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compared with historical experience. The
study’s low estimate that $41 billion will be
transferred between generations by 2055 as-
sumes that the value of all assets, adjusted
for inflation, increases at 2 percent annually,
while the high estimate assumes 4 percent
annual real growth. Another profile assumes
3 percent annual real growth in the value of
assets and projects $73 trillion in wealth
transfers.

Actual growth in wealth, adjusted for in-
flation, averaged 5.3 percent annually from
1950 to this year, according to Prof. Edward
N. Wolff, a New York University wealth ex-
pert.

Total wealth in 1998 was $32 trillion, the
Boston College researchers estimated. Pro-
fessor Wolff, who had not seen the new study,
said, ‘‘That figure is in the right neighbor-
hood,’’ noting that his own research indi-
cated total wealth of $29.1 trillion today.

The amount of wealth transferred can be
greater than current wealth for two reasons.
One is economic growth. The other is that
over 55 years some fortunes will pass
through two—even three—generations. Mr.
Avery, now an economist with the Federal
Reserve, said that while he had some qualms
about the techniques used by the Boston Col-
lege researchers, as described to him in a
telephone interview, their estimates sounded
reasonable over all.

Mr. Avery warned, however, that while
economists could make fairly accurate pre-
dictions about death rates far into the fu-
ture, assumptions about how much wealth
people would accumulate were risky, espe-
cially looking out a half-century.

‘‘The important message is that there is a
lot of wealth in this country,’’ Mr. Avery
said.

John J. Havens, a co-author of the Boston
College study, said that while he was con-
fident of the economic model he wanted to
focus on the low end of the estimate, $41 tril-
lion, because ‘‘it helps protect against poten-
tial charges of irrational exuberance arising
from’’ the computer model’s assuming
steady economic growth without a depres-
sion or a sustained recession in the first half
of the 21st century.

A quarter-century ago Professor Havens
developed one of the first computer pro-
grams to model economic behavior. The
model estimates that for estates of $20 mil-
lion or more, 39 percent of the money will go
to charity, 23 percent to heirs, 34 percent to
taxes and 3 percent for fees and burial ex-
penses. Data from the Internal Revenue
Service show the same ratios in 1995 for large
estates.

For estates of $1 million to just under $5
million, the study assumes that charity will
get 8 percent; heirs, 66 percent; taxes, 22 per-
cent, and fees and burial expenses, 4 percent.

For estates of less than $1 million, Profes-
sors Schervish and Havens estimated, nearly
90 cents of each dollar would be passed to
heirs and little would go to charity or taxes.

One recent analysis found that among es-
tates valued at $600,000 to $1 million in 1997,
estate taxes averaged 6 percent, even though
the estate tax rate began at 37 percent on
amounts above the $600,000 exemption then
in effect.

The Boston College study covers what are
known as final estates, meaning the death of
a single person or the second spouse in a
married couple, since bequests to a spouse
are tax free. The estimates of how much will
be bequeathed to charity may be low, based
on I.R.S. data in recent years, which show
that growing numbers of people are engaging
in estate planning so that more of their
money will go to charity after their deaths
and less to the Government. The I.R.S. data
show that the share of money in estates
going to charity is slowly rising, a trend that

if continued through 2055 would mean far
more for charities than the $16 trillion to $53
trillion cited in the study.

If the estate tax is repealed or signifi-
cantly reduced, however, as Congress voted
to do earlier this year in a bill that Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed, bequests to charities
might be smaller than the Boston College
model predicted.

f

HERE WE GO AGAIN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, I
might point out to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) that all the
money that is in the estate has already
been taxed and what Republicans are
trying to say is why should the Govern-
ment tax twice this money that is
there.

Madam Speaker, I am here because of
recent newspaper articles that have
been published, especially in the New
York Times. Last Thursday, a Federal
jury convicted Maria Hsai, a friend and
a political supporter of Vice President
AL GORE, on five felony counts for ar-
ranging more than $100,000 in illegal
donations during the 1996 presidential
campaign.

Prosecutors allege that Hsai tapped a
Buddhist temple and some of her busi-
ness clients for money to reimburse
Hsai donors who were listed as contrib-
utors in campaign records.

Hsai was charged with causing false
statements to be filed with the Federal
Election Commission. According to
evidence presented in the case, $109,000
in reimbursed donations went to the
Clinton-Gore 1996 campaign and to the
Democratic Party.

Hsai’s fund raising also included
$65,000 in Hsai donations which she fun-
neled through monks and nuns the day
after Vice President GORE’s 1996 visit
to the Buddhist Temple in California.

Now, of course, Madam Speaker, the
Vice President initially had no recol-
lection that he was attending a fund
raiser but believed, rather, that he was
attending a community outreach pro-
gram. That is, of course, until the
video footage surfaced showing him at
the temple and after documents turned
up that referred to the event in ad-
vance as a fund raiser. Only then,
Madam Speaker, did the Vice President
modify his characterization, saying he
thought it was a finance-related situa-
tion.

Ironically enough, in response to
Hsai’s conviction, the Attorney Gen-
eral, Janet Reno, said, ‘‘The verdict
sends a clear message that the Depart-
ment of Justice will not tolerate viola-
tions of our Federal campaign finance
laws.’’

Evidently her comments need to be
revised to mean the Department of
Justice will tolerate campaign finance
laws in some cases and not in others,
for the Attorney General’s action indi-

cate there are certain violations of our
Federal campaign finance laws she is
willing to tolerate or unwilling to get
to the bottom of.

The Los Angeles Times reported last
Friday on Charles LaBella’s report to
Attorney General Janet Reno warning
that numerous conflicts of interest
made the Justice Department’s insist-
ence that its own lawyers handling the
inquiry into the 1996 Clinton-Gore cam-
paign a ‘‘recipe for disaster.’’

Madam Speaker, my colleagues will
recall that Mr. LaBella was hand
picked by the Attorney General to
head the Campaign Financing Task
Force and to take over the Department
of Justice’s public integrity section’s
investigation into political fund-rais-
ing abuses.

Mr. LaBella’s report, which the At-
torney General has still kept sealed for
nearly 2 years, found ‘‘a pattern of con-
duct’’ on the part of White House offi-
cials, including the President, that
warranted an independent counsel
probe.

Additionally, Mr. LaBella found that
senior Justice officials engaged in
‘‘gamesmanship’’ and legal ‘‘contor-
tions’’ to avoid an independent inquiry
into the Clinton-Gore fund-raising
abuses.

According to the L.A. Times, Madam
Speaker, Mr. LaBella found ‘‘The cam-
paign finance allegations present the
earmarks of a loose enterprise employ-
ing different actors at different levels
who share a common goal, bring in the
money.’’

Among those singled out for special
treatment according to the LaBella re-
port were the President, Vice President
AL GORE, First Lady Hillary Rodham
Clinton, and former White House aide
Harold Ickes.

The Times said the report was the
first indication, the first indication,
that Mrs. Clinton’s involvement in the
fund-raising scandal arising from the
1996 presidential election was under
scrutiny.

Since the fund raising first made
headlines in 1996, Attorney General
Janet Reno has refused to allow out-
side prosecutors to narrowly focus
their investigations of alleged White
House wrongdoings. Examples include
her refusal to appoint investigations
into fund-raising telephone calls by the
Vice President from the White House
and the issue ads funded by the Demo-
cratic National Committee.

To further confound matters, she has
long gone against her own FBI direc-
tor.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair must remind Members that it is
not in order in debate to level or repeat
personal charges against the President
or the Vice President.

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, this
is being reported from the L.A. Times,
the New York Times, and all the news-
papers in Central Florida. So all I am
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doing is reporting what is in the news-
paper.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is addressing the standard of de-
corum in debate on the House floor.

Mr. STEARNS. Well, Madam Speak-
er, if you are quoting from a news-
paper, like the New York Times, can
you do that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. No.
Mr. STEARNS. You cannot quote

from the New York Times newspaper?
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Member makes the words his own by
quoting from the newspaper.

Mr. STEARNS. But I have used the
word ‘‘quotation.’’ I have actually put
the word ‘‘quotation’’ in there to signal
that these are not my words but these
are words from the newspaper.

I mean, it appears to me, Madam
Speaker, that if you cannot quote the
newspapers on the House floor and use
‘‘quotation,’’ that seems to be a denial
of the right for a Member to use news-
papers in an edifying way.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is a
settled precedent that the standard is
the same whether the Member speaks
on his own account or quotes another
source.

Mr. STEARNS. Out of deference to
you, Madam Speaker, yes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman may proceed.

Mr. STEARNS. So, Madam Speaker,
it is time for the Attorney General to
disclose Mr. LaBella’s report. That is
all I am asking here today.

The American people have a right to
know what is in that report. In fact,
they should have an opportunity to
know what the FBI director said when
he also recommended that an inde-
pendent counsel be appointed.

b 1245

I think at this point, I think that the
newspapers speak for themselves and
so now, Madam Speaker, I think the
Attorney General should come forward
and tell us when she is going to make
that report available.

f

MAKING ATLANTA, GEORGIA A
MORE LIVABLE COMMUNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker,
one indication of how the momentum
for the efforts across the country to
promote livability has been gaining
speed is the comments from governors
who are talking about smart growth
and livability in their State of the
State addresses. One State deserves
special attention and that is Georgia,
where we have been watching a renais-
sance in our cities and inner suburbs
taking place.

Atlanta, which some have sort of dis-
missed as the poster child of sprawl, is
making significant progress under the

leadership of Governor Barnes and with
the assistance of business leaders like
John Williams, who was recently
profiled in the New York Times.

Atlanta has been characterized by
some as the area of the most rapid
growth in the history of human settle-
ment. A more than 25 percent increase
in population since 1990, the city in
that time frame has grown from north
to south from 65 miles to 110 miles, and
the results have been devastating,
frankly. The average Atlanta com-
muter drives 361⁄2 miles daily, the aver-
age, the longest work trip commute in
the world.

This has had serious problems in
terms of their air quality to the point
that Federal transportation officials
have withheld resources because it is
not meeting air quality standards.
Over 60 percent of the State’s rivers
and streams do not meet water quality
standards, almost twice the national
average.

It is losing business. In 1998, Atlanta
lost a bid for the Harley Davidson
plant. Hewlitt Packard decided not to
expand its Atlanta facilities; and in
fact, the city lost its 1997 top rank as
the country’s best real estate market
and is now 15 among 18 cities that are
monitored.

There are even concerns about the
health implications. Last fall, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control reported
amongst the alarming national in-
crease in obesity rates that the great-
est percentage increase occurred in
Georgia, over 100 percent in the last 10
years. Some of these experts were spec-
ulating that it may be related to the
bad air that discourages exercise and
the poor urban design that makes it
hard to find places to walk, bike, and
otherwise exercise.

Asthma is the number one reason for
childhood hospitalization in Atlanta,
but there are very positive signs on the
horizon. As I mentioned, the leadership
of Governor Barnes, with the business
community, was able to create the
Georgia Regional Transportation Au-
thority to coordinate and oversee for
the first time metropolitan Atlanta’s
fight against pollution, traffic, and un-
planned growth. There is an exciting
138-acre redevelopment in the old At-
lantic Steel site that is combining resi-
dential, retail, office and entertain-
ment space in a transit-oriented devel-
opment on a brownfield site in mid-
town Atlanta.

Recently, we have seen another busi-
ness, Bell South, decided to relocate
from 75 different suburbans office areas
to three centers for 13,000 employees
inside the perimeter and all adjacent
to transit. In no small way, this has
been the result of business leadership
exemplified by Mr. Williams, head of
Post Properties. In fact, he has been
here on Capitol Hill meeting with sen-
ators and representatives talking
about how, in fact, his business, which
was built on the development of subur-
ban luxury office, has discovered a sig-
nificant opportunity to move this new

housing into the increased demand
closer in central cities, growing at
more than 10 percent a year as opposed
to 2 percent in the suburbs. They have
shifted their focus from development
on existing farm lands and wood lots to
more urban locations and expanding to
make a profit in in-town housing, not
just in projects in Atlanta but also the
real estate markets in Texas, Florida,
and Virginia.

One of the reasons why the livable
communities initiatives are being suc-
cessful is not just because of political
leadership but because business lead-
ers, like Mr. Williams, the president of
the chamber of commerce for metro-
politan Atlanta, understand what is at
stake and they have practiced their
civic leadership in the broader sense of
the community and with their personal
business practices. This is a very posi-
tive sign for those of us who want more
livable communities so that our fami-
lies can be safe, healthy, and economi-
cally secure.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY MUST BE
SAVED FOR THE NEXT GENERA-
TION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Madam
Speaker, I would like to discuss for the
next 4 or 5 minutes why everybody is
talking about Social Security, why
they are concerned that Social Secu-
rity is in trouble some time in the fu-
ture, why young people today think the
chances of their getting any Social Se-
curity are pretty remote. It is the
young people today, probably under 35
years old, that are most at risk in not
having Social Security in their retire-
ment years if we continue to fail to do
anything to keep Social Security sol-
vent.

The chart that I brought in rep-
resents where we are now. If we look at
the top left part of the chart, the little
blue area in the top left is the current
surpluses coming in to the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, in other words, the
amount of taxes that are in excess of
benefits payments going out. That is
going to stop around 2011 or 2012. At
that point, there are going to be fewer
Social Security taxes coming in than
are needed to pay current benefits. Of
course, Social Security, since it started
in 1935, has been sort of a Ponzi game
where current workers pay in their
taxes that is immediately sent out to
current retirees, and so it is a pay-as-
you-go program.

The red portion represents where we
are in terms of what is going to be the
additional amount of dollars needed to
pay current Social Security benefits in
future years. We get down to 2019, and
we are going to need something like
$400 billion additional money from
some place, either increased taxes or
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