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for safe, responsible drilling. Now we
need the Obama administration to lift
the ban on drilling.

We are blessed to live in a land with
abundant natural resources. We need a
Federal Government that will get out
of the way so that we can develop those
resources. Not only will these projects
help American families meet our en-
ergy needs, they will also help create
thousands of jobs in the process.

———

HONORING CAPTAIN ROBERT C.
GRANT

(Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor the
achievements of Captain Robert C.
Grant, who has dedicated his life to
serving our Nation and protecting the
residents of south Florida. Captain
Grant is retiring after a distinguished
career with the United States Coast
Guard Reserve, where he served as the
deputy chief of staff of the Seventh
Coast Guard District.

His selfless work has included pro-
viding support to Operation Desert
Shield and Desert Storm, assisting in
relief efforts after the devastating 2010
earthquake in Haiti, and building
strong bonds between the Coast Guard
and the Cuban and Haitian commu-
nities of south Florida through dedi-
cated public outreach.

In his capacity as a congressional li-
aison, he was instrumental in this
body’s work on combating maritime
smuggling and other threats. He has
received numerous military awards and
unit citations, and is capping a career
that has also included service in the
United States Air Force Reserve and
the United States Treasury Depart-
ment.

On a personal note, I can’t thank
Captain Grant enough for his friend-
ship over the years. I know I speak for
my staff as well as the greater south
Florida community when I say, Cap-
tain Grant, we are all so proud of your
career and your accomplishments, and
you will be sorely missed. Thank you
for your service.

———

INCOME TAX REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 5, 2011, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BURGESS) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, here we
are b weeks from the time that we all
have to file our income taxes—April 17
this year. It’s 99 years since this House
enacted the progressive income tax
that we now all know by its familiar
names that we all use for it. I thought
it might be appropriate to spend some
time this evening talking about our
Tax Code and talking about what
might be possible in fundamental re-
form of the Tax Code.
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I have long been a proponent of what
is known as a flat tax. I think that is
something that is worthy of this House
taking up and debating. There is legis-
lation that has been introduced, H.R.
1040 for people who are keeping score at
home, and I think this would be a ra-
tional approach for people who want to
be treated fairly by the Tax Code—our
President does talk about fairness in
the Tax Code—and for people who are
wanting to get out of the tyranny of
having to live with a shoe box full of
receipts every spring, because I know
this weekend when I go home, I'm
going to be spending some time with
that shoe box of receipts.

The flat tax is an idea that was pro-
mulgated by my predecessor here in
this House, the former majority leader,
Dick Armey. He wrote a book about
the flat tax in 1995. I've read it, I em-
braced it, and I thought it was some of
the smartest economic policy I had
ever read because I had just lived
through what I described as the Clin-
ton paradox.

In 1993, President Bill Clinton, in his
first year of office, earned almost an
identical amount of money that I
earned in my medical practice back in
Texas. Now, when the taxes were filed
and the reports were given on how
much Mr. Clinton had paid that year,
he returned about 20 percent of his in-
come in the taxes that he paid. We had
earned an identical amount. When I did
the same calculation on myself, it was
32 percent. Why should two people who
had an identical earning level pay vast-
ly different amounts on their income
tax?

The fundamental unfairness of the
system as it existed—better account-
ant, just simply differences in math,
why should it account for that type of
discrepancy?

So this is a concept that I came to
Congress and wanted to push. I have
been anxious for this Congress to enter
into the debate on fundamental tax re-
form. I am somewhat encouraged dur-
ing the Presidential debates that we’ve
heard over the past several months
that Presidential candidates have been
talking about fundamental tax reform,
and the President himself has men-
tioned creating increased fairness in
the Tax Code.
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I’'m all for that. I think that this is
one way that this House could enter-
tain at least having the debate and per-
haps provide a way forward for a more
sensible structuring of the payment of
income taxes in this country.

I'm so very happy tonight to be
joined by another Member. ALLEN
WEST of Florida has agreed to speak
with us during this hour and share with
us his thoughts on fundamental tax re-
form.

I yield to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WEST).

Mr. WEST. Well, thank you, my dear
colleague, Dr. BURGESS of Texas, for al-
lowing me to be here and talk about
the reform of our Tax Code.
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When you sit back and you look at
the progressive Tax Code system that
we have here in the United States of
America, we hear a lot of talk today
about fairness and fair share and eco-
nomic equality and shared sacrifice.
But one of the things we have to come
to understand is, when you look at the
top 1 percent of wage earners in the
United States of America, they’re pay-
ing close to 40 percent of the Federal
income taxes. When you consider the
top 5 percent of wage earners in the
United States of America, they’re pay-
ing close to 58 percent of those Federal
income taxes. The top 25 percent of
wage earners in the United States of
America pay 86 percent of the Federal
income taxes.

But of course now we’re coming to
understand that you have a large per-
centage of Americans—some say it’s
between 47 to 49 percent—that are pay-
ing absolutely nothing in Federal in-
come taxes. It kind of reminds me, my
dear colleague, of that movie, ‘‘Ben-
Hur,” when Judah Ben-Hur was sent off
to be on the Roman galleys. Of course
the commander came down and he said
very simply, ‘“Row well and live, 41.”
Of course we remember that beating.

Well, what happens on that Roman
galley if only 25 percent is rowing?
That’s the situation that we have here
in the United States of America. We
will never get to ramming speed. We
will never fully recover this economy
so that we can have the capital that is
necessary out there, so that Americans
can be able to pay for these exorbitant
gas prices, so that small business own-
ers can expand their business.

So I think that now is the time to do
exactly what you are talking about:
Look at fundamental Tax Code reform
so that we can eliminate things such as
the death tax; we can eliminate things
such as the dividends tax, which a lot
of the seniors that I represent down in
south Florida and pre-seniors, they de-
pend upon those dividends. Why are we
having these exorbitant taxes upon
tax?

So I think that this is a great oppor-
tunity to have this conversation. I am
so honored that you allowed me to
stand here and spend some time with
you this evening.

Mr. BURGESS. Well, very good. I
hope the gentleman will stick around.
I’'ve got a few points I want to make,
but at any point you feel like you want
to expand upon something, please feel
free to join back in.

We often hear the saying that there’s
nothing in this world that’s certain ex-
cept death and taxes; they’re both un-
avoidable. I will tell you, as a prac-
ticing physician for 25 years back in
Texas, sometimes death seems a little
less complicated than our Tax Code.

But again, I draw your attention to
H.R. 1040. This is an optional flat tax
bill that I have introduced this year—
and really for several Congresses now.
It does have a number of cosponsors.
We are yet to get to ramming speed, as
the gentleman pointed out, but I think
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with the additional emphasis that has
been placed on fundamental tax reform
by the Simpson-Bowles Commission, by
the Republican Presidential debates, I
think this is a debate in which the
American people are anxious to par-
ticipate.

Here’s an interesting quote, and it’s
so interesting that I had a poster made
of it. The tax system is so complicated
that even IRS Commissioner Doug
Shulman has said, ‘I find the Tax Code
complex, so I use a preparer.” Wow, the
very guy who’s in charge of the whole
shindig cannot do his own taxes, so he
has to hire it out.

So if this learned individual, who is
the IRS Commissioner, cannot figure
out how to do his own income taxes
without a preparer, how in the world is
the average Joe supposed to be able to
figure this out? I ask that question be-
cause I've used this quote for a couple
of years. Then last weekend, in The
Dallas Morning News, I was struck by
this quote, an article where just a reg-
ular small business woman was inter-
viewed about how she could possibly
file her income taxes, which she didn’t
understand. She told The Dallas Morn-
ing News reporter:

I don’t care what the IRS says, it’s com-
plicated. It’s much more confusing than I un-
derstand. We don’t know what we’re going to
do.

Now, I don’t know what this says to
you, but it certainly says to me: Time
for a change.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. WEST. You bring up a great
point, Representative BURGESS. When
you look at the fact that we have a Tax
Code that is some 67,000 pages—as a
matter of fact, the American people
know that even some of our colleagues
up here on Capitol Hill in this very
body, the House of Representatives,
have had some issues with the Tax
Code, also to include our own Sec-
retary of the Treasury has seemingly
had some issues with the Tax Code and
the confusing nature of which it exists.
So, you’re right, I think it’s an abso-
lutely important time that we go back
and we examine this Tax Code, maybe
move away from this progressive Tax
Code system and simplify it for the
American people.

As you know, if we can bring those
rates down, if we can lower the deduc-
tions, if we can get rid of a lot of the
loopholes on the personal income tax
side and also the corporate tax side,
think about what we can do for gener-
ating economic growth here in Amer-
ica.

Mr. BURGESS. I think the result
would be absolutely outstanding. One
of my wishes is that I live long enough
to see that glorious day when the
chains are taken off the American
economy, the chains imposed by the
Tax Code.

I actually wasn’t going to bring up
some of our esteemed heads of Federal
agencies, even the esteemed heads of
congressional committees last year
charged with writing the laws that
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govern what other Americans are hav-
ing to pay in their taxes. These individ-
uals simply could not comply because
it was too complicated. The very indi-
vidual who was in charge of the com-
mittee with writing the tax laws found
himself afoul of those same laws. The
very head of the U.S. Department of
the Treasury found himself afoul of
some of the Tax Code because, again,
he alleged the complexity in the sys-
tem.

So the Tax Code has grown by so
much since it was introduced some 99
years ago. When it was first created
that infamous year, the Tax Code com-
prised a total of 400 pages. As the gen-
tleman from Florida just mentioned, it
has grown to almost 70,000 pages.

Remember, one of the fundamental
tenets of the American legal system,
including the tax system, is that ‘‘ig-
norance of the law is no excuse.”
Therefore, theoretically, every single
American who is merely trying to com-
ply with the law and get their taxes
filed by April 17 this year is required to
be familiar with 70,000 pages of tax
rules.

Now, I don’t do my own taxes. I don’t
trust myself to do my own taxes. I
know I'm not smart enough. With four
college degrees, I couldn’t possibly
handle this. But I doubt that even the
tax attorney that I employ at great ex-
pense is familiar with all 70,000 pages,
let alone the single mom back in Dal-
las, Texas, that I referenced.

The complexity of the Tax Code is a
consequence of countless deductions
and exemptions aimed at steering a so-
cial agenda. That might surprise some
people. The Tax Code is used to steer a
social agenda. But it’s supposed to be a
Tax Code.

So what does that mean?

It means that the special interests
are running rampant in the Code. Any
time Congress wants to punish or re-
ward—we call it incent behavior—we
add either a credit or a tax to the IRS
code. An example of this would be the,
say, 23 new taxes that were included in
the Affordable Care Act.

Let me pause for just a minute. I get
a lot of criticism from people who say:
You’re a doctor. You should have been
for health care reform. But the bill
that was signed by the President 2
years ago this March was not a health
care bill; it was a tax bill.

Now, how do I know that?

I know that because, of course, the
House passed its own bill on health re-
form, but when the Senate passed a bill
on health reform, it wasn’t the bill the
House had worked on. It was not H.R.
3200. H.R. 3200 passed in this house No-
vember 9, 2009, and it immediately
went to the dustbin of history. The bill
that ultimately became the Affordable
Care Act was called H.R. 3590, and it
passed the Senate famously on Christ-
mas Eve.

Oh, wait a minute. It was the Senate.
Why was it a House bill number? Inter-
estingly, H.R. 3590 started life as a
housing bill, a bill to deal with vet-
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erans housing. It passed this House in
July of 2009. I think I voted against it.
I honestly don’t remember. But H.R.
3590 had not one word about health
care; it had not one word about taxes.
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It goes over to the Senate, sits in the
hopper, gets picked up by the Senate
majority leader when he needed a vehi-
cle to put a health care bill through
the House. But he knew that it was
fundamentally a tax bill and not a
health care bill, so it had to originate
in the House of Representatives.

So here’s a convenient bill number,
H.R. 3590. Amend it, strip all the hous-
ing language out of it, and then you
start putting the health care language
in it. That’s how we get a health care
bill that is really a tax bill passed ini-
tially by the Senate and then subse-
quently ratified by the House in March
of 2010.

It was a dreadful process; and for
anyone who remembers those days, it
was certainly some pretty dark dealing
from the bottom of the deck, and that’s
why the health care bill has been so
unpopular. It was unpopular when it
passed, and it stays unpopular to this
day. And I hope that we are going to be
able to get something done about it, if
not this year, then next.

But back to the Tax Code. Twenty-
three new taxes in the Affordable Care
Act because, again, Congress wants to
punish their enemies or reward their
friends.

Well, how do you figure special inter-
ests like ethanol and the special treat-
ment they get in the Tax Code?

The results of these actions is a com-
pilation of laws fraught with opportu-
nities for, yes, avoiding taxes, but also
perhaps just simply making a mistake
or not understanding all of the loop-
holes. And all of this, then, comes
down to the expense of fellow Ameri-
cans.

Now, everyone’s familiar with the
problems of the Tax Code. We all criti-
cize it. It’s almost like an American
pastime to do that. But here are some
interesting facts that further dem-
onstrate why we need fundamental tax
reform.

Mr. WEST. And if I can, my col-
league.

Mr. BURGESS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. WEST. I'd like to talk about one
of the things you just mentioned, how
we are using the Tax Code as a weapon
for behavior modification. You just
brought up exactly one of the things
we have to be very concerned about is
all of the new taxes that will kick in in
the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act from January 2013 out to Jan-
uary of 2018. One of those taxes even in-
cludes a real estate transaction tax.

Now, why would we tax people for
going out and selling homes and pur-
chasing homes?

Those are the types of hidden things
that you find in that bill, and that’s
why we need to come back and simplify
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this Tax Code so that we don’t have
politicians using it for a certain ideo-
logical agenda.

But there’s another unintended con-
sequence that I see occurring down in
our district because of this very com-
plicated Tax Code. Now, you have
many different shady typed of opera-
tors out there that are talking about
how they will help prepare that Tax
Code.

You know, when you drive by and
you see the person spinning the arrow,
or dressed up like the Liberty Bell, or
something of that nature. And now
we’re finding that many of these places
are rampant with tax fraud, that peo-
ple are not getting their tax returns
back.

Now think about, just as you have
recommended, a simplified Tax Code.
Think about what is happening with
tax fraud that is targeting our seniors
so that now you have people that are
going trying to file their tax form and
they are finding out that someone has
already done it under their presumed
identity. If we could simplify this, a lot
of those unintended consequences
would not be happening.

Mr. BURGESS. That’s
correct.

Here’s a few fun facts that I've com-
piled over the years on the income tax
code. Each year, America spends 6.1
billion hours preparing their tax form.
It turns out that’s 254 million days.
Who knew?

The cost of compliance for Federal
taxpayers filling out their returns and
related chores was $163 billion in 2008.
That’s 11 percent of all income tax re-
ceipts. Think about that just for a mo-
ment. We could have an 11 percent in-
crease in revenue to the Federal Treas-
ury if these costs were not incurred.

The Tax Code has grown so long that
it’s become challenging even to figure
out how long it is. A search of the Tax
Code in 2010 turned up 3.8 million
words. A 2001 study published by the
Joint Commission on Taxation put the
number at 1.3 million words. A 2005 re-
port put the number of words had al-
most tripled since 1975. Such is the
pace, the rate, at which new regula-
tions are being added.

A study done in 1998, when the forms
were even less complicated, was sur-
veyed by 46 tax experts. They kind of
ran some hypothetical numbers on a
hypothetical earning, and each expert
came up with 46 different answers from
46 tax experts when determining tax li-
ability. The calculations ranged from a
low of $34,000 to a high of $68,000. The
one who directed the test even stated
that his computation is not the only
possible correct answer. And yet we are
asking our fellow Americans, our fel-
low citizens, to make this same type of
leap of faith every year when they fill
out these forms.

They don’t want to be non-tax com-
pliant. They don’t want to be perhaps
afoul of the law. But the problem is it
is so complicated that they literally
have no choice.

absolutely
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Mr. WEST. One of the pieces of legis-
lation that we are currently consid-
ering is how do we spur on capital for
our small businesses. Now, think about
what you are recommending, Dr. BUR-
GESS, where you look at the personal
income tax rate. And right now we
have this progressive Tax Code system.
What if we were to flat tax that out?
One single rate?

Think what that would do for small
businesses who operate from that per-
sonal income tax rate, subchapter S
and LLCs. Think about the fact of how
they go from being at the top end,
maybe 35, 38 percent of that bracket.
Now we bring it down a little bit lower,
like you suggest in 1040.

What happens with that capital now
we’ve put back in their pockets? What
can they do with those small busi-
nesses? What can they do with pro-
viding the right types of benefits for
their employees? What can they do to
expand that business?

That’s why what you’re bringing up
is one of the critical things we have to
look at if we are truly going to turn
around the economic situation here in
America.

Mr. BURGESS. Well, they might
spend it on goods and services produced
by other Americans, which would help
their businesses; or they might rein-
vest it in their own business and per-
haps hire a new person, even with the
threat of the health care act hanging
over their heads.

The Tax Foundation estimated in
2007 that the average person spends 79
days working to pay their Federal
taxes, another 41 days for their State
and local taxes. To pay the Federal
taxes is more than people pay in health
care, housing, and transportation.

You can kind of see the return on in-
vestment for those other areas, but I'm
not quite sure that people see the re-
turn on investment as they’re forced to
pay their Federal income taxes. We all
complain about paying taxes; but the
fact is, if the system was fair and sim-
ple, it would be easier to take.

Now, Americans don’t mind paying
for roads. They don’t mind paying for a
strong defense or for health care. But if
the family who lives next door is pay-
ing a smaller share of the tax burden
than you, living right next door, are
forced to pay at a higher rate just be-
cause they have a better accountant,
that simply doesn’t make sense to peo-
ple.

The Declaration of Independence
states that all men are created equal,
and I believe that should apply to our
Tax Code.

Time is precious. All of us don’t have
enough time to do all of the things
that are in our daily living. We’ve got
to earn a living, raise our family, dis-
cipline our kids, spend time with
friends.

And then the dollars-and-cents side
of the equation, where time is money,
valuable resources are squandered
navigating the tax laws instead of
growing the economy and instead of
creating jobs.
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Taken together, this is a strong pre-
scription for real change in our Tax
Code. And the good news is we know it
works. We’ve seen it before. We caught
a glimpse of it in 1986 when Ronald
Reagan cut the Code in half. As a re-
sult of that reform, the economy grew,
revenues increased, jobs were created.

I can’t think of a better prescription
for our economy than replicating the
reform of the Tax Code on an even
greater scale.

So what to do? To me, the prescrip-
tion is very simple. Flatten the tax,
broaden the base, shift the burden
away from families and small busi-
nesses. Simplify the Tax Code and
make it easier for businesses and fami-
lies to use.

Now, even the National Taxpayer Ad-
vocate, Nina Olson, repeatedly states
simplification of the Tax Code as one
of her recommendations to her annual
report to Congress. In 2009 she was
quoted as saying, the complexity of the
Code leads to perverse results. On one
hand, taxpayers who honestly seek to
comply with the law can make inad-
vertent errors, causing them to either
overpay their tax, or to become the
subject of an IRS enforcement action
for mistaken payments of tax. On the
other hand, sophisticated taxpayers
often find loopholes that enable them
to reduce or eliminate their tax liabil-
ity.

Now, look, this is the National Tax-
payer Advocate, and she thinks it’s
best for our constituents if we simplify
the system. So it makes sense for
Members of Congress to take up that
sentiment and work toward that goal.

Mr. WEST, I can assure you your con-
stituents and my constituents already
know that.

Mr. WEST. You’re absolutely right.
Our constituents back in south Flor-
ida—and of course we get a lot of email
from all across the country, and, hope-
fully, we’ll get some of that email to-
morrow after this Special Order—but
they understand a single flat rate.

All flat tax proposals have a single
rate, and usually that single rate is
less than 20 percent. That low flat rate
solves the problem of a high marginal
tax rate by reducing those penalties
against productive behavior such as
work and risk-taking and entrepre-
neurship.
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Also, you eliminate a lot of those
special preferences because flat tax
proposals would eliminate provisions of
the Tax Code that bestow preferential
tax treatment on certain behaviors and
activities. Guess what? It reduces that
influence of lobbyists up here that you
already talked about.

When you get rid of deductions or
lower those deductions, credits, exemp-
tions, and other loopholes, that also
helps to solve the problems of com-
plexity, allowing taxpayers to file their
tax returns on that one simple form.
That’s why H.R. 1040 is a great step for-
ward.
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Mr. BURGESS. Just a few years ago,
a group called American Solutions con-
ducted a nationwide poll on different
topics relating to the Tax Code and on
taxes and jobs. They crossed gender,
ethnicity, economic, and party lines
and discovered the following inter-
esting facts about America:

The majority of people in America, 69
percent to 27, think the American tax
system is unfair;

A majority believe that the death tax
should be abolished, 65 percent;

A majority favor tax incentives for
companies who keep their headquarters
in the United States of America, 70 to
26;

Taxpayers should be given the option
of a single income tax rate of 17 per-
cent;

Taxpayers would still have the op-
tion of filing their taxes in the current
system if they chose to do so. That was
a 61 percent favorable;

The option of a single-rate system
should give taxpayers the convenience
of filing their taxes on a single sheet of
paper. Guess what. That one was 82 per-
cent of our constituents believe, our
fellow Americans, believe they should
be able to file their Federal income
taxes on a single sheet of paper.

America has spoken. The evidence is
clear, and we need real change in our
tax system. The encouraging news is
that we do have a practical and effec-
tive blueprint for making this change
across the board. The blueprint, of
course, is the flat tax.

In 1981, Robert Hall proposed a new
and radically simple structure that
would transform the Internal Revenue
Service and our economy by creating a
single rate of taxation for all Ameri-
cans. Today, several States with their
State income taxes have implemented
single-rate tax structures for their
State income taxes. From Utah to Mas-
sachusetts, citizens are seeing the ben-
efit. In Colorado, a single tax rate gen-
erated so much income that the rev-
enue—that lawmakers were actually
able to reduce rates. In Indiana, the
economy boomed after a single rate
went into effect in 2003, and the fol-
lowing 3 years the corporate tax re-
ceipts rose by 250 percent.

Here in Congress, there is no short-
age of champions who’ve worked on the
problem. I've been involved in this for
a number of years, but prior to my
coming here, Congressman DAVID
DREIER of California, the chairman of
the Rules Committee, has spent a num-
ber of years working on this concept.
PAUL RYAN, our budget chairman,
PAUL RYAN of Wisconsin, chairman of
the Budget Committee, has worked on
this problem for a long time. MIKE
PENCE of Indiana, who was our con-
ference chair last term, of course my
friend ALLEN WEST of Florida, all
working to establish a simple tax rate
structure for our country.

Other Members are working on this
in the Senate as well. And let’s be hon-
est: This is a time where Congress is
not held in high regard, and this would
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be a tremendous deliverable for the
House and the Senate to work together
on simplifying the Tax Code and actu-
ally returning not just dollars to the
American people, but giving them back
their time that we rob from them every
yvear when we enforce compliance with
the Tax Code.

Not everyone may agree on precisely
where the flat tax rate should be. Sev-
enteen percent, no deductions, is some-
thing that’s been talked about for some
time. I think that is certainly a system
that is worthy of study. But if someone
else wants to talk about a system with
two or three rates or if they want to
maintain deductions, we should be able
to have that debate. We should have it
civilly. It shouldn’t be something that
we clobber each other over the head
about.

But every American should bear this
burden equally at the lowest rate pos-
sible, and everyone should be able to do
their taxes without the help of a pro-
fessional. People should be confident
that when you earn the same income as
the person across the street, you pay
the same income taxes at the end of
that year.

Just by way of comparison, according
to the Internal Revenue Service, there
are 1.2 million tax professionals pre-
paring taxes during the tax season,
which is roughly equal to the popu-
lation of the State of Hawaii.

There are 950,000 doctors in the
United States. Now, as a physician, I
think this number is off; it’s askew.
Healers should not be outnumbered by
tax preparers. It makes no sense. More
people should go into medicine and less
into tax preparation, and it will pro-
vide them the simplicity in the Tax
Code. Perhaps that can happen.

But let’s also be honest. The account-
ants who do your taxes would much
rather be talking to you about your
long-term life planning, your planning
for your retirement, your planning for
covering expenses if you become dis-
abled; they would much rather talk to
you about life planning than they
would talk to you about how they dis-
rupt your life with the Tax Code.

I yield to the gentleman from Flor-
ida.

Mr. WEST. Thank you once again,
dear colleague. You bring up a great
point when you talk about your after
years, your retirement years.

But I think another thing we need to
be considering is: How do we spur on
investment in the United States of
America? How can we spur on innova-
tion and ingenuity? When you look at
the flat tax, then you can get rid of
double taxation of savings and invest-
ment, because flat tax proposals would
eliminate the Tax Code bias against
capital formation by ending the double
taxation of income that is saved and
invested.

This means that we get rid of the
death tax. We can get rid of capital
gains tax. Definitely, we can reduce it.
Most importantly, we get rid of the
double tax on dividends.

March 7, 2012

By taxing income only one time, a
flat tax is far easier to enforce and
more conducive to the one thing that
we need in the United States of Amer-
ica right now: job creation and capital
formation. It’s all about having the
right type of tax policies that emanate
out of this body, the House of Rep-
resentatives, and that’s why we have to
get behind your proposal.

Mr. BURGESS. According to H&R
Block, which is one of the major pre-
parers of income taxes in this country,
now 60 percent of Americans use some
type of preparer for their income tax
return, and quite likely that number is
going to increase. In 1960, less than a
fifth of taxpayers used tax preparers.
In 2011, H&R Block garnered $3 billion
in tax preparation revenue, up from
$1.5 billion, so they doubled in the pre-
vious 10 years.

I've got nothing against this com-
pany. I think they do a good job. I've
got nothing against my own account-
ant. But it’s an indictment of our sys-
tem when a tax preparer has seen their
revenues increase so much, and it real-
ly is a shame.

The United States Congress has it
within their power to change this, to
transform this, and they simply will
not do it, and instead they continue to
create a system that is so complicated
that more than half of the public feel
the need to pay someone else just what
they owe at the end of the year to
Uncle Sam.

I will tell you, it just simply does not
have to be this complicated. Let me
show you what is possible if we were to
transform the system into a simple,
single-rate tax.

Here is the form. This is not the long
form. It’s not the short form. It is sim-
ply the tax form. Maybe someone at
home should time me, But here you go:

Write in your name, a little bit of
identification data, your income, a line
for personal exemptions, calculate your
deductions from your personal exemp-
tions, your taxable income, and cal-
culate your tax by multiplying by a
flat rate, subtract the taxes already
withheld, and you’re done.

So what did that take? Thirty sec-
onds, a minute if you write slow?

This is not a complicated formula.
This is not a complicated scheme, and
most people would be able to do this
themselves without a lot of outside
work or outside preparation. So no
more tax preparation bills, no more tax
attorney bills. Gone are the hours of
stressful research trying to figure out
things like how your marital status
will affect your return or how many
children affect your return. No more
headaches in trying to determine
where the estimated tax payments go.
No more Congress picking one group
over another just because they’ve got a
clever lobbyist to advocate on their be-
half. Instead, we just deliver a simple
system to the American people.

Now, as you have said, a single-rate
structure would eliminate the taxes on
capital gains, taxes on dividends, taxes
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on savings. Those things should only be
taxed one time. Personal savings would
increase.

0 1920

I will never forget the time during
the prior recession in this country—the
savings and loan debacle, the melt-
down. I was in solo practice in Texas,
and I got worried at one point that I
was not going to be able to meet my
obligations. As we emerged from that
and as cash flow picked up a little bit,
I thought, you know, I am going to
keep money in certificates of deposit,
enough to cover 3 months of operating
expenses so that I'll never again have
to worry about the dire wolf being at
the door. So I did that, and I kept that
money there for a couple of years.

What I found out by doing that ma-
neuver is that when that money even-
tually returned to the partnership and
was distributed to the partners, we had
paid corporate taxes on it at 38 per-
cent, and then we had paid personal in-
come taxes at 39.6 percent because we
were all doing pretty well by that time.
Needless to say, my partners were not
amused by the fact that I had conjured
up a scheme that I had thought would
save us from ruin but that, in fact, ex-
posed us to double taxation under the
IRS code.

Mr. WEST. You’'re absolutely right.

When you think about last year, our
GDP growth over the four quarters of
about .4 percent, 1.0 percent, 1.3 per-
cent, and the revised number in the
last quarter of 3 percent, that’s why,
once again, economists will tell you
that the two principal arguments for a
flat tax are growth and fairness, which
you just brought out.

They are attracted to this idea be-
cause the current tax system, with ex-
orbitantly high rates and discrimina-
tory taxation on savings and invest-
ment, reduces growth; it destroys jobs
and it lowers incomes. A flat tax would
not eliminate the damaging impact of
taxes altogether; but by dramatically
lowering rates and by ending the Tax
Code’s bias against savings and invest-
ment, it would boost our economy’s
performance, especially when we com-
pare it to the present Tax Code.

I think, Dr. BURGESS, my dear col-
league, if you look at where flat taxes
have been instituted, you’ve seen GDP
growth in those countries. So what
holds us back from doing something
that is just common sense?

Mr. BURGESS. The country of Esto-
nia was a case in point a few years ago
when they reported on their experience
with the flat tax.

I think this is a good system, but do
you know what? I am willing to admit
to you that I do not know the best for
every family in America. Some people
would criticize this system by saying,
Well, wait a minute. I need that in-
come tax deduction for my home mort-
gage. I need that income tax deduction
for charitable donations. That may be
right; but I do know this, that you
should have the option of saying, I ac-
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cept a single flat-rate tax, and I am
going to give up those other deduc-
tions.

It should be your option. It should
not be the United States Congress that
is dictating to each and every Amer-
ican what they shall and shall not do.
If you have constructed your life by
living around the IRS code, then you
should be able to continue doing that.
If that is the reason by which you’ve
made economic decisions in your life,
you should be able to live by those de-
cisions. Congress should not be disrup-
tive in this process.

I, personally, would give up all of the
itemized deductions that I keep in
order to get rid of having to keep up
with those itemized deductions. Would
I still give money to charity? Abso-
lutely. Would I still turn stuff over to
the Salvation Army and to Goodwill?
Absolutely. It’s no fun keeping up with
those things and then having to report
them to my accountant, and I always
worry that I've left something off and
that I'm not getting all that’s owed to
me off of my income tax return.

I would so much rather have a sys-
tem that was simple and with which,
within a few hours every spring, I could
be done. The United States gets its
money. I get the satisfaction of know-
ing I’ve done it correctly, that I'm not
going to jail for some perceived mis-
construction on the Tax Code, and that
no others have gotten a better deal
than I have because they were more
clever about how they declared those
charitable deductions, for example.

Let me give you an example of the
mortgage tax deduction, because I do
have a lot of friends who are in the real
estate business, and they’re concerned
about losing that home mortgage de-
duction. It’s one of the bedrocks on
which the economy has been built over
the years:

If you have invested in a starter cas-
tle in California and if your house pay-
ments are largely of interest and not
much of principal, you probably don’t
want to do this because that number is
likely very high; but if you live in Fort
Worth or San Antonio, Texas, where
the average home mortgage is much,
much smaller, if you do the numbers, if
you run the numbers, you’ll find that
the amount of money you actually get
to keep from that mortgage income tax
deduction is actually fairly modest.

I would give that up in a heartbeat to
be out from under the tyranny of the
shoebox full of receipts, but I fully un-
derstand how some families have made
the decision. A home is a pretty impor-
tant investment. After all, I get to
write off the cost of the mortgage
home deduction, so I will make this in-
vestment in this size of a home. It
would be wrong for the United States
Congress to say, as of next year, you
don’t get to do that anymore. The real
estate market has already suffered, and
it would suffer worse if Congress were
to make a sudden decision like that.

So make it optional. You can either
stay in the Code and keep doing what
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you’ve been doing, or you can evolve
and come into the promised land of a
flat tax and give up that shoebox full of
receipts. The important thing here is
it’s your choice; it’s your option.

Now, I will say that once you opt
into the flat tax, you can’t go back and
forth into the Code and out of the Code
depending upon what kind of year you
have and what kind of investments you
make. Once you make the decision to
go into the flat tax, there you’ll stay.
I fully believe that, even though some
people might not do as well under a
flat tax system, because it is so much
simpler and because it returns time to
their lives, they will opt for this; and
as a consequence, we will see the num-
ber of people participating in the IRS
Code dwindle down to an ever-smaller
number until, one day, it just vanishes
under its own weight and the country
is completely freed from the tyranny of
the IRS Code.

Mr. WEST. You’re absolutely right.

I think the most important thing we
have to come to understand is that this
time belongs to the American people.
The money, the resources, belongs to
the American people. Let’s give them
the option to do what is best for them
in their lives—the option of going to a
flat tax or staying in the current pro-
gressive Tax Code system with the op-
tions of the mortgage interest tax de-
duction, the child tax credit, charitable
contributions, as we reduce those de-
ductions.

But let’s start treating the American
people as adults. The key thing that
has to accompany this is we have to re-
duce the size and scope of government
as well because, as we start to focus
more so on Main Street, as we start to
focus more so on the hardworking
American taxpayers and what’s best
for them, then we can have that invest-
ment at their level. We can have the
growth at their level.

One of the things that really does
trouble me is that when you drive
around Washington, DC, you see a lot
of construction cranes. Business is
good up here, which means that there
are fewer pockets of the hardworking
American workers, that there are fewer
pockets of the small business owners;
and this is the means by which we
unlock that entrepreneurial spirit that
will grow this economy.

So that’s why I hope that, in this
Congress, which is one of the reasons I
came here, we do those big reforms
that show the American people that
we’re serious about turning this econ-
omy around and that we’re serious
about creating the right type of poli-
cies that set the conditions for job cre-
ation.

Mr. BURGESS. Our time here has al-
most concluded.

The gentleman is exactly right. All
of the improvements in the Tax Code
really become meaningless if we don’t
reduce the size and scope and the foot-
print of the Federal Government.
You’re right about the cranes that are
all over town. But after those buildings
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are built, let’s be honest in that the
money invested in the Federal Govern-
ment doesn’t really produce all that
much, does it? We don’t make things
here during the day other than laws
and regulations that interfere with
other people’s lives. We need to have
this government smaller and more
manageable.

We talk a lot about transparency,
and I think transparency is good. The
problem is you have something that is
so complex, like the IRS Code, that
even though you may have the ability
to look inside it, you won’t know what
you’re finding when you get there. If
you have a system that’s as simple as
this, people are able to know what
their government is costing them and
what they are getting from that bond
with the government.

If they didn’t like that equation,
they could change. They could change
their Members of Congress; they could
change their Senators; they could
change their President. That’s the
beauty of living in the representational
Republic that we all know and love
here in the United States of America,
and it is the thing that, arguably, has
made us great—government with the
consent of the governed. Wouldn’t it be
great if that governed knew just ex-
actly what it was costing them, and
then perhaps they could find out where
those dollars were going.

I mentioned earlier that Budget Com-
mittee Chairman PAUL RYAN has called
for broadening the base and lowering
the rates. Obviously, I want to work to-
gether with him. Ways and Means
Chairman DAVID CAMP has promoted
the simplification of the Tax Code. The
President, himself, through the
Bowles-Simpson Commission, talked
about it. Whatever the tax proposals
are that we look to in the future, we
need to remember that a flat-tax sys-
tem could be less costly, saving the
taxpayer over $160 billion a year, re-
ducing tax compliance costs by over 90
percent, with a resulting increase in
personal savings.

Here you go. How about a debt-free
stimulus package, a gift to the Amer-
ican people, that could have an imme-
diate effect on the American economy.
American Solutions looked into this
question in 2009: 80 percent of Ameri-
cans favor an optional one-page tax
form with a single rate. Who could
complain about making something
easier? And we’ve got 70,000 pages of
the Tax Code and more on the way this
December when we get through with
the so-called ‘‘lame duck session.” I
don’t know about you, Mr. WEST, but it
scares me half to death to think about
what’s coming at the end of this year.
The current process comes at a cost
that’s way too high for the American
people and that costs way too much
time.

O 1930

Mr. WEST. Thank you so much to my
colleague from Texas, Dr. BURGESS,
and I think the seminal argument is
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this: We’re talking about economic
freedom for the American people, as
opposed to economic dependency upon
government. This incredible, exorbi-
tant system that we have, it is complex
to the point where it is causing more
pain for the American people and caus-
ing them to have the freedom that they
deserve.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, of
course, I know I must direct my com-
ments to you. April 17 is coming up.
It’s rapidly approaching. I know people
are focusing and will begin to focus
more and more on this issue for what
remains of the month of March and the
first couple of weeks of April, because
they’ll be having to arrange their own
taxes, deal with their own shoe boxes
full of receipts.

This is the time to make the point
that it is time to return time and
money to the American people. Let’s
get behind the flat tax.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———————

SPEAK OUT FOR WOMEN ACROSS
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FLO-
RES). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 5, 2011, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. QUIGLEY) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s an
honor to be here tonight to speak out
for women across America who rely on
contraception for their health and
well-being. I want to emphasize the
world ‘‘health’ because at it’s heart
that’s what this debate is all about.

There has been a great deal of discus-
sion about religion in this debate, but
we want to use tonight to remind pol-
icymakers and Americans everywhere
what’s really at stake when we talk
about contraception, and that’s the
health and well-being of millions of
women and their families.

Ninety-nine percent of sexually ac-
tive women have used contraception,
including 98 percent of sexually active
Catholic women. More than half of
women between the ages of 18 and 34
have struggled to afford contraception.
It’s also important to recognize 28
States already require contraception
coverage, and 57 percent of Catholic
voters support the new policy requiring
contraception coverage.

But today we want to move beyond
statistics and tell human stories, the
stories of women all across America
who rely on contraception for a variety
of vital health needs. Tonight I just
want to share one of many stories I
have received from women in my dis-
trict. The story I want to share is from
a young woman in my district in Chi-
cago named Annalisa. Annalisa was so
moved by the story of the young
woman from Georgetown who was de-
nied contraception to treat her ovarian
cyst, she wrote me this letter:

I would like to applaud your decision to
walk out of the one-sided talk about birth
control coverage. I have a similar story to
that of the rejected witness’ friend.
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I had my right ovary removed shortly after
I turned 18 due to a large cyst that not only
threatened my fertility, but I was told if it
grew any larger it could burst and also
threaten my life. My left ovary also had mul-
tiple smaller cysts, but they were able to be
removed while leaving the ovary intact.

My doctor said I was one of the youngest
with such a problem, and the cyst was so
large it was sent to be researched. Before I
was even sexually active I was prescribed
birth control pills to preserve my remaining
ovary and to take my fertility beyond the
age of 18.

It saddens me to no end that some people
don’t understand the many uses and life-
saving abilities of birth control. I hope to be
a mother someday, a darned good one, and I
thank you for standing up for women like
me.

Well, I want to thank Annalisa for
her bravery and sharing her story with
me and allowing me to share it to-
night. But Annalisa is not alone. Her
story is the story of thousands of
women around the country whose
health relies on contraception. We will
hear more stories like Annalisa’s to-
night.

But I hope that the next time we en-
gage in a debate about restricting ac-
cess to contraception, we remember
Annalisa and women like her, and we
remember that for thousands of
women, contraception is not a question
of religion but a question of life and
death.

In addition to non-contraception
health benefits, the contraception ben-
efits of birth control cannot be under-
stated. The simple fact is millions of
women use birth control to delay or
avoid pregnancy.

According to the American College of
Obstetricians and Gynecologists:

A full array of family planning services is
vital for women’s health, especially for the
two-thirds of American women of reproduc-
tive age who wish to avoid or postpone preg-
nancy.

Nearly half of all pregnancies in the
U.S. are unintended, and unintended
pregnancies can have serious health
consequences for women. For example,
for some women with serious medical
conditions such as heart disease, diabe-
tes, and high blood pressure, a preg-
nancy could be life threatening.

Children born from unintended preg-
nancies are also at greater risk of poor
birth outcomes such as congenital de-
fects, low birth weight, and pre-
maturity. According to the National
Commission to Prevent Infant Mor-
tality, 10 percent of infant deaths could
be prevented if all pregnancies were
planned.

I want to share another story of a
young woman named Katy from my
home State of Illinois. Katy, like mil-
lions of women across the country, cur-
rently relies on contraception because
she is pursuing her career and wants to
do so without getting pregnant. Here’s
what Katy wrote:

Birth control is important to me person-
ally because I am a 23-year-old medical stu-
dent who would be distraught if I became
pregnant. Don’t get me wrong, I love chil-
dren and dream of the day that I can become
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