the other side are trying to
convince the American people that
they can have a free lunch, that we can
educate our children, provide for our
seniors, deal with the critical needs
facing our nation, but we do not have
to pay for it.

The reality is that we do have to pay
and we will pay one way or the other.
The choices that we make provide for
us the opportunity to reap the reward,
if we make the right choice, or to suf-
fer the consequences, if we make the
wrong choice.

They are trying to appeal to the
what they, | guess, consider the selfish
greed of Americans who want to hold
onto their dollars. It is as if dad would
come home and say, rather than paying
for tuition and books for my children,
I will keep a few dollars in my wallet.
Rather than to provide for my parents
who have made life possible for me, |
will keep a few more dollars in my
pockets. Rather than to feed the chil-
dren in the household, | will keep some
more dollars in my pocket.

This group of cowboys that are here
now, this wagon train of theirs is one
that disposes of the young and the old
and the disabled in hopes that some-
how they can have a more fruitful and
more purposeful life. That is not true,
and we are going to find out again that
we cannot have a free lunch in this
country.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BAKER].

(Mr. BAKER of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, the previous speaker has 85,000
children in his district, just to keep
count. And he will get, if this bill
passes, to keep $42 million in his dis-
trict of their hard-earned money.

You have seen enough numbers and
enough charts. Let us cut to the chase.
The reason we need capital gains tax
relief, the reason we need alternative
minimum tax relief, the reason we
need the IRA tax relief is because you
do not have the courage to cut $213 bil-
lion from this budget.

Last year we had a l-percent cut in
the budget. The Democratic side of the
aisle cheered when it was defeated by 1
percent by seven votes. You cheered
when the Penny-Kasich bipartisan cut
was defeated.

This year we had a $17 billion rescis-
sion program. That is 8 percent of the
budget deficit this year. You could not
make the trip. You gave us the rhet-
oric about the children and hurting the
elderly and the same argument you are
hearing today.

I will tell you why we are doing it.
Because we are going to grow the econ-
omy. The only way to balance this
budget is to increase the economy as
well as hold down the growth rate in
Government spending. We are going to
do them both. This is the first step in
the road of 1,000 miles to save our
grandchildren.
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That child that was born here today
in 1995 will spend $187,000 on interest on
the national debt during his lifetime.
Please vote aye and save America.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. TORKILDSEN].

Mr. TORKILDSEN. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on the Budget for yield-
ing time to me.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support
of real deficit reduction and long-over-
due tax relief for American families.

Last week | was one of those mem-
bers with genuine concerns about this
package of tax cuts. One of the primary
reasons | came to Washington in 1992
was to help reign in the budget deficit
which has crippled our economy and
threatens our children’s economic fu-
ture.

I was one of 23 members to support
linking these much-needed tax cuts
with a specific plan to eliminate the
deficit in 7 years. This package con-
tains language to guarantee deficit re-
duction and deficit elimination, and |
strongly support its passage.

In 1993, | opposed the Clinton tax in-
crease which unfairly targeted small
business and our senior citizens. As
chairman of the Small Business Sub-
committee on Government Programs, |
applaud language in this bill that will
reinstate the home office deduction for
those who operate their business from
their home.

This Tax Relief Act also rolls back
the Clinton tax increase on Social Se-
curity benefits and raises the senior
citizen earning limit.

The problem with government is not
that it taxes people too little, the prob-
lem is still that the government taxes
and spends too much.

This bill will hold this and future
Congress’ accountable on deficit reduc-
tion. For deficit reduction, for a bal-
anced budget and for tax relief, | urge
my colleagues to vote yes on this bill.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, | yield my-
self the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SABO] is recog-
nized for 4 minutes.

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, we have
heard lots of predictions today. Just
let me remind Members that in August
1993, the now Speaker, Mr. GINGRICH,
had this to say when we passed the
President’s economic program.

““I believe this will lead to a recession
next year.”” NEWT GINGRICH, August
1993.

What has happened? Employment is
up. Unemployment is down. Inflation is
low. Growth is strong. Productivity is
improving. Factories are operating at
high rates. Investment is booming.

The Members who bring this bill to
us today were dead wrong in August of
1993 in foreseeing the future. And what
they bring to us today is deeply flawed.

I am sure you will hear how this bill
is amazing. Well, | find it amazing also.

We hear the new speaker, Speaker
GINGRICH, talk of renewing American
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civilization. Members, if this is renew-
ing American civilization and the val-
ues impressed in this bill, | get nervous
about this country. Because the values
in this bill represent not the best of
American ideals but some of the worst.

It is, indeed, a unique Robinhood bill
that takes from the poorest to give pri-
marily tax benefits to the rich. Over
half the benefits go to people with in-
comes over $100,000.

We hear a great deal about the chil-
dren’s tax credit. By 2005, that is less
than 25 percent of this bill. All the
other things for the most affluent in
this country explode in cost. And who
pays? The poor, children, reduced nu-
trition programs, women, reduced
health programs, poor seniors, low-in-
come housing cut back, low-income
fuel assistance cut back, all to pay for
this tax cut for the most affluent in
our society, at the same time that we
are digging the deficit hole deeper.

It is true this bill is paid for over a
five-year period of time. But by the
year 2000, it increases the deficit by $12
billion. It does not reduce it. It in-
creases it in the year 2001, the year
2002. So all the speeches you hear about
deficit reduction and this bill, it has
nothing to do with deficit reduction. It
just simply digs a hole deeper and
makes the job more difficult, requiring
more draconian cuts, | am sure tar-
geted at the same people who have
been targeted already.

So, Members, we have a real choice
today. To some degree it is about num-
bers, about a deficit that goes up under
this bill, about dollars that flow to the
most affluent in our society who prof-
ited the most from our economy over
the last 20, 25 years. But it is ulti-
mately about values, about how we
want to structure government, how we
want to pay for it, who we want to re-
ward in our tax system.

Clearly, this is a bill that takes from
the most vulnerable to help the most
affluent.

I urge a “‘no’’ vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] is recognized
for 4%2 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, first thing | want to
say is that I am not angered at all. |
am just, frankly, shocked at some of
the rhetoric that has come from the
other side—l am not referring nec-
essarily to the rhetoric of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota—bragging
about the economic plan that passed in
1993.

We had $250 billion worth of tax in-
creases and higher spending. And do
you know what, aside from all that,
aside from our opinion and our charts
and our numbers, we had a referendum,
we had a referendum on the president’s
program.

The American people last November
had a chance to go to the polls and cast
a vote on what they thought about
President Clinton’s economic plan.
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Remember, he promised he would be
a new Democrat. He would reinvent
government. He was not going to raise
taxes on us. That is what he promised.
And he took power, and he got bought
off by the special interests who run
this town, who love the status quo, who
love big government, who love big
Washington, who love bureaucracy and
who hate change.
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Guess what? The American people
had their say last November. They said
no, no, a thousand times no. For the
first time in 40 years they put the Re-
publicans in charge of the House. For
the first time in 40 years, they rejected
that plan of the status quo.

What are Republicans talking about?
Let us talk about some of our Federal
programs and how Republicans want to
downsize.

We have 163 job training programs in
the Federal Government. | put this to-
gether in about five minutes. This is
just a short list. There are 23 separate
programs to prevent child abuse, eight
separate programs on child care, 42 sep-
arate programs for health professions
education, 300 separate economic devel-
opment programs, nine agencies pro-
moting trade, 71 departments and agen-
cies duplicating the functions of Com-
merce.

Guess what, Mr. Speaker? Our tax-
payers who work hard every day are
paying for this duplication. Do Mem-
bers know why it goes on? Because it is
the people’s money, not their own. It is
time for it to be stopped.

Let me suggest what we also have
done in the area of our social program:
welfare reform. Do Members know
what people in America say about wel-
fare reform? The say it does not work,
it creates dependency, fosters so many
of the wrong things. They want to help
people who need help. That is the old
American Judeo-Christian principle:
help those who are in need. However,
let me also suggest that it is wrong to
help those who do not need to be
helped.

The Republicans have finally passed
a welfare program through this House
that the American people have been
calling for for 25 years. Let me suggest,
in the area of cash welfare, what does
the Republican plan do? It increases
spending over the next 5 years. Child
care goes up. Child protection goes up.
School nutrition goes up. Family nu-
trition goes up. SSI goes up. Food
stamps go up.

What is the total? We go from $81 bil-
lion to $100 billion in spending to help
the poor under the Republican plan.
And what the liberals in this Congress
say is, “It just still isn’t enough, and
we have to take more from taxpayers.”

Forget it. We are reinventing the sys-
tem, we are imposing discipline, and we
are responding to what the American
people want in this country.

Mr. Chairman, let us talk about this
President’s budget and what we have
out here today. We have $190 billion
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worth of tax relief. For who? If you
have children, you are going to get a
$500 tax credit. Why? Because you can
spend the money better on your Kids
than the bureaucrats can who are
camped in all these buildings across
this town. That is part of what we want
to do.

Secondly, if you are poor, we want to
give risk incentives for people to invest
and create jobs so your Kkids can go to
school, they can have a better life, and
they can become president of the bank
or President of the United States, any
man or woman. What we do is we have
deficit reduction to the tune of $27 bil-
lion.

The President’s budget that he sent
this year, shame on what he sent us,
increases the deficit by $31 billion.
What have Republicans done? We have
cut taxes. We have provided relief. We
have made a down payment on the defi-
cit. And Members have seen nothing
yet, because in May we are going to
complete the number two job, which is
basically this: balance the Federal
budget. Just wait. The American peo-
ple are on our side.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired under the control of the Commit-
tee on the Budget.

Under the rule, 1 hour of general de-
bate remains, to be controlled by the
Committee on Commerce.

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BLILEY] will control 30 minutes, and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN-
GELL] will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia, [Mr. BLILEY].

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

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

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, this is a
good bill. We all should support it.

In my home town of Richmond, |
have seen how hard it is for young fam-
ilies, almost impossible for them to
own their own homes. They are work-
ing two jobs, and they are still living
from paycheck to paycheck. Things
like a new car, a new appliance, a short
vacation with the kids are out of reach.
It is almost impossible for them to get
together the down payment for a first
home.

The culprit is not that they are irre-
sponsible. The culprit is the Federal
Government that was soaking up their
money like a sponge.

In my own district, there are 127,941
children whose families will be eligible
for this tax cut. Altogether, it will
bring almost $64 million into our com-
munity every single year.

Let us put an end to this class war-
fare demagoguery. Fully 75 percent of
this money will go to families with
combined incomes, that is mother and
father combined, of $75,000 or less. Yes,
75 percent will go to families with
$75,000 or less income.

Another provision in this bill re-
moves, or at least raises the cap, on
earnings for senior citizens who are re-
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tired from the current $11,000 to $30,000
over 5 years. Many of our seniors put
away some money for their retirement,
only to find inflation has made it so
that they must work. They want to
work, they are physically able to work,
but we put this penalty on if they work
and earn more than $11,000.

This is a good bill. Let us get on the
bandwagon and let us support it.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO].

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, | stand
in opposition to this Republican tax
giveaway.

Mr. Chairman, the legislation before us will
not provide meaningful tax relief for the middle
class, but instead is merely a giveaway for
corporate American and the Nation's wealthi-
est taxpayers. Most importantly, the Repub-
licans have not come up with enough revenue
to pay for the more than $600 billion shortfall
over the next ten years. Our first responsibility
is to get the deficit under control, not hand out
politically popular goodies for multibillion dollar
corporations and families that make more than
$200,000 a year.

Our country now owes more than $4.6 tril-
lion, and that figure is growing fast. The inter-
est payment on this debt will exceed $200 bil-
lion this year. Worst of all, we're adding to that
debt at the rate of $4 billion every single
week. Our first priority should be to reduce the
deficit, not engage in politics-as-usual.

| must admit, the Republicans have made
some attempts to pay for their tax giveaway.
Tax cuts would be paid for by cutting $110 bil-
lion out of a number of domestic programs, in-
cluding WIC, food stamps and other Federal
nutrition programs, Medicare, and welfare for
legal immigrants in the United States. In addi-
tion, Federal employees would be required to
increase their pension fund contributions. The
increase is expected to cost a Federal em-
ployee earning $30,000 a year an additional
$750 in taxes each year.

And what does the Republican’s tax plan
pay for? Not relief for the average families.
The Republican majority tax cut proposals
would give only a nod toward tax relief for
middle income families. In the Republican
plan, a family would receive the so-called fam-
ily tax breaks if they earn between $20,000
and $250,000—those who earn less than
$20,000 would receive nothing.

When you take the other tax breaks into ac-
count, the average family doesn't do much
better, but the rich would see a windfall. Fami-
lies making more than $200,000 would see
more than $11,000. Let me put that into per-
spective. Average families may see enough of
a tax break to pay for a tank of gas each
month. However, if you make more than
$200,000, your tax break would be enough to
buy a new BMW. That is right, the rich will get
enough of a tax rebate for the monthly pay-
ments on a new luxury car.

| am particularly outraged over the Repub-
lican proposal to do away with the alternative
minimum tax for profitable corporations. There
was a huge public outcry during the early
1980's when many were very large and profit-
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able corporations paid little or no income tax.
Some of these corporations even received re-
fundable tax credits. For example, AT&T made
$24.9 billion in profits from 1982-1985. How-
ever, their team of tax lawyers wrangled a re-
bate of $636 million from the U.S. Treasury.
The alternative minimum tax was established
to stop large corporations from abusing the tax
code. A repeal of this system would represent
a government subsidy of the Nation’s largest
corporations and cost the Treasury $17 billion.
| can’t support that.

This Nation does need tax relief for working
Americans and small businesses. | examine
tax proposals to see whether working Ameri-
cans would benefit. First, does it address the
inequities of the last two decades when middle
income people paid the largest share of in-
creases? Second, if the proposal includes a
revenue decrease, does it also include a cor-
responding revenue increase to ensure that it
doesn't increase the federal debt? For exam-
ple, | would support cutting taxes for working
Americans, while also increasing the share of
taxes paid by foreign multinational corpora-
tions, which enjoyed substantial windfalls in
the 1980's.

One of my colleagues tried to put forward
legislation this week to end special tax breaks
for multinational corporations and foreign in-
vestors. Unfortunately, the Republicans did not
allow us to vote on the language by Rep-
resentative EvANS. We will have no oppor-
tunity to save $24 billion in revenue by closing
loopholes and special tax breaks for these for-
eign investors.

| agree, we have got to encourage savings
and investment in this country. | would support
an equitable capital gains tax cut that really
encouraged long-term, productive investment
and job creation in the United States. That's
not the case with the Republican proposal,
which established no limits on the types of in-
vestments, nor provided adequate incentives
for longer term investment. Only about 25 per-
cent of this multibillion dollar tax break would
go to families earning less than $150,000 a
year—the same families who were hit hard by
the tax changes of the 1980's. Most families
would get no benefit at all.

The proposed capital gains tax cut would
not distinguish between the rapidly growing
world of high stakes gambling in derivatives,
and other speculative investments, versus pro-
ductive investment. When | think of how such
a tax cut could truly benefit working Ameri-
cans, | think of the Oregon family who realized
the fruits of 35 years investment in a tree
farm. Shouldn't the tax codes encourage this
type of investment as opposed to derivative
speculation on Wall Street? Unfortunately, the
Republican proposal does not discriminate be-
tween productive investment and speculation.

So at the end of the Republican majority’s
first hundred days. Here’s the heart of the Re-
publican agenda. Take from the middle class
and the needy, and give to the rich. It is trickle
down economics all over again, and we know
how well that worked in the 1980’s.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
such time as she may consume to the

gentlewoman from Missouri [Ms.
MCCARTHY].
(Ms. McCARTHY asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.
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Ms. MCCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in op-
position to H.R. 1215, the Contract With Amer-
ica Tax Relief Act of 1995. However, before |
enumerate the concerns | have with the bill,
let me make a few general remarks about tax
legislation and the process that brought this
bill to the floor for consideration.

As the former chairperson of the Ways and
Means Committee in the Missouri House of
Representatives, | take great interest in the
tax legislation before the House today and
bring considerable knowledge and experience
in crafting bipartisan tax legislation. However,
if | have one lament about moving from the
state legislature to the national body, espe-
cially as we enter the denouement of the con-
tract period, it is the intense level of partisan-
ship that exists in this body when it comes to
formulating policy. Here was a prime oppor-
tunity, that has now been lost, for Democrats
and Republicans to work together on impor-
tant tax reform issues. Because Republicans
insisted on keeping to a political schedule in-
stead of working to craft sound tax policy, they
lost the opportunity to work with me and other
Democrats who favor tax reform.

This is not to say that | opposed all the pro-
visions in this tax bill. In fact, there are a good
many provisions in the bill that | favor. The
provisions on IRA’'s, capital gains and other
tax reforms notwithstanding, | believe this leg-
islation is fatally flawed because it turns its
back on the most compelling issue facing this
Congress, which is the need for deficit reduc-
tion. The Republican attitude regarding deficit
reduction ignores the message elicited at the
town hall meetings that were held throughout
the country earlier this year by Mr. Kasich and
the Budget Committee, where people over-
whelmingly expressed their support for deficit
reduction over tax cuts. Adding an additional
$660 billion over 10 years to the deficit, when
we currently face annual budget deficits of
$200 billion, is not in line with the commitment
I made to balance the budget, nor in line with
the wishes of the people in my district.

Any change to the tax code produces win-
ners and losers. What is troubling and what
has been made clear throughout this debate
on the items in the Republican contract is who
the majority has elected to help and who they
have elected to disregard. As | have stated, |
am not opposed to certain tax reforms. | have,
however, serious problems with the way the
tax cuts in this bill are structured and who the
majority relies on to pay for their tax cuts. For
example, the Republican majority decided to
cut child nutrition programs, loans for college
students and programs for the elderly, as well
as increase taxes on Federal employees, to
pay for tax cuts that mainly accrue to the top
wage earners in this country.

It is worth noting that many conscientious
Republicans (106) also made clear their oppo-
sition to the way the tax bill was structured
when they signed a letter to the Republican
leadership stating that providing tax credits to
families earning up to $250,000 was not advis-
able. In addition, it is estimated that 70 per-
cent of the tax savings from the capital gains
cut will go to those making $100,000 or more.

Another concern is the impact this legisla-
tion will have on State revenues. Because of
linkages between the Federal and State tax
systems, the State of Missouri is estimated to
lose $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 10
years. This potential revenue lose could leave
an enormous budget hole for Missouri. This
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body recently passed legislation to shift enor-
mous Federal responsibilities back to the
States. We are now telling the States in this
legislation that you will have even fewer dol-
lars to carry out those obligations.

For these, and many other reasons, | can-
not and will not support this legislation. Put
simply, the Republican tax measure is not
sound tax or fiscal policy.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, it is all very simple.
This is a Robin Hood in reverse tax
proposal. It is part of a package which
is geared to help the rich and to hurt
the poor. If we look, we will find that
better than 50 percent of the tax reduc-
tions are going to go to those who earn
more than $100,000 a year, the top 1 per-
cent of the population of the country.

Beyond that, it is going to cut pro-
grams which are important to people.
It is going to cut the school lunch pro-
gram. It is a bill which will cut the
Women, Infants, and Children program.
It is going to eliminate one of the most
successful nutrition programs in the
history of this country.

It is a package that is going to cut
school loans, college loans, college
scholarships, and summer jobs. When
we read this against the rest of the
Contract on America, we will find out
why this proposal should be rejected.

Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues
to reject this tax cut. It is unfair. |
urge my colleagues to wait and to sup-
port the Democratic alternative, which
will be a better package, fairer to ev-
eryone. It is going to strike, among
other things in this package, the re-
tirement taxes and the benefit cuts
that Civil Service employees have
worked for for a lifetime, that increase
their costs solely to benefit the well-
to-do.

Mr. Chairman, the Medicare, Energy, and
Telecommunications provisions of this bill re-
ported by the Commerce Committee exemplify
the tangled and deceptive nature of the meas-
ure before the House.

This bill's title falsely advertises tax fairness
and deficit reduction. The bill accomplishes
neither. Nothing in the title of the bill adver-
tises the fact that it imposes $10 billion in new
costs on Medicare beneficiaries, providers,
and employers. Nor does it mention a hastily
drawn sale of a government asset, the Ura-
nium Enrichment Corporation.

In a most curious piece of theater, the Com-
merce Committee was summoned to a mark-
up a few weeks ago to consider this assort-
ment of unrelated health, energy and commu-
nications measures.

In a Congress filled with surprises and irreg-
ular procedures, were we getting a jump on
reconciliation and beginning the process of
deficit reduction? My hopes were dashed. In
the markup, Republicans made clear that we
were not meeting for deficit reduction, when
every Republican voted against our amend-
ments to devote the savings from almost $10
billion in Medicare cuts, from extended auc-
tions of spectrum licenses and from the sale
of the uranium enrichment corporation exclu-
sively to deficit reduction.

In Medicare, the Republicans here propose
raising premiums as much as $120 per year,
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shifting costs onto employers, and reducing
payments to providers. Let us be straight with
the elderly about what would happen under
this bill. You will pay more in health insurance
premiums to finance this tax cut.

With respect to the extension of competitive
bidding authority for radio licenses, Commerce
Committee Democrats objected to the fact that
the legislation was approved without a hearing
or any attempt to determine whether, in fact,
competitive bidding authority ought to be ex-
tended. For example, during the markup both
Republican and Democratic Members ex-
pressed concern about the manner in which
the Commission was utilizing this authority
with respect to licenses in the Specialized Mo-
bile Radio Service [SMR]. These concerns
should have been vented during an oversight
hearing and not raised for the first time at a
markup.

Ironically, during the same week that H.R.
1218 was introduced and approved by the
Committee, a court issued a stay to prevent
the Commission from using its competitive bid-
ding authority to issue licenses for one group
of licenses for broadband PCS. These are
blocks of frequencies reserved for “Des-
ignated Entities”, including small businesses,
firms owned by minorities and women, and
small telephone companies.

Many of our colleagues support the “Des-
ignated Entity” approach adopted by the Com-
mission. No matter what our position, how-
ever, it is irresponsible to approve H.R. 1218,
thereby blessing the Commission's “Des-
ignated Entity” policies, without conducting the
necessary oversight so as to determine wheth-
er the underlying statute ought to be modified
or in some way clarified.

Similarly, many of us want to privatize the
U.S. Uranium Enrichment Corporation. We
made privatization part of the 1992 energy
strategy legislation. However, in the majority’s
rush to generate revenues to finance tax cuts,
the committee allowed itself to be swept up in
a hasty and imprudent process. As a result,
the committee and the Congress are largely in
the dark as to whether the American taxpayer
will realize a fair return from the sale of the
Corporation.

No hearing was held on the underlying bill.
In fact, Chairman SCHAEFER's questions fol-
lowing a February 24 oversight hearing on the
Corporation have not been answered. These
outstanding matters include applications of the
antitrust laws, rights to sensitive technology,
and disposition of recycled Soviet weapons
materials under a contract the Corporation en-
tered into in 1994, including the difficult issue
of matched sales.

My colleagues on the other side have re-
stored to an odd rhetorical gesture to justify
some of these cuts: the cuts, they argue, are
in President Clinton’s budget. We should all
note the irony of Republicans taking such
comfort in the recommendations of a Presi-
dent they have so pilloried. The President, to
his credit, has laid down a comprehensive
budget proposal. Republicans have not. The
President has expressed opposition to putting
further burdens on the elderly. Republicans
seem to welcome the opportunity to impose
them.

This legislation is poorly conceived and
hastily drawn. | urge its defeat.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Tampa,
FL [Mr. BILIRAKIS], chairman of the
Subcommittee on Health and Environ-
ment of the Committee on Commerce.

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

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to use my time to address
three of the provisions of this legisla-
tion that are of particular importance
to my constituents: the increase in the
Social Security earnings test, the re-
peal of the Clinton administration’s
tax increases on Social Security bene-
fits, and tax incentives for private
long-term care insurance.

In 1980, Florida had in excess of 1%
million individuals aged 65 or older. In
2000, more than 3 million Florida resi-
dents will be 65 or older.

Florida is first in the Nation in per-
centage of the population 65 years and
older—and by this measure, my district
is one of the oldest in the country.
Thus, the three provisions of this bill
that | am emphasizing today are very
important to my constituents.

First, as a long-time supporter of
eliminating—not just increasing, but
eliminating—the earnings test; as a co-
sponsor of H.R. 300, the Older Ameri-
cans Freedom to Work Act, in the pre-
vious Congress and as a signatory of
the Contract With America, | am de-
lighted that we are finally taking ac-
tion on these matters today.

I simply do not understand why—
through the current Social Security
law—we want to penalize retired indi-
viduals willing to work by forcing
them to lose a portion of their Social
Security benefits if they have income
above a certain level.

The current earnings test amounts to
an additional 33 percent marginal tax
rate—on top of existing income taxes—
and punishes seniors who choose to re-
main productive beyond age 64. This
makes no sense. We should be encour-
aging rather than penalizing produc-
tive, experienced people who want to
work.

In fact, our work force benefits great-
ly from the expertise of older work-
ers—and our young workers can gain
much from the experience of their
older counterparts.

Second, this legislation provides fur-
ther tax relief to middle-income sen-
iors by repealing the tax increase on
Social Security benefits enacted by the
previous Congress.

| just do not believe that this type of
tax burden should be borne by our
older Americans, and by reducing the
taxable portion of benefits from 85 per-
cent back to just 50 percent—the level
prior to enactment of the 1993 Clinton
tax law—we can make a bold statement
in affirmation of this belief.

Finally, let me touch briefly on one
final component of this bill, tax incen-
tives for private long-term care insur-
ance and for families caring for a de-
pendent elderly parent or grandparent
in the home. As the author of biparti-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

san consensus health reform and other
legislation in the previous Congress
that sought to establish similar incen-
tives, | am particularly proud of these
provisions.

Everyone is concerned with the high
cost of long-term care insurance, and
with more than 7 million elderly Amer-
icans in need of long-term care today,
these incentives certainly belong in
this package.

Mr. Chairman, | strongly encourage all of
my colleagues in the House to reach out to
America’s seniors today by voting for and
passing this legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
PALLONE].

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, | want
to address my remarks to the aspect of
this legislation that deals with the
U.S. Enrichment Corp. | am opposed to
the use of the funds for the sale of the
U.S. Enrichment Corp. for the tax cut
plan.

The U.S. Enrichment Corp. took over
the Department of Energy’s uranium
enrichment program in July 1993.
Under the Energy Policy Act of 1992,
the Enrichment Corp. is required to
prepare a strategic plan by July 1 of
this year on prospects for privatiza-
tion.

That plan is to consider alternative
means of transferring ownership to the
private sector and identify the pre-
ferred method of privatization. The
1992 act also provides that the corpora-
tion may not implement the plan with-
out Presidential approval, and cannot
privatize less than 60 days after notify-
ing Congress of its intent to implement
the plan.

Mr. Chairman, none of these things
have happened. | would suggest that
what we are doing today is premature.
In fact, when we had a hearing of our
Subcommittee on Energy and Power on
February 28 this year, a lot of ques-
tions were raised about the proposed
privatization.

A letter, in fact, was sent by the
chairman of our subcommittee, the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAE-
FER], asking various agencies for input
on the terms of privatization.

We do not have any answers to the
letter from the chairman. We don’t
ever know what the proceeds will be
from the sale of the corporation.

Mr. Chairman, my criticism has
nothing to do with the overall merits
of the tax cut plan. It simply should
not include potential proceeds from the
sale of the U.S. Enrichment Corp.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, it is a
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PAXON],
chairman of the Republican Congres-
sional Committee.

0O 1900

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Chairman, over the
past 90 days and certainly today we
have heard two different visions of
America enunciated here on the House
floor. The Democrats view is America
is a Nation of class warfare. They be-
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lieve that to climb the ladder of oppor-
tunity you must pull someone else
down.

In the Democrats’ America, bureau-
crats should make key decisions for
families, the government will grow and
taxpayers will pay more and more. Our
vision of America is different. Our key
goal is to empower families, not bu-
reaucrats. To do this we cut spending
and let taxpayers keep more of their
hard-earned tax dollars. In so doing to-
gether, all Americans can renew the
American dream of hope and oppor-
tunity.

Now, for the past 40 years, Democrats
have fulfilled their vision of this coun-
try. In 1950 Washington took 5 percent
of family income. Today government
takes a full 40 percent. As a matter of
fact, the 40 percent the government
takes in taxes is more than the family
budgets for food, clothing, and shelter
in this Nation combined. Tonight we
scale back Washington’s share and we
increase the share the American family
keeps.

How do we do it? For example, the
$500 per child tax credit puts a quarter
of a billion dollars back in the pockets
of families in the nine counties | rep-
resent in the Buffalo, Rochester, Fin-
ger Lakes area. That is 447,000 children
who will each receive, their families
will receive $500 tax credit. In my re-
gion 15,000 couples are married annu-
ally. They will keep money when we
scale back the marriage penalty, and
28,000 seniors in my region will keep
more when we repeal the marriage tax
penalty.

The bottom line is Kkids, families,
seniors benefit. It is good for this coun-
try, it will help renew the American
dream. Tonight, finally a tax bill
American people will like to receive
from the government.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, plain and
simple, the answer on this bill is we
cannot afford it. We cannot afford to
give tax breaks to people who do not
need them, even if they are our friends,
and we cannot afford to cut school
loans, housing assistance, school
lunches, nutrition for the elderly be-
cause that will hurt our future. Now we
can afford to cut some other programs,
but if we cut programs, we need to put
that saving to the deficit, not to tax
cuts for corporations.

We hear a lot today about this $500
child credit, but | would like to tell
you who gets the credit. One-third of
the children of America will not get
any credit, and yet they will be the
ones who most need it because they
will be the children, the one-third who
are in the lower tax bracket. They will
not get the break, but, Mr. Chairman,
they will get the debt. You have to
have enough money to file an income
tax return to get this $500, but those
one-third of American children will not
have that money.
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Now what about this tax break? OK.
If your income is between $30,000 and
$75,000, where most of us are, you will
get $760 in return, but you will also get
higher interest rates. But if your in-
come is over $200,000, you will get
$11,000 in a tax break. That is a great
deal. Except that 41 million households
are in that first category getting $760,
and only 2.8 million will get the $11,000.
Same old story, once again the rich are
getting richer.

Now, some of our biggest corpora-
tions under this bill will not pay any
taxes. Now, we all love to give large ex-
pensive gifts to our friends, but if it
hurts our children and our elders, we
just cannot afford it. We cannot afford
this bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, |1 note for the record
that the Member who just spoke cast
the deciding vote 2 years ago to raise
the taxes on constituents of her dis-
trict by $808 million and now opposes a
$500 tax credit that would go right to
the parents. There are 127,000 children
in her district. In fact, the bill she op-
poses would allow the middle-class
families of her own district to keep a
total of $63 million of their own hard-
earned money.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY].

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

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, during
the first 100 days of the Contract With
America, | have repeatedly received
three words of advice from my con-
stituents in Ohio’s Fourth Congres-
sional District: ““Keep it up.”” The peo-
ple | have talked with in my district
are pleased that we are carving the
lard out of an obese bureaucracy that
micromanages our lives. They feel
more secure knowing that we have
passed a real crime bill this time, and
they think it is about time that we re-
vived the principle that the route to
prosperity is through work, not wel-
fare. They support our approval of the
balanced budget amendment and re-
spect us for facing up to the hard deci-
sions needed to reduce the deficit.

They have consistently told me one
other thing. We are overtaxed and we
need relief. I have been struck by one
remarkable statistic. The average
American family spends about half of
its budget on Federal, State, and local
taxes. Hardworking families just can-
not afford to raise children and feed a
hungry bureaucracy as well.

H.R. 1215 represents a long overdue
down payment on tax fairness. It pro-
vides relief for families and senior citi-
zens, establishes critically needed sav-
ings, and encourages private sector in-
vestment that will promote economic
growth and create thousands of jobs.
The average taxpayer in my State of
Ohio will save about $1,400. That is
$1,400 for an individual family to spend
rather than spent by a faceless Federal
bureaucrat.
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Importantly, this $189 billion tax cut
is fully paid for by responsible budget
cuts and savings. To cite just one ex-
ample that | have had a personal inter-
est in, it is estimated that $2 billion,
that is $2 billion in savings, will be re-
alized through the extension of the
Federal Communications Commission’s
spectrum auction authority. | spon-
sored the legislation that originally
paved the way for these auctions which
have already raised over $9 billion for
the U.S. Treasury. Read that, the tax-
payers.

H.R. 1215 is a bill that all of us should
support. The taxpayers have earned it,
they deserve to keep it.

Mr. Chairman, | ask for a strong sup-
port of this legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1 minute to the distinguished gentle-
woman from California [Ms. ESHOO].

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, millions
of middle-class Americans make sac-
rifices for their children every day.

How many times have we known par-
ents to put off buying a new car to pay
for their childrens’ education? How
many times have we seen parents post-
pone their vacation to save for their
kids’ tuition?

Yet today, we are considering giving
huge tax cuts to the privileged few in-
stead of investing in our children’s edu-
cation and our country’s future.

Is this what the American people
really want? | don’t think so. | rep-
resent one of the wealthiest districts in
the country they want deficit reduc-
tion and they recognize that education
is an investment.

Middle-class Americans do need re-
lief—they need relief from the ever
climbing costs of education—the seed
corn which allows our Nation to har-
vest a trained work force.

They want deficit reduction—not a
Republican deficit buster which doesn’t
invest in our future or address the fun-
damental issues which face our coun-
try.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
so-called crown jewel of the contract.
It’s costume jewelry. Education pro-
duces the true crown jewels in our fam-
ilies, our communities, and in our
country.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman,
America’s tax system stifles growth,
kills commerce, slows investment, and
destroys jobs. Our tax code must be
changed, it must be energized, it must
be incentivized. That is why | rise to
support this bill. The Republican plan
does cut taxes on families, American
families. The plan does cut taxes on
business, American companies. It does
cut taxes on senior citizens, your par-
ents and grandparents as well as all
other Americans. These are tax cuts
for your constituents and my constitu-
ents and they make sense, and | think
it is time to stop the class warfare
around here. If people with money do
not invest their money in America,
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poor people will only have welfare and
never get a job in this great country.

It is time to utilize the Tax Code to
leverage the private sector, where jobs
are created, where American workers
get a paycheck, not a handout, and
they pay taxes and keep this train
coming down the track. Now, | would
like to see the ceiling for that child tax
credit dropped down to $90,000 and
hopefully that will happen, and | would
like to see us repeal section 903, change
section 956 of the code. We give too
many foreign tax loopholes in there. |
would like to see tax credits for invest-
ment in America, tax credits for the
purchase of American-made goods.
Every study says it is a tax break, and
in fact it raises revenue. | could not get
the party here to look at it.

H.R. 389, 391 and 392 should have a
hearing. But, Mr. Chairman, let me say
this, America needs capital punish-
ment, but we do not need it in our tax
code. Capital gains deserves a change
at this modified realistic level. You
know, grandma and grandpa and our
farmers are not exactly Daddy
Warbucks around here.

But I would like to remind my Demo-
crat colleagues of one thing. | will sup-
port the Democrat substitute. | like
the language that deals with edu-
cation. But let me say this: There are
a lot of Ph.D.’s in New York driving
cabs. It is time to incentivize the tax
code. Our current system is anti-fam-
ily, anti-business, anti-parents, anti-in-
vestment, anti-jobs, and it is anti-
smart.

One other thing. The Republicans do
not necessarily have a patent on tax
cuts. John Kennedy cut taxes for much
of the same reason the Republican
party is addressing this issue, and | am
not going to put him down for that.
But it is time to get away from it. The
tax code basically divided America, old
against young, worker against com-
pany, rich against poor, and | come
from as poor a family as anybody in
the Congress, and my dad never worked
for a poor person, never.

If we are going to create jobs, we are
certainly not going to do it with the
tax code that we have. | keep hearing
about all this great economy. My God,
of the top 50 banks in the world, the
top American bank was listed at 29. We
are still bailing out the savings and
loans. Most pension plans are under-
funded. Jobs are still being shipped
overseas. We have got a record trade
deficit. Right now America is buying
back American dollars with borrowed
American dollars from Japan and Ger-
many to save the endangered American
dollar.

Beam me up here if things are so
great. Let us change the tax code. |
support this bill, and it is time to put
this class warfare aside.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK].

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, over
the past few weeks | have been coming
to this floor to talk about what I call
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the Republican version of the AFDC,
not Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, but aid for dependent cor-
porations. Over this 100 days we have
seen the Republicans repeatedly reward
the privileged and special interests
while trying to do cuts in veterans pro-
grams, student financial aid, and law
enforcement, and in this bill there is a
$5 billion cut for law enforcement.

This tax bill is another example of
those misguided priorities. The Repub-
lican tax plan essentially repeals the
corporate income tax by phasing out,
among other things, the corporate al-
ternative minimum tax, a provision of
the tax code that was put in in 1986 to
ensure that profitable corporations pay
a fair share of income taxes. This alter-
native minimum tax repeal was not in-
cluded in the original Contract on
America, but was inserted at the last
minute following pressure by corporate
lobbyists and special interest groups.

| offered an amendment before the
Committee on Rules to delete the
phase-out, but that was not made in
order by the Republican leadership.

What does the alternative minimum
tax mean for average working Ameri-
cans? It means that corporations can-
not use attorneys and tax loopholes to
avoid paying a minimum level of taxes.
Every year thousands of parents make
room in their household budget to buy
school supplies for their Kkids. Like this
99 cent bottle of glue. Most of you do
not know that in 1981 virtually every
parent who purchased a bottle of glue
like this paid taxes, more than the
company that produced it.

According to the watchdog group
Citizens for Tax Justice, in 1981 the
producer Borden Company, makers of
the glue, despite a profit of over $200
million, paid no income taxes.

O 1915

In fact, they got back $14.9 million in
income tax credits. This is the very
thing which the corporate minimum
tax was designed to stop and to end.
Even President Ronald Reagan sup-
ports the alternative minimum tax.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bad bill, it is
going to stick it to big corporations
and we must not allow big corporations
to take advantage of another tax loop-
hole brought forth by the GOP.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 3 minutes and | will take this
time to engage in a colloquy with the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLILEY. 1
tleman from Texas.

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

Mr. Chairman, in title 11l of this bill,
H.R. 1215, the Tax Fairness and Deficit
Reduction Act of 1995, a tax provision
was originally included in language
providing for the privatization of the
United States Enrichment Corporation.
As the gentleman knows, Federal tax
provisions are within the jurisdiction

yield to the gen-
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of the Committee on Ways and Means.
As a consequence, | requested that the
Commerce Committee chairman ask
the Rules Committee to remove this
specific provision from the language
providing for the privatization of the
U-S-E-C, with the understanding that
the issues surrounding the tax treat-
ment of the privatization will be fully
addressed in conference.

Mr. BLILEY. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee
correctly states that a provision was
include in the bill providing for the pri-
vatization of the U-S-E-C that would
ensure that the first step in the privat-
ization of the U-S-E-C would be a non-
taxable event. It is my understanding
that this is how the Internal Revenue
Service should treat the event in ques-
tion; given the immense size of this
transaction, the Commerce Committee
simply wanted to be certain that there
would be no ambiguity in the tax con-
sequences of this aspect of the privat-
ization. | would tell my good friend
that after his concerns were brought to
my attention, | concurred that the pro-
vision falls within the jurisdiction of
the Ways and Means Committee, and
agreed to ask the Rules Committee to
remove the specific tax language from
the bill with the understanding that we
would deal with this issue at a later
time, after we have had an opportunity
to confer on the best way to ensure the
sound and effective privatization of the
U-S-E-C. Our two committees have ex-
changed correspondence detailing this
situation, and | would request that
these letters be incorporated into the
RECORD at the appropriate point.

I think both of us agree on the intent
of the provision, and | look forward to
working with my good friend, the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, to accomplish a responsible tax
provision in conference, and | thank
him for his cooperation today.

Mr. ARCHER. The gentlemen is cor-
rect, and | will work with him to in-
clude appropriate tax provisions in
conference.

Mr. Chairman, the letters referred to
are as follows:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, April 3, 1995.
Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: On March 28, 1995,
the Chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et, Mr. Kasich, introduced the bill H.R. 1327,
the ‘““Tax Fairness and Deficit Reduction Act
of 1995”’, which incorporated the text of H.R.
1215, the ““Contract with America Tax Relief
Act of 1995, along with other necessary off-
setting spending reduction provisions. | un-
derstand that the text of H.R. 1327 is to be
considered as the base text for floor consid-
eration of H.R. 1215 this week.

H.R. 1327 includes the provisions of H.R.
1216, a bill to provide for the privatization of
the United States Enrichment Corporation
(USEC), reported by the Committee on Com-
merce on March 23, 1995.

Section 3006 of H.R. 1327 includes a provi-
sion regarding the tax treatment of the
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USEC privatization. This matter lies within
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and was reported contrary to
Rule XXI, clause 5(b), which provides that no
bill carrying a tax measure may be reported
by any committee not having jurisdiction to
report tax measures.

On that basis, | would respectfully request
that you write to the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules and ask that the rule for
floor consideration of H.R. 1215, as amended,
delete the tax treatment provision in Sec-
tion 3006. This action would be done with the
understanding that the provision would be
treated without prejudice as to its merits
when considered, as appropriate, by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means during the course
of its legislative agenda later this year.

Your cooperation in this matter is greatly
appreciated.

Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,
Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, April 3, 1995.
Hon. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON,
Chairman, Committee on Rules, House of Rep-
resentatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On March 27, 1995, |
wrote to you requesting a rule for floor con-
sideration of H.R. 1215, the ‘“‘Contract with
America Tax Relief Act of 1995, which
would make in order a consolidated bill
(since introduced as H.R. 1327, the “Tax Fair-
ness and Deficit Reduction Act of 1995”") in-
corporating other offsetting spending reduc-
tion provisions as the base text for the pur-
poses of amendment.

H.R. 1327 includes the text of H.R. 1216, a
bill to provide for the privatization of the
United States Enrichment Corporation
(USEC), reported by the Committee on Com-
merce on March 23, 1995.

Since the date of my original letter to you,
it has come to my attention that Section
3006 of H.R. 1216 includes a provision regard-
ing the tax treatment of the USEC privatiza-
tion. This provision lies within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on Ways and Means,
and was reported contrary to Rule XXI,
clause 5(b), which provides that no bill carry-
ing a tax measure may be reported by any
committee not having jurisdiction to report
tax measures.

On this basis, | respectfully request that
the rule for floor consideration of H.R. 1215,
as amended, strike this provision.

Your cooperation and that of the Commit-
tee on Rules in this matter is greatly appre-
ciated.

Sincerely,
BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS,
Washington, DC, April 4, 1995.
Hon. THOMAS J. BLILEY, Jr.,
Chairman, House Committee on Commerce, 2125
Rayburn HOB, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: As you know, H.R.
1216 (the ‘““USEC Privatization Act’) as re-
ported by the Commerce Committee con-
tains a tax provision. That provision is in-
tended to allow the United States Enrich-
ment Corporation to transfer its assets with-
out Federal income tax consequences to a
state chartered corporation, pursuant to a
privatization plan. The provisions of H.R.
1216 were included in H.R. 1327, the “Tax
Fairness and Deficit Reduction Act of 1995,
and the text of H.R. 1327 is expected to be
adopted as a substitute to the text of H.R.
1215.
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As you know, Federal tax provisions are
solely within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. Accordingly, | ap-
preciate your agreeing to delete the provi-
sion from the legislation intended to replace
the text of H.R. 1215.

I want to affirm my commitment to work
with you in conference to provide appro-
priate tax provisions to facilitate privatiza-
tion of the USEC. In particular, | understand
that the transfer from a federal to a state
charter should be a non-taxable event. I will
work in conference to provide statutory lan-
guage making clear that the transfer from a
federal to state charter is a non-taxable
event. The fact that such a provision will not
be included in the House bill will not preju-
dice consideration of such a provision in the
conference. With respect to such tax provi-
sions, | intend to consult with you to ensure
the most effective privatization of the USEC.

Sincerely,
BILL ARCHER,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,
Washington, DC, April 4, 1995.
Hon. BiLL ARCHER,
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: Thank you for
your letters of April 3, 1995, and April 4, 1995,
regarding certain provisions in H.R. 1216, the
USEC Privatization Act, which would affect
the tax treatment of the privatization of the
United States Enrichment Corporation. As
you know, the text of H.R. 1216 has been in-
corporated into H.R. 1327, the Tax Fairness
and Deficit Reduction Act of 1995, which is to
be considered on the floor later this week.

The Commerce Committee acknowledges
the jurisdiction of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee on Federal tax provisions and agrees
to delete the tax provisions in H.R. 1327
which pertain to the privatization of the
USEC. This agreement is predicated on an
understanding, as set forth in your letter of
April 4, 1995, that the Ways and Means Com-
mittee will work with this Committee in
conference to include appropriate tax provi-
sions that facilitate privatization of the
USEC.

As you know, my interest has been in pro-
viding a framework for the sound and effec-
tive privatization of the USEC. | appreciate
your assurance that you agree that the
transfer of the USEC from a Federal to a
state charter should be a non-taxable event.
I also appreciate your commitment to work
with me to provide statutory language mak-
ing clear that the transfer from a Federal to
a state charter is a non-taxable event. The
assurances provided in your April 4th letter
give me sufficient confidence that you agree
with the importance of such protections, and
that this matter will be addressed properly
in conference. Accordingly, I have commu-
nicated to the Rules Committee my request
that the language found in section 1503(a)(5)
of H.R. 1216 be deleted from the text of H.R.
1327.

Thank you for your cooperation in this
matter.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. BLILEY, JR.,
Chairman.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS],
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

(Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)
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Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, today we are voting on the final
item in the Republican’s Contract on
America, the so-called crown jewel of
the 100 day take-money-from-
schoolkids-and-give-it-to-the-rich  ex-
travaganza.

Well, in case we weren't able to figure out
the point of this whole Contract With America,
H.R. 1215, the Republican tax bill, makes it all
crystal clear.

H.R. 1215 is a reckless, deficit-exploding,
who-cares-about-the-poor bill full of goodies
and bonuses by the wealthy and the rich.
What a fitting finale, Mr. Chairman!

My Republican colleagues have aban-
doned this commitment to deficit re-
duction in their Contract With Amer-
ica in favor of this blatant payoff to
the rich.

Let’s take a look at who exactly this
bill benefits. For starters, corporations
are big winners under H.R. 1215. Back
in the 1980’s, Congress realized that
many of our richest, biggest companies
weren’t paying a single dime in taxes
by taking advantage of all the tax
write-offs available. As a result, the al-
ternative minimum tax was established
to ensure that corporations make at
least a nominal contribution to the Na-
tional Treasury.

Well, our friends on the other side of
the aisle clearly think that its OK if
some of the Fortune 500 corporations
leave everyone else to pick up the bill
on April 15th because H.R. 1215 com-
pletely repeals the alternative mini-
mum tax. This is expected to reduce
revenues to the U.S. Treasury by $35.6
billion over the next 10 years that will
have to be made up through deficit
spending or more cuts in programs that
help to ease the financial burdens of
the guy who needs a helping hand.

America’s wealthiest individuals and
families also come out way ahead
under H.R. 1215 with the capital gains
tax cut and other goodies that ensure
that the well-off become even better
off. A U.S. Treasury Department analy-
sis of the impact of this legislation re-
veals that more than half of the bene-
fits in H.R. 1215 go to the top 10 percent
of American families with incomes of
more than $100,000 a year and nearly 30
percent of the bill’s benefits go to the
top 2 percent of families making over
$200,000 year. These families will re-
ceive an average tax break of $938 a
month! That’s a gift from the Repub-
licans of $12,256 a year.

And who is going to be paying for
this? The American Federal employees,
these people who have worked for Fed-
eral Government are going to have to
make vast contributions from their
own Federal retirement system in
order to pay for these tax cuts.

I want to talk about these Federal
employees who only earn $30,000 or so a
year. On average they are going to be
forced to pay $750 more toward their
pension every year under this doggone
bill, so the top 2 percent we just talked
about who have incomes over $200,000 a
year are going to be enriched further.
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Somebody mentioned a few minutes
ago about welfare, somebody else
called it corporate welfare. What else
can it be called? It is also welfare to
those Americans who are quite
wealthy, over $200,000 a year. They are
going to get a $500 tax credit for each
one of their Kids, and yet the poor guy
making $30,000 a year is going to have
to work forever just to have $4,500 over
5 years in order get about $900 in bene-
fits on his retirement check.

Something is wrong here, Mr. Chair-
man. It seems to me we are way out of
line on this. It seems to me if we want-
ed to give a real tax break, give it to
the guy who really needs it, not the
guy who earns $200,000 a year. It just
does not make sense to do so.

Now, since we know who wins under this
bill, let's look at who loses. Unless you're in
the highest income bracket in the United
States, you're just plain out of luck. The Re-
publicans promised to lower your taxes, right?
Well, if you are a working family with an in-
come under $75,000 a year, you can expect
to receive a tax break of a whopping $36 a
month. This will barely buy a pair of sneakers.
And families earning between $40,000 and
$50,000 a year can expect to pocket an aver-
age capital gains tax break of $32 a year. This
might cover one trip to McDonalds if your fam-
ily isn’t too big or too hungry.

Not only do average working families gain
nothing from H.R. 1215 but they will have to
pay for the big shots’ tax cuts through the ex-
ploding deficit and spending cuts.

Its important to note, too, that the vast ma-
jority of tax benefits in H.R. 1215 are specifi-
cally designed not to apply to low-income
Americans. For example, the $500 per child
tax refund available to families with incomes
up to $250,000 is only available to families
with tax liability. In other words, the lowest-in-
come families would receive no benefit under
this credit. Low-income families would also re-
ceive no benefit whatsoever from this bill's
marriage penalty tax credit or the $5,000 tax
credit for adoption.

To make matters worse, these same low-in-
come families who aren't eligible for any of
H.R. 1215’s tax goodies are forced to fund this
corporate giveaway. H.R. 1215 is paid for
through cuts in programs such as the Low In-
come Housing Energy Assistance [LIHEAP]
Program that helps 2 million senior citizens
pay for their heating bills, Healthy Start, which
provides prenatal care to expectant moms,
and other programs that remove lead-based
paint from public housing, provide summer
jobs to our teenagers, and so forth.

Senior citizens and Federal employees are
also singled out to pay for this tax break bo-
nanza. Medicare will be cut dramatically and
Federal employees will be taxed through sig-
nificantly higher contributions to their retire-
ment plans in order to receive lower benefits.

This is the Republican crown jewel that
passes out caviar to the rich and leaves the
rest of America starving. | oppose this shame-
ful bill and urge my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT], the chief deputy whip,
and a member of the Committee on
Commerce.
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Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, My
good friend, the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois [Mrs. COLLINS] just spoke, but you
know | think I remember just 2 years
ago that my good friend from Illinois
just raised the tax on her constituents
that would cost $711 milion and now
opposes a $500 tax credit to go right to
the parents of the 89,000 children that
are in her district. The fact is she op-
poses the bill that would allow middle-
class families in her district to keep a
total of $44 million of their own hard-
earned money.

Mr. Chairman, | also rise in support
of the Tax Fairness and Deficit Reduc-
tion Act we are considering today. | am
especially pleased to support the Sen-
ior Citizens Equity Act portion of this
legislation.

We heard a great deal in recent
weeks about Republicans being mean
spirited. 1 contend that what some
Democrats have done to our senior citi-
zens has been mean spirited.

Ever since | first came to Congress |
have been fighting against the unfair
Social Security earnings limit, and
this earnings limit taxes seniors at a
rate twice as high as millionaires have
to pay if they choose to work.

This tax hurts productivity, it robs
the country of needed experience, and
penalizes people who we should be try-
ing to help. Despite the obvious unfair-
ness of this earnings limit, the Demo-
crat leadership refused to bring legisla-
tion to correct this situation to the
floor.

I call that mean spirited.

Today, in this bill, the Republican
majority finally brings a long needed
solution to this problem to the floor. |
call that fairness.

In 1993 President Clinton’s budget,
passed over the unanimous objections
of House Republicans, included a hefty
tax increase on Social Security recipi-
ents. | call that mean spirited.

Today in this bill, we repeal that tax
increase. | call that fairness.

Mr. Chairman, today in the Senior
Citizens Equity Act, we reverse these
mean spirited taxes on our senior citi-
zens, we repeal the President’s Social
Security benefits tax, and | ask for my
colleagues’ yes vote on passage.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, for
purposes of correcting the RECORD, I
yield 30 seconds to the distinguished
gentlewoman from Oregon [Ms. FURSE].

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Chairman, there seems to be a
concerted attack on those of us who
voted for the President’s 1993 budget. |
just want to point out that many poor
and middle-income families received
substantial tax returns from the
earned income tax credit. In fact, 16,000
families in the First District of Oregon
received an earned income tax credit as
a result of the 1993 budget.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, in view
of an imbalance in time, | think we
should yield some time over here and,
therefore, | yield 4 minutes to the dis-
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tinguished gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, | came to this House
at a time of another Republican de-
scribed revolution. It was the Reagan
revolution, instituting the Kemp-Roth
supply side economic proposal for feel
good, no sweat, no pain Federal fiscal
policy. When it passed in August of
1981, President Reagan proclaimed the
budget would be in balance by October
1, 1983.

When that revolution began, the debt
confronting our Nation was $932 bil-
lion. At its conclusion in January of
1993, it was $4.1 trillion. During that 12
years, not a red cent was spent on
America that either President Reagan
or President Bush did not sign off on.

Today we are in the throes of another
Republican led and named revolution,
and according to Speaker GINGRICH we
today consider the crown jewel of the
1990s version of trickle-down econom-
ics. It is a synthetic, virtually worth-
less stone. | will oppose it. Neither our
country nor our children can afford it.

It is, quite frankly, a time for us as
a people, as a Congress, and as a great
Nation to demonstrate the discipline
and the resolve necessary to put our fi-
nancial house in order and show that
America and Americans continue to
have the courage to face tough prob-
lems without shrinking into policy
more expected from nations falling
into fiscal chaos and national weak-
ness. That has been the history of the
all of great nations: a focus on the im-
mediate, the temporary, the politically
popular quick fix.

Mr. Chairman, there can be a time
for a reduction of taxes, and when we
succeed in eliminating our annual op-
erating deficits, then will be the time
to cut taxes.

Then we will be able to say to our
children we are paying for what we
buy, and we are not passing those ex-
penses on to you. That is why | voted
for the balanced budget amendment.

We will convey to you a great Na-
tion, we can tell our children, which
has the wisdom to discipline itself and
not squander your inheritance, a Na-
tion proud of its history and commit-
ted to its future, a Nation prepared to
invest prudently in its people, a nation
unwilling to slide self-satisfied and
self-absorbed into second-rate status.

Over 100 or our Republican col-
leagues, over 100 of our Republican col-
leagues urged their party to support
such a path. They were rejected.

I urge this House to stand for what it
knows to be the correct course for
today, for tomorrow and for genera-
tions to come; for our senior citizens,
for our students, for our families, for
our children, and most of all, for our
country. Vote, ladies and gentlemen of
this House, for fiscal health and re-
sponsibility. Our children and grand-
children should expect no less of us.
Vote ‘‘no.”
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Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman,
much time is remaining?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. BLILEY] has 13 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] has 14 minutes remaining.

O 1930

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. BILBRAY], a new member of
our committee, the Committee on
Commerce.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, 2 years
ago as a member of the public |
watched these proceedings, and |
watched my colleague from Maryland
support the largest tax increase in the
United States.

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman
yield? Would the gentleman like to
know what he is doing to my constitu-
ents in this tax bill?

how

Mr. BLILEY. Regular order, Mr.
Chairman.
Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, that

vote cost his constituents $539 million.

Mr. HOYER. Does the gentleman
know how much this bill is costing my
constituents?

Mr. BILBRAY. Regular order,
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The gentleman will suspend.
The gentleman from California [Mr.
BiLBRAY] has command of the time.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, | am
not trying to be confrontational. I am
trying to just communicate what a cit-
izen sees in these proceedings.

You know, we are talking about
137,000 children in his district that par-
ents that could have access to this.
Now, that is fine, and we can make
those judgments.

But do you realize that 2 years ago
when this vote was, the tax increase
was put in, my dear colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, there was a
commitment made that once the tax
increase went in, you will see tough,
tough budget cuts; you will see us re-
duce it; trust us. What happened this
year with the President’s budget?

Will you agree that the credibility of
the political process was destroyed
when the President of the United
States proposed a budget that had none
of the cuts that were proposed 2 years
ago when the tax increase goes in? And
as a citizen, | ran for Congress because
the credibility was being destroyed by
making promises on one side to raise
taxes and never coming across the
other way.

Mr. Chairman, | represent a diverse
district along the Pacific coast, but |
grew up and | live in a working-class
neighborhood, and when | hear all the
battle about the rich getting some ben-
efit, 1 would wish my colleagues on the
other side would be half as worried
about the middle class getting their
fair share of tax cuts rather than al-
ways worrying about something might
happen that may benefit somebody who
has been a little more prosperous.

Mr.
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My neighbors do not want to be sac-
rificed on the altar of work there, and
I close with this, please, go outside and
ask the security guards if they are rich
that work in this Chamber. They make
enough money to make that tax write-
off.

Mr. Chairman, it is time to stop the
class warfare.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, would
my friend, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia, yield for just 1 second? | would
like to ask him a question about talk-
ing to the security guards outside.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman will suspend. The gentleman
from Michigan has not yielded time.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman did not
yield me time?

Mr. DINGELL. No.

Mr. HOYER. | apologize, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON].

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, |
have always been told that it is more
important to watch what one does
rather than what one says. The Repub-
licans say that this tax is not for the
wealthy, but what do they do? More
than 100 of their own Members signed a
letter urging their leaders to reduce
coverage of the tax cut from those
earning from $200,000 to that of $95,000.

They say that this tax cut is not
about making sure that the wealthy at
the expense of low and middle income,
but what do they do? Mr. Chairman,
yesterday the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. KAsICH] passed around this letter.
Clearly in that letter it showed the
spending cuts coming from the low-in-
come and middle-income people will be
for what, to pay for the tax cut.

They say this bill is the Contract
With America, relief of 1995, but what
will they do? Who do they give relief
to? They give relief to the privileged
few and little relief to the rest of
America.

They say this bill is senior-friendly.
But what do they do? Nearly three-
fourths of the senior tax relief will go
to the seniors who make $75,000 or
more. To which seniors are they will-
ing to be friendly?

They say this bill is a fair bill. In
fact, they call this bill the tax fairness
of 1995. But what do they do? They un-
fairly and unequally distribute the ben-
efits and the burdens.

Guess what, they give the benefits to
those who have a lot of money and give
the burdens to those who have very lit-
tle or minimal income.

Three-fourths of the capital gains tax
relief in the bill goes to those who earn
more than $100,000 a year. If you make
more than $200,000 a year, you will get
$11,000 tax relief. But if you make
$30,000 a year, you may get a couple of
hundred dollars.

They say this tax bill will stimulate
the economy. But what do they do?
They ignore the last tax bill, tax cut,
that they gave in the 1980’s, which
pushed this Nation in a deficit and a
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sluggish economy, in fact, a deep reces-
sion that we have yet to recover.

They say this is a Contract With
America. But America certainly is
more than about billionaires and big
business. America is college students,
minimum-wage workers, infants, sen-
ior citizens, schoolchildren, pregnant
women, and middle-income workers.

I urge Americans to listen carefully
to what they say they are going to do.
But | urge them to listen more closely
to what they do. | urge my colleagues
to vote against this unfair tax bill.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. FRANKS], a member of
the committee.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, failed tax-and-spend policies
as demonstrated in a proficient manner
by a Congress controlled by the Demo-
crats for 40 years, versus less taxation
and less spending by Republicans in
1995: America, you voiced your opinion
loudly this past November.

Making more money available to pri-
vate citizens and private industry will
inevitably result in more money going
into our economy to produce economic
growth and, yes, ladies and gentlemen,
more tax revenues.

The method to improve our cities is
not through new and fancy social
spending programs. The first way is to
help strengthen our families. Encour-
aging marriage, adoptions, savings by
families, long-term health care, and
senior citizens’ equity are steps in the
right direction.

Second, this and future tax incen-
tives properly directed will allow us to
improve the economic condition of our
cities. We as Republicans, and | believe
many moderate-to-conservative Demo-
crats, would agree that we must help
employers to employ more employees,
and we must encourage more entre-
preneurs of all hues.

Let us remember that with strong
families, less taxation, less spending,
and less government, we will be able to
turn our society around for the better.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. HEF-
NER].

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

Mr. HEFNER. | find it interesting; it
disturbs me when Member after Mem-
ber from this side of the aisle comes
and talks about the failures we have
had over the past 40 years.

This is the greatest country on the
face of the Earth. We do not have to
worry about keeping people in here. We
do not have to worry. We have to worry
about people wanting to come here.

I have seen programs over the last 40
years. We have had some failures. We
have had some abuses. But we have had
some great successes. Thanks to pro-
grams, people are able to go to school
that would not have been able to go to
school before, that can get a loan to
buy a house that would never have
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been able to have a home; they got a
little loan to send their Kids to our col-
leges in North Carolina and all over
this country, to take part in this great
experiment called democracy.

| take offense when people say how
bad this country is. If you want to
leave, exercise your right to renounce
your citizenship and do not pay taxes
and leave this country. But this is the
greatest country on the face of the
Earth.

The reason | oppose this is the reason
that 100 Members of this side of the
aisle wrote the letter and wanted us to
lower the caps, because it just plain
ain’t fair. This package is not fair, and
that couple that is working in that tex-
tile mill back home in North Carolina,
they are not going to get anything out
of this tax package. They are not going
to receive anything for their children.

But | can tell you who is: everybody
that has come to either one of these
podiums today, everybody that has
spoken in favor of this tax package is
going to get a benefit from it. Every-
body here that has got a kid going to
school that is a Member of Congress is
going to benefit from it whether they
have got two or three kids or four Kkids,
because we are in that bracket.

But it just plain ain’t fair to Middle
America, and people that work every
day to try to support their families and
educate their Kkids. It just plain ain’t
fair.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. KLUG].

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Chairman, Paul Tson-
gas said it years ago, let me repeat it
tonight. | am not Santa Claus. | wish |
was.

I wish | could vote for this tax pack-
age and tuck a $1,000 refund check in
all of the stockings hung with care
from the mantle.

For that matter, | wish | were the
Easter Bunny tonight and could hide
baskets of goodies in the backyard
bushes, but | cannot, folks, because it
is my job tonight to play the role of
grinch and remind everybody in this
Chamber that we are flat-out broke.

Now, there are a lot of my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle tonight
who suddenly have found religion in
deficit reduction, and we will see just
where they are come May, because we
know where they have been in the past.

I will be delighted to vote for the
budget package and help the chairman,
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH],
and do everything I can in my will to
pass this tough deficit-reduction plan.

I understand, as John Kennedy did,
that capital gains breaks help grow the
economy and help small businessmen
and farmers back in Wisconsin, and
IRA’s will help average families save
more for retirement.

And if that is all this bill was about
tonight, 1 would be glad to lead the
charge up San Juan Hill. Instead, what
I hear tonight is not necessarily an as-
sault on the deficit. | am afraid it is a
retreat from deficit reduction.
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The cuts are not specified. The tax
cuts are too generous. The timing in a
robust economy, | believe, is all wrong.
Maybe it will all make sense and add
up later this summer when this bill
gets through conference. As for me, |
am putting Rudolph back in the stable
tonight and telling the elves to put up
their feet and relax, because, in my
mind, it is not Christmastime tonight.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. ANDREWS].

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in favor of this tax reduction bill here
tonight. | do so thinking about the
American families and the families in
my district who sit around the kitchen
table on a Friday night, and they take
out their checkbook, and after they
write their check for their mortgage
and their property taxes and their
credit card bill and their health insur-
ance and their utility bill and all the
other bills they have to pay to meet
their family budget, for many of them
there is nothing left, and for some of
them there is an insufficient amount to
pay even those bills.

In my opinion the question of this
bill here tonight is this: Does this leg-
islation help or not help that family? |
think this legislation helps that fam-
ily.

It is my conclusion that $500 per
child in their hand is better spent by
them. It is my conviction that that
$500 belongs to them. They earned it. It
is a necessity for their way of life, and
by voting for this bill tonight, | think
we can let them keep more of what
they earned.

I rise in support of the legislation.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, 1 yield
1% minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Mr. Chairman, 1
rise to state that | am going to vote for
a tax cut today. | am going to vote for
the Gephardt plan. Today we had a
full-blown circus played out on the
steps of the United States Capitol, and
to the American people, | really mean
it, elephants and clowns. Pure fantasy
which is what the Republican tax bill
is.

But | am going to another fantasy,
and | am going to say bab, humbug, be-
cause Scrooge is in the Chamber today.

The reason why | say that is that
Scrooge is taking from those who need
it, and giving to those who do not need
it.

Let me read for a moment, Dave
Stockman, the Reagan OMB Director,
who said, ‘““The combination of incen-
tive-minded tax-rate reductions and
firm budget controls is expected to
lead to a balanced budget by 1984.”” An-
other fantasy.

I can tell you that we did not have a
balanced budget in 1984, and tax reduc-
tions did nothing for the balanced
budget in 1984.
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Let us stop the class warfare and tell
the truth. Why are the American peo-
ple angry? They are angry because
they have seen middle-class incomes
remain stagnant while those in the
highest echelons of our community
have seen their earnings increase more
than 29.5 percent over the years, but
the folk who need the tax cuts, which
this present tax bill does not address,
the lowest fifth, the second and the
third wage earners, they have not been
earning enough dollars or they have
not been having the infusion of cash to
support their basic needs.
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Talk about capital gains, and | know
| have heard some senior citizens call
in and say, “‘I have property I'd like to
sell.” Well, if we were not rushing to
judgment on this Republican tax bill,
we might have been able to have means
testing on capital gains tax. We might
have been able to sit down at the table
and reasonably address the question,
who deserves a tax cut. | believe it is
those earning under $75,000.

I will vote for a tax cut, but | cer-
tainly will not join the fantasy of the
circus that was held here at the United
States Capitol today and the circus
that will be held tonight when we vote
for a tax cut that will not help the
American people!

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. WHITFIELD], a member of
the committee.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, as
my colleagues know, this debate, as
much as any debate on this House
floor, epitomizes the difference in the
philosophy of the Democratic Party
and the Republican Party, and, when I
say Democratic Party, | do not include
all Democrats because we know that
many Democrats are very much con-
cerned about the deficit. But for 30
years, since the Great Society, the
Democratic Party has had no concern
about Federal deficits in America, and
during that time many programs, good
programs, have provided benefits for
people in our great country.

But as may colleagues know, as
times approaches to old problems, and
today we have a $4.7 trillion debt in
America, $200-and-some billion dollars
a year just to pay the interest, and I
say to my colleagues, ‘“When you take
the entitlements, and you take the in-
terest on the debt, it’s by the year 1997
those two items alone will exceed the
total tax revenues of this country.”

So we have to take care of the prob-
lem in two ways. First of all, we have
to adopt a tax policy, and that is what
this tax bill does. It provides tax
breaks for business men and women,
small business men and women, to cre-
ate new jobs and economic expansion
in this country. Two, it provides tax
credits for men and women with chil-
dren so that they can get a tax break,
and then further, Mr. Chairman, it pro-
vides a backbone and a basis for the
first step in solving this deficit, and
that is a tax policy that will create
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new jobs just like the tax reduction of
Ronald Reagan and, yes, John Ken-
nedy.

Now the second thing that we have to
do, and we plan to do it, is we are going
to control this deficit because, unlike
the Democratic Party for the last 30
years, we are going to do something
about the deficit, and that is the sec-
ond part of our plan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Ver-
mont [Mr. SANDERS].

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, this is
a bad bill and a very unfair bill. This
is, in fact, a bill based precisely on the
principles of class warfare. That is ex-
actly what it is.

I say to my colleagues, ‘“When you
take from the poor, and you give to the
rich, that’s class warfare. When you
take from hungry children and give to
profitable multinational corporations,
that’s class warfare.”’

Mr. Chairman, half of the individual
tax breaks in this bill go to families
earning $100,000 a year, and this bill
cuts back on nutrition programs for
hungry children. That is class warfare.
A quarter of the tax breaks go to peo-
ple earning $200,000 a year, and the bill
cuts back on loans to college students
whose families today cannot afford the
high cost of college. That is class war-
fare. The highest earning 1 percent of
the population will get more tax
breaks than the bottom 60 percent, and
then they cut back on a wide variety of
programs that lower income senior
citizens need.

| say to my colleagues, ‘“When you
tell low income seniors in Vermont
that they have to live without fuel as-
sistance, that’s class warfare.”

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BURR], a member of the
committee.

Mr. BURR. Mr. Chairman, those here
tonight that would suggest that it is
going to be tough to balance the budg-
et are in fact right. We knew it would
be tough when we came to Congress,
that there would be tough decisions,
but we knew we were up to the task of
making those decisions.

Tonight we have a special oppor-
tunity. Tonight we have the oppor-
tunity to make it easier on working
Americans to balance their budget. |
hope we do not take this opportunity
and blow it like we have in the past.

Mr. Chairman, during my campaign
there were two areas that | con-
centrated on very heavily, commit-
ments to stop the punishment on sen-
iors in this country and a commitment
to leave money in the pockets of work-
ing Americans. Tonight we have an op-
portunity for seniors to roll back that
unfair tax that was placed on them in
1993 and to raise the earnings limits of
seniors to allow them to stay