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residency. The way that they are oper-
ating inspired one of my neighbors
down in Austin to note that Stanley
Works ought to be called ‘‘Stanley
Flees,’’ because it has fled Old Glory
and America.

A vote for the bill that I am intro-
ducing today will send the executives a
message: They can play all they want
on the beach to avoid taxes, but Con-
gress will not put its head in the sand.
They can have fun in the sun, but Con-
gress refuses to let the rest of us,
Americans who are working hard to
pay our taxes, get burned by having to
pay their taxes also. It is the American
taxpayer who gets hammered when
Stanley Works or one of these other
companies heads off to foreign shores
and does not pay its fair share for our
increased national security needs.

And remember, allowing a few unpa-
triotic corporations to exploit this
loophole gives them a competitive ad-
vantage over the many American cor-
porations that stay and pay their fair
share and are competitors with those
who leave our shores.
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Freedom is not free. Corporate free
loaders, Uncle Sam wants you, wants
you to pay your fair share to support
America.

I encourage my colleagues to join
with me in supporting the ‘‘No Tax
Breaks for Corporations that Renounce
America,’’ act so we can really ensure
equity and fairness in our tax system
and put an end to those who are aban-
doning us through reliance on provi-
sions in these tax treaties that were
never intended for the purpose for
which they are now being exploited.

f

ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 23, 2002, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, often
over the last several years, many of us
have asked a very fundamental ques-
tion, that is, is it right, is it fair, that
under our Tax Code that millions of
married working couples pay on aver-
age about $1,700 in higher taxes just be-
cause they are married.

Over the last several years, we in the
House Republican majority have been
working to eliminate what we call the
marriage tax penalty where under our
Tax Code, married working couples
who are husband and wife are both in
the workforce, pay higher taxes, and
the way the marriage tax penalty
works is when someone is married, hus-
band and wife are both in the work-
force, they combine their income, they
file jointly. That has always pushed
married working couples into a higher
tax bracket. Really, it is a financial
disadvantage. A couple is punished if
they get married and essentially re-

warded if they break up the marriage
and are living as two single people.

We in the House Republican majority
felt all along that was wrong. It is
wrong under our Tax Code that we pun-
ish marriage. While President Clinton
was in office, we passed legislation out
of the House and Senate, sent a stand-
alone bill to the President, President
Clinton; and unfortunately, he vetoed
our effort to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty. Fortunately, this past
year, we had a President come into of-
fice, George W. Bush, who agreed that
it is time to stop punishing society’s
most basic institution, and this past
year President Bush signed into law
part of what we call the Bush tax cut
legislation, which wipes out the mar-
riage tax penalty; and it is estimated
that 43 million married working cou-
ples will receive marriage tax relief as
a result of the legislation that was
signed into law last year.

Unfortunately, because of an archaic
rule over in the other body, that provi-
sion had to be temporary, which means
it expires in a few years; and unless the
House and Senate do something, the
marriage tax penalty will come back. I
am proud to say that this past week
the House of Representatives passed
overwhelmingly, with the vote of every
House Republican plus 60 Democrats,
we passed overwhelmingly with a
strong bipartisan vote an effort which
wipes out the marriage tax penalty
permanently.

My hope is the other body will take
that up and that the House and Senate
will quickly move that legislation
through, get it on the President’s desk,
and permanently eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty.

It has been noted to me, according to
the Congressional Budget Office, that
unless we permanently eliminate the
marriage tax penalty that when this
temporary provision expires, that 36
million married working couples on av-
erage will see a total tax increase of al-
most $42 billion. Think about that. Un-
less we make permanent our legisla-
tion to eliminate the marriage tax pen-
alty, we will see a $42 billion increase
of taxes on marriage, and that is
wrong.

I think a couple back in the district
I represent in the south suburbs, Jose
and Magdalena Castillo, a young cou-
ple, they work hard. They have two
children, Eduardo and Carolina. They
suffered, prior to the Bush tax cut
being signed into law, $1,150 marriage
tax penalty; and thanks to the efforts
of this House, to the House Republican
majority, to President Bush, we elimi-
nated their marriage tax penalty. For
Jose and Magdalena Castillo, $1,150 is
several months of car payments, sev-
eral months of day care for Eduardo
and Carolina, a significant portion of
tuition at Joliet Junior College. It is a
down payment on a car. It is a big
chunk of savings for their children’s
college education; $1,150 is real money.

There are some here that say we
should let that legislation expire. We

should let the marriage tax penalty
come back because we can spend that
money here in Washington on some-
thing else. Well, $1,150 in Washington is
a drop in the bucket; but for Jose and
Magdelene Castillo, the marriage tax
penalty, $1,150, is real money, just like
it is for 36 million married working
couples all over America.

The House has passed legislation now
to eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
My hope is that Republicans and
Democrats in the House and Senate
will come together and make this a pri-
ority to permanently eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. We have done it
here in the House. My hope is the en-
tire Congress can do it together in a bi-
partisan way and we can get on Presi-
dent Bush’s desk this fall legislation to
permanently eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

f

BUMFIGHTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
one of the most troubling problems for
our communities facing the struggle
for liability deals with our homeless
population. The problem of homeless-
ness, if not worse today, is certainly
more complex. As a result of deinstitu-
tionalization, many of these people
now live on the streets; and one of the
most serious consequences is violence
against the homeless.

Stories of the abuse of homeless and
the mentally ill are appearing with
stark and frightening regularity, set-
ting a homeless woman on fire, random
beatings, even murders. We know last
year there were 18 murders and dozens
of assaults on the homeless.

These are the stories that were re-
ported to the authorities and found
their way into the media. Because of
the hidden, often forgotten, world
these people inhabit, we know that in-
cidents are underreported and that the
known violence is just the tip of the
iceberg.

I have been appalled at the people
who would not just avoid helping but
actually are seeking to exploit the
homeless, and the worst example I have
seen is a recent video entitled
‘‘Bumfights’’ that films the abuse and
violence against the homeless.
‘‘Bumfights,’’ the brain child of two re-
cent graduates of the University of
California and USC film schools, sets a
new standard for the cruel exploitation
of damaged human beings. In less than
a month, these people have sold 10,000
copies of a video depicting homeless
men assaulting each other on the
streets of Las Vegas.

A vagrant struggles to escape the
punishing punches, kicks and body
slams of his attacker. Another scene
with a man standing in a dark alley,
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hitting himself on the head as he real-
ized that his hair is on fire. A pur-
ported crack addict smoking the drug
and defecating on the sidewalk, and
then there are films of a homeless man
extracting his own teeth with a pair of
pliers.

A segment entitled ‘‘Bumhunter’’
parodies television’s Crocodile Hunter,
with a man in safari clothing binding,
gagging and measuring and marking
various homeless men on the streets of
Las Vegas before releasing them to
their national habitat. These sad, pa-
thetic images are described as hilar-
iously shocking. I call it criminal.

They say it is voluntary, since they
reward the men with food, clothing,
shelter and small change. I charge
them of preying on the despair of those
without the basic necessities to sustain
life or the facilities to cope. Who
among us would willingly be filmed ex-
tracting our teeth with a pair of pliers?
Of course, the film makers are already
planning a sequel.

When I read about this video, I was
appalled. Not surprisingly, it was pro-
moted on Howard Stern’s television
show and soon being shipped to people
nationally and internationally.

This is not about committee jurisdic-
tion or the geography of the people we
represent. It is about our basic human-
ity. If we cannot act to protect our
most vulnerable, what does this say
about us all? We need to fix this prob-
lem.

I have started with inquiries to the
heads of the Las Vegas Federal inves-
tigative offices of the FBI, Customs
and the U.S. Postal Service. I have
asked them specifically to explain
what steps they intend to take, and if
they decline to open a case, whether it
is because they lack resources, they
have other priorities, or whether there
simply is not a legal action.

I believe that this is already criminal
conduct. First of all, in their own press
releases, the film makers admit that
they are paying homeless actors to
commit crimes such as assault and kid-
nap. They are, therefore, accessories or
aiders and abettors. This activity is
not protected by the first amendment
anymore than the so-called ‘‘snuff
flick’’ might be protected pornography.
All three of the Federal agencies inves-
tigate pornography, and they know the
difference.

The FBI should have jurisdiction be-
cause of the interstate nature of the
business and the possible conspiracy to
violate State laws. Customs should
have jurisdiction because the material
is being distributed internationally,
and the postal service should have ju-
risdiction because the mails are being
used to further the distribution.

If these agencies claim they do not
have the resources, then perhaps Con-
gress should act to earmark funds, be-
cause this is a serious public safety
issue. If these agencies claim they have
other priorities, then perhaps we
should examine the setting of their pri-
orities; and if they claim that there is

no specific law that authorizes them to
investigate this activity, then perhaps
we should enact one.

A Congress that will push the con-
stitutional limits on fighting pornog-
raphy and that will appropriately out-
law crush videos that depict the tor-
ture of animals should do no less for
our fellow human beings. This violence
against the homeless is not just a
crime against them. It is an assault
against us all. We should do all we can
to stop this outrage and punish those
who would torture, degrade and exploit
some of our most vulnerable citizens.

f

HOW BIG SHOULD FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT BE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, passing on to my colleagues and the
American people a predicament that
Congress is now facing related to
spending. How big should the Federal
Government be, how much should we
tax the American citizens in order to
accommodate what we think is impor-
tant and necessary spending now. And
one of the problems with the over-
zealousness of Members of Congress to
spend is that we either increase taxes
to accommodate that spending or we
increase borrowing.

Right now, the debt of the Federal
Government is a little over $6 trillion.
We have a law, though, that says that
we cannot have a debt that is greater
than what is approved by law, passed
by the House and the Senate and
signed by the President; and that debt
limit now is $5.95 trillion. Yet the Fed-
eral debt actually is now $6.019 trillion.

How does that happen? We are play-
ing political games. There is a loophole
that the last administration and this
administration claim exists in current
law to use surplus civil service retire-
ment funds and pretend that is not bor-
rowing subject to the debt limit. They
use those extra dollars coming in from
the deductions of Federal employees to
increase Federal Government spending.

The ultimate problem still is how
much should we spend. When I first ran
for Congress in 1992, the percentage of
gross domestic product, spent for the
Federal budget was just a little bit
over 22.2 percent, of GDP. Five years
later it was 19.6 percent of GDP. Last
year we got it down to about 18.4 per-
cent of GDP. Increased predicted
spending for this year is now starting
to go up again at 19.9 percent of what
we produce in this country.

So the question is how much do we
borrow that requires interest and
leaves an obligation for future genera-
tions? How much do we tax that takes
away from workers. We have got a gov-
ernment, we have a Constitution, we
have a free enterprise system that mo-
tivates. Those that work hard, that
try, that learn, that save, that invest,

end up better than those that do not.
And what we have been tending to do
for the last 40 years is increase taxes
for those who succeed and redistribute
wealth. So we tax at a higher rate ev-
erybody that is willing to take a sec-
ond job or earn and save and invest,
and, we now tax them when they die.

How much do we tax before we start
to take away that incentive to save, to
work harder, to invest?
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We are having a problem now encour-
aging small business to take the risk
because of high taxes to pay for big
government.

I would encourage my colleagues to
look at my joint resolution, which is
H.J. Res. 99, that provides we keep
budget spending a constant percent of
GDP, and let the budget increase as the
GDP, gross domestic product, in-
creases.

There has to be some limitation. We
have proposals for a balanced budget.
That is fine and good, but if we decide
simply to increase taxes or increase
borrowing to accommodate a growing
budget, it still leaves a burden on fu-
ture generations, and it takes away
some of that incentive from current
workers that are trying to work and
save and learn and invest to make
their life and their families’ lives bet-
ter.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would say
that the overzealousness to spend is
what happens in these Chambers, be-
cause often Members are better off po-
litically if they come up with new pork
barrel projects to take home to their
district. They often get in the news-
paper and on television if they are will-
ing to start a new social program that
spends more of somebody else’s money.
It is just important that we remember
that when we spend money, when we
come up with these generous programs,
as we approach prescription drugs in
Medicare, let us remember that we are
taking away from current workers or
putting an extra burden on future re-
tirees by increasing the debt load to
accommodate what seems at the mo-
ment an important spending program.
Taxes and debt are high enough. Let us
be frugal on spending.

f

FAST TRACK TRADE BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 23, 2002, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the House will soon consider a motion
to go to conference on H.R. 3005, the
fast track bill. Normally, the process
for beginning a conference is a non-
controversial pro forma exercise, but
attempts at passage of a special rule
make clear that the current process is
anything but normal.

The presumptive chairman of the
conference has made clear he does not
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