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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from
the State of New York.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O Lord, our God, ever living and ever
giving, strengthen us to enter into
Your purpose and to bring blessings to
our world. Kindle such flames of sacred
love within the hearts of our Senators
that they will be motivated by their
passion to please You. Amid all that is
transient and temporal, keep them
loyal to the transcendent and deter-
mined. May they test their actions by
their conscience and by their wisdom
of Your word and spirit. Lord,
strengthen them in every endeavor,
empowering them in all that pertains
to that righteousness which exalts a
nation. Bind them together in the one-
ness of a shared commitment to You.

We pray in Your sacred Name. Amen.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as
follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 25, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New
York, to perform the duties of the Chair.
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

MIDDLE CLASS TAX CUT ACT—
MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. REID. Madam President, I now
move to proceed to Calendar No. 467,
the Middle Class Tax Cut Act of 2012.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 467, S.
3412, a bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide tax relief to middle
class families.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, we are
now in the midst of another Republican
filibuster. So the time until 2:15 today
will be equally divided and controlled
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees. The Republicans will control
the first 30 minutes and the majority
will control the second 30 minutes. At
2:15, there will be a cloture vote on the
motion to proceed to the Middle Class
Tax Cut Act that was just outlined by
the clerk.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE CALENDAR—S. 3429

Mr. REID. Madam President, I under-
stand that S. 3429 is at the desk and
due for a second reading.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the bill by
title for the second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 3429) to require the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to establish a veterans job
corps, and for other purposes.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I would
object to any further proceedings with
respect to this legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the
bill will be placed on the calendar.

MIDDLE CLASS TAX CUT ACT OF 2012

Mr. REID. Madam President, for the
third time in as many weeks, Repub-
licans are poised to kill a tax cut with-
out ever debating it on the Senate
floor.

Two weeks ago, Republicans filibus-
tered legislation to cut taxes for small
businesses. Last week, they filibus-
tered a bill to end tax breaks for cor-
porations that ship jobs overseas and
cut taxes for companies that move jobs
back to America. Now they are filibus-
tering our plan to cut taxes for 114 mil-
lion middle-class families. Not one of
these bills has gotten a debate on the
Senate floor. So let’s look at what led
to this latest Republican filibuster.

Two weeks ago, Senator MCCONNELL
came to the Senate floor to ask for two
votes, one on the Democratic plan to
cut taxes for 98 percent of American
families and reduce the deficit by
about $1 trillion. The other vote he
wanted was on the Republican plan to
raise taxes by $1,000 each for 25 million
middle-class families while handing
out tax breaks to millionaires of
$160,000 each.

That afternoon, I told the minority
leader that Democrats were willing to
give Republicans what they said they
wanted—those two votes. But although
it had been only a few short hours
since Senator MCCONNELL asked for
those two votes, my offer was refused.
He said he had to see our proposal first.

It seemed like a thin excuse at the
time. He hadn’t seen our proposal when
he asked for the votes in the first
place, but others within his caucus had
seen it, and the staff had seen it, of
course. But I took the minority leader
at his word.
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So Democrats produced legislation in
legislative form, and we offered once
again to vote on our bill and on the Re-
publicans’ plan to hike middle-class
taxes. Again, they refused the up-or-
down votes they had asked for. This
time they wanted a third vote now, on
a different plan, we are told.

We have President Obama’s tax plan
before us. I am not going to make up
some tax plan of the President that
they said they are going to do. We have
President Obama’s tax plan. We have
worked hand in glove with him now for
months to come to the body with what
we have today. So this third vote is
again a charade.

The Presiding Officer has a couple of
small children. My children aren’t so
small anymore. But small children
being small children, it is very often
they have a bedtime tactic that has
been used forever. I am sure the Pre-
siding Officer’s children—and I know
my kids—when they needed to get to
sleep always wanted one more story.
They would ask for one more story and
then one more story. But parents
learned and saw this bedtime story for
what it is, a delaying tactic to stave off
bedtime.

Americans see the Republicans’ hol-
low request for one more vote, a made-
up vote, for what it is, an excuse to put
off a simple majority vote on the
Democrats’ plan to cut taxes for the
middle class. Of course, we know why
Republicans are filibustering our plan
to protect the middle class: They know
it would pass if we held an up-or-down
majority vote on that today.

Our bill has the support of President
Obama, it has the support of the Demo-
cratic caucus, and it has the support of
the American people. A majority of
Americans—including a significant ma-
jority of Republicans—agree taxes
should remain low for the middle class
and that the top 2 percent should pay
their fair share to reduce the deficit.
As I said, the majority of Republicans
agree. The only place there is no agree-
ment is with the Republicans in Con-
gress. They once again have decided to
obstruct rather than to legislate. So
the Senate may not even get to debate
the merits of our plan to cut taxes for
98 percent of American families.

There is still time for Republicans to
reverse course and drop their filibuster.
They owe the American people a seri-
ous debate on this proposal.

CYBERSECURITY

Madam President, I hope my friends
on the other side of the aisle will allow
us to debate a crucial cybersecurity
bill before the end of this month. We
hope to have a vote on this as early as
tomorrow or the next day.

Cybersecurity—a new word, but there
is nothing more important to national
security than doing something about
cybersecurity. If we do not pass this
legislation that is now before the Sen-
ate, if we don’t do something about
this, we are told by the experts it is not
a question of if; it is a question of
when. This legislation is extremely im-
portant.
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National security experts from the
left, the right, and center say weak-
nesses in our cyber defenses are among
the greatest threats facing our Na-
tion—and some say it is the greatest
threat facing our Nation. So Congress
must act rapidly to address this issue.

The House and Senate must also act
before Congress leaves for the August
recess to pass the final version of legis-
lation initiating new Iran sanctions.

This past year, the Senate conference
has been hard at work to complete this
agreement. I have been clear that I ex-
pect the negotiations to conclude soon
so we can further tighten these sanc-
tions against Iran. Sanctions are crit-
ical. It is a critical tool to help stop
Iran’s nuclear weapons program and
ensuring the security of our ally, the
State of Israel.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Under the previous order, the time
until 2:15 p.m. will be equally divided
or controlled between the two leaders
or their designees, with the Repub-
licans controlling the first 30 minutes
and the majority controlling the sec-
ond 30 minutes.

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I
come to the floor to discuss a wholly
predictable and foreseeable economic
disaster. I ask why the Senate con-
tinues to waste valuable time while we
continue barrelling toward a fiscal
cliff.

In a little more than 5 months, the
current tax rates are scheduled to ex-
pire for every single American, result-
ing in the largest tax increase in his-
tory.

It is hard to imagine this massive tax
increase is what the President wants.
Just 2 years ago, he warned that we ab-
solutely should not raise taxes in a
poor economy. Yet today the economy
is actually in worse shape.

So what does the President do? He
calls for raising taxes on job creators,
on small business owners filing as indi-
viduals, on investment income, on all
those things that actually drive eco-
nomic prosperity and hiring.

Their favorite talking point claims
that all those making more than
$250,000 should just be taxed more.
While those families reporting income
of more than $250,000 may only make
up about 2 percent of all tax returns, it
is these citizens who are the owners of
small businesses that employ 25 per-
cent of America’s workforce. These are
the same small business owners that
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created two-thirds of the net jobs in
the last decade.

I hear from small business owners in
Nebraska every day, and they tell me if
faced with a more expensive tax bill,
they will be forced to cut costs else-
where.

In fact, according to the global ac-
counting firm Ernst & Young, the
Democrats’ tax plan would result in
710,000 fewer jobs compared to simply
keeping the current rate the same for
all Americans.

The economic wreckage resulting
from the tax hike doesn’t stop there. In
the same study, Ernst & Young esti-
mates these reckless policies will drive
wages of hardworking Americans down
by 1.8 percent.

Furthermore, investment is esti-
mated to decrease 2.4 percent as the
tax on dividends increases. Well, what
is apparent here? What is apparent is
that less investment means less eco-
nomic activity, which means fewer
jobs, and it is really that straight-
forward. It is really that simple.

The President and the Senate Demo-
crats apparently disagree over just how
much to increase our taxes on dividend
income. It is one of the few areas where
their plans are not in lockstep, but
both plans increase the dividend tax
rate nonetheless. While their rhetoric
continues to lambaste the
ultrawealthy, make no mistake, this
tax increase will affect the vast major-
ity of the middle class. When exam-
ining historical IRS data, it is revealed
that 68 percent of all tax returns show-
ing dividend income are from those
Americans with incomes below $100,000.

While adding insult to injury, the
President has proposed to increase
taxes on the estate of deceased loved
ones as well. My friends on the other
side of the aisle not only pick up the
President’s proposal but they make it
worse. Believe it or not, they want to
tax even more estates at even higher
rates than the President. It is aston-
ishing, and unfortunately this reversal
on the death tax will disproportion-
ately impact agricultural States such
as Nebraska.

In their opposition to the Democratic
bill, the Nebraska Farm Bureau and
the Nebraska Cattlemen state that al-
lowing the estate tax exemption to fall
to $1 million would subject the typical
full-time farm or ranch to the in-
creased estate tax rate of—get this—55
percent.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that the letters from these two
groups be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NEBRASKA FARM
BUREAU FEDERATION,
Lincoln, NE, July 24, 2012.
Hon. MIKE JOHANNS,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JOHANNS: On behalf of the
over 56,000 members of the Nebraska Farm
Bureau Federation, I am writing today to in-
form you that congressional action to extend
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current tax law is urgently needed to provide
stability to our nation’s farmers and ranch-
ers. Now is not the time to raise taxes on an
industry that is struggling with high produc-
tion costs and extreme weather uncertain-
ties. Farm Bureau opposes S. 3412, the Mid-
dle Class Tax Cut Act because of the tax in-
crease it will impose on our industry.

Estate taxes are especially troublesome for
farmers and ranchers. S. 3412 fails to provide
any estate tax relief which would allow a $1
million per person exemption and 55 percent
top rate to be reinstated on January 1, 2013.
A $1 million exemption is not high enough to
protect a typical farm or ranch able to sup-
port a family from estate taxes and, when
coupled with a top rate of 55 percent, will
make it especially difficult for farm and
ranch businesses to transition from one gen-
eration to the next.

Capital gains taxes also have a significant
impact on farming and ranching, impeding
new farmers wanting to enter agriculture
and discouraging operations from upgrading
and expanding. Extending lower rates for
taxpayers making under $250,000 does not
mitigate the damage since the sale of farm
assets tends to produce a one-time income
surge likely to push a farmer or rancher over
the threshold.

Farm Bureau believes that estate taxes
should be repealed and capital gains taxes
permanently lowered. We support passage of
S. 3423, the Tax Hike Prevention Act of 2012,
to temporarily extend tax relief for all
Americans and to put Congress on a path to-
ward fundamental reform.

Thank you for your consideration of our
position and the work you continue to do on
behalf of Nebraska agriculture.

Sincerely,
STEPHEN D. NELSON,
President.
NEBRASKA CATTLEMEN,
Lincoln, NE, July 24, 2012.
Hon. Senator MIKE JOHANNS,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR JOHANNS: On behalf of the
members of Nebraska Cattlemen, I write to
you to encourage you to support the genera-
tional transfer of Nebraska farms and
ranches. One of the highest priorities of the
men and women who raise Nebraska beef is
to ensure that their land, cattle and other
business assets are passed on to their chil-
dren as easily as possible.

It is our understanding that the Senate
will be considering a tax bill tomorrow that
ignores farmers and ranchers by proposing
that the estate tax revert back to pre-2001
levels. These hurdles of a one million dollar
exemption and a 55% tax rate will trip farm-
ers and ranchers causing many to fall out of
the race of producing quality food.

We encourage you to vote ‘“‘no’ on this det-
rimental piece of tax language and hold to
your commitment to make the estate tax
recognize the importance of family agri-
culture.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL KELSEY,
Executive Vice President.

Mr. JOHANNS. According to the Tax
Policy Center, the Senate Democrats’
estate tax plan would hit over 48,000 es-
tates with a $40.5 billion tax bill com-
pared to an extension of the current
rates. While an extension of current es-
tate tax rates is not perfect—I believe
it should be repealed permanently—it
is far better than putting over 48,000
families, a large percent of them farm-
ers and ranchers on the death tax rolls.
I have said over and over again that
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death should not be a taxable event.
Families should not have to sell the
family business and lay off their em-
ployees to pay Uncle Sam a 55-percent
tax rate on the value of the estate.

All of these ill-advised tax policies
taken together add up to bad news for
our economy and our country, bad
news for our workers, and bad news for
every American. The National Federa-
tion of Independent Business estimates
that the tax increases would result in a
U.S. economy that is 1.3 percent small-
er than it is today, and that is an out-
come for which none of us should
strive.

So what is the alternative? Just last
week the senior Senator from Wash-
ington laid out the Democrats’ plan if
they don’t get their way on raising
taxes: Hold the economy hostage and
go over the fiscal cliff; make sure
everybody’s taxes go up by the largest
amount in the Nation’s history; let the
$110 billion sequester for this year strip
our military of the resources it needs
to keep us safe and impact domestic
programs; let the alternative minimum
tax wreak havoc on our middle class,
with the exemption actually falling
below the median household income.

In Nebraska alone, the nonpartisan
Congressional Research Service esti-
mates for 2012 there will be over 134,000
potential AMT tax returns compared to
16,000 in 2009. All told, this fiscal cliff
will cost us between 3 percent and 5
percent of our entire gross domestic
product, trillions of dollars in de-
stroyed wealth, and a CBO-predicted
economic recession. That is the plan,
and it is astonishing to me that the
Democrats would go to these lengths
just to raise taxes on our country’s
economic engine.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle will claim that taxes must be
raised to address the mammoth deficit.
Make no mistake, attacking our deficit
should be job No. 1. However, on actual
analysis we see that the Democrats’
claim is nothing but a mirage. Accord-
ing to the nonpartisan Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the difference be-
tween the Democrats’ plan to increase
taxes and a simple extension of all the
current tax rates is not even enough to
cover 5 days of our government spend-
ing. It is only three-tenths of 1 percent
of our crushing $16 trillion national
debt. This simply is not about our na-
tional debt or about deficits; it is about
an ideological statement and nothing
more.

After today’s failed vote on these tax
increases, it is my hope that we can get
together and practice some common
sense. Common sense would tell me,
let’s not raise taxes in a struggling
economy. That used to be the Presi-
dent’s position before he was up for re-
election. Let’s not punish our job cre-
ators and small business owners, let’s
not punish our senior citizens and
other savers who rely on dividend in-
come, and let’s not hinder passing
down family farms and ranches from
one generation to the next. Let’s ex-
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tend the current rates for as long as it
takes to get to work on comprehensive
tax reform and actually solve the prob-
lems of our Tax Code. Let’s get serious
and start working on the business that
Americans sent us here to do. A mas-
sive tax increase will drive our econ-
omy to its knees and bring about an-
other recession. We can’t afford that.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. HELLER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. HELLER. Madam President,
Reagan once joked that if anyone
wants to understand Washington, DC,
just look at how they designed the
roads—it is full of circles. We don’t
have too many roundabouts in Nevada,
but in Washington, DC, it seems to be
part of the culture. Unfortunately,
today Washington is going around in
circles again. This time it is about
whether Congress should raise taxes on
small businesses at a time when our
economy is struggling to grow.

The sad reality is that we all live in
a country with a temporary tax code.
Right now there is no certainty for an
entrepreneur to start a new endeavor.
There is no certainty for a small busi-
ness that wants to hire a new em-
ployee. There is no certainty for busi-
nesses to invest in new equipment or in
new buildings.

What makes the situation worse is
that the American public is now hear-
ing from the majority party that they
are willing to take our country off the
fiscal cliff, regardless of the economic
damage it may cause, by raising taxes,
resulting in a smaller economy, fewer
jobs, less investment, and lower wages.

President Obama said in 2009:

You don’t raise taxes in a recession . . . be-
cause that would just suck up, take more de-
mand out of the economy and put businesses
in a further hole.

I agreed with that statement in 2009,
and I agree with that statement today.

Let me give my colleagues another
quote from President Obama after he
supported extending all of the tax rates
for 2 years in 2010:

The bipartisan framework we have forged
on taxes . . . will provide businesses with in-
centives to invest, grow, and hire.

I supported this bipartisan frame-
work as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Yet, today, in a complete
180-degree turn, raising taxes and going
over the fiscal cliff seems to be the new
economic agenda.

The plan the majority party and the
President are offering will cost Nevad-
ans more than 6,000 jobs and will
shrink the State’s economy by $1.7 bil-
lion. Let me repeat that. The plan of
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the majority party and this President
will cost Nevadans 6,000 jobs and
shrink the economy $1.7 billion. Na-
tionwide, this plan will hurt more than
700,000 jobs. Is this really the economic
strategy Washington should be embrac-
ing? My home State of Nevada leads
the Nation in unemployment at 11.6
percent. We cannot afford to lose an-
other 6,000 jobs.

Divisive, partisan politics does a
great disservice to every American who
is either out of work or has taken a pay
cut. Those who stay up late at night
are wondering how they are going to
make their mortgage payments, put
food on their tables, or clothe their
children. While people across our coun-
try are struggling to get by, the Senate
majority is pushing legislation that
will actually hurt job creation.

Congress should do everything within
its power to encourage economic
growth, and that begins with providing
America with tax certainty. It is true
that our current Tax Code is too cost-
ly, too complex, and too burdensome.
There is no question that the Tax Code
is unfair and needs an overhaul. But
the best this President and the Senate
majority can do is push a tax hike de-
signed for nothing more than perceived
campaign sound bites.

Instead of election-year campaign
gimmicks, let’s have an honest discus-
sion on fundamental tax reform. Last
summer I reached out to President
Obama to offer to work with him to
fundamentally reform the Tax Code in
a way that would broaden the tax base
by eliminating and closing loopholes
and reducing the marginal tax rates
both on individuals and businesses.
This was an issue I worked on in the
House as a member of the Ways and
Means Committee and I continue to ad-
vocate here in the Senate. Yet here we
are today, and instead of debating fun-
damental tax reform we are taking an-
other show vote on a tax proposal that
would raise taxes on small businesses
and cost jobs. Again, it will cost Ne-
vada 6,000 jobs.

The Senate was created by our
Founding Fathers to be the delibera-
tive body. Yet once again we find our-
selves in a situation in which we will
be unable to have an open debate on an
issue that will affect every single
American taxpayer.

The Senate should be debating all tax
proposals on a bipartisan basis and
working to find consensus on areas to
increase American competitiveness.
Yet instead of providing our Nation’s
job creators with clarity and economic
certainty, some of my colleagues would
rather engage in messaging for a per-
ceived political gain. Raising taxes will
do nothing to create jobs in Nevada or
this Nation.

As the fiscal cliff draws nearer and
nearer, the job growth remains stag-
nant. Congress should focus on long-
term economic solutions that provide
businesses the certainty they need to
create jobs.
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Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER
The Republican leader is recognized.
THE ECONOMY

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, for
nearly 4 years now, Democratic leaders
in Washington have claimed to want
what is best for the economy but done
just about everything you can think of
from a policy perspective to actually
undermine the economy.

Whether it is overwhelming busi-
nesses with redtape, burdening them
with costly new health care laws or
punting on major economic decisions
until after the election, Democrats
have done everything you would expect
of a party more focused on centralizing
power in Washington than reviving a
weak economy.

And, of course, we have the results to
show for it. As a result of the Demo-
crats’ policies, we have fewer jobs
today than the day the President took
office, more signed up for disability as-
sistance last month than got jobs—
more people signed up for disability as-
sistance last month than got jobs—and
the percentage of Americans who actu-
ally can work but are not is at the low-
est point literally in decades.

This is the sad legacy of this Presi-
dent’s economic policies. And later
today we will have a chance to cast a
vote for more of the same or for a plan
that will help us get off of this hamster
wheel we have been on for the past 3%
years.

I am referring, of course, to the very
different proposals we will vote on
today for dealing with a looming tax
hike coming in January: the Repub-
lican plan, which gives every American
not only the certainty that their in-
come taxes will not go up at the end of
the year but that Congress will deliver
meaningful tax reform within a year,
and the Senate Democratic plan which
raises taxes on a million small business
owners at a moment when we are
counting on them to create jobs, raises
taxes on thousands of family farmers
and small business owners grieving the
loss of a loved one, leaves a middle-
class tax hike in place, and reforms ab-
solutely nothing.

We would also like to vote on the
President’s plan, though it appears our
Democratic friends will deny the Presi-
dent his vote.

I will leave it to others to explain the
finer points of these plans. But one
thing stands out. As I have indicated,
the thing that stands out is the Demo-
cratic proposal to raise the death tax.
This is one of their bright ideas to re-
vive the economy: to raise the death
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tax. It dramatically lowers the exemp-
tion level, so more families actually
get hit by it, and dramatically in-
creases the amount of the tax itself.
Under their plan, family members who
inherit a farm or a ranch would have to
write a check for 55 percent—55 per-
cent—of the value of the property and
equipment above $1 million, all but
guaranteeing that tens of thousands of
small and mid-size family businesses
across the country will be broken up
and handed over to the government in-
stead of passed on to the next genera-
tion.

Look, I know some Democrats will
try to justify their vote on this stun-
ningly bad proposal by saying they will
deal with the assault on family farms
later. Wrong. The Democratic bill we
will vote on today, by not addressing
the problem, makes the tax liability
for these families even worse. A vote
for the Democratic plan is to vote to
put these farms and ranches literally
out of business. There will be no stand-
alone bill signed into law on the death
tax, and anyone who says otherwise is
not being straight with the American
people.

But there is one big difference be-
tween our plan and theirs. The most
important difference is this: Only ours
is aimed at helping the economy; only
ours is aimed at helping the economy;
only ours is meant to help struggling
Americans in the midst of a historic
jobs crisis. Theirs is meant to deflect
attention from their continued failure
to reverse this economic situation.

Throughout this entire debate, not a
single Democrat has come forward to
claim that raising taxes on job creators
will help the economy. Nobody is
claiming that because they cannot.
The real motives are based on an ideo-
logical agenda, not an economic one.

Ordinarily, Republicans would do ev-
erything we can to keep a plan as dam-
aging as the Democrats’ plan from
passing, and the only reason we will
not block it today is we know it does
not pass constitutional muster and will
not become law because it did not
originate in the House. If the Demo-
crats were serious, they would proceed
to a House-originated revenue bill, as
the Constitution requires.

That said, the potential consequences
of inaction on this issue are so grave
that the American people deserve to
know where their elected representa-
tives really stand—truly stand—on this
issue.

That is why I am announcing this
morning Republicans will allow a sim-
ple majority vote—a simple majority
vote—on the two proposals I have de-
scribed, and that is why we are also
calling for a simple majority vote on
the President’s plan. He is the leader of
the Democratic Party. He has been
calling for a vote on his plan. I for one
think we ought to give the President
what he is asking for: a vote on his
plan.

So what I am saying here this morn-
ing is, we will have a simple majority
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vote on the Senate Democratic plan, on
the Republican plan, to make sure no
one’s income taxes go up at the end of
the year, and I would also recommend
we have a simple majority vote on the
President’s plan.

The only way to force people to take
a stand is to make sure today’s votes
truly count. By setting these votes at a
50-vote threshold, nobody on the other
side can hide behind a procedural vote
while leaving their views on the actual
bill itself a mystery—a simple mys-
tery—to the people who sent them
here. That is what today’s votes are all
about: about showing the people who
sent us here where we stand.

We owe it to the American people to
let them know whether we actually
think it is a good idea to double down
on the failed economic policies of the
past few years or whether we support a
new approach, whether we think it is a
good idea to raise taxes on nearly a
million business owners at a moment
when millions of Americans are strug-
gling to find work or to do no harm and
commit to future reform.

Three votes, two visions. Three
votes, two visions. The American peo-
ple should know where we stand, and
today they will.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BEGICH). The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I suppose Senator
McCONNELL, the leader, has given a
preface as to what I want to say. I
think the American people should
know where we stand on these impor-
tant questions. That is why I come to
the floor, to indicate that I will vote in
favor of proceeding to debate on S.
3412, Senator REID’s proposal to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. But
if the matter does come to a full dis-
cussion and debate on the floor, as I
hope it will, I will not vote for it in its
current form, and I want to explain
why.

I feel strongly that the first thing
the American people want us to do is
get the economy going again so that
the economy is creating jobs. I am con-
vinced the best thing Congress can do
to restore economic growth and job
creation is to enact a comprehensive,
bipartisan plan to balance our budget
along the lines of the Bowles-Simpson
Commission recommendations.

Unfortunately, S. 3412, which is the
so-called middle-class tax cut—which
would extend the existing reduced tax
rates on couples making less than
$250,000, but would raise taxes on oth-
ers making more than that—does not
represent such a plan. In other words,
it is not a bipartisan plan to balance
our budget in a way that will create
job growth.

Its enactment at this time, in my
opinion, would only serve to preclude
debate and action on exactly the broad-
er type of reforms we need to fix our
broken Federal Government fiscal sys-
tem. Just imposing across-the-board
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tax increases for individuals and small
businesses that make over $250,000 a
year is neither tax reform nor the bal-
anced deficit reduction agreement our
country needs right now.

I do not hesitate, and I will not hesi-
tate, as part of this kind of balanced,
bipartisan debt reduction—hopefully,
debt elimination—plan to vote to in-
crease the amount of taxes that the
wealthiest Americans are paying. But I
will not do that as part of a scatter-
shot approach. It has to be part of a
program that reduces spending, that
reforms spending on our entitlement
programs—which are the fastest grow-
ing element of our Federal budget—and
that reforms our tax system. The bill
before us is not such a plan.

I have said over and over that there
is plenty of time this year to get a bi-
partisan, balanced budget program
passed in Congress, and that I would
vote against both the President’s par-
tial repeal of the so-called Bush tax
cuts and the Republican plan to extend
all the cuts for another year. I think
we can do better this year, and I think
we must do better. I know that is ex-
actly what our constituents want us to
do.

We can cut spending, adopt tax re-
form, and entitlement reform. While
that hope is alive, I am going to vote
against both partial measures and pro-
posals to put off the tough decisions
about our economic future that our
constituents elected us to make. I
think both the Democratic plan, which
is the subject before us right now in
this motion to proceed, and Senator
HATCH’s plan do not make it. They are
partial, and they basically kick the can
down the road again without solving
our economic problems. Giving the pri-
vate sector the confidence about our
future to invest the trillions of dollars
in cash they are sitting on now—which
is the only thing that will get our
economy growing and creating more
jobs; and the private sector businesses
will not do that today because they do
not know where this government of
ours is going—they do not have a sense
of certainty and confidence.

So as I said, if for some reason the
process that the Senate is facing today
changes, and both the Democratic plan
to raise taxes on people over $250,000
comes up for a vote and Senator
HAaTcH’'s Tax Hike Prevention Act,
which extends all the tax cuts for an-
other year, comes up, I will vote
against both of them because I do not
think they do what our country needs
to be done.

There is plenty of time, as I said, left
this year to do what we have to do.

Why am I going to vote to proceed to
debate on either or both of these if I
am opposed to each of them as they are
drafted? It is because I think there is
nothing more important we could do in
this Congress than to begin to confront
and debate the challenge of our time,
which is to get our Federal Govern-
ment back in balance, to make the
tough decisions that will do that, and
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thereby get our economy going and
creating jobs again.

Debate, yes. Let’s not hide from de-
bate. Let’s confront it and deal with it
as quickly as we can. But these two
proposals, in my opinion, do not do
what our economy needs to be done.

I will say a final word about the deep
hole we are in and about the idea of
raising taxes on everybody making
more than $250,000, but raising no taxes
on people making less than $250,000.
The truth is we are in a deep hole in
this country. We are heading toward
what has now begun to be popularly
called the fiscal cliff. The challenge to
our government is whether we are
going to have the courage, the honesty,
the leadership qualities to come to-
gether across party lines and protect
our economy and our country before we
begin to go over the fiscal cliff.

I know that requires us to make dif-
ficult decisions. Maybe it is easier for
me to say because I am not running for
reelection this year, but I honestly be-
lieve what the American people would
most like us to do is to do what we
think is right, to do something that
does not seem like conventional poli-
tics, to have the guts to enact tax re-
form, entitlement reform, and cut
spending. That is really what they
want us to do because that is what
they know the country needs us to do.

Let me come back to this $250,000. I
know it is politically appealing, but
the truth is to balance our budget
again we are going to have to ask most
every American to give a little some-
thing so our country will grow and ev-
erybody will benefit. Sure, the people
who are making the most should pay
more in revenue, but I think we are at
a point where we cannot simply say to
what we generally describe as the mid-
dle class that they do not have to give
anything else. I think that would be
wrong. That is not consistent with the
revenue system we have now, which is
a progressive and fair system. I want to
build on that, reform it in some ways
to make it more constructive and
make it more likely to incentivize
growth in our economy. But let’s not
take anything off the table. Our econ-
omy, as precarious as it is, as it faces
very uncertain effects from economic
troubles in Europe and even in China
now, I think we have to be very careful
about raising anybody’s taxes in the
short run; that is, next year.

What we need is a long-term balanced
debt reduction program for America.
So that is why I will vote to proceed to
vote for debate on these subjects we
desperately mneed, but neither the
Democratic or Republican approaches
do what this country needs. Therefore,
if they come to the floor and we have
a debate, I will try to amend them with
something like the Bowles-Simpson
recommendations. If that fails, I will
vote against them because we can do
better than that, and the American
people have a right to expect that we
will.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise to
speak to the issue on the floor before
the Senate, the vote we will take later
today on two competing plans for our
path forward. As the Presiding Officer
and I and all of the Members of this
Chamber know, our national debt and
our deficit are enormous. They are
unsustainable. Last week an array of
our colleagues on the other side of the
aisle came to the Senate floor one after
the other to make exactly that point.

Members of both parties agree exces-
sive debt hurts our competitiveness,
that it causes interest rates to rise,
and it crowds out critical investments
in our country’s future. My own experi-
ence in the private sector and 6 years
of tough budget balancing as a county
executive in my home State of Dela-
ware taught me how important it is to
have responsible budget processes in
place to manage our way through dif-
ficult financial times, to create oppor-
tunity for our communities while still
reducing our deficits and debt.

There is no question that high debt
levels lead to lower growth in the long
run, and it can restrain or starve or
strangle the dreams of our commu-
nities, our children, for our future. Our
deficit and debt is a ticking time bomb,
and everyone—Republicans and Demo-
crats, Independents, economists, ex-
perts, working families, small business
owners, the American people—knows
that we want to and have to deal with
it. But the key, in my view, is to deal
with this problem responsibly and fair-
ly and in a way that reflects America’s
best.

Our debt is neither a Republican nor
a Democratic problem but a shared and
structural problem. It took both par-
ties to get us into this mess, and it will
take both parties working together to
dig us out. Each Member of this body
must take responsibility and look at
what is best for the next generation
not just for winning the next election.

For my part, I am going to continue
to fight for balanced and responsible
deficit reduction. If the American peo-
ple can share in the sacrifice in our cit-
ies and counties and States all over
this country, as they are already doing
in my home State of Delaware, then
Republicans and Democrats have to
show that we too can come together
and find a way to compromise.

It is time we recognize a sobering re-
alty: If we are going to plug the hole in
national balance sheets, if we are going
to avoid the fate of Europe—and it is a
big hole in the bottom of America’s
balance sheet—while still continuing
to invest in our future and in the
strength and promise and opportunity
of our communities, we have to find a
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more responsible, more fair balance be-
tween spending cuts and revenue in-
creases.

We simply cannot achieve the level
of savings we need through spending
cuts alone. Drastic cuts, dramatic cuts,
across-the-board cuts violate our very
values and will drive down the possi-
bility of recovery and growth in the fu-
ture. Spending cuts must be a central
part of the solution to our budget prob-
lem. But the fact is revenue must also
play a meaningful role. We need bal-
ance. That is the only way to provide
the economic certainty necessary to
sustain a recovery and, in my view, the
only way to sustain investments that
are critical for our future.

Let’s be clear about some rhetoric we
have heard both out in the country and
in this Chamber. The United States
does not begrudge success. We, as
Democrats, in this Chamber do not re-
sent those who have achieved, who
have succeeded. In fact, that is the en-
gine that for generations has drawn
people from around the world to this
country and has pulled people forward:
the hopes and dreams of those who see
reason to the work in this country be-
cause of the promise of opportunity,
the very real history of entrepreneur-
ship, of risk taking, and the very great
rewards this country provides those
who succeed beyond their wildest
dreams through hard work, through in-
novation, through creativity.

No, we do not resent or reject wealth
and success in this Chamber or in this
country. In fact, we admire it and want
to create the groundwork for a whole
new generation of Americans to
achieve the successes of the last gen-
eration. If we are going to do right by
the next generation of Bill Gateses or
Warren Buffetts, that requires us to
find solutions that make our tax sys-
tem fairer and to prevent burdening
the next generation of Americans with
a crushing national debt.

President Lyndon Johnson once said:

It is not just enough to open the gates of
opportunity, all of our citizens have to have
the ability to walk through those gates.

The ability of future Americans to
walk through those gates, I believe, re-
quires sustainable investments in our
future, in our schools and teachers so
our children can compete in the global
economy and we can keep improving
public education and infrastructure; so
our businesses can move their products
and ideas as fast as our competitors
can on our roads and rails and
broadband, in research and develop-
ment; so America can continue to be a
world leader in innovation and sci-
entific breakthroughs.

We all know health care costs are
among the greatest drivers of our
mounting national deficits and debt.
We have two paths forward: One, where
we cut and constrain and reduce spend-
ing, and another where we invest in
basic science and research, where we
innovate and where we cure our way
out of these challenges. I think this
latter way of investing in our schools,
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our infrastructure, our innovation, and
in finding path-breaking cures is more
true to the American spirit.

Cuts to essential services and pro-
grams are already deep. Although this
is not broadly known throughout the
country, sacrifices have already been
made here, and pennies are already
being pinched from programs that, in
my view, serve the people who can
least afford them.

In my home State of Delaware, due
to choices we have made here, we have
already seen cuts to critical programs
such as heating assistance to low-in-
come families and programs such as
the community development block
grants. Home programs were cut
roughly 30 percent in last year’s budg-
et, programs that for so long have sup-
ported affordable housing for the dis-
abled, for seniors, and for low-income
families.

We must continue to make cuts
across the board to move our way to-
ward a sustainable Federal deficit. But
cuts alone cannot responsibly make
our path forward, and we have seen
proposals in the other Chamber that
would decimate vital safety net pro-
grams such as Medicare and Medicaid,
shifting the burden of deficit reduction
to our most vulnerable citizens. We
need to bring balance back to how we
solve these problems. We need to do it
in a way that puts a circle of protec-
tion around those who are most vulner-
able in our society.

In previous generations that served
in this Chamber, when they came to-
gether and reached the resolutions that
solved our country’s fiscal problems, in
1983, for example, they put a circle of
protection around the most vulnerable
Americans. They chose not to slash or
cut or eliminate those programs that
were focused on the most vulnerable in
our society: the disabled, low-income
seniors, and children in the earliest
stages of life.

I think it is important that we re-
member those values as we look at the
choices we make today and as we come
together in the months leading up to
the election—and, hopefully, after the
election—to craft a solution to our
structural problem.

Today on the floor the Senate is con-
sidering the other piece of the equation
from cuts, revenue. We have a stark
choice between us today. We have two
plans: a Reid plan and a Hatch plan. We
have a Democratic proposal and a Re-
publican proposal. Let me put this in
some context that I think has been
missing in some of the speeches I have
heard on the floor earlier today.

In both cases these are plans that
make choices about which of our exist-
ing tax cuts, which of the existing tax
expenditures we will allow to expire
and which we will extend. There is a
lot of talk about the coming
taxmageddon, about the greatest one-
time tax increase in American history.
But let’s be clear. What we are talking
about is tax cuts that were enacted in
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2001 and 2003 and other tax cuts that
were enacted in 2009, 2010, and whether
they should be extended or whether
these temporary tax cuts should be al-
lowed to be that and expire.

We have two starkly different plans.
In one, the Republican plan, they ex-
tend all of the Bush tax cuts, even for
the highest income earners, even on
the marginal rates of the highest in-
come earners. The Democratic plan ex-
tends and does not allow to expire crit-
ical tax cuts: the earned-income tax
credit, the tuition tax credit, and the
child tax credit that 256 million Ameri-
cans—the working poor, working fami-
lies with children—rely on to get
through this difficult recession.

The Republican plan allows all three
of those to expire, and thus, to use
their language, raises taxes on 25 mil-
lion of the working poor. It should be
an obscenity for there to be people who
are working full time and get poor in
this country. This is a country, as I
said before, of opportunity; the place to
which millions have come over genera-
tions from around the world seeking
the opportunity of this country.

Yet, today, and especially in this
economy, ‘‘working poor’” has real
meaning, as the rate of poverty has
risen to alarming levels, where one in
six is poor today, which is the highest
since the 1960s. The economic inequal-
ity and lack of opportunity and justice
for those who are the poorest is at an
alarming rate.

We also have, as I said before, a
structural challenge before us, a deficit
and debt that we must deal with. So
the Democratic plan that is on the
floor today, which we will vote on
today—on whether this body wants to
proceed to take a deciding vote on it—
would allow the marginal tax rate
above $200,000 for individuals, $250,000
for couples, to return to the Clinton
era.

Let’s be clear because I think this is
often lost. Under the Democratic tax
plan, we would continue tax breaks for
all Americans who earn income and for
all small businesses that are revenue-
earning but just on the first $200,000 of
individual income or $250,000 of couple
income. So even the millionaires and
billionaires would continue to get some
of the benefit of the tax breaks first en-
acted in 2001 and 2003. What would be
raised is the tax rate on income above
$250,000 per couple. So everybody con-
tinues to get some tax advantage, but
the excessive—the highest reductions
in tax burden on the very wealthiest
Americans we would allow to expire.

What would the impact be on our def-
icit and debt? It would be $850 billion
over 10 years, which, with the interest
savings, is nearly $1 trillion in deficit
and debt reduction. These are signifi-
cant savings. If we ask the wealthiest 2
percent of Americans to take on that
burden, to go back to the interest rates
on marginal income that they lived
through in the Clinton era, what might
that do? It will significantly reduce the
deficit and debt and make it possible
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for us to sustain the earned-income tax
credit, the tuition tax credit, and the
child tax credit, and, frankly, it will
reflect our values.

This recession has brought an alarm-
ing rise in the rate of poverty. I believe
our faith traditions—and we come from
a very broad range of faith traditions—
speak to us and challenge us to show
our values. As the Vice President, who
held the seat in Delaware before me,
has so often said, his father once said
to him: Show me your budget, and I
will show you your values.

Psalm 72 teaches us that to defend
the cause of the poor and to give deliv-
erance to the needy is one of our high-
est callings. It is repeated throughout
the books of the Torah and the New
Testament—in many faith traditions
all across this country. To reject this
deliverance to the needy, to reject the
circle of protection for the neediest in
our society and instead say that we
will extend ad infinitum the tax breaks
for the wealthiest Americans defies
American values and our greatest tra-
dition of creating and sustaining op-
portunity while protecting the most
vulnerable among us.

I think our belief in the American
dream and our commitment to basic
fairness and responsible problem-solv-
ing calls us forward to vote for the
Reid plan.

This bill is not a substitute for the
comprehensive tax reform our Nation
truly needs. We need tax reform that
simplifies the Tax Code and closes
many unsustainable and costly loop-
holes while lowering rates and broad-
ening the base. In the current political
environment, I believe this bill, to
which I hope this body will turn, is the
best chance we have at retaining these
important tax credits and opportuni-
ties for the working poor while bring-
ing some sanity to the rates at the
highest end and asking those who bene-
fited the most to contribute to solving
our problems.

Last week I got a letter from Judith
in Talleyville, Delaware, who wrote my
office saying this:

Millionaires and billionaires must be asked
to pay their fair share toward economic re-
covery.

Judith puts her finger on the crux of
the issue. If we are going to address our
deficit crisis and resolve the hole at
the bottom of America’s balance sheet
in a way that reflects our core values,
I believe we must move to and consider
and pass the Reid plan in this Senate
this day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah is recognized.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today we
are debating the proposal of the Senate
Democratic leadership to raise taxes on
the American people. Pursuit of this
tax hike strategy is clearly being insti-
gated by the President’s reelection ef-
forts. I suspect that many of my
friends on the other side are very un-
comfortable with this strategy. I can
think of a number of Senate Democrats
whose constituents would be surprised
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to learn their Senator supports tax in-
creases on small businesses, an in-
crease in the alternative minimum tax,
and hikes in the death tax.

With the economy still on the ropes,
I think they would be surprised to
learn their Senators supported a tax
hike strategy that might win some
votes but at the risk of sparking a re-
cession. That is what the President
wants. We will see if that is what he
gets. He has pitched his tax hike plan
as a way to be fiscally responsible.
That could not be further from the
truth. One need only look at the treat-
ment of the House budget by my
friends on the other side. That budget
received more votes than any other
budget considered by the Senate, in-
cluding the phantom budget advanced
by the Senate Democratic caucus. The
House budget provided $180 billion
more in deficit reduction than the
President’s budget for 2013. The House
budget’s extra deficit reduction of $180
billion exceeds the differences in def-
icit impact between the proposal I in-
troduced with my friend and colleague,
the Republican leader, and the proposal
advanced by my Democratic friends.
That is true even if you apply the other
side’s distorted and misleading ac-
counting of the differences between the
two proposals. More on that in a mo-
ment.

When we hear our friends on the
other side say they must risk going off
the fiscal cliff for deficit reduction,
consider this: They rejected out-of-
hand spending restraints that provided
more deficit reduction than is at stake
here today.

Not only are the deficit reduction
numbers phony, but the President and
his Democratic allies in the Senate
have repeatedly suggested that they
are willing to intentionally drive our
economy off what Fed Chairman Ben
Bernanke has called the fiscal cliff in
order to make a political argument
about the top marginal tax rates.

The President thinks he has struck
political gold with this argument. He
will be able to run for reelection on a
platform of raising taxes under the
mantle of deficit reduction. Now, this
might be politically advantageous, but
I doubt it.

I do know that from a fiscal and eco-
nomic perspective, the President’s sig-
nature proposal threatens serious dam-
age to our already fragile economy.
The President’s tax increases on those
he deems ‘‘the rich” in fact represent a
massive tax hike on the small busi-
nesses that are necessary for economic
and job growth. Moreover, until he gets
his way on raising taxes on these small
businesses, he is threatening every sin-
gle American taxpayer with a tax hike.
Like a petulant child, he is insisting
that it is his way or the highway. We
have had far too much of that. He will
get his way on raising taxes on the
small businessmen and entrepreneurs—
who find no shelter in today’s Demo-
cratic coalition of unions, lawyers, and
government employees—or he will let
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the current tax relief expire, raising
taxes on all Americans. This is the an-
tithesis of statesmanship at a time
when our economy requires serious di-
rection. It is the political equivalent of
a temper tantrum. I expect that Amer-
ican voters will have about as much pa-
tience for this as they would a similar
fit from their children. The American
people want a grownup in the White
House, but on tax policy we appear to
be dealing with adolescence.

I have said before that the Presi-
dent’s proposal is the policy equivalent
of Thelma and Louise intentionally
driving their convertible off a cliff. The
difference is that there is at least some
ambiguity left about the fate of Thel-
ma and Louise. If the President gets
his way and either raises taxes on
small businesses or denies relief to all
American taxpayers, there will be no
ambiguity about whom to hold respon-
sible when our economy crashes.

When a liberal Democratic President
has lost the New York Times, he has
lost America. Even the Times under-
stands what is coming if the President
continues to put the pedal to the floor
and drive us over the fiscal cliff. The
Times wrote that ‘“with the economy
having slowed in recent weeks, busi-
ness leaders and policy makers are
growing concerned that the tax in-
creases and government spending cuts
set to take effect at year’s end have al-
ready begun to cause companies to
hold back on hiring and investments.”

That is 100 percent right. The elec-
tion is not for another 3 months, and
already the President’s lack of direc-
tion and the threats emanating from
Democratic leadership about letting
the tax relief expire are leading busi-
nesses to slow down. How can busi-
nesses plan for next year and how can
they make hiring or investment deci-
sions when they have no idea what
their tax rates are going to be? They
simply can’t. And the President and
Senate Democratic leadership, with
their delay and confusion about how to
extend this tax relief, are doing abso-
lutely nothing to inspire confidence in
these job creators.

Rather than address the expiration of
the 2001 and 2003 bipartisan tax relief,
we have been debating campaign com-
mercials masquerading as serious legis-
lation. Last week the Senate wasted its
time on yet another piece of legislation
that had absolutely no chance of be-
coming law and zero prospects for cre-
ating jobs. It is worth comparing the
puny impact of the bill considered last
week to the size of the coming tax
hikes—tax hikes so large that the
Washington Post has referred to their
impending arrival as ‘‘taxmageddon.”

Referring to this chart, look at the
impact of the 20-percent credit versus
taxmageddon over the next 10 years.
The Bring Jobs Home Act would only
cost about $87 billion. Taxmageddon is
going to cost us $4.538 trillion.

Make no mistake, our small busi-
nesses and our economy face an exis-
tential threat at the end of 2012. Yet
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the majority leader schedules votes
that generate campaign fodder rather
than jobs or lasting economic growth.

Facing a fragile recovery and a weak
jobs market, President Obama seems
content to sit idly by and allow the
scheduled $4.5 trillion tax hike to occur
just to make a populist political argu-
ment about the need for the so-called
rich to pay what he thinks is their fair
share. Congress needs to act now in
order to prevent this tax hike on Amer-
ica’s families, individuals, and job cre-
ators.

Look at this chart again—the dif-
ference between the Bring Jobs Home
Act and taxmageddon. It is clear that
they are driving us off the cliff, and
they are willing to do it for political
reasons.

It is critically important for our
economy and the American people that
we act now to extend the bipartisan
tax relief originally signed into law by
President Bush and extended by Presi-
dent Obama back in 2010.

As you can see on the chart, the tax
legislation to-do list, nothing was done
on tax extenders, although we are will-
ing to work on that with our com-
mittee chairman in the Finance Com-
mittee; nothing was done on the AMT
patch, but we are willing to work on
that in the overall scope of things; and
nothing was done on death tax reform.
In fact, the suggestion by the Demo-
crats is to increase it so that all the
small farms—or many of them—will
get hammered with taxes, along with a
lot of small businesses. Nothing was
done to prevent the 2013 tax hikes. No,
no, no, no on everything.

This is the most crucial piece of leg-
islation Congress can address this year.
If we allow this tax relief to expire as
scheduled, almost every Federal in-
come taxpayer in America will see an
increase in their rates. Yet that is
what our friends on the other side said
they are going to do if they don’t get
their way—like petulant children.
Some will see a rate increase of 9 per-
cent. Others will see a rate increase of
as much as 87 percent.

Because the vast majority of small
businesses are flowthrough business en-
tities, any increase in tax rates for in-
dividuals necessarily means that those
small businesses will get hit with a tax
increase. This tax increase lands on
these small business owners even if
they do not take one penny out of their
business. That is what the Democrats
are going to do to them. They are will-
ing to go off the cliff and do this. Our
economy simply cannot afford to take
on such a fiscal shock.

It was just in 2010 when the President
said the economy was so fragile we
needed to carry over the 2001 and 2003
tax cuts.

We are in worse shape today than we
were in 2010, but unfortunately—or for-
tunately—we are in an election year.
Unfortunately, the President is playing
games with these very serious matters.

Our economy simply cannot afford to
take on such a fiscal shock. Econo-
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mists estimate if these current tax
rates are allowed to expire, the econ-
omy could contract by approximately 3
percentage points. Considering the first
quarter GDP growth was 1.9 percent
and that expectations are even lower
for the second quarter growth—that
will be reported this Friday—going
over the fiscal cliff would almost cer-
tainly throw us into a recession.

I don’t know many economists who
would disagree with that. Certainly the
Fed doesn’t disagree. We are going to
go into a recession if the Democrats
get their way. We could even slip into
recession in the second half of this
year, given reluctance of businesses to
hire and invest due to fiscal uncer-
tainty.

For the President and others who
argue we should raise the top two tax
rates in the name of fiscal responsi-
bility, I would just like to point out a
few things. The Senate majority leader
introduced his tax bill—one that large-
ly mirrors the President’s proposal—
under the auspices of deficit reduction.
It closely adheres to the Democratic
talking point that the only thing
standing between our deficits and fiscal
stability is the current top marginal
tax rates. We have heard this argument
for a year and a half, with the Presi-
dent and his Democratic allies insist-
ing it is not their out-of-control spend-
ing that got us into this mess but the
Republicans’ refusal to allow for tax
hikes on the so-called rich.

That is laughable. This argument
sounds nice, but it is belied by the ac-
tual facts. According to the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, an apples-to-ap-
ples comparison of the Democrats’ tax
proposal and the proposal I introduced
with my friend the Republican leader
shows a difference of $54.5 billion. The
Democrats’ bill—which raises the top
rates and expands the death tax, while
patching the AMT for 1 year—is scored
at $249.7 billion, and the score of my
bill—without the 2013 AMT patch—is
$304.2 billion.

So we have a debt that is fast ap-
proaching $16 trillion. Taxes are set to
g0 up by $4.5 trillion, and Senate
Democrats are crowing about their fis-
cal responsibility, threatening to drive
the economy off the cliff, over $54.5 bil-
lion worth of tax relief? I believe this is
called missing the forest for the trees.
In order to satisfy their urge to redis-
tribute $564 billion of taxpayer dollars,
they are willing to risk a recession and
see taxes go up by $4.5 trillion.

The President recently claimed we
need to raise the top two tax rates be-
cause ‘‘it’s a major driver of our defi-
cits.” The numbers show this is plain
and simple nonsense. The real dif-
ference between the Democratic and
Republican plans is only $54.5 billion—
or about 5 percent of the deficit. That
represents .34 percent of our national
debt. To put it another way: The
Democrats’ tax hike proposal would
only provide enough additional revenue
to pay for 5 days of Federal Govern-
ment spending—>5 days of Federal Gov-
ernment spending.
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It is also worth noting what exactly
the Democrats’ refusal to provide 2
years of AMT relief means for their
constituents. If Senate Democrats do
not patch the AMT in 2013, their AMT
will take away over 40 percent of the
tax relief they claim to be providing
with their bill. This is their preroga-
tive, but I hope the hometown papers
in northern Virginia, New Jersey, New
York, Florida, and Colorado are paying
attention. I hope they are paying close
attention to what a lack of AMT relief
will mean for middle-income families
in those States.

These tax proposals, in the end, have
nothing to do with sound tax policy
that maximizes economic growth, and
they have nothing to do with deficit re-
duction. They have everything to do
with pursuing an antique economic
philosophy that is principally con-
cerned with running down the econo-
my’s job creators and entrepreneurs.

The explicit tax policy is only the
half of it. We learned yesterday from
the Congressional Budget Office the
true tax bill for ObamaCare is over $1
trillion. We were promised there
wouldn’t be any tax increases. It is the
biggest fiasco I have seen around here
in almost the whole time I have been
here. In fact, I can’t think of anything
bigger.

All the new ObamaCare regulations
will cost McDonald’s franchisees alone
more than $400 million in health care
costs. The President might think Ray
Kroc did not build McDonald’s, but this
is delusional. He might view the small
businessman who took a chance and
opened those franchises as not espe-
cially smart, not responsible for his
own success, but this is a view that
could only be embraced by an academic
and activist who has no experience in
the private sector.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
tells us that 53 percent of all
flowthrough business income in the
United States would be subject to the
President’s proposed tax hikes. Take
that, small business. The President is
saying: We don’t care about you, I
guess. I do, and Republicans certainly
do.

The President’s proposal would take
the marginal tax rate on small busi-
nesses from 33 percent and 35 percent
to 39.6 percent and 41 percent, respec-
tively. Look at this chart. This is the
increase to small business—the top
marginal rates. As we can see, it goes
up from 33, 35 to 40 and 41 percent. How
could that not help but ruin our econ-
omy? This is the kind of economic
thinking we are putting up with around
here, and it is all coming from the
White House. Our friends on the other
side apparently don’t want to take the
White House on. It is an increase of 17
to 24 percent on the marginal tax rates
for small businesses.

Ernst & Young recently released a
study showing these proposed tax
hikes—on top of ObamaCare’s 3.8 per-
cent tax increase—on dividends, inter-
est and capital gains would reduce our
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economic output by 1.3 percent. The
Ernst & Young study also found that
real aftertax wages would fall by 1.8
percent as a vresult of President
Obama’s policies.

Not surprisingly, the study noted 54
percent of the entire private sector
workforce is employed by flowthrough
businesses, such as S corporations and
partnerships, the majority of which
would see their taxes go up under the
President’s plan.

That is where the jobs are. What kind
of thinking are they willing to accept
on the other side of the aisle? It is hard
for me to believe. There isn’t a person
over there I don’t care for. It is hard
for me to believe they are not willing
to stand up to this President and say:
Hey, the game is over.

The truth is many of the people tar-
geted by Democrats as wealthy are, in
fact, middle-income, small business
owners who spent their whole lives
building up a business, then selling it
and falling into the top bracket just for
the year of the sale.

Consider a real-life example provided
by the Associated Builders and Con-
tractors. A husband and wife from
Pennsylvania who retired to Florida
owned an S corporation. In 2009, the
couple paid no Federal income tax be-
cause they did not have enough taxable
income to owe any tax. In 2010, when
they sold their business, their adjusted
gross income was about $780,000, and
they paid $170,000 in taxes. If they had
not sold their business in 2010, they
would have paid no taxes. So the one-
time sale of the business, built up over
many years, caused these small busi-
ness owners to be in one of the two top
brackets for just 1 year, after years of
building their business and then having
to sell it and have this catastrophe fall
on them.

Yet the President would have the
American people believe this couple is
part of some rich elite who are refusing
to pay their fair share. That is not all
or, as Ron Popiel would say: But wait,
there is more.

Last week, before the ink was even
dry on the Democratic leader’s small
business tax hike legislation, the bill
was changed to substantially in-
crease—get this—the death tax. Why
was that? Because they found there
was only $28 billion difference between
the Democratic bill and our bill, and
they wanted to find a way to get it up
to $50 billion, which is, as I said, 5 days
of spending around here.

It might be hard to believe, but this
proposal is even worse than President
Obama’s. The proposal by the Demo-
cratic leader would impose the death
tax on 15 times the number of estates
than under current tax policy, accord-
ing to the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation—the nonpartisan Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation. It would increase
the number of estates hit by the death
tax from 3,600 estates to 55,200. Accord-
ing to the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, 24 times more farming estates
would be hit by the Democrats’ death
tax proposal.
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What is going on over there? These
are intelligent people—our friends on
the other side. How can they possibly
live with this?

According to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, 24 times more farming es-
tates would be hit by the Democrats’
death tax proposal which they wrote in
here. I have to believe they just did it
so they could raise the difference be-
tween the two bills from $28 billion—3
days’ spending by the Federal Govern-
ment—to a little over $50 billion—5
days’ spending. Let’s call it 8 days’
spending. The number of small busi-
nesses hit by this death tax spike
would grow by 13 times.

What would that do to the incentives
for people to build small businesses,
small businesses that could become big
businesses and employ thousands of
people? This proposal would subject
2,400 percent more farms and 1,300 per-
cent more small businesses to the
death tax.

Farmers work all their lives hoping
to leave their farm to their children.
They will have to sell the farm to be
able to pay the death taxes our friends
on the other side have written into this
bill. They can’t be serious. But they
are. I would like to be a fly on the wall
when some Members of this body go
home and attempt to defend their sup-
port for a proposal effectively designed
to hobble small businesses and family
farms.

The President might think it is no
big deal. I am sure he has never been
on a farm, other than since he has been
President. I am not sure he has ever
worked with a small business. He has
been a community organizer. That is
important, but that doesn’t necessarily
qualify someone for President. After
all, according to the President, those
farmers and businessmen were not re-
sponsible for their success anyway.

I am going to give the President the
benefit of the doubt on that one. I
think maybe he misspoke. But I some-
times believe, in the President’s view,
he thinks these folks aren’t very
smart; they owe it all to the bureau-
crats stationed at the Departments of
Agriculture and Labor and their help-
ful investment-creating regulations.
We all know about those, don’t we? The
sweat and tears and sacrifice of the
families and individuals who create
and run small businesses have nothing
on the hard work and commitment of
the mid-level bureaucrats who make
their success possible.

But my guess is that some Members
of this body have a slightly more
nuanced understanding of the impor-
tance of these farms and businesses to
their communities, on both sides of the
aisle. They have to.

There is a limit to what this Presi-
dent should ask of my Democratic
friends, and he is asking way too much.
They should stand up and say, We have
had it. We are not going to do this.

It seems clear what the agenda of the
Senate should be. We should be focused
like hawks on preventing
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Taxmageddon. We should be focused on
job creation. Yet instead of addressing
these important matters, President
Obama and his Democratic allies are
spinning their wheels trying to raise
taxes on politically unpopular groups.
Even the Democrats’ treasured Keynes-
ian economics says you do not raise
taxes in a weak economy if you want
to create more jobs.

The President is devoting his entire
reelection campaign toward tax hiking
in the name of fairness. We have voted
twice on proposals to raise taxes on oil
and gas companies for no other reason
than that Democratic pollsters found
the President’s base does not like oil
and gas companies. Then a few months
ago, we voted on the silly Buffett rule.
This was not serious tax policy. It was
a statutory talking point—and not a
very good one at that. Then there was
last week’s bill on overseas investment
that was little more than a campaign
advertisement with cosponsors.

The American people are tired of
these political stunts. They are tired of
the Senate doing nothing. They are
tired of the Senate bringing up bills
that aren’t going to go anywhere.
Every minute Democrats spend playing
politics is a minute we fail to prevent
the largest tax increase in American
history. But instead of working to pre-
vent this massive tax hike on small
businesses, the President and the con-
gressional Democratic leadership have
doubled down on their tax hike strat-
egy.

Believe it or not, while doubling
down on their tax hike strategy, our
friends on the other side are pushing
the canard that the Hatch-McConnell
proposal is a tax hike. Yesterday, one
of our colleagues—who I won’t name,
though he named me—said the fol-
lowing:

Republicans claim not to want to raise
taxes, but the Republican tax bill would let
very popular lower and middle-class provi-
sions expire that would cost 25 million Amer-
icans an average of $1,000 each. Under the
Republican bill, 12 million families would see
an end to the—a smaller child tax credit. Six
million families would lose their earned in-
come tax credit and 11 million families
would lose their American opportunity tax
credit.

A little over 11 years ago, one-fourth
of the Democratic caucus supported
the bipartisan 2001 relief plan which is
the foundation of the policy underlying
the Hatch-McConnell bill. At that
time, the Joint Committee on Taxation
showed that the bill distributed an
across-the-board tax cut which made
the Tax Code more progressive. The
2003 bill was passed on a narrower bi-
partisan basis and extended on a broad-
er bipartisan basis in 2004 and 2006—Dbi-
partisan. The Joint Committee on Tax-
ation data showed that, against cur-
rent law, the fiscal cliff my friends are
threatening is, not surprisingly, basi-
cally the same as it was in 2001, 2003,
and 2006.

In other words, the Hatch-McConnell
proposal provides across-the-board tax
relief benefiting virtually every income
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tax payer, yielding a tax system that is
more progressive than we would face if
we went over the fiscal cliff. Let me re-
peat that.

The Hatch-McConnell proposal pro-
vides across-the-board tax relief bene-
fiting virtually every income tax
payer, yielding a tax system that is
more progressive than what we would
face if we went over the fiscal cliff. The
Joint Committee on Taxation analysis
indicates a similar result today.

To be sure, if you count continuous
stimulus checks issued by the govern-
ment to folks who do not pay income
tax as tax cuts, the Democrats’ pro-
posal does more of that than the
Hatch-McConnell proposal. There is no
question about that. But when is it
going to end? Is the upper 49 percent
going to have to continue to carry ev-
erything in this country?

Under Federal budget law, those con-
tinuous stimulus checks are counted in
the main as spending. I would say to
the colleague I referred to a moment
ago that if the Democrats want to use
that talking point—one at odds with
conventional budget accounting—it is
a free country. But if Democrats are
going to make that strained and tor-
tured charge, then they should also an-
swer for the failure of their bill to
patch the AMT for the year they claim
to be delivering middle-income tax re-
lief.

Their plan exposes 28 million middle-
income families to a stealth tax in-
crease of over $3,500 per family. So
while they claim that our bill raises
taxes by cutting stimulus spending,
they are mum on the massive tax in-
crease on 28 million American families
implicated in their own bill. I think we
might have a case here of folks in glass
houses throwing stones.

Make no mistake, Taxmageddon is
coming. The only good news is that
Congress can prevent this historic tax
increase from happening. As I men-
tioned, I have a bill I have introduced
with Senator MCCONNELL—S. 3413, the
Tax Hike Prevention Act of 2012—
which will prevent this historic tax in-
crease and will pave the way for tax re-
form in 2013. That is where my focus
will be until Taxmageddon is averted. I
hope my colleagues will join me in pre-
venting this looming tax increase from
being imposed on the American people.

Forty of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle voted to temporarily
extend this tax relief in 2010, recog-
nizing that we were in financial dif-
ficulty—we are in worse difficulty
today—and they should do so again. At
that time, President Obama said it
would be foolish to raise taxes during
an economic downturn, and he acted
accordingly. I respect him for that. But
he is not acting that way now. This is
an election year.

Our economy remains weak today. In
fact, it is weaker in terms of growth in
GDP than it was at the end of 2010, and
incoming data clearly point to even
more slowing in the economy as uncer-
tainty from the fiscal cliff has begun to
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strangle hiring and investment. My
friends on the other side have got to
wake up to these facts. The only thing
that appears to have changed is that
President Obama has apparently cho-
sen the path of class warfare and is
pursuing a politics-driven tax agenda.

I remember days in the past when my
friends on the other side would rise up
against even their own President when
it came to good economics. I hope they
will again, but it appears that it is not
so today. My hope is my colleagues,
who have supported this tax relief in
the past, will put the President’s short-
sighted and self-interested partisanship
aside and vote on behalf of their con-
stituents in favor of S. 3413 to extend
this tax relief to America’s families
and small businesses.

For the sake of the more than 12.7
million unemployed Americans, my
hope is that we act to prevent the
President’s campaign drive to malign
small businesses and raise their taxes,
and that it does not get in the way of
sound tax policy and job creation. To
put us through this for a difference of
a little more than $50 billion between
the two bills is amazing to me. That
amounts to about 5 days of Federal
spending. And to do this because the
President wants it done? Sometimes it
is good for this body to stand up and
say, Mr. President, you are going too
far.

What have I proposed? I proposed
that since it is even worse than 2010,
when the President thought it was the
wise thing to do in a fragile economy
that we put over the 2001, 2003 tax cuts
for 1 year—1 year—and that we strike
out a new force in this Senate and in
the House to do tax reform in that year
on a bipartisan basis.

I don’t believe that is an unreason-
able request, especially under the cir-
cumstances that we have seen with the
potential of Taxmageddon. I actually
believe it would be very wise on the
part of all Senators to do exactly that.
And wouldn’t it be wonderful if we
could work together for a change over
the next year, knowing that year is de-
voted to tax reform.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have a letter dated July 25,
2012, from the Associated Builders and
Contractors printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ASSOCIATED BUILDERS
AND CONTRACTORS. INC.,
Arlington, VA, July 25, 2012.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of Associated
Builders and Contractors (ABC), a national
association with 74 chapters representing
22,000 merit shop construction and construc-
tion—related firms, I am writing to express
strong opposition to the Middle Class Tax
Cut Act of 2012 (S. 3412), an ill-considered
measure that would amount to a massive tax
increase on business income, capital invest-
ment, and succession.

Per the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses, 14 percent of small busi-
ness employers will see a double-digit rate
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increase under this bill, foisting a large tax
hike on nearly one million job creators at
the worst possible time. According to a new
study by Ernst & Young, these tax increases
would cost more than 700,000 American jobs
and reduce the economy by 1.3 percent while
diminishing wages and capital investment.
With roughly 80 percent of commercial con-
tractors paying business income taxes at the
individual level, this scenario would dis-
proportionately harm the construction in-
dustry.

Worse yet, the resurgent estate tax burden
enabled by this bill will harm family busi-
nesses across the spectrum. Absent explicit
congressional action, uncertain business
owners would be faced with an escalated 55
percent rate with a severely diminished $1
million exemption. According to the Na-
tional Small Business Association, one-third
of all small business owners would be forced
to sell outright or liquidate a significant
portion of their company to pay this puni-
tive tax. In a capital-intensive industry such
as construction, with a large proportion of
closely-held and family-owned businesses, a
reversion to pre-2001 estate tax levels would
be nothing short of disastrous.

Rather than exposing nearly one in seven
job creators to a perilous fiscal cliff, Con-
gress must act swiftly to extend current tax
policies as a bridge to comprehensive tax re-
form. The Hatch-McConnell alternative plan
would do just that, continuing the 2001 and
2003 rates while abiding by the bipartisan es-
tate tax compromise reached in 2010 and pro-
viding for a path to reform the code.

ABC strongly opposes the small business
tax hikes contained in S. 3412, and urges a
NO vote for cloture on the motion to pro-
ceed.

Sincerely,
GEOFFREY BURR,
Vice President,
Federal Affairs.
Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I

yearn for the day when we can see both
sides come together and work to-
gether—work together in the best in-
terests of the country.

We know this Presidential election is
close. We know they are virtually in a
tie right now. Let that play itself out,
but let’s do what is right here. Let’s
not hammer small business. Let’s not
have the biggest tax increase in his-
tory. Let’s not put this country into a
recession—and maybe even a depres-
sion. It was irresponsible, in my eyes,
for any Democrat or any Republican to
say that if you don’t give us what we
want, we are going to allow Thelma
and Louise to go off the cliff. And we
are Thelma and Louise in this situa-
tion.

We can work together on an eco-
nomic program that hopefully every-
body in this body—or at least the vast
majority—can support in a bipartisan
way.

I hope we can get through this. I am
very concerned about our country and
very concerned about the way these
types of things are being brought up in
this election year.

I will make one last comment. The
Senate is not being run like the Sen-
ate. We are not going according to the
regular order. We are not going
through the committees. It is pure pol-
itics. I expect a little bit of that, but I
don’t expect everything to be pure poli-
tics. When our side isn’t even given a
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chance in many circumstances to bring
up amendments in the greatest delib-
erative body in the world, you can see
why there are some bad feelings around
here. And it is all being done to protect
some Members here rather than doing
what is right for the economy and for
our country. We have got to wake up
and start doing things in a little better
fashion around here. I hope we can.

I hope my colleagues on the other
side will accept my suggestion here. It
is done in good faith. I believe we can
dedicate next year to tax reform, and I
believe we can get it done if we work
together. I believe we can bring this
country out of the morass it is in. And
I suspect if my colleagues on the other
side will support what I have suggested
here today, the economy will start to
turn around almost immediately. It
seems to me it would be to their ben-
efit in this Presidential election year,
even though I don’t trust what some
have done in the past.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. BEGICH. Madam President, I am
going to deviate for a moment from my
prepared comments. I listened to my
good friend and colleague from Utah,
Senator HATCH. I respect him greatly.
As perhaps the only person who actu-
ally runs a small business, I wish to
comment on a few things and comment
on this important piece of legislation
we have in front of us.

Small business is defined not by the
SBA, which is 500 and below. When I
talk to small businesspeople, they wish
they had 500 employees. It would be a
dream, but it is not a fact. We have to
be careful about the numbers, and
there are a lot of numbers being
thrown around.

There was the story about the gen-
tleman from Florida who sold his busi-
ness and paid more taxes. I will be cor-
rected if necessary, but when someone
sells their small business, they pay
capital gains tax, which is about 15 per-
cent. So when they make more money
when they sell their business—I have
sold several of my small businesses
over the years, and if someone doesn’t
reinvest, they pay a certain rate, and
when they reinvest, they can bypass it
through an exchange afforded through
the Tax Code.

My friend from Utah sits on the Fi-
nance Committee. I am guessing the
small businessperson had a pretty good
rate, 15 points, which isn’t bad. Let me
also make sure and be very clear,
again, there are a lot of numbers
thrown around. The bills are very sim-
ple. They both cost money. One costs
$930 billion over the next 10 years and
one costs $250 billion. The proposal my
friend from Utah suggested costs $930
billion over 10 years. That is how the
Congressional Budget Office scores
these things. We can argue if we agree
or disagree. It is amazing on days they
like the numbers they agree, on days
they don’t like the numbers they dis-
agree.
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The Congressional Budget Office is
the Congressional Budget Office. I
don’t like the group. I like the people.
I think they have a black magic box
there and come up with numbers. The
fact is, those are the numbers. That is
the bipartisan organization that is se-
lected by this body jointly to deter-
mine these numbers. We can argue over
them after the fact. For example, when
this extension that my friend talks
about over there that in just 1 more
year—how many times have we heard
that? I have heard it twice since I have
been here. It was a 10-year deal when it
was first passed that would bring this
relief and this growth and this econ-
omy beyond our belief. In the last 3%
years, I don’t know, the economy
crashed. It is recovering now and strug-
gling.

When I came here, they said: We need
to extend it for just 2 years to help the
economy. So we extended it. I voted to
extend them all for 2 years. I am not
doing that again. We can’t afford it.
For 2 years, we had this extension that
was supposed to boom the economy. We
have had a slow-growth economy. The
people growing this economy are the
small businesspeople. These are the
people who have 25 or less employees.
They are the real small businesspeople.

As a matter of fact, this bill—and I
heard the number. Again, I ask people
to listen to the numbers and the twist-
ed commentary that everybody gives
on both sides. In Alaska, we say it how
it is. Here are the facts, and we saw
them in the documents, whatever may
be presented to us. Ninety-seven per-
cent of the small businesses in this
country will not see a tax increase be-
cause they are real small
businesspeople.

When we walk out of this building
and we go down the street for lunch
and see the restaurateurs that are op-
erating, there are not 500 employees.
There are 10 or 15 employees. I talked
to the owner at the Alaska Growth
Company today. He has 15 employees.
The largest SBA lender, bigger than
Wells Fargo, bigger than Key Bank,
bigger than all of them, has 15 employ-
ees. That is a small business. Those are
the people we are talking about.

I respect my friend. He has been a
lawyer all his life. I am not a lawyer.
No disrespect to lawyers. I am a small
businessperson. That is where I made
my living, that is where I make my liv-
ing, and that is where our family
makes our living. Let’s make sure it is
clear what we are talking about.

When the Senator talked about—I
can’t remember the exact percentage—
but 54 percent of these dollars are
passed through. He talked about dol-
lars. Yes, because the 3 percent or the
employers who have over 25 or 50 em-
ployees have huge revenue streams.
The small businesspeople in this econ-
omy, 97 percent of them make less than
$250,000 net income. That is what we
are talking about. I think every small
business would love to have net income
over $250,000. They strive for it every



S5332

day. I know I do in my small business.
I hope every day we achieve these num-
bers. As the public listens carefully to
the debate and as the minority leader
said earlier today, there is a difference,
a clear difference. We cannot afford
their bill. The taxpayers cannot afford
their bill. It is $930 billion over the
next 10 years, plus interest costs. I
heard over and over from the other
side, 40 percent of what we borrow is—
we have to borrow to pay our bills.
Forty percent of everything we pay, we
have to borrow. Where are they getting
the $930 billion? Where is that coming
from? It costs money, it costs interest,
and we don’t have it because over the
last decade and a half Democrats and
Republicans spent like there was no to-
morrow. Tomorrow is here.

We have to determine what our prior-
ities are. Despite the fear tactics being
laid out, I support small businesses 100
percent. Many bills I presented and
supported over the last 3% years were
about protecting and growing our
small business. Define a real small
business. There are people who have to
take their credit cards and figure out
how to get capital because banks will
not give them the money. They have a
dream of an opportunity and people
look at them and say: How much
money do you have in the bank? You
can mortgage your two homes or one
home or you can put everything up
that you have as collateral, plus maybe
your first born. I have been through
this.

My wife started her small business
with a small investment out of her re-
tirement funds, her own funds, and a
small $30,000 SBA loan. Just as a side
note, I get so frustrated when I hear
these ads, everyone is going to exag-
gerate what they hear and see. I am
sure, whatever I say today, in 2 years
they will take a couple words and use
them against me. I expect that. They
will say whatever they want. That is
what opponents do in campaigns. It is
too bad we can’t talk about the issues.

I am not here to defend the Presi-
dent. The President gets to defend him-
self. That is what he does. I have dis-
agreed with the President more than
once. I have disagreed with my na-
tional party more than once. His point
is when we build a business, there are
other elements that help build it.

For my wife’s business, it was an
SBA loan. I had a vending business.
When I had those trucks on the street,
those roads were built by a collective
group of taxpayers who helped to build
those roads. It is a combination of
those things. Don’t get me wrong. It is
the blood, sweat, and tears of small
businesses and the people who come up
with the dreams and ideas that create
these businesses and push it forward.

So I sat here patiently. As I was pre-
siding, I listened. The numbers are sim-
ple. One costs more, one costs less. The
taxpayers can’t afford it. As I said, 2
years ago, I supported the extension
because I was told we were going to in-
vest. We were going to grow this econ-
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omy significantly. We have grown it on
the backs of small businesspeople. That
is on whom we have grown this econ-
omy. That is where the fastest growing
population of new employees are com-
ing from.

To my friend on the other side of the
aisle, we gave that idea a shot. It
didn’t perform. I have to say as to
Thelma and Louise—a scene I hear
about all the time—thank God they
were driving an American car. My bet
is they landed safely on the other side
wherever they went. But the fact is, it
was in this body—and I heard the same
arguments on the other side: We can’t
help our auto industry; we can’t help
them out of what they are struggling
with—we took a calculated risk to sup-
port those businesses that manufacture
and employ people and today they are
thriving because this body said we are
going to take a risk. Again, Thelma
and Louise, thank you for driving an
American car.

This is simple. It is about making
sure 98 percent of Americans today
continue to have tax relief. It is about
97 percent of the businesses continuing
to have tax relief—small businesses. It
is important that we do this not only
for the economy but for these families
who are struggling. There are 300,000
families in Alaska alone who will ben-
efit from this relief.

There is a comment that I think Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN said earlier, and I rec-
ognize his point. His point is we should
have real tax reform. I agree and that
is why I sponsored a bill with Senator
WYDEN and Senator COATS on real tax
reform. We are moving down the path,
but we have to keep doing some things
here. We have to do some things that
keep the economy moving forward in
the right direction.

A typical family of four in Alaska, if
not without this relief, will pay an-
other $2,200 a year in taxes. A married
couple making $80,000 with one teen-
ager at home and another in college
will see their taxes go up by $2,250. A
couple earning $130,000 with one child
will see their taxes go up $4,000. I could
go on and on. We have choices to make,
and they are not going to be fun. Those
days are gone. They did that in the last
decade and a half when they had all
kinds of money to spend. We are in a
different situation. We have to make
choices of whom we invest in to grow
this economy.

I will invest in the small business
community, the 97 percent that will
continue to receive tax relief under
this bill and the 98 percent of Middle
America who are working every day to
try to make ends meet. These are the
folks I am focused on.

I recognize my colleagues on the
other side want to again see massive
tax reform. We have not had it since
the early 1980s. I have not been here
since then. I know a lot of these guys
have been here a long time and sit on
the Finance Committee and other com-
mittees. Do it. I am all game for
amendments on the floor. I am all
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game for that. We did it on the farm
bill. I believe we had 80 amendments.
We had a ton of amendments on the
Transportation bill. It doesn’t bother
me one darn bit. Vote on whatever we
need to and move on. Let’s move this
economy forward and keep moving for-
ward on the legislation that is critical.

Let me end on one point. I respect
my colleagues on the other side. We
agree many times and sometimes we
disagree. Today we disagree on this
issue. We don’t have the money. We
have to limit where we can put our re-
sources and target them in the best
way we can.

As I said, I voted a couple years ago
for this extension on everything and
more layoffs occurred in these big com-
panies and certain things happened
that didn’t show the economy growth.
One thing did happen. Small businesses
did grow. For the first time in 5 years,
home prices reported last week are up.
New home starts are up for the first
time in many months. Why are those
up? Because the small business commu-
nity and Middle America are starting
to put money into those areas. That is
important because that will grow this
economy and grow it beyond our belief
over the next decade, plus.

But for us to say we can still have
the train moving at the speed we were
moving at before the crash, we can’t do
it. We can’t extend these tax rates for
everyone. They want us to give a little,
so we are asking the top 2 percent to
give a little bit. At the end of the year,
my guess is we are not going to extend
the payroll tax. We can’t afford it, so
that means people on the other end
will have to give a little bit. As my
friend Senator LIEBERMAN said, every-
one needs to give a little bit. Yes, we
are going to do that.

From my end, I see the give and take
and tough decisions that are necessary.
That is what we were elected for, and
that is why we are here. To keep busi-
ness as usual and say: Just for 1 more
year, we will do tax reform someday,
well, that day is here. There is no to-
morrow, and we have to make tough
calls. So why not give the relief to the
real 97 percent of small businesses?

Again, I have to clarify. I have a sub
S. I have an LLC. I understand this.
One comment my friend said was even
if the owner didn’t take a dime—I have
a small business where I didn’t take a
dime. My LLC made money. I paid not
corporate, but I paid a passthrough
through me because I get a sub S,
which is a combination of corporations.

The point is everyone needs to give a
little to make it happen and make it
work. Today we are asking one group
to give a little but making sure the
bulk of our economy continues to move
forward. We want to make sure the
300,000 Alaskans whom I see on a reg-
ular basis still get the relief; for the
small businesses that are creating jobs
and creating a dream where they have
to put a max on their charge cards to
build the businesses because they can’t
get capital from the banks, or spending
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time cashing out their retirement be-
cause they believe in their dreams,
that this might be their opportunity,
these are the people I want to support.

So, again, I appreciate the time. I
wish we had more than what happens
when we come down, we speak, we
leave; we come down, we speak, we
leave. There is no real give-and-take. I
wish my friend from Utah was still
here. We could have a great conversa-
tion about the data he used. But here is
one simple point: One costs about $1
trillion, one costs about $150 billion.
We can afford the lower cost option
which protects 98 percent of the people
in this country, giving them relief, and
97 percent of our small businesses.

Thank you, Madam President. I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. FRANKEN. Madam President, I
wish to thank the Senator from North
Dakota, Mr. HOEVEN, for his courtesy
of allowing me to speak now so that I
may take the Chair and listen to his
speech.

I rise today to urge my colleagues to
support our economic recovery, en-
dorse fiscal responsibility, and bolster
the middle class by voting to extend
tax cuts on income up to $250,000.

Minnesotans are still struggling, and
we need to act now so people making
under $250,000 can keep their tax cuts.
Middle-class families need every bit of
help they can get. At the same time,
we need to make sure the richest 2 per-
cent of Americans are paying their fair
share so we can pay down the deficit. It
would be irresponsible not to.

Thanks to the policies of the Recov-
ery Act, we emerged from one of the
worst recessions in generations and ac-
tually stopped it from becoming the
second Great Depression. That being
said, too many working families are
still struggling to find work, pay their
rents or their mortgages, find afford-
able childcare, and send their kids to
college. By extending tax cuts to these
families, we will be putting money in
their pockets and, in turn, they will
likely go out and spend that money in
their communities, at their local small
businesses, and further bolster recov-
ery.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle look at this a bit differently.
They have put forward a proposal that
would extend tax cuts on income over
$250,000 for a year as well, which would
cost us over $800 billion in revenue over
10 years. They argue if we let taxes go
up on the richest 2 percent of Ameri-
cans, we are inviting another recession
and we are stifling growth. They can
make that claim over and over, but
there is no evidence of this. It would be
more helpful to examine the facts and
what recent history has taught us.

First, it is essential to clarify who
exactly would get a tax cut under the
Democratic proposal. Luckily, the an-
swer is easy: essentially everyone. If
we pass the bill proposed by the major-
ity leader and extend the tax cuts on
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the first $250,000 of income, everyone
who currently pays income taxes will
get a tax cut extension.

If a person makes $50,000, our bill pre-
serves that person’s entire tax cut. If a
person makes $100,000, this bill pre-
serves their entire tax cut. If a person
makes $250,000, it preserves the per-
son’s entire tax cut, and their tax cut
is also a lot bigger than the guy mak-
ing $50,000 or $100,000. That might not
be clear from some of the rhetoric we
have been hearing lately, but it is true.

People making over $250,000 would
still get a tax cut worth thousands of
dollars, and it would be larger than
anybody else’s tax cut. The only por-
tion of their taxes that would in-
crease—or it would stay the same as
under the law we have now, which is to
not extend the Bush tax cuts—would be
on any additional income above
$250,000. If a person makes $250,000 plus
$1, that person pays 39.6 percent on
that extra $1. That is a difference of 4.6
cents, a little less than a nickel. So for
those people under this plan, they get
the benefit of thousands and thousands
of dollars in tax cuts, minus a nickel.

Secondly, claims that not extending
the extra tax breaks for the richest 2
percent will cause harm to the econ-
omy are not supported by history.
Let’s take a look at President Clinton.
When he proposed his deficit reduction
plan in 1993, every Republican in the
House and every Republican in the
Senate opposed it. And what was their
claim? Their claim was that it would
hurt businesses and cause a recession.
Every Republican voted against it.

What really happened in the ensuing
years? Not only did we have an unprec-
edented expansion of our economy for 8
years, creating more than 22 million
new net jobs at the very tax rate we
are talking about now for people over
$250,000, but, at the same time, we
turned the biggest deficit in history
into the biggest surplus in history.
President Clinton handed President
George W. Bush a record surplus. So
the only time in the last 30 years in
which we actually had the budget in
balance was after we raised taxes on
those at the top—the very level we are
talking about now.

Between 1993 and 2001, this country
created an unprecedented number of
jobs—22.7 million net—and did so while
benefiting everyone up and down the
economic ladder. Not every individual
but every quartile. There was economic
growth in every quartile. We witnessed
a decrease in the number of Americans
in poverty, and we saw the creation of
more millionaires and billionaires than
ever before. President Clinton’s deficit
reduction plan not only reduced the
deficit as planned, it eliminated it en-
tirely. So not only did we create all
that prosperity, President Clinton then
handed off a record surplus. I think
this needs to be said. He handed off a
record surplus to incoming President
George W. Bush.

In fact, when President Bush took of-
fice, we were on track to completely
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pay off our national debt with $56 tril-
lion of surpluses projected over the
next 10 years. In other words, we would
have zeroed out our national debt last
year—zero, no debt. But he cut taxes in
2001, and he cut taxes in 2003, after we
went to war—unprecedented in our Na-
tion’s history.

The decision before us today is a fun-
damental one: Should we extend these
tax cuts on income up to $250,000, pre-
serving tax cuts for everyone, with the
largest tax cuts going to those with in-
comes of $250,000 or more—they would
get the largest tax cuts—or should we
ask the richest 2 percent to pay their
fair share, to pay 4.6 percent extra on
income over $250,000, which has been
shown historically to create jobs? It
poses a question about choices: We can
choose to do the economically respon-
sible thing or we can choose to provide
additional tax cuts for people who least
need them.

When everyone pays their fair share,
our Nation can get back on a path to
fiscal responsibility and, at the same
time, invest in quality education, in in-
frastructure, in R&D for high-tech in-
dustries. These are the things which
create prosperity. We can create good
jobs in our manufacturing sector and
other emerging industries.

In fact, investing in the middle class
is a win for everyone. The buying
power of the middle class is what sus-
tains our economy, makes it grow. Our
economy doesn’t grow from the top
down. If our experience over the last 30
years teaches us anything, it is that. It
grows from the middle class out. Presi-
dent Clinton understood that and so
does President Obama.

I have friends who have been very
successful in the business world. I have
enormous respect for them and what
they have accomplished, and I do for
almost every American who has been
successful in building their businesses.
There are some people who have taken
some shortcuts and maybe don’t de-
serve our approval, but they are a very
small fraction. We honor, we celebrate
people who have been successful.

This is what my friends who have
been successful tell me. They say when
the middle class is strong—when they
have customers—they grow their busi-
nesses and can make more money. Be-
lieve me—I have had friends tell me ex-
actly this—they would rather pay a
39.6-percent marginal rate on $2 million
of income than pay 35 percent on $1
million of income. That is the dif-
ference between a booming economy
and a stagnant one. How many times
have we heard that the deficit is what
is hurting our economy? We are talk-
ing about a difference of almost $900
billion to get our deficit under control.
All this is just common sense. It is
common sense and taking a little bit of
a look at history over the last 30 years.
Policies that support and grow the
middle class benefit everyone and in-
crease prosperity all along the eco-
nomic spectrum.

So, in the end, we have a big decision
to make today. Do we stand for our
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economic recovery and for middle-class
families and for addressing the budget
deficit with the Democratic proposal or
do we continue to give extra tax breaks
to the richest 2 percent of Americans
instead of extending improvements in
the child tax credit and earned-income
tax credit affecting more than 13 mil-
lion working families while adding
hundreds of billions of dollars to the
deficit?

Let’s be clear. The Republican plan
would raise taxes on 13 million middle-
class and working-class families and
get rid of the expanded earned-income
tax credit to people who are working so
we can pay for tax cuts for millionaires
and billionaires. I hope we can show
the American people that common
sense still prevails in the Senate by
acting in unison across the aisle to do
what is responsible.

I urge all of my colleagues to extend
the middle-class tax cuts and to vote
for the majority leader’s bill.

Thank you, Madam President. I
thank my colleague from North Da-
kota, Senator HOEVEN.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I
rise to speak on the need for progrowth
tax reform rather than a tax increase.

President Obama has proposed rais-
ing taxes. He says that we should raise
income taxes on individuals and small
businesses, that we should raise capital
gains taxes on investments, and that
we should raise the estate tax, meaning
raise the death tax on American fami-
lies.

For example, take the estate tax.
You have a farmer. Right now, if he
wants to pass his farm on to the next
generation, for any value over $5 mil-
lion, he has to pay the estate tax. Gen-
erally, families may be able to do that.
They may be able to borrow the dollars
required and pass the family farm on to
the next generation. But under this
proposal, that changes. Instead of pay-
ing the estate tax on anything over $5
million, now that farm family would
have to pay the estate tax on anything
over $1 million. So think about a farm-
er in my home State of North Dakota
or maybe in Minnesota or anywhere
else throughout the Midwest. How do
they pass on that family farm when
they are going to have to pay taxes on
any value over $1 million? So now they
are looking at a situation where they
are going to have to sell that farm
rather than have their children con-
tinue farming an operation that may
have been in that family for genera-
tions. That is a real problem for our
farmers, for small businesses, and for
families across this great country, and
it certainly is not going to help our
economy. In fact, it will hurt our econ-
omy.

The President himself has said that
we cannot raise taxes in a recession. He
has said repeatedly that doing so would
hurt the economy and would, in fact,
hurt job creation.
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So let’s review our situation right
now. Our situation right now is that we
have 8.2 percent unemployment. We
have more than 41 months in which un-
employment has been above 8 percent.
We have 13 million people out of work,
and we have another 10 million people
who are underemployed. So you are
talking about 23 million people in this
country who are either unemployed or
underemployed.

Middle-class income, since this ad-
ministration has taken office, has de-
clined on average from approximately
$55,000 to $50,000.

Food stamps use. Food stamp recipi-
ents have increased from 32 million re-
cipients, when this administration
started in office, to 46 million food
stamp recipients today.

Home values have dropped on average
from $169,000 to $148,000.

Economic growth. Economic growth
in this recovery is the weakest of any
recovery since World War II. For the
last quarter, our growth was 1.9 per-
cent versus the prior quarter—1.9 per-
cent.

Job creation last month: 80,000 jobs.
But it takes 150,000 jobs gained every
month just to hold even with our popu-
lation growth, just to start reducing
that 8.2-percent unemployment rate.

Those are the facts. They speak for
themselves. You can draw your own
conclusion.

The President’s approach to our
economy is making it worse. His fail-
ure to join with us in extending the
current tax rates and engage in
progrowth tax reform rather than rais-
ing taxes is sitting on our economy
like a big wet blanket. But we can
change that, and we can change that
right now. We do it by extending the
current tax rates, the tax rates that
have been in effect for 10 years—not
raising them but extending the current
tax rates for a year—by engaging in
comprehensive, progrowth tax reform,
and also, of course, by getting control
of our spending. Business investment
and economic activity would respond
immediately.

Look at the latest information from
the Congressional Budget Office. The
CBO projects that the economy will
contract—will contract—by a 1.3-per-
cent annual rate for the first 6 months
of next year if the fiscal cliff is not ad-
dressed, meaning the current tax rates,
which go up at the end of the year un-
less we address this, an increase in
taxes and the sequestration.

Now, if those things are addressed
with the approach we have put forward,
instead of an overall one-half percent
of growth next year, you are looking at
4.4-percent growth for our economy.
Those are the CBO’s statistics. Think
of the difference—think of the dif-
ference—that would make for those 13
million people who are looking for a
job. It just stands to reason because
business needs certainty to invest, to
grow, and to hire people, not higher
taxes. With legal, tax, and regulatory
certainty, businesses in this country
would invest and grow.
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Right now, there is more private cap-
ital on the sidelines than at any other
time in the history of our country. Pri-
vate investment capital that busi-
nesses would otherwise invest and get
this economy growing and get people
back to work is sidelined because of
the regulatory burden, because of the
government spending and the deficit
and because of plans like this to raise
taxes. It is that situation which is side-
lining private investment and private
capital. That means slow economic
growth. That means higher unemploy-
ment. That means more people without
jobs. That means less revenue to re-
duce our deficit and our debt.

So clearly raising taxes is not the
way to go. But President Obama says:
Now, wait a minute, everybody needs
to pay their fair share. Right? You hear
him say that all the time: Everyone
needs to pay their fair share. Well, of
course everyone needs to pay their fair
share, but the way to do it is with
progrowth tax reform and closing loop-
holes. That is exactly what we have
proposed, not raising taxes on more
than 1 million small businesses in this
country—the very job creators in this
country—as the President has pro-
posed.

Let’s take a look at tax rates for just
a minute. We talk about this all the
time. Let’s take look at these tax
rates. According to the National Tax-
payers Union, for the tax year 2009, the
top 5 percent of taxpayers paid almost
60 percent of the taxes. One more time.
The top 5 percent of taxpayers paid al-
most 60 percent of all the income taxes
paid. The top 10 percent paid 70 percent
of all income taxes, and the top 50 per-
cent paid 98 percent. The top 50 percent
of taxpayers paid 98 percent of all in-
come taxes.

So what we are proposing is
progrowth tax reform, closing loop-
holes. Let’s extend the current tax
rates for 1 year and set up a process to
pass comprehensive, progrowth tax re-
form that lowers rates, that closes
loopholes, that is fair, that is simpler,
and that will generate revenue from
economic growth rather than higher
taxes. The reality is that, along with
controlling government spending, is
the only way we are going to balance
our budget, that is the only way we are
going to get on top of our deficit and
debt, and that is the only way we are
going to get these 13 million people
back to work. Because that is how this
American economy works—when we
stimulate that private investment,
that entrepreneurial activity of small
businesses across this county that has
made our economy the envy of the
world.

To be successful, this effort has to be
bipartisan. We have to join together in
a bipartisan way to make it happen. So
let’s get started. Let’s give small busi-
nesses in this country the legal, tax,
and regulatory certainty, the business
climate, the environment they need to
encourage private investment and in-
novation and job creation. That is the
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American way. That is the real Amer-
ican success story. We can do it, we
need to get started, and we need to
make it happen now.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). The Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I would
like to take some time at this point to
talk about some events in Asia. I think
we all need to be paying very close at-
tention to them. Before I do that, I
would like to clarify my position on
the vote we are going to be taking this
afternoon.

First, I wish to emphasize that I
agree with all those comments that
have been made by my Democratic col-
leagues about needing to keep these
tax cuts in place for our lower income
workers, our middle class; I just hap-
pen to believe we need to keep them in
place for everyone who is making their
income through what we call ordinary
earned income.

BEarned income, ordinary earned in-
come, is the strongest indicator that a
person in this country is actually accu-
mulating wealth, which is the Amer-
ican dream, and it is not necessarily
that you have wealth—whatever the
amount may happen to be. Passive in-
come, which is income from capital
gains, such as investment in stocks or
dividends, is one of the best indicators
that you actually have accumulated a
certain amount of wealth—you have
enough money to set aside and invest
it.

So my long belief has been that if we
are going to raise taxes on income, in
addition to these other things we have
been talking about with respect to tax
loopholes and subsidies and those sorts
of things, we really ought to be doing
so in the fairest place, and the fairest
place is from passive income, not ordi-
nary earned income. I have said since
the day I announced for the U.S. Sen-
ate years ago that I will not vote to
raise taxes on ordinary income of any
amount. I gave a rather detailed set of
floor remarks several months ago
about this issue.

I would like to share this particular
chart with my colleagues today before
I begin speaking on the situation in the
South China Sea. This shows sources of
income for the top 0.1 percent. We keep
talking about these people at the top
who are not paying their fair share.
Well, two-thirds of the money that is
being made by the top 0.1 percent in
this country—that is 140,000 tax-
payers—is being made from passive in-
come. It is being made from capital
gains and dividends, which are taxed at
a much lower rate than ordinary in-
come—right now, 15 percent.

So in addition to fixing the larger
Tax Code, I would like to say again to
my colleagues that this is the area
where we really should have the cour-
age to make some decisions.

I was reading an article in the Econo-
mist—this week’s edition—pointing out
that American profits, corporate prof-
its as a percentage of GDP, are actu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ally higher now than they were at the
high point before our economic crisis.
In other words, corporate profits have
gone up to a point where they are now
about 15 percent of our GDP at the
same time our wages have stagnated
and gone down. They made one point in
here where they said there is an irony
that a high share of GDP for profits
automatically results in a low share
for wages. Why? Because the people
who are making the money by running
these companies—the executives—are
selling their stocks, their stock op-
tions, taking the lower percentage on
capital gains in order to make their
money.

So I am not going to vote for raising
taxes on ordinary earned income. But,
again, I will renew my suggestion to
this body that we take a good, hard
look at this because this situation is
creating the greatest disparity among
our people.

SOUTH CHINA SEA

Mr. President, for many years, since
well before I came to the Senate, I have
had the pleasure to work and travel in-
side East Asia in many different capac-
ities—as a marine in Okinawa and
Vietnam, as a journalist, as a govern-
ment official, as a guest of different
governments, as a filmmaker, as a
business consultant.

What we have been able to do, I
think, in the last 5 or 6 years in order
to refocus our country’s interest on
this vital part of the world is one of the
great success stories of our foreign pol-
icy. But at the same time, we have to
always be mindful that the presence of
the United States in Southeast Asia is
the guarantor of stability in this re-
gion.

If you look up here at the Korean Pe-
ninsula, you will see that for centuries
there has been a cycle where the power
centers have shifted among Japan,
Russia, and China. This is the only
place in the world where the geo-
graphical and power interests of those
three countries intersect, and they
intersect, with the Korean Peninsula
being right in the middle of it.

We saw earlier, actually in the mid-
dle of last century, what happened
when Japan became too aggressive in
this part of the world. The Japanese
fought Russia in the early 1900s. They
defeated them. This is when they
moved into Korea, occupied Korea,
moved into China.

This resulted in our involvement in
the Second World War. And since the
Second World War, our presence has
been the guarantor of stability. We
have seen blowups, the Korean war
when we fought China in addition to
North Korea, the Vietnam war, in
which I fought. But generally the long-
term observers of this region, people
such as Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew
of Singapore, will say that the presence
of the United States in this region has
allowed economic systems to grow and
governmental systems to modernize.
We have been the great guarantor of
stability.
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The difficulty we have been facing in
the past 10 to 12 years has been how to
deal with the economic and inter-
national growth of China in this re-
gion. Before China’s expansion, when I
was in the Pentagon in the 1980s, we
had seen the reemergence of the Soviet
Union. When I was in the Pentagon at
that time, on any given day Russia’s
dream of having warm-water ports in
the Pacific had been realized, to where
they would have about 20 to 25 ships in
Cam Ranh Bay, Vietnam, at the end of
the Vietnam war. But for the past 10 to
12 years, the challenge has been for us
to develop the right sort of relation-
ship with China so we can acknowledge
their growth as a nation but maintain
the stability that is so vital in this
part of the world.

The last few years have been very
troublesome. There have been a num-
ber of issues out here in the South
China Sea that for a long time our
military leaders assumed were simply
tactical engagements where Chinese
naval vessels and fishing vessels would
be involved in spats with the Phil-
ippines off the coast of Vietnam. But it
became very clear—and also in the
Senkaku Islands near Japan.

It became very clear after a while,
though, that what we are seeing are
sovereignty issues. People were talking
for many years about solving the situa-
tion in Taiwan, the sovereignty issue
in Taiwan. It was clear—I was speaking
about this for many years—that there
are many other sovereignty issues once
Taiwan is resolved: the Senkaku Is-
lands, which Japan and China both
claim, the Paracels, which China and
Vietnam both claim, the Spratlys,
which are claimed by five different
countries, including China, Vietnam,
and the Philippines.

So we started seeing a resurgence of
incidents that became military con-
frontations over the past couple of
years. Our Secretary of State and this
administration were very clear 2 years
ago, almost to the day, that these situ-
ations were not simply Asian situa-
tions, that they were in the vital inter-
ests of the United States to be resolved
peacefully and multilaterally.

We have been struggling on the For-
eign Relations Committee to try to
pass the Law of the Sea Treaty where
these sorts of incidents—which, by the
way, are more than security incidents,
they involve potentially an enormous
amount of wealth in this part of the
world. We have had a very difficult
time getting a Law of the Sea Treaty
passed where most of the countries
around the world recognize the basic
principles of how to resolve these inter-
national issues through multilateral
involvement.

In the absence of a Law of the Sea
Treaty, and, I think, with the resur-
gence of the Chinese—a certain faction
of the Chinese tied to their military,
China has become more and more ag-
gressive. This past month has been
very troublesome. On June 21, China’s
State Council approved the establish-
ment of what they call the Sansha City
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Prefectural Zone. This is literally the
creation from nowhere of a govern-
mental body in an area that is claimed
also by Vietnam.

Unilaterally on Friday, July 13, be-
cause of disagreements over how to
characterize the South China Sea situ-
ation, ASEAN—the Association of East
Asian Nations, a 10-nation body, which
has been very forthcoming in trying to
solve these problems—failed to issue a
communique about the South China
Sea issues, a multilateral solution of
the South China Sea issues.

On July 22, the Central Military
Commission of China announced the
deployment of a garrison of soldiers to
the islands in this area. The garrison
will likely be placed in the Paracel Is-
lands right here, as I said, claimed by
Vietnam, within the exclusive eco-
nomic zone of Vietnam.

July 23, China officially began imple-
menting this decision. It announced
that 45 legislators are now to govern
the approximately 1,000 people who are
occupying these islands. They have
elected a mayor and a vice mayor.
They have announced that a 15-member
standing committee will be running
the prefecture. They have announced
that this city they are creating will ad-
minister more than 200 islands, sand-
banks, reefs, covering 2 million square
kilometers of water.

In other words, they have created a
governmental system out of nothing.
They have populated with a garrison
an island that is in contest in terms of
sovereignty, and they have announced
that this governing body will admin-
ister this entire area in the South
China Sea.

China has refused to resolve these
issues in a multilateral forum. They
claim these issues will only be resolved
bilaterally, one nation to another.
Why? Because they can dominate any
nation in this region. This is a viola-
tion, quite arguably, of international
law. It is contrary to China’s own
statements about their willingness to
work with ASEAN, to try to develop
some sort of code of conduct. This is
very troubling. I would urge the State
Department to clarify this situation
with China and also with our body im-
mediately.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
to share my concerns over the proposed
changes in the estate and gift tax pro-
visions of the current Tax Code that
will be considered within hours on the
floor.

Similar to much of the Tax Code, the
estate and gift tax provisions are ter-
ribly complex, costly to comply with,
and have very serious negative con-
sequences. These negative con-
sequences disproportionately harm
farmers and ranchers and worry their
lenders.

Visiting with farmers and stockmen
today—Ilivestock producers—one had
better stand back. They are upset, they
are frustrated, they are angry, they are
concerned, and they are worried.
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All across farm country, we are suf-
fering from a severe drought—which is
a real emergency, historic in scope and
damage, particularly for our livestock
industry. Congress should respond. At
the same time, they are facing a farm
bill that is in limbo, regulations that
defy any commonsense cost-benefit
yvardstick, and no farmer or their lend-
er can plan in this environment. In
farm country, there is no certainty.

But just to split the shingle, now we
have proposed changes to the current
estate tax—the infamous death tax—all
based on a select few in Washington de-
ciding who is wealthy, what is a fair
share people should pay in a tax and
how they should pay that tax, playing
again with the politics of envy and
class warfare. I think we ought to quit
this business. The classic example is
that under current law, the Federal es-
tate tax is set at 35 percent on estates
over $5 million.

If nothing is changed, on January 1,
2013—or if Senators vote for a par-
ticular version of the two tax bills we
are going to be considering in just
about 1%2 hours—if nothing is changed,
the estate tax exemption will drop
from $5 million to $1 million and the
estate tax rate will jump from 35 per-
cent to b5 percent.

If we do not act to extend the current
death tax structure—I would like to
eliminate it; I would like to repeal it
but at least extend it—the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation reports that over 10
years, the number of small businesses
subject to the death tax will increase
from about 1,800 folks to 23,700, and the
number of farming estates subject to
the death tax would increase from
about 900 farmers and ranchers to
25,200. That is more than 20 times addi-
tional farming estates that would be
hit with this massive death tax hike, a
2,000-percent increase.

It is not just farmers and ranchers
who would be affected. Nine times
more small businesses would be hit
with this massive death tax—a 900-per-
cent increase. Twelve times more tax-
able estates would be hit—a 1,200-per-
cent increase. While I support perma-
nently repealing the death tax, if we
cannot achieve that goal, how we
structure this tax in particular has im-
mediate real-world implications for
folks in Kansas and across the country.

The looming 2013 change to the es-
tate tax law would be a huge disservice
to agriculture because it is a land-
based, capital-intensive industry with
few options for paying estate taxes
when they come due.

The current state of our economy,
coupled with the uncertain nature of
estate tax liabilities, makes it tremen-
dously difficult for family-owned farms
and ranches to make any sound busi-
ness decisions. They are on the side-
lines of our economy. They are not on
the economic playing field. Again,
there is no certainty.

Obviously, raising the estate tax bur-
den will strike a blow to farm and
ranch operations trying to transition
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from one generation to the next. A $1
million exemption sounds like a lot. To
some people in this Chamber—and ob-
viously to some people within this ad-
ministration—at $1 million a person is
rich, they are wealthy, with no consid-
eration as to what the personal situa-
tion is for that individual, but some-
body just determining what a fair
share is and then taking from that in-
dividual and redistributing to those
whom they think deserve it.

But a $1 million exemption is not
high enough to protect a typical farm
or ranch able to support a family.
When coupled with a top rate of 55 per-
cent, that is going to be especially dif-
ficult, if not impossible, for farms and
ranches and businesses to pass on their
wherewithal to the next generation.

Yet our Nation’s estate tax policy is
in direct conflict with the desire to
preserve and protect our Nation’s fam-
ily-owned farms and ranches. Individ-
uals, family partnerships, and family
corporations own 98 percent of our Na-
tion’s 2 million farms and ranches.
When estate taxes on an agriculture
business exceed cash or other liquid as-
sets, many surviving family partners
will be forced to sell land, buildings or
equipment needed to keep their busi-
nesses operating.

With 85 percent of farm and ranch as-
sets illiquid, producers have few op-
tions when it comes to generating cash
to pay the estate tax. Recent increases
in agricultural land values—on aver-
age, 25 percent from 2010 to 2011—have
greatly expanded the number of farms
and ranches that now top the estate
tax exemption. How on Earth can farm-
ers, ranchers, and small businesses
even plan for this?

In order to keep farm or ranch busi-
nesses operating after the death of the
owner, families must plan for the es-
tate tax. But under the majority party
bill we will vote on shortly, many more
farmers and ranchers will face in-
creased filing, paperwork, and other
hassles in planning for succession, not
to mention lawyers, CPAs, and estate
planners. In fact, if we don’t extend the
current estate tax, estates required to
file paperwork with the IRS rise from
about 8,600 to 107,500. That is a lot of
time and cost that could be avoided.

The planning costs associated with
this tax are not only a drain on busi-
ness resources but also take money
away from the day-to-day operations
and investing in the business. Even
with planning, uncertain tax law com-
bined with changing land values and
family situations make it impossible
to guarantee that an estate plan will
protect the family farm or ranch. This
not only can cripple a farm or ranch
operation, but it hurts all throughout
our rural communities, up and down
Main Street, every business that agri-
culture supports.

The death tax is one of the worst of-
fenders in bringing real complexity to
the Tax Code, and I believe it is one of
the most distortive provisions in our
system.
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Some believe and will point out that
the estate tax is an instrument of so-
cial justice; that it is designed to limit
wealth accumulation and to spread
that wealth around, something I think
that is contrary to what this country is
all about.

Why do you work? You work hard to
make a difference, and you work hard
because you enjoy the work and hope-
fully you get paid for it—and, hopefully
you get paid for it enough that you can
at least have enough wherewithal so
your Kkids and their kids can continue
that kind of endeavor if they so choose.
But some people say we want to spread
that wealth around.

Even if someone holds what I con-
sider a socialistic view—a tough word;
it is a pejorative, I know, but I think
that applies here—the estate tax,
which distorts no end of economic deci-
sions, isn’t the most efficient method
to redistribute wealth. If you are a
wealth redistributor, if you will, in this
body, clearly taxpayers facing the
death tax respond to the tax by cutting
back on investments, consuming more
of the capital and other assets that
could be passed on to build businesses.

So the disincentives the death tax
creates in the end lead to lower
growth, fewer jobs, and less savings.
How do we redistribute that? There is
nothing to redistribute. In a troubled
economy, this forced outcome does not
make sense.

Being able to plan for the future is
critical. The current uncertainty leads
to the repeated provisions of wills and
trusts, which burdens taxpayers and
advisers alike. I don’t care what farm
organization I am talking to, what
commodity group, what small business
group, wherever I go in my State of
Kansas—and I think it is the same in
regard to other States that Members
are privileged to represent—over and
over, I have been asked again what
Congress will do with these provisions:
What should a rancher do? How can
they pass farms on to their children?

I have even been asked, for planning
purposes—I am not making this up—if
this is a good year to die. That is as-
tounding, if not outrageous. It may be
a good year to die because this egre-
gious change is going nowhere.

These two bills we are considering in
just a few moments are not going any-
where. We will vote in a little while,
but they are both subject to a point of
order—not having originated in the
House, they will be blue-slipped. That
is a fancy word, a parliamentary word,
saying they are going nowhere because
bills on taxes have to originate in the
House. Talk about a real income redis-
tribution—a nothing burger. That is
what we are considering. But it is in-
dicative of what is being considered in
this Chamber and indicative of what we
have to take care of in true tax reform.

Folks in Kansas should not have to
make such important decisions on a
tax law that is changing all the time.
We need to repeal or permanently reset
the death tax. If this tax cannot be re-
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pealed, it needs to be set in stone—
hopefully, not a gravestone—and at a
rate and in a manner that provides cer-
tainty.

While it is important to permanently
eliminate this very punitive tax, until
this can be accomplished, Congress
should at least extend the current $5
million exemption, indexing it to re-
flect land values and continuing the
spousal transfer and maintaining the
top 35-percent tax rate.

We pay taxes all of our lives. It just
doesn’t make sense to be taxed again
when we die.

I suggest the absence of a quorum, al-
though I note that my colleague from
Illinois is perhaps ready to speak. I will
be happy to yield back any time I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (UDALL of
New Mexico). The Senator from Illi-
nois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, in a
short time we are going to vote on a
tax measure that gives the Senate a
very clear choice, and here is the
choice: At the end of this year, a whole
battery of tax cuts that were enacted
into law years ago will expire, on De-
cember 31. The question is, What is
going to happen next? If we do nothing,
a very good thing will happen but also
a very bad thing will happen. The good
thing is that if the taxes go up on vir-
tually all Americans for 10 years, we
will reduce our deficit by $56 trillion—
more than any group has been able to
suggest or come up with a plan to
achieve in any of the meetings in
which we have been involved. That is $5
trillion in deficit reduction. It is an
amazing reduction. There is another
side to the ledger. On the other side of
the ledger it says: If we start taxing
families now while this economy is in
recovery, it is going to slow down the
recovery. Well, that is natural. People
have less money to spend, and many
working families living paycheck to
paycheck will face a new hardship they
don’t have today. They reduced their
spending, the economy contracts, and
we see this recession hang on with high
unemployment and businesses failing.

So it really is a very Faustian choice,
a difficult choice—reduce the deficit
dramatically, on one hand, by letting
all the tax cuts expire but risk going
into a deeper recession and maybe re-
peating what happened a few years ago,
which devastated our economy.

The President said: Let’s try to
strike the right balance. When all of
the tax cuts expire on December 31,
let’s focus on restoring the tax cuts for
that portion of American families and
workers who need a helping hand to
continue. But let’s not go all the way.
Let’s not restore the tax cuts for those
in the highest income categories.

So the President says: We can have
both. If we follow my plan, we will re-
duce the budget deficit because we
don’t give tax cuts to the wealthiest,
and we will still help working families,
and we will keep the economy moving
forward.

He tries to strike that balance. The
balance he strikes is that everyone will
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get a tax cut on the first $250,000 of in-
come, even millionaires, but not be-
yond that.

The Republicans have a different ap-
proach. They will offer an amend-
ment—extend all the tax cuts for ev-
eryone to the highest levels of income,
well beyond $250,000, not just to the 98
percent of the Americans who make
$250,000 or less but 100 percent, every-
body. Well, their approach, by extend-
ing those tax cuts, will mean no deficit
reduction. In fact, their approach
would add about $900 billion to the def-
icit compared to the President’s ap-
proach. So they are really basically
throwing a bucket of red ink on this
conversation and saying: We are pre-
pared to add $900 billion to the deficit
so that the top 2 percent of wage earn-
ers can get a tax break.

That isn’t all. The Republican ap-
proach, which will be offered by Sen-
ator HATCH, the ranking Republican on
the Senate Finance Committee, goes a
step further. I don’t understand this
part of it. He wants to extend the tax
cuts to the highest income categories,
but then he very carefully excises or
eliminates some of the basic tax breaks
working families use.

Let me be specific. The Hatch-
McConnell bill does not extend the
earned-income tax credit, child tax
credit provisions, and as a result here
is what happens: The Hatch provision,
which protects the wealthiest in Amer-
ica by saving their tax cut, would in-
crease the tax on 11 million working
families in America who currently are
able to deduct the college tuition ex-
penses for their kids. So while the
wealthiest in America will get a break
all the way through with the Hatch-
McConnell Republican approach, 11
million American families will find
their tax bills going up if they have
kids in college.

What kind of message is that? Here
the students are struggling to get
through school, families are incurring
debt, and we create a tax benefit to
help those families get through, but
the Republicans say: No, we are going
to raise the taxes on 11 million work-
ing families.

That is not all. They also raise the
taxes on 6 million other families, work-
ing families with three or more chil-
dren, by $800 each on a change they re-
fused to make on the earned-income
tax credit and then turn around—and I
think this is one of the worst—and in-
crease the taxes on families with chil-
dren. The child tax credit currently in
the law allows a break for families
with kids, a helping hand, because kids
can be expensive. This is part of the
Tax Code that helps these families.

So about 25 million American fami-
lies will see their taxes go up with the
Hatch-McConnell Republican tax ap-
proach that protects those at the high-
est level of income categories. I don’t
think that is sensible.

I have spent a lot of time in the last
couple of years talking about this def-
icit. It is serious. I guess I come from
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the Democratic side of the spectrum,
the left side of the spectrum. That is
what my values reflect, and that is
what my voting record reflects. But I
will say this: This Democratic Senator
understands that deficits are for real.
We cannot continue to borrow 40 cents
of every dollar we spend, even for the
programs I love, let alone the programs
I am not so crazy about. So we have to
reduce spending, but we can’t balance
the budget with millions of Americans
out of work. We need to get this econ-
omy growing, moving forward, and cre-
ating jobs.

People who are working and paying
taxes make this a strong country and
start to solve some of our deficit prob-
lems just by virtue of the fact that
they are working, paying their taxes,
and raising their families. So when it
comes to these tax cuts, let me say
that I am passionate about making cer-
tain working families get the break
they need.

Pew Trust did a survey last year.
Here is what they asked working fami-
lies across America: If you had a fam-
ily emergency and you needed $2,000 in
30 days, could you get it? Could you
come up with $2,000 if there was a
major car repair or a pretty routine
trip to the hospital or to a doctor’s of-
fice? That can run to $2,000 in a hurry
if you have a broken arm. Consider the
possibilities. So they asked all the
working families how many of them
could come up with $2,000 in 30 days.
The answer was half of the working
families. That means the other half
can’t. It tells us how close to the edge
many people are living.

That is why the President’s pro-
posal—the Democratic proposal here—
that gives the tax cuts and tax breaks
to the working families makes a dif-
ference. Ninety-eight percent of Ameri-
cans will benefit from the President’s
approach; 2 percent will pay more. I
think 2 percent will pay their fair
share.

The Republican approach means, for
a person making $1 million in a year—
and just some quick math: that is
$20,000 a week in income—it would give
them a $250,000 annual tax break. Come
on. At this moment in time, when we
are dealing with the deficit and calling
on Congress for more spending cuts and
saying we have to get it together as a
nation, $250,000 a year in additional tax
cuts for millionaires? I don’t get it. I
don’t begrudge them their wealth. This
country is based on successful people
who have led us in business and so
many other endeavors. But I also think
those people, when you talk to them,
are darned appreciative to live in this
country and willing to help it move
forward.

Then they make the argument that,
well, wait a minute, if we raise taxes
on people making $1 million a year, we
are going to hit a lot of the ‘‘business
creators.” Well, we looked at that.
Ninety-seven percent of small business
owners are exempt if we draw the line
at $250,000 of income. I will concede
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that there are professional corpora-
tions and S corps, investment fund
managers, some accountants, some
lawyers, and some doctors who may be
job creators. I don’t doubt that. But
are we really asking a great sacrifice
from someone making $1 million a year
not to get a tax break to the full ex-
tent they did before?

I think what we understand is that if
we are going to help the middle-class
and working families in America and if
we are going to move the economy for-
ward, we need a sensible tax policy.

I happen to be of the school that
maybe not all the Democrats agree
with. On the Simpson-Bowles Commis-
sion, I was the one who said that the
only way to deficit reduction is to put
everything on the table, including the
programs that I think are critically
important for America’s future.

Medicare makes a difference in the
lives of 40 million-plus Americans, and
I want it to be there. I know it is going
to run out of money in 11 years. Think
about that. If we don’t do a thing here
and if we get caught in political grid-
lock, the Medicare Program that 40
million-plus Americans depend on is
going to run out of money. What ex-
cuse are we going to come up with?
There is no excuse. We need to sit
down, look at this program, make sure
that works, and make sure it is afford-
able for seniors. We have to do it soon-
er rather than later.

We hear so much about Social Secu-
rity. Let’s get the facts out. For at
least the next 22 years, Social Security
is going to make every promised pay-
ment to every retiree in America, with
a cost-of-living adjustment, no ques-
tions asked. We can’t say that about
many, if any, Federal programs. But in
the 23rd year, we will be in trouble. We
will have a dropoff in revenue in the
Social Security trust fund, and the
payments would have to be cut about
30 percent.

If you are wealthy in retirement—
and some people are—your Social Secu-
rity check is like a little extra divi-
dend, but for some people, it really de-
termines whether they are going to get
by for another month, and a 30-percent
cut is unacceptable.

We need to look at Social Security.
It doesn’t add a penny to the deficit,
but the Social Security trust fund
needs to be stronger longer. We need a
bipartisan approach to this. We did it
50 years ago, and we can do it now. We
need to sit down and make sure it
works. We shouldn’t decide that this is
out of bounds. That is something we
need to consider.

It won’t be voted on today, neither
Medicare nor Social Security. We are
just dealing with the tax side of this
conversation. I happen to believe all of
these things need to be discussed. When
it comes to taxes, we are pretty basic
on that. I want to make sure working
families have a tax code that helps
them.

Think about this for a second. Last
week we had a bill on the floor of the
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Senate, and here is what it said. Cur-
rently the Tax Code creates incentives
and rewards American businesses that
want to ship jobs overseas. American
businesses that want to outsource and
ship jobs overseas, the Tax Code says,
we will give you a break. They will pay
less taxes if they send jobs away. That
makes no sense at all. Why would we
reward the export of American jobs?
Why would we provide for the deduct-
ibility of moving expenses and other
expenses related to moving their busi-
ness out of America and hiring people
in another country?

So last week Senator DEBBIE STABE-
NOwW of Michigan and Senator SHERROD
BrROWN of Ohio came to the Senate
floor and said: Let’s eliminate the tax
incentive to move jobs overseas, and
let’s turn it around. Let’s create a tax
incentive for businesses that want to
bring jobs back to America. Sounds
right to me, doesn’t it, that we are cre-
ating jobs in this country and discour-
aging them from going overseas? In the
end, we had all the Democrats voting
for it and only 4 out of the 47 Repub-
licans voting for it. That is not enough
to break the Republican filibuster.

When we talk about a tax code, I not
only want to help working families, I
want to provide an incentive and re-
ward for those good, home-based Amer-
ican corporations that are trying to
keep good-paying jobs right here in the
United States of America. Honest to
goodness, if we want to walk into a
store, pick up a product, flip it over,
and see ‘‘Made in the U.S.A,” we better
wake up.

Currently what is going on is unac-
ceptable. This notion on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle that we shouldn’t
get in the way of business when they
want to make their decisions, I may
not argue with that premise, but I
don’t think we ought to incentivize it,
subsidize it, provide something in the
Tax Code to encourage it, particularly
when it costs American jobs. But last
week, only 4—4—of the 47 Republicans
would join us in that effort, so we came
up short. This week, we have to get it
right when it comes to our Tax Code in
the future and tax cuts for the families
across America.

One of the things that has worried
me greatly as I consider the challenges
facing families is their inability to pro-
vide for their kids the way they want
to. I think we all know the expenses of
raising children. We all know what
families face when the kids are off to
college and we know some of the chal-
lenges they face after college. We have
come up with an approach which I
think is sensible: a child tax credit for
the young Kkids; a deduction of college
education expenses for those who made
it to that level of education; and then
part of what some call derisively
ObamaCare, which says that families
can keep their kids on their own family
health insurance until those young
men and women reach the age of 26.
That makes sense. How many young
people coming out of college today
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struggle to find a job and, if they find
one, struggle to find a job with health
care benefits?

I can tell my colleagues that many
times I would call my daughter or son
after they got out of college and ask
them about health insurance, and my
daughter used to say, Dad, I don’t need
that now. I will get it later. I feel fine.
Well, she never knew and I didn’t know
what tomorrow would bring.

So if we are going to give peace of
mind to families, let’s make sure we
think along the spectrum, along the
continuum. Why would the Republican
proposal today want to raise taxes on
families with children, raise taxes on
some 15 million families across Amer-
ica, including those with kids? If they
can find room for a tax break for the
wealthiest, shouldn’t they be able to
include those families with kids? They
may not be the wealthiest, but they
are, in many cases, the neediest, and
they are, in many cases, the most im-
portant for our future. Yet the Repub-
lican approach—the Hatch approach—
is going to raise taxes on middle-in-
come families with children. That is
something we should never allow to
occur.

Let me say, this should be a simple
vote for everyone in the Senate, across
the political spectrum. We ought to
agree on two things. First, we need to
cut taxes for middle-income and work-
ing families. Second, we should be re-
sponsible stewards of the Federal budg-
et and not leave a mountain of debt for
our kids. Giving tax breaks to the
wealthiest people and adding $900 bil-
lion to our national debt is not respon-
sible.

Let’s take this vote and show the
American people we stand with them
and their values. We stand for cutting
middle-class taxes and putting our debt
on a sustainable path to recovery.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that at 4 p.m. the
cloture motion with respect to the mo-
tion to proceed to S. 3412 be withdrawn;
the Senate adopt the motion to proceed
to S. 3412, a bill extending the 2001,
2003, and 2009 tax cuts for 98 percent of
Americans and 90 percent of all small
businesses; that the only amendment
in order to the bill be a substitute
amendment offered by Senators
McCONNELL and HATCH, which is iden-
tical to the text of S. 3413; that the
amendment not be divisible; that the
time until 4 p.m. be equally divided be-
tween the two leaders or their des-
ignees prior to a vote on the McCon-
nell-Hatch amendment; that upon dis-
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position of the McConnell-Hatch
amendment, the Senate proceed to vote
on passage of the bill, as amended, if
amended; that there be no motions,
points of order, or amendments in
order to the amendment or the bill;
that there be 2 minutes equally divided
between the votes; finally, that when
the Senate receives a companion bill
from the House providing for the exten-
sion of tax cuts, as designated by the
majority leader, it be in order for the
majority leader to proceed to its imme-
diate consideration; strike all after the
enacting clause and insert the text of
S. 3412 as passed by the Senate in lieu
thereof; that the House bill, as amend-
ed, be read a third time, a statutory
pay-go statement be read, if needed,
and the bill, as amended, be passed
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I ask unani-
mous consent that the request be modi-
fied to strike the last paragraph and,
further, that it also be in order for a
second amendment, the text of which
will be at the desk and is the Presi-
dent’s small business tax hike; further,
that it be considered under the same
terms of my amendment, and that
after the vote on that amendment the
Senate proceed to a vote on the McCon-
nell-Hatch amendment as the original
request provided for.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, the President’s bill
is the one that is before this body that
I asked unanimous consent on. We have
a Statement of Administration Policy.
It is the President’s bill. So I respect-
fully object to my friend’s suggested
modifications.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard to the modification.

Is there objection to the original re-
quest by the majority leader?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my friend
is objecting to the last paragraph in
my request. He has asked consent to
add a third provision. I have objected
to the third provision. He has objected
to the last paragraph. I would be will-
ing to renew my consent minus the last
paragraph which begins ‘‘finally” and
ends with the word ‘‘debate.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the new unanimous con-
sent request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the vote
will occur at 4 o’clock today on these
two amendments. I appreciate very
much the Republican leader allowing
us to arrive at the point where we are.
I would tell everyone that the time
until 4 o’clock is evenly divided, ap-
proximately an hour for each side.

I ask unanimous consent that if
there are quorum calls between now
and 4 o’clock the time be equally di-
vided between the two sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Indiana is recognized.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I wish to
talk about two things here briefly and
also yield to my colleague for some re-
marks. First of all, while it is beyond
our jurisdiction here, and perhaps it is
a little bit out of line for me to talk
about this, I am urging the Congress,
specifically in this case the House of
Representatives, to follow this body in
passing the farm bill.

I do so for a number of reasons. Even
though I had some problems with the
farm bill, and I fully understand the
issue, there are those who believe those
policies that directly affect agriculture
are being subordinated to a bill which
incorporates about 80 percent of that
bill for Federal food assistance. These
are nutrition issues which, of course,
are related to agriculture.

By the same token, it is a Federal
program that is significantly different
than what the farm bill is designed to
accomplish. So about 20 percent of that
bill affects the farmers in our area, the
other 80 percent goes to a Federal wel-
fare type of program for providing food
stamps and other nutrition assistance.

I am hoping that the House, particu-
larly in light of the fact we are suf-
fering a significant drought, probably
the worst drought since 1950 according
to the weather records, and getting
worse all the time—the temperatures
have been in the low hundreds all
across the Midwest, the bread basket of
America, where we produce most of our
grain and feedstock.

The cornfields and soybean fields and
other pastures are burning up with
blazing sun in the hundreds of degrees
every day and no water falling from
the sky. This drought is seriously im-
pacting my State, but also a number of
Midwestern States and especially the
States that produce the bulk of our ag-
ricultural products. This affects not
only needed crops to provide feedstock,
but also that support our ethanol pro-
gram and a number of other programs.
It is a dire situation.

I am hoping the House can resolve its
issues and move forward. There are a
number of provisions in this farm bill
that provide relief to farmers and
ranchers suffering from this drought.
Those are expired. So it is important
that we pass this bill, that we get it
passed by both Houses of Congress and
into conference, resolved and signed by
the President.

I am urging my colleagues in the
House, where I once served, to help
with this by moving forward on this
farm bill.

The other point I want to make is
that we are about to face—we just
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learned from our leadership, we are
about to enter into a short amount of
debate before we vote on a motion to
address taxes. This also directly affects
our agriculture community and we will
explain why. But I wish to yield to my
colleague here from Mississippi for
some comments in this regard.

Mr. WICKER. I appreciate what my
friend said about the drought. Much of
my State at the last minute escaped it,
but I happened to be in the State of
Missouri in the past few days and saw
the terrible drought conditions there.

I cannot think of a worse time, with
our farm community being devastated
by this drought, to talk about a huge
tax increase on our agriculture com-
munity, particularly in the form of the
estate tax. I just learned a remarkable
thing. I would ask my colleagues if this
is the state of the bill we will now be
voting on at 4 this afternoon.

The result of this legislation would
be to take the estate tax back up to 55
percent on all of the value of an estate
over $1 million. This would be a dev-
astating tax increase. I honestly do not
believe the American people under-
stand that this is the effect of the leg-
islation our friends on the majority
side have brought forward. But if this
bill is passed the way it is currently
configured, that would be the result.
We would go back to the old law, 55-
percent tax on all, the value of these
southern and midwestern farms, of any
small business across the country,
would go up to 55 percent over values
of $1 million. It is an unthinkable re-
sult. I frankly would not be surprised if
the phones across the street in our of-
fices are ringing off the wall at this re-
sult.

I ask my friend from South Dakota if
I have misunderstood the effect of this
legislation.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, if I might
respond to my colleagues from Mis-
sissippi and from Indiana, the Senator
from Mississippi is absolutely right.
The proposal we will vote on as pre-
sented by the Democrats today would
allow the death tax exemption to go
back to $1 million, that is the pre-2001
level, and apply a bb-percent tax rate
on top of that.

To give you an example of how that
might work in a State such as mine, I
represent South Dakota. The average
size farm in my State is a little under
1,400 acres.

And if you look at the average value
per acre of land and multiply it by the
size of the average farm, you are talk-
ing about an average farm of between
$2 million and $2.5 million in value.
You could be talking about—and this is
average, and we have a lot of farms
that will be impacted more signifi-
cantly than this. But you will be sub-
jecting about $1.5 million of that
farm’s value to a 5b-percent tax rate;
and 84 percent of the value of farm as-
sets, according to USDA, is in real es-
tate. They are land rich but cash poor.

What happens? When the IRS comes
calling after somebody passes away and
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says: Your farm is worth this amount,
we are going to assess a 55-percent tax,
they will say: We cannot pay that. We
have it in land but not cash. So they
have to sell land, assets, and equip-
ment to pay the IRS. Here we are try-
ing to promote the intergenerational
transfer of farms and ranches as part of
the tradition and backbone of our econ-
omy, and this is the absolute opposite
of what we ought to be encouraging.
We want policies that encourage the
situation that family farms and
ranches stay in the family.

Having a confiscatory tax like this
that would apply a 55-percent tax to as-
sets above $1 million will have a crush-
ing impact on farms and ranches in my
State and, I submit, to other States.

Mr. WICKER. If the Senator will
yield for a moment, this has also the
same effect on mom-and-pops, family
businesses that may have been in a
family for generations. We are going to
impose a 55-percent confiscatory tax on
them.

I am just speechless that this bill has
now gotten to the point where it brings
us back to the earlier punitive estate
tax rates.

Mr. THUNE. If I might say to my col-
league from Mississippi and to the Sen-
ator from Indiana, to put this into per-
spective, the proposal in the Demo-
cratic bill, which would take the ex-
emption back down to $1 million and
raise the top rate to 55 percent, would
apply to 24 times the numbers of farms
and ranches as does current law. In
other words, it increases by 24 times
the number of family farms and
ranches that would be impacted by the
estate tax relative to where we are
under current law.

As the Senator from Mississippi
pointed out, lots of mom-and-pop busi-
nesses—13 times the number of small
businesses—would now be subject to
the death tax as is the case with cur-
rent law. So if we look at the impact of
this, certainly on farm and ranch coun-
try—and I see that Senator MORAN is
here, who represents a lot of farmers
and ranchers very much like those in
my State of South Dakota—this is pro-
foundly impactful. It would have a very
negative impact on farm and ranch
country—and I also argue, as the Sen-
ator from Mississippi pointed out—and
on a lot of mom-and-pop small busi-
nesses.

Mr. COATS. I thank my colleagues
for joining in on this. They made the
point that I think outlines the fact
that many of us are stunned with the
proposal being brought forward for a
vote today to proceed on this bill,
which if passed, will put a bb-percent
tax, when one dies, on all the work and
all the profits and all of the invest-
ments they have made throughout
their lifetime, which they have paid
taxes on over and over and over. The
government cannot ever seem to get
enough. The Senate Democrats are now
proposing to raise the death tax from
35 percent, the current level, to 55 per-
cent.
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Let me personalize this for a mo-
ment. We have some very close friends
who, throughout generations, have
been handing the farm down from one
generation to another. They have suf-
fered through the hard times, the
droughts, the hail storms, the torna-
does, and they have also benefited from
the good times when the rains have
come and the soil was good and the
yield was good. Yet right now they are
suffering in a way they have not in
more than a half century with this
drought that is unrelenting all across
the Midwest in this country. It takes
in almost the entire Farm Belt of the
Midwest and Upper Midwest, where
most of our grain and products are
grown.

At a time like this, to bring forth a
piece of legislation that basically says
not only are you being nailed by the
weather—and we, obviously, cannot do
anything about that except provide
some basic form of financial relief to
get through this particular time; and
that is what I talked about earlier—but
we are going to nail you with a tax
that, when you die, will basically pre-
vent you from passing on your business
or your farm to the next generation.

As I said, to personalize it, we have
some dear friends—more than one cou-
ple. I have also talked to people
throughout Indiana where the pride in
holding their ground as part of their
extended family, covering more than
one and two generations, and the work
they have put in, in order to preserve
that hand-down to their children and
to their grandchildren now goes up in
flames because when they die, if their
farm is valued at more than $1 million,
they are imposed with a 55-percent tax
on the value of everything over $1 mil-
lion.

People say they are millionaires. No,
they are not. They are sitting on prop-
erty that might be valued at that, but
they might be losing money. For sure,
this year, they are not going to make
any money because they have had to
plow their corn under because it hasn’t
gotten the rain and moisture it needs
and it will not grow. We don’t yet know
the extent of this disaster, but to pre-
serve that within the families and hope
for better years to come, that will not
happen because, as the Senator from
South Dakota said, they are going to
have to value their land—the IRS will
value their land at a price that the
only way they can pay for that is to
sell their assets.

Why in the world would they do that
at a time of economic turmoil and
cause a drift back essentially into re-
cession? This country is not in good
economic shape. Compared to Europe,
we are in better shape, but if you look
at the numbers, they are not trending
the right way. Why at a time like this
would you walk onto the floor of the
United States Senate and put up a bill
that will raise taxes on people who are
already suffering from 35 percent to 55
percent? How high does it have to go?
How many taxes have to be imposed on
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the American people before they say
that is enough? They are saying: Clean
up your spending process in Wash-
ington so we don’t have to pay so much
in taxes to cover all you are doing
there.

My colleagues would like to continue
to respond. I want to turn to my col-
league

Mr. WICKER. If I may, I will make
one point. I know my friend from Kan-
sas also wants to join in.

This could only hurt job creation
among small businesspeople and small
farmers. I can’t imagine why they want
to do this. We have had 42 months of
unemployment at over 8 percent, the
longest period in peacetime and mod-
ern history. To put this tax on farms
that create jobs and small businesses
that create jobs, which is where most
of our new jobs come from, is just un-
thinkable. I cannot imagine that it
would do anything, if it were signed
into law as the President wants to do,
other than make that 8.2 percent un-
employment rate go even higher.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I now
turn to my colleague from Kansas, and
I tell him about one of the families
very close to us—my wife grew up with
her lifetime friend, who married a farm
boy from Kansas. They ran a farm near
Norton, KS. We speak with them regu-
larly. Even though we are city people,
we have learned from them the sac-
rifice that goes into maintaining a
farm, the suffering that occurs from
the whims of the weather, the prices of
the crops. We see them struggle and
struggle, and this obviously will not be
a good year. But this is a farm that has
been passed down to the third genera-
tion now. They own a lot of land.

As the Senator knows, Kansas has a
lot of land. And they didn’t get the
rainfall we did. I know this is a situa-
tion that ends the dream that has been
passed down from generation to gen-
eration because on the death of the
current owners of the farm, the tax on
that would force them to sell their
land.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Indiana for yielding.
Yesterday, in Norton, KS, the tempera-
ture was 118. I read the story where
they just watched the thermometer go
up degree by degree, and it has now
been more than a month in which the
temperatures in our State have exceed-
ed 100 degrees. Certainly, it has been
more than a month in which we have
had little or no rainfall in most places
across the State.

The drought is real, and it puts peo-
ple in a different mood. There is always
optimism on a farm, optimism on a
ranch. My small business men and
women in Kansas are optimistic that
when they get up and go to work every
day, it will be a better day at the end
of the day, and tomorrow will be better
than today, and next month will be
better than this month. I can tell you,
with the weather pattern we have had
in the Midwest this summer the opti-
mism begins to disappear.
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Today we have come to learn just one
more thing that is now going to be op-
pressive to farmers and ranchers and
small business men and women in Kan-
sas and across the country. We started
this year with a discussion about some-
thing the Department of Labor did—
the proposed rules to prohibit restrict-
ing a young person from working on a
family farm. We have had a series of
regulations from the EPA and others
that make it so difficult for a small
businessperson or a farmer to succeed.
Now we learn today the proposal that
we are going to revert back to days
gone by in which a $1 million estate
will be subject to a marginal tax rate
of 55 percent.

It has been a series of things in the
last year from this administration and
this Congress that send a message to
farmers and ranchers in Kansas and
small business men and women in our
State and across the country that their
value, their work ethic, their efforts
will not be rewarded. Not only will
they not be rewarded, but we will dis-
courage them. We will not reward the
work they do each day, the work they
are optimistic about.

The Senator from Indiana is so cor-
rect in this sense. Every farmer and
rancher I know, at the end of the day
their goal is to see that they have done
work that day not only to feed, clothe,
and provide energy to the world, but to
see that they have a farming operation,
a ranching operation that is of the na-
ture that it can be passed on to the
next generation of Kansas farmers and
ranchers. It is the sense of satisfaction
that comes in a farmer’s life when the
son and daughter who follow them have
that ability.

Nothing is easy in agriculture, and
there is not a thing any day that is
easy on a farm or ranch across the
country. With our weather patterns
and soil conditions, it takes a lot of
drive, effort, stamina, and discipline to
survive. Much of the day is spent try-
ing to survive. Here we see a series of
things as we arrive today and discover
that we want to increase the tax on
those people who work hard every day
and whose goal it is to tell their sons
and daughters: I have a farm or ranch
that can be yours someday, and you
can take over where I left off.

Why is that important? That is tradi-
tionally and historically how farming
has occurred. It is passed down from
great-grandparents to grandparents to
parents to children to grandchildren,
and there is pride and satisfaction that
comes from that.

We are here today to make certain
the Federal Government doesn’t create
one more obstacle toward that goal of
making certain the next generation of
Kansans has the opportunity to work
to earn a living and feed the world on
their own family farm or ranch. It is so
surprising to me that there would be
anyone who believes these individuals,
these business operations, farms or
small businesses, ought to be singled
out and treated in a way that discour-
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ages them from accomplishing that
American dream of passing that farm
and ranch on to their kids and
grandkids. I hope our colleagues see
the light and understand how impor-
tant this is in rural America. And not
only is it important in rural America,
but what happens in our part of the
country determines whether we have
the ability to provide food and fiber for
the country and the globe.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, whether
it is the family my wife grew up with
and knew or the one in Posey County,
IN, who brought their neighbors to-
gether for a meeting a few months ago
or whether it is a family or business
owner or small businesses across the
State of Indiana that I have talked to
repeatedly, they basically say: I resent
being called rich by the President, who
said they need to pay more in taxes.
We have been working our tails off for
generations, and we have been paying
our taxes faithfully for the profits we
made—the years we have made profits.
Yet we are being classified as some
type of an elite group that is not pay-
ing their fair share. We can look back
and we read statistics, such as 47 per-
cent of Americans aren’t paying any
income taxes, while we are out there
creating jobs, building a business—with
sometimes good years, sometimes bad
years—over a lifetime. There is value
added to that business, but that value
is in machines, it is in buildings and
land, in terms of farmers. Yet that gets
evaluated when we die at a level which
means we can’t pass it on. We can’t af-
ford to pass it on to other generations
and we have to sell it. The Federal
Government, having taxed us all our
life on the profits we have made—the
income taxes, the Social Security con-
tributions, the Medicare contributions,
the sales taxes, the personal property
taxes, the car taxes, the boat taxes, if
one has a boat, the excise taxes, the
liquor taxes, the beer tax, the sales tax
and on and on and on it goes—it is not
just the income tax we are being taxed
on. There is not a tax that government
doesn’t like or want to impose on the
American people.

Why would anyone, of either party,
at a time of economic distress—when
the United States is the only country
struggling to stay ahead and perhaps
lead the world back into economic
growth, at a time when we are seeing
signs of a potential double-dip reces-
sion facing us, and the news in the last
few days has been dramatically bad—
want to bring a bill to the floor of the
Senate that says you are not paying
enough if you own a small business or
if you own a farm. You are not paying
enough, so we think 55 percent is a fair
rate—b5 percent if you die, after you
have paid taxes all your life to a Fed-
eral Government which is bloated and
duplicative.

The bureaucracy here is out of con-
trol. Congress hasn’t lived up to its re-
sponsibility to take any kind of sen-
sible fiscal measures that will get us
back on track in terms of battling our
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budget and not spending more than we
take in. Throughout all the efforts that
have taken place throughout 2011, and
some in 2012, we still have not come up
with a program, with a budget arrange-
ment which will put us on the path to
fiscal health. Yet what is the response
from the other side? The response is:
Let’s impose another tax. So at 4
o’clock today, Members are going to
come down and vote in terms of wheth-
er they want to impose a bb-percent
death tax on people who are already
being taxed to death.

I will yield the floor, but then I am
sure my colleagues will want to ask for
their own recognition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I think
we have about one-half hour left; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be able to
enter into a colloquy with my col-
leagues for the remainder of that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I first
want to thank the Senator from Indi-
ana for his very astute observations
about the impact of these taxes on
hard-working men and women in this
country. I would say to my colleague
from North Dakota, who is now here,
and the Senator from Kansas—both of
whom represent very rural States—this
is not an issue that is inconsequential.
A lot of people think people who have
$1 million in assets are rich. But as I
said earlier, in most farm and ranch
operations, 80 percent of the value of
that is in real estate. So they may be
land rich but cash poor.

When we talk about imposing a tax
of this size on hard-working farmers
and ranchers in this country, we are
getting at the very heart, as the Sen-
ator from Kansas pointed out, of their
ability to transfer that farm or ranch
operation to the next generation. That
is what is at stake.

The Senator from North Dakota is
here, and the farmland in North Da-
kota is similar to what we have in
South Dakota, except they have en-
ergy. They found oil in a few places in
North Dakota, which drives those land
values up even higher. We would like to
see some of that in South Dakota, but
in either of the Dakotas or in Kansas
we have seen land values going up in
the past few years and it takes a bigger
operation to make it work to survive
in modern agriculture. So the size of
these operations, in many cases, ex-
ceeds by multiples the million-dollar
exemption that would be allowed by
the Democratic proposal, and every-
thing above that, as was said, would be
taxed at b5 percent, which would be ab-
solutely disastrous for American agri-
culture today, and that is on top of the
other taxes.

This proposal also raises taxes on
about 1 million small businesses that
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employ about 25 percent of the Amer-
ican workforce. It raises taxes on cap-
ital gains and dividends and then it
puts this death tax back into place
with the million-dollar exemption. As I
said earlier, if we look at the number
of people who would be subject to and
covered by the death tax today, this
proposal would increase those people
subject to whom the death tax would
apply by 24 times—a 2,400-percent in-
crease in the number of people who
would be subject to the death tax, ac-
cording to the Joint Committee on
Taxation. That is the group that stud-
ies these issues and that looks at the
impact of tax policy. According to the
Joint Committee on Taxation, 24 times
more farmers and ranchers would be
subject to the death tax than are sub-
ject to it today and 13 times more
small businesses. That is the scale of
the proposal the Democrats have put
forward.

I would say to my colleague from
North Dakota, my neighbor, that I as-
sume, as he talks to farmers and ranch-
ers in his State, he gets the same sort
of feedback I do in visiting with people
in South Dakota; that is, they are very
concerned about what would be a huge
tax increase, so to speak, when some-
one passes on and tries to pass that op-
eration on to the next generation.

Mr. HOEVEN. That is exactly right. I
am pleased to be here with my es-
teemed colleague from South Dakota
as well as my esteemed colleague from
Kansas. I wish to commend Senator
COATS from Indiana for the strong and
important points he made here as part
of this discussion on the Senate floor.
This vote we will have on the Tax Code
and its impact on farming and small
businesses across this country is cer-
tainly important.

But Senator COATS also made a very
important point a few minutes ago;
that is, we already have farmers and
ranchers—our producers—in a situa-
tion where they face difficult times be-
cause of the drought. So I join him in
calling on our House colleagues to act
on the farm bill. I think it is very im-
portant we pass a farm bill, as we have
in the Senate.

I had an opportunity to work on that
farm bill with Senator THUNE of South
Dakota and others. We passed a good
package in the Senate. The House Ag
Committee has passed a good farm
package as well. We need that to pass
the House, get it into conference, and
get a farm bill done for our producers.
I think that is incredibly important al-
ways because good farm policy benefits
every American. We have the highest
quality, lowest cost food supply in the
world thanks to our farmers and ranch-
ers. Particularly now, with our farmers
throughout the country looking at this
drought, it is very important they
know we have a sound farm program in
place for now and for the future.

As regards this vote in the Senate
today, whether it is the good Senator
from Indiana, from Kansas, from South
Dakota or others, this is incredibly im-
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portant. We are looking at a bill that is
essentially a plan put forward by Presi-
dent Obama that will raise income
taxes, that will raise taxes on capital
gains, and that will raise the estate
tax.

I was on the floor this morning, as
others have been, talking about the im-
pact that those tax increases will have
on small business when we have 8.2 per-
cent unemployment. We have had 8
percent unemployment for more than
40 straight months. To a large degree,
people are focused on the increase in
the income tax and its impact on small
business, but the impact from the es-
tate tax—from the death tax—is a big
deal, and people need to understand
what the ramifications are if that es-
tate tax is increased.

We understand it very well in our
States because of the case we are mak-
ing right here. Look at how this affects
our farmers and ranchers. We are talk-
ing about going from a situation where
when a farmer or rancher, looking to
pass on that farm or ranch right now,
is taxed, from an estate tax standpoint,
on the amount above $5 million and
then it is set at a 3b-percent rate. But
the plan being put forward today—and
being put forward essentially by the
President and by the other side of the
aisle—would change that to go back to
anything over $1 million would be sub-
ject to the estate tax and then would
be taxed at a 55-percent rate. So just do
the math; right?

That is the point the good Senators
from South Dakota and Kansas and
others have been making. It doesn’t
work. It just doesn’t work. In other
words, that family can’t borrow enough
money to pay off the estate tax and
keep the farm because they can’t afford
to pay back that level of debt. The
farming operation will not sustain it.
The ranching operation will not sus-
tain it. You can’t borrow that much
money to try to keep the farm in the
family because you can’t afford to pay
the debt. As a business enterprise, it
can’t service the debt. So what hap-
pens? The only alternative is to sell
the farm.

So we have farmers who have been
farming for generations—their father,
their grandfather, grandmother, moth-
er, relatives all the way back—and now
their kids are farming with them.
Their children are involved in that
farming enterprise, and they want to
continue farming, but that is not going
to happen because they are not going
to be able to afford the estate tax. So
this is exactly what we are talking
about when we talk about how raising
taxes will have a detrimental impact
on our economy.

We have talked about this in terms of
small business and we have talked
about it in terms of the income tax and
the ramifications on capital gains tax,
but I think this demonstrates how
clearly it truly has an impact across
this country on all small businesses be-
cause I think all of us, from our States
and from many other States, know
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these farm families. We know this is
not just a job or a vocation, it is a way
of life, and it is a way of life these fam-
ilies have been counting on.

I wish to make one further point be-
fore I turn the floor over to my es-
teemed colleague; that is, these farm
families or any other small business,
when we look at the estate tax, we
have to keep in mind they are passing
assets, but throughout their entire life
they have been paying taxes. They
have been paying income tax, sales tax,
property tax. They have been paying
taxes all the way along. So it is not as
if they are just handing this stuff on to
the next generation without paying
taxes because they are not paying a
death tax. They have been paying taxes
on it all their lives and not just one or
two taxes but multiple taxes. So this
property has been taxed their entire
life. They have worked their entire
lives to pay those taxes and would now
face a death tax that would force them
to sell their business. That is not right.

You know what. It is not right if it is
a farm or a ranch or, frankly, any
other kind of small business in this
country because this country is about
small business. That is the backbone of
our economy. It is the economy of this
country, and that is exactly what we
are dealing with.

That is why we put forward an op-
tion—and we encourage our colleagues
to support this option—that will con-
tinue the current tax rates, that will
not raise tax rates, and then we will
work on extending those current tax
rates for 1 year while we engage in
progrowth tax reform. We close loop-
holes and we get more revenue from
economic growth, from a growing,
more vibrant economy that puts people
back to work rather than raising taxes.

With that, I yield the floor for my es-
teemed colleague from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. 1 appreciate the re-
marks of my colleague from North Da-
kota who understands this issue very
well, representing a State that is com-
posed largely of family farms and
ranches and small businesses. It is
similar to my State of South Dakota,
similar to Senator MORAN’s State of
Kansas. We share not only a lot of com-
monalities in terms of how we make
our living but also in the kind of hard-
working people who are the backbone,
as my colleague said, of our country.

There is a work ethic among people
involved in working the land, people
who are involved in agriculture, that
we hope gets rewarded. One of the ways
that gets rewarded is when someone
works very hard all their life—and that
is very true in agriculture. There are
very few jobs in agriculture that are
easy. It is a hard way to make a living.
The men and women who are involved
in production agriculture have, in my
view, among the best work ethic in the
country, and we want to see that hard
work rewarded. One of the ways we
hope that gets rewarded is when it
comes time to pass that operation on,
to allow that operation to be handed
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off to the next generation so they, too,
can benefit from that hard work and
build that enterprise and grow the fam-
ily farm in a way that is good for our
economy generally and certainly good
for the economy in places such as
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Kan-
sas.

That is why a proposal such as this is
so devastating, because you are sub-
jecting 24 times more farms and
ranches in this country to the death
tax than are currently exposed to it
under current law.

This is a dramatic increase in the
number of folks who would be impacted
by the death tax—obviously a signifi-
cant increase in the amount people are
going to be forced to pay when the
time comes. I think at a time when we
are facing unemployment now for 41
consecutive months over 8 percent,
some 23 million Americans either un-
employed or underemployed, and some
Americans have been unemployed for a
longer period of time, one thing we
don’t need in the middle of this kind of
economy is a big fat tax increase.

That is what the Democratic pro-
posal does—not just on the estate tax
but also the marginal income tax rates
going up on small businesses on Janu-
ary 1. There will be almost 1 million
businesses impacted by higher rates,
which employ 25 percent of the work-
force in this country, as well as in-
creasing taxes on investment, on cap-
ital gains, and dividends.

A big fat tax increase in the middle
of a very fragile economy is the wrong
prescription. I would hope, as the Sen-
ator from North Dakota suggested,
that our colleagues on both sides will
support the alternative we will put for-
ward which will extend the rates for all
Americans, so not any American is
faced with higher taxes come January 1
of this year. I think it would be dev-
astating for our economy to do that.
Certainly it would be devastating to
the family farms and ranches in places
such as the Midwest.

I know my colleague from Kansas un-
derstands very well, because he rep-
resents the same kind of people we do
in the Dakotas. They are hard working.
All they want to know is that they
have an opportunity to be able to ben-
efit from that hard work and hopefully
pass it on to the next generation when
the time comes.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased the Senator from North Dakota
joined us, because I think he made a
very valid point, something I should
have explained better. It is not just the
fear of having to pay more taxes, but it
is the reality you don’t have the in-
come to pay the tax, therefore requir-
ing the sale of the assets—the sale of
the farm machinery and equipment,
the sale of the land, the sale of the cat-
tle.

While no one wants to pay more
taxes, in this case it is even more oner-
ous in that you have value to assets.
You have some wealth in the land and
the equipment and the cattle, but
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never the sufficient income to pay the
tax. Therefore, the sale of those assets
is required to pay the tax man; and,
therefore, you don’t have those assets I
was talking about earlier to pass on to
your children and grandchildren.

This is not just about: I already pay
enough taxes; I don’t want to pay any
more; I can’t afford any more. This is
the reality: I don’t have the ability at
all to come up with the income, unless,
as the Senator from North Dakota
says, I go to the bank and borrow the
money. But then I don’t have the
cashflow to repay the loan, and there-
fore I sell the property.

This comes at a time when many
Kansans—farmers and others—would
complain about how business and agri-
culture keep getting bigger and bigger.
The reality is we would love to have
those farming operations, that family-
sized farming scale that is so impor-
tant to the cultural and economic vi-
tality of communities across Kansas
and across America. But because we
have laws such as the estate tax, we
sell those assets to bigger entities that
can better afford it, and we reduce the
number of family farms that most of us
believe are so important to who we are
as Americans, and certainly so impor-
tant to the economy and the cultural
nature of rural America.

I have heard the discussion here on
the floor today about the farm bill. I
know my colleagues, the Senator from
South Dakota and the Senator from
North Dakota, have encouraged pas-
sage of a farm bill by the entire Con-
gress. But this farm bill, let me remind
you, is a reduction in farm bill spend-
ing only on the side of production agri-
culture, of family farms across Kan-
sas—a reduction in the amount of
money available under the farm bill of
$23 billion.

Farmers in Kansas tell me they are
willing to take their so-called hit to
help reduce the country’s fiscal condi-
tion. We are willing to take the $23 bil-
lion out of farm programs, but don’t do
other things to us that eliminate or re-
duce our ability to earn a living.

So here comes Congress, a few weeks
after we pass a farm bill reducing the
amount of money available for farm
programs by $23 billion, saying, Oh,
let’s do something else damaging to ag-
riculture, to farmers and ranchers.
Let’s impose an estate tax in which the
threshold is $1 million and the mar-
ginal rate is 55 percent.

So it goes back, contrary to what
farmers say, which is: We will take our
hit; we will contribute to getting this
country’s fiscal house back in order,
but let us have the opportunity under a
free enterprise system to succeed. And
now we have one more handicap, one
more hurdle to accomplishing that.

I was on the Senate floor yesterday
talking about this issue and particu-
larly talking about a tax system. We
need dramatic reform in our Tax Code.
The idea that we would be extending
the current tax law for the foreseeable
future, this Congress, this President
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ought to be serious about scrapping the
Tax Code and starting over with some-
thing much different. I spoke yesterday
in favor of the fair tax. But regardless
of what the conclusion is, we ought to
have a simpler, fairer, more under-
standable Tax Code. We ought to have
the circumstance in which most tax-
payers don’t have to seek professional
advice to figure out what it is they owe
or to spend their whole time as a farm-
er or rancher or a business person try-
ing to figure out, What do I do today
that will have a positive or negative
consequence upon the tax bill at the
end of the year?

We Americans spend a huge amount
of time and a significant amount of
money in which we pay professionals to
advise us how to avoid paying taxes.
We desperately need a whole new Tax
Code that is fairer, simpler, much more
straightforward and understandable, so
that we spend our time growing the
economy, as compared to spending our
time trying to figure out how to ma-
nipulate the Tax Code and, in the proc-
ess, lose our individual liberties and
freedoms because we are all about try-
ing to make certain that we comply
with the Tax Code as compared to de-
termining what is in the best interest
of us as citizens, us as individuals, as
family members, and us as business
owners.

So while it is important that we
point out the onerous nature of the es-
tate tax and what is about to happen
here in a vote in about an hour, we
ought to remind ourselves that there is
a much more important goal than this
Congress and this President have been
willing to address, and that is, scrap
this Code and get something that
makes sense to the American people
that is understandable, affordable, and
that pays the necessary amounts to
fund those programs required for us to
be a successful country.

I yield for the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Senator
from Kansas. I too look forward to
working with him on fundamental tax
reform, because that is what we need
to do to get the economy turning
around. I think you will see tremen-
dous economic growth. I think you
would see our economy unleashed if we
would reform our Tax Code in a way
that broadens the tax base and lowers
the rates. The Senator from Kansas
talked about the fair tax—certainly an-
other proposal out there that many
people support. But in any event, we do
need a fundamental tax reform. And it
would be nice if, when we do that, we
do away with the death tax completely.

With that being said, what is being
proposed here today, as we have all
pointed out, is something that in many
cases in places such as Kansas and
South Dakota—and our colleague, the
Senator from Wyoming, Senator BAR-
RASSO, is now here, who represents a
rural State, a State where you have a
lot of folks with big expanses of land.
There are many people in agriculture
who are land rich and cash poor.
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The Senator from Kansas pointed out
that when you have an operation that
exceeds that $1 million threshold that
is being proposed in the Democratic
tax plan and then everything above
that in terms of the value of your as-
sets is taxed at that top marginal rate
of 55 percent, then you are in many
cases having to sell pieces of your oper-
ation in order to pay the IRS—or,
worse yet, going to the bank to borrow
money, in which case you may not be
able to repay it.

But this creates all kinds of problems
for people who are involved in the day-
to-day production of agriculture when
it comes to keeping that operation in
the family.

I appreciate the observations of the
Senator from Kansas and his insights
based upon his experience and the peo-
ple he represents. I too look forward to
the day when we are debating funda-
mental tax reform. But until that
comes, we shouldn’t be raising taxes.
We shouldn’t be raising taxes in this
type of an economy where we have as
many people unemployed as we do, we
have sluggish economic growth. And
we certainly shouldn’t be punishing
family farmers and ranchers and small
business people with what is a punitive
death tax proposal coming out of the
Democrats in the plan we are about to
vote on at 4:00.

I yield to my colleague from Wyo-
ming who is here, again, representing a
State much like mine and much like
the Senator from Kansas, who has a lot
of people who would be impacted by
this Draconian tax.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, to
follow up on that, clearly in the great
State of Wyoming there are lots of
farmers and lots of ranchers. It is our
heritage, it is our economy, it is our
future.

Many people—we talked a little bit
about that—to keep these operations
going actually have a job in town so
they can make enough money to help
pay the mortgage and keep things
going. But the price of land continues
to go up, and on paper they have quite
a bit of resources. So to think that we
are in the next hour going to vote on a
proposal by the Democrats to bring
back the death tax is something that
should be a surprise to all Americans.
It is to farmers and ranchers and all
small business owners.

I think of the movie theater owner in
Casper I have known for over 20 years.
I have operated on him, fixed his ankle
when he broke it. He started with one
small theater. He was the guy taking
tickets, making the popcorn. Other
people near him helped out and made it
all work. He expanded to a second
movie theater, and then again and
again. He built the buildings, he built
the business. He made it work. He was
there early. He was there late. He was
there with a broom.

But when I hear the President say, If
you have a business, you didn’t build
it; someone else did, I ask the Presi-
dent to come to Casper, WY, to meet
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the business owners there, meet the
guy who has a dry cleaners, meet the
florist, meet the person with the car
wash, meet this owner of the movie
theaters, and then go around the com-
munity and the outskirts of the area to
take a look at rural Wyoming, at the
ranchers and farmers, and hear their
stories, hear of their life’s work, hear
about what they have put together.

To see a proposal on the floor of the
Senate that says, We don’t care what
you did, how hard you worked, what
the impact is going to be on leaving
this legacy to your family, we are
going to bring back the death tax and
we are coming for you. It is something
that people back home, in all of rural
America—and I would think in many
places around the country—would find
shocking, astonishing, and very sad as
a commentary of what role Washington
and government is trying to impose
upon their lives, to take these levels of
taxation to much higher levels where
the death tax hits at $1 million and 55
percent at that level, from where we
are now, where it is at $6 million and
indexed for inflation because we see in-
flation and a maximum of 35 percent. I
am astonished that people would actu-
ally consider voting for that. But yet
that is what the Senate majority lead-
er has been proposing, and that is what
we are going to vote on within the next
hour.

It is interesting, I was driving
through the Hot Springs County,
Thermopolis, WY, area a couple of

years ago talking to a farmer. He said,
You know, I could fight the weather or
I could fight the government, but I
couldn’t fight both. And he got out of
it.

A lot of families haven’t gotten out,
and they continue. Now, once again,
the heavy hand of government comes
with this crushing blow in wanting to
raise this sort of tax on families all
across the country, on people who have
built their own businesses. In spite of
what the President may say, these are
the people who made this happen.

After the President’s comments last
week, I was in Thermopolis for a class
reunion over the weekend. They have
all the different classes come together
for a big picnic and cookout in the
park. My mother-in-law is a member of
a class that graduated quite a few
years ago. It was her reunion as well.
We were talking about the family bak-
ery that she had worked at as a little
girl. The family actually lived above
the bakery. They got their food from
the bakery because they ate what
didn’t get sold. They worked every day.
She talked about her father working so
very early in the morning, through the
day. For lunch she walked home from
school to be able to eat at the bakery.
That is a family who built that busi-
ness.

We talked about it, and I asked, Well,
who else worked there? She started to
run through the names of the people in
the family who built and contributed
to this bakery business called the Wig-
wam in Thermopolis, WY. She talked
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about Sonny who had worked there.
There are a lot of businesses and a lot
of farms and a lot of ranches—I see my
friend and colleague from Kansas
here—where there was a Sonny who
worked on that farm or on that ranch.

Who else worked there in the bakery?
Well, Shorty worked there too. I think
every community has a Shorty who
worked in a business that made some-
thing happen.

I said: Who else? She said: Sandy. I
know there is a Sandy in every commu-
nity. Yet the President thinks they
didn’t do anything.

Who else? Smokey. We have all these
different names of people in the family
who made this business, helped to put
it together, and built it. Those are the
people who made this business. Those
are the people the President seems to
have forgotten or never met in the first
place. Those are the people who built
the businesses of this country. It
wasn’t somebody else; it was them. It
was parents who got up early and
worked hard. Their kids worked there
too. Everyone in the family partici-
pated. Everyone contributed. Every
community in this country has some-
one like that.

Now to see the Democrats coming
forth with a proposal that says: You
may have built a business—well, they
may not believe that family actually
built the business—and we just want to
tax you more when the person who
really put the sweat equity into it dies.
The family maybe ends up having to
sell, as we heard from the Senators
from Kansas, North Dakota, and South
Dakota. Why? A lot of it is because
this institution can’t control the
spending, so they are always looking
for new ways to tax other people.

The problem is not that we are taxed
too little; it is that we spend too much
in this institution. Congress spends too
much, and the President always seems
to find another way to spend more
money. That is what we see, ways to
continue to find money and then spend,
borrow, and grow government bigger
and bigger. That is not what built this
country. That is not what made this
country great. It was the families with
ranches, farms, and small businesses
all across this country who put in hard
work, dedication, and commitment to
getting up early in the morning, work-
ing all day long and well into the
evening.

I ask my friend and colleague from
Kansas, I am sure the Senator can
think of families and picture those
families where folks actually got up
before sunrise and worked through the
end of the day and after the Sun went
down to building something, to make
something of themselves and their
family, and to contribute to the com-
munity. Now we see government with
its heavy hand coming to say: The
death tax is here. We want to raise the
death tax, and we are coming for you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MERKLEY). The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly thank the Senator from Wyo-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ming for his comments. Those of us
who had the privilege of growing up in
small town America know those names
the Senator from Wyoming indicated.
It is one of the advantages of that
small town life.

Every day we see those families who
own a business or have a farm or ranch.
We know who they are. We know who
works there, we know what jobs are
created by that business or that farm,
and we have the understanding of how
important that is in the community if
there is going to be jobs in our town. It
is that small businessperson who gets
up early, works late, does whatever is
necessary to make sure they are a suc-
cess in that business. Sometimes they
are successful and sometimes they are
not. Every day they fight the fight to
make certain they put food on their
family’s table, they have the ability to
save for their children’s education, for
that better life, and save for their own
retirement.

Again, just like we talked about the
farmers and ranchers who are willing
to forgo things from Washington, DC,
to help contribute to getting our debt
under control, get our fiscal house
back in order, make America what we
know it can be—they are willing to
forgo those things that Washington
seems to want to give us. All they ask
is, Please don’t put more burdens on
us. Don’t make it more difficult for us
to succeed.

We see the example today where the
Democrats’ tax proposal creates a huge
burden on a huge sector of this econ-
omy and on people who are so impor-
tant to us as to whether we are going
to have jobs created and the oppor-
tunity for every American to pursue
the American dream.

Mr. BARRASSO. I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
ask unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized for 2 minutes followed by Senator
CARDIN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I think
it is important to simplify what is
going on with these two proposals, the
Republican proposal and the Demo-
cratic proposal. So I am going to at-
tempt to do that. We have two pack-
ages of tax cuts. The Democratic pack-
age gives everyone a tax break on their
income tax for the first $250,000 of in-
come. So everybody gets that tax
break. The main difference is that
under the Republican plan, they give
more to incomes above $250,000, where
we say everybody gets a tax break up
to $250,000, and after that we go back to
the tax rates of Bill Clinton when we
created 23 million jobs, balanced the
budget, and created a surplus.
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Now, in order to do this, the Repub-
licans don’t do some of the things we
do for the middle class, which is an ex-
tension of the tuition tax credit and a
generous child tax credit. So that is
the difference. Their package costs $50
billion more. If we figure we do this
over 10 years, we can do the math. That
comes to $500 billion. But let’s just
take it to 1 year. The $50 billion cost of
their package, if we didn’t go that way
and supported the Democratic package,
we could use that to either reduce the
deficit or to soften the sequester.

We have people running all over tele-
vision saying we are ruining the coun-
try with this sequestration. The Re-
publicans came up and supported that
idea of automatic spending cuts. We
can take the $50 billion if the upper in-
come would pay their fair share and
cut the automatic spending cuts in
half.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I thank,
first of all, my colleague from Cali-
fornia, Senator BOXER. I happened to
be on the Senate floor and listened to
my Republican colleagues as they were
talking about the estate tax. I think
we have to clarify what this legislation
is all about that we will be voting on in
a few minutes. It is an effort to fully
protect about 98 percent of Americans
from the uncertainty as to whether
their income tax will go up on January
1. That is what this bill is about. There
are a lot of other problems we have, in-
cluding the fiscal cliff we have been
talking about.

I understand the concerns we have
with the estate tax. We have a problem
with the physician reimbursement
under Medicare. We have problems
with the sequestration orders and the
impact it would have on all of our
agencies whether it is national secu-
rity or the domestic budget. We have
concerns about extending tax provi-
sions for the energy sector of our econ-
omy. We have the uncertainty of
whether we will extend the unemploy-
ment insurance additional benefits. All
of those are legitimate concerns.

I hope the Republicans and Demo-
crats will come together to deal with
the deficit. That is what we should do.
I can tell everyone I have been one of
those Senators meeting with Repub-
licans, meeting with my Democratic
colleagues, and that is what we want to
do. We want to give predictability to
the American people about a credible
plan to deal with our deficit.

I was proud to be one of the Demo-
crats on the Budget Committee in the
Senate. The Presiding Officer helped to
say let’s use the Simpson-Bowles model
to try to get a bipartisan agreement on
a budget document much earlier this
year so we could come forward with a
credible plan to deal with the deficit.
We are now just a few weeks away
when Congress is likely to go out of
session for the November elections. We
have heard in the House they are talk-
ing about leaving the third week of
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September. So what we are trying to
do—and this is a pretty simple bill—is
to say for the overwhelming majority,
98 percent, let’s at least give the cer-
tainty to the people of our country so
they know on January 1 their tax rates
will not go up. Why do we want to do
that? Because predictability gives con-
fidence. Confidence allows people and
consumers to buy and helps to grow
our economy. That is why we do it.

Sure, it is frustrating we can’t deal
with everything right now. We want to
deal with everything, but we are not
going to be able to come to that polit-
ical agreement. Can’t we at least come
to the agreement to protect the vast
majority of the taxpayers of this coun-
try?

The bill we will be voting on very
shortly says we would not let the per-
sonal income tax rates go up for those
whose incomes are up to $250,000. As
Senator BOXER pointed out, every in-
come-tax payer gets the advantage of
it. If you make $1 million, you get the
lower tax rates on the first $250,000.
That way everyone gets the advantage.

We also protect the refundable child
tax credit because we know American
families depend upon that refundable
tax credit. I want to thank the major-
ity leader for putting this into the bill.
That is part of a family’s planning
process to know whether they can buy
consumer goods. We included that in
the legislation that we will have a
chance to vote on. We included the
American opportunity tax credit. The
Presiding Officer is very involved in
that. That is to help families afford
college education.

I was at a university meeting over
the weekend and looked at the debt
that our college graduates are inher-
iting as they go through college. Well,
we extend in this bill the help we give
to working families to be able to afford
a college education for their children,
which helps to build this great Nation.
It helps to make us more competitive.
We have also included in the legisla-
tion the small business expenses be-
cause we want to give predictability to
small businesses to go out and buy cap-
ital assets so they can turn around and
help our economy grow.

So I just wanted to point out some
pretty simple choices. Do we believe we
should give the predictability that I
think everybody agrees on? Why can’t
we keep the bill simple and get it done?
My Republican colleagues want to find
some way to be able to vote no to help
the overwhelming majority of the peo-
ple in this country.

I will say this again. If you make $1
million, you are going to get $6,000 of
relief under this bill. Isn’t that
enough? Then let’s come together and
hopefully use the remainder of this
year or early next year to get a cred-
ible plan and get our deficit under con-
trol. Let’s give confidence to the Amer-
ican people so we will not face that fis-
cal cliff, and we will get our job done.
The purpose of this is to create jobs.
We need to create more jobs in our
country.
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I wish to share with my colleagues
this photograph that was taken. I will
ask my colleagues where they think
this photograph took place, with many
people sewing and manufacturing
clothing. We can see the U.S. flag
there. The next question is, When do
my colleagues think this photograph
was taken? The 1920s? The 1930s? I re-
member growing up in Baltimore and
seeing all of the different clothing
manufacturers located in my city. So
perhaps this is a historic photograph.
It is not. It was just recently taken in
Westminster, MD. It is the English
American Tailoring Company, with 380
jobs, producing the finest suits in the
world.

I show this photograph to dem-
onstrate that we can succeed in manu-
facturing in America. In the last 28
months, we have seen an increase of
500,000 jobs in manufacturing in Amer-
ica. That is the largest growth since
1995 in our country. We have to fight
for the jobs and keep our jobs here in
America.

I had a chance to talk with English
American Tailoring Company union
employees. They are happy not because
they are happy to have a job—everyone
is happy to have a job—they know they
have a good job in a company that
cares about them, and they take pride
in what they are making. Make it in
America. In Maryland, in the United
States, we have a company that makes
the best custom suits in the world be-
cause they are American made and be-
cause they have the best technology
and the best quality of any company in
the world.

Let me tell my colleagues something
else that might surprise them. They
had a 15-percent increase in sales this
year. They added an additional 50 em-
ployees this year. They are now mak-
ing plans to break ground on a training
facility in Westminster, MD. They have
confidence in their ability to produce
the right product for America and to
create the jobs and keep the jobs here.

We have done this over and over in
America. I know my colleagues have
taken the floor to talk about the auto
manufacturing industry, with the best
sales in 5 years. Chrysler’s sales have
increased 34 percent; General Motors is
up 12 percent; Ford is up 5 percent;
10,000 new jobs at Ford Motor Com-
pany; 4,000 coming from Mexico back to
the United States. Make it in America.
Our U.S. auto manufacturers are mak-
ing it in America. We can create more
jobs if we just create the right climate.

We need to help small business. I
agree that is where most of the job
growth will take place. That is where
most of the new innovation comes
from. So why don’t we take up sensible
legislation that the majority leader
talked about that would reward small
companies that are creating more jobs
by giving tax credits? I am also proud
of a provision in that bill to increase
surety bonds for small companies so
they can compete. That is what we
should be doing.
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We need trade policies. I want to give
another bit of good news. I see Senator
NELSON is on the floor, and he was in-
strumental in the citrus trust fund.
But we have the wool trust fund and
the cotton trust fund also approved by
the Senate Finance Committee. Why is
that important for this contract we
have here? This company, English
American Tailoring, makes quality
suits, but they have to import the wool
because the wool is not available in
America. Here is what happens. The
tariff today on that wool coming into
America is higher than the finished
suit, if it was imported into America,
which encourages manufacturing out-
side of America. That makes abso-
lutely no sense at all. That is why we
have a wool trust fund—to correct this
inverted tariff so that we can make it
competitive to manufacture in Amer-
ica. That is why we have it. I am proud
that by a unanimous vote, we are rec-
ommending that from the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. I hope we can find
the cooperation on this floor to get
that done.

I also want to make sure that the cit-
rus industry in Florida is taken care
of, so we take care of the citrus trust
fund and the cotton trust fund. Shirts
are manufactured today—my friend
from New Jersey, Senator MENENDEZ,
helped on this, and Senator SCHUMER
helped a great deal with the wool trust
fund. We make cotton shirts in New
Jersey. We can make those shirts be-
cause we can manufacture more effi-
ciently than other countries, but we
can’t have an inverted tariff. We can’t
afford to make it more expensive to
manufacture than import. That is what
that is about. These are commonsense
policies.

We need tax policies that make
sense. Senator STABENOW has been
working hard on the Bring Jobs Home
Act so that we actually reward compa-
nies that bring their jobs back to
America and we don’t allow taxpayers
to foot the bill for those who want to
take their jobs overseas.

The bottom line is that we can make
it in America. We can make it in
America. We are doing that in Mary-
land, and we are doing it throughout
the country. We need sensible policies.

We also need the confidence of con-
sumers about the take-home pay they
are going to have in order to be able to
buy the suits manufactured by English
American Tailoring or other companies
in our community or to buy a car man-
ufactured here in America. They want
to do that, but they need the con-
fidence.

So don’t complicate the bill we are
going to be voting on in 1 hour. Don’t
make it that difficult. It is a pretty
simple bill. It says whether we are
going to fully protect 98 percent of
Americans from seeing their tax rates
go up and their paychecks go down on
January 1 and help every American, re-
gardless of their income, with the first
$250,000 of taxable income.

I hope we will then make a commit-
ment, Democrats and Republicans, to
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put aside our partisan differences and
listen to each other and come up with
a credible plan that answers not just
the issues—the only issue raised by my
Republican colleagues, which is the es-
tate tax—but also answers the ques-
tions of our physicians for Medicare
and answers the problems of our people
who depend upon government, the se-
questration orders. Let’s get it to-
gether and get all of that done, but
let’s not let the traditional partisan
differences stop us from protecting 98
percent of Americans, so that compa-
nies such as English American Tai-
loring can continue to expand and cre-
ate more jobs here in America to help
our economy grow because people will
be willing to buy the suits, knowing
there is some confidence in the Tax
Code that allows them to plan for their
future.

I urge my colleagues to support the
efforts we are going to vote on in a few
moments.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN ACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I know
we are soon going to be voting on other
matters, and I see the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida, who wish-
es to speak, so I will not take long.
However, there is one area I don’t want
people to forget about; that is, the Vio-
lence Against Women Act.

Eight months ago Senator CRAPO and
I joined together to introduce the
Leahy-Crapo Violence Against Women
Reauthorization Act of 2011. We de-
cided to put victims first, not politics
first. So we set aside any partisan dif-
ferences the two of us might have. We
did this so we could tell the Senate
that even though we come from en-
tirely different political philosophies,
we are united on the need to protect
victims. At a time when we hear people
say this body is deeply divided, an
overwhelming majority of the Senate,
Republicans and Democrats alike,
joined us in that effort, and we passed
this commonsense legislation with a
remarkable 68 votes. That is a rare feat
in the Senate today and it sent a clear
message—stopping domestic and sexual
violence. There are some who say we
couldn’t get 51 votes to say the Sun
rises in the east. We got 68 votes to
protect victims. We sent a clear mes-
sage that stopping domestic violence is
a priority and we will stand together to
protect all victims from these dev-
astating crimes.

Most of us here hoped the House Re-
publicans would follow our demonstra-
tion of bipartisanship. We gave them
an excellent bill and a chance to quick-
ly take it up and pass it. Instead, un-
fortunately, they put politics first.
They drafted a new bill, and they are
within their right to do that, but here
is what they did. They intentionally
stripped out protections for some of
the most vulnerable victims, including
immigrants, LGBT victims, and Native
women. They took out the key provi-
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sions to make campuses and public
housing safer. They rejected the input
of law enforcement and victims’ serv-
ices professionals who tell us these pro-
tections are desperately needed to save
lives. In other words, they said: If you
have two victims who are subjected to
the same kind of abuse, we might pro-
tect this one, but by law we won’t pro-
tect this one. I can tell my colleagues
that there is no one in law enforcement
in this country, no matter what their
political background, who wants to be
put in that position. They believe that
a victim is a victim is a victim, and
they want to protect all of them.

In fact, it was so obvious that the
acts of some of these House Repub-
licans were too much even for some of
their own party. Nearly two dozen
House Republicans, including the chair
of the crime victims caucus, stood up
and voted against this restrictive
House bill.

We can talk about numbers and all of
those things, but I wish those who
came up with this restrictive House
bill could have been with me last
Thursday to hear from Laura Dunn, a
courageous survivor of campus sexual
assault who told us of her own horren-
dous experience. She said: I come be-
fore you to tell you about this because
I want you to include the Senate provi-
sions the House stripped out. She made
an impassioned plea for that and for
Congress to do all it can to protect all
students on campus from the kind of
unspeakable violence she encoun-
tered—the kind of violence that I pray
my daughter and my granddaughters
will never have to face.

More than 200 survivors of campus vi-
olence at 176 colleges and universities
came forward publicly and joined her
in an open letter to Congress calling
for the immediate passage of this crit-
ical legislation. I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the letter be print-
ed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

NATIONAL TASK FORCE TO END SEX-
UAL AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
AGAINST WOMEN,

Washington, DC, July 20, 2012.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR/REPRESENTATIVE: We, the
undersigned survivors of violence committed
on college and university campuses nation-
wide and the families of those who did not
survive this violence, call upon every Mem-
ber of Congress to pass the Violence Against
Women Act (VAWA) Reauthorization before
the end of September. Furthermore, the final
VAWA must contain comprehensive campus
provisions including the Campus SaVE Act
and the Campus Safety Act.

Each of us has been dramatically affected
by at least one of the four crimes that have
become a silent epidemic on college cam-
puses: stalking, sexual assault, dating vio-
lence and/or domestic violence. We have been
the victims of this violence. We have family
members who have been killed on campus as
part of the commission of these crimes. We
have family members who might not have
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been killed if their colleges and universities
had been fully and responsibly addressing
stalking, sexual assault, and dating violence
through well structured campus systems for
prevention, intervention, victim support and
perpetrator accountability.

And we are not alone: 13.1% of college
women report having been stalked during
the school year; one in five college women
report having been sexually assaulted; 70% of
all victims of intimate partner violence in
the US experience the first incidents of
abuse before they reach the age of 25.

There are more than 4,700 colleges and uni-
versities in the United States with a total
enrollment of over 20 million students. This
is a population in crisis that cannot and will
not be ignored.

The Violence Against Women Act (VAWA),
enacted in 1994, recognized the insidious and
pervasive nature of domestic violence, dat-
ing violence, sexual assault, and stalking. In
every reauthorization of the Act, Congress
has worked carefully to craft improved, en-
hanced, and accountable programs and serv-
ices, as well as coordinated community re-
sponses, with the goal of providing com-
prehensive, effective and cost saving re-
sponses to these crimes. VAWA’s reauthor-
ization must build upon its successes and
continue progress towards ending the vio-
lence. VAWA must reach all victims and per-
petrators of domestic violence, dating vio-
lence, sexual assault and stalking in every
community and on every college campus.

The Grants to Reduce Violent Crimes
Against Women on Campus program helps
institutions of higher education adopt a
comprehensive response to domestic vio-
lence, dating violence, sexual assault and
stalking. First authorized in 1999, this very
small program has had a dramatic impact on
the institutions of higher education lucky
enough to get one of these grants (approxi-
mately 20-22 colleges per year). It is essen-
tial to reauthorize the Campus Grants Pro-
gram in VAWA, yet it is unacceptable for
this to continue to be the only piece of
VAWA addressing the overwhelming need.

The Campus Sexual Violence Elimination
(SaVE) Act, introduced independently in
both chambers and passed as part of S. 1925
in the Senate-passed VAWA, is a crucial step
forward. It will address sexual violence, dat-
ing violence, and stalking at institutions of
higher education and increase awareness and
prevention of these acts of violence by re-
quiring transparency of information, sys-
temic, campus-wide policies and procedures
to address these crimes, prevention pro-
grams, and assistance for victims.

The Campus Safety Act, introduced inde-
pendently in both chambers and passed as
part of H.R. 4970 in the House-passed VAWA,
is also essential. It will establish a National
Center for Campus Public Safety that will
provide a centralized, government operated
entity to promote proactive approaches to
campus safety through the development of
best practices, research, and training oppor-
tunities.

Both the House and the Senate passed bills
earlier this year to reauthorize VAWA. It is
clear that the vast majority of Congress sup-
ports a reauthorization of the Violence
Against Women Act with key improvements.
But as we watch the clock ticking on the
112th Congress, we are painfully aware of the
devastating blow to the young people in our
colleges and universities that will occur if
Congress fails to pass a final VAWA.

We are the voices of the unimaginable pain
and suffering occurring every day on our col-
lege campuses. We are the voices of those
young people whose safety continues to be at
such great risk. We are the voices of those
who are still too unsafe to speak out about
the violence they experienced. We are the
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voices of those who have tragically died
senseless deaths when their lives were just
beginning.

We will not wait! Get VAWA done now.

We call upon each and every Senator and
Congressperson to prioritize the Reauthor-
ization of the Violence Against Women Act
and the safety and well-being of the young
people we are all relying on to carry our na-
tion forward. We implore you not to let us or
them down.

Mr. LEAHY. Now the House Repub-
lican leadership is hiding behind a pro-
cedural technicality as an excuse to
avoid debate on the Senate bill. That is
nonsense. We all know the Speaker of
the House could waive the technicality,
called a blue slip and allow the House
to have an up-or-down vote on the bi-
partisan Senate bill at any time. He
could do it this afternoon.

I have been consistently calling for
House action on this legislation since
we passed it overwhelmingly 3 months
ago. In fact, last month Senator MUR-
KOWSKI and I wrote a bipartisan letter
to Speaker BOEHNER. We asked him to
allow an up-or-down vote. Last Thurs-
day five House Republicans followed
suit. They called on Speaker BOEHNER
and Majority Leader CANTOR to take up
the Senate-passed bill and resolve the
blue slip problem.

The Speaker’s hands are not tied in
this matter. He has to stop choosing to
hold up the bill and instead choose to
let these efforts to pass the bill go for-
ward. A New York Times editorial ear-
lier this week entitled ‘‘Delay on Do-
mestic Violence’ put it well:

Mr. Boehner’s leadership could break the
logjam—but that, of course, would also re-
quire his Republican colleagues to drop their
. . . opposition to stronger protections for
all victims of abuse.

I ask unanimous consent that both
letters and the editorial be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 23, 2012]

DELAY ON DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

With Congress just days away from its Au-
gust break, House Republicans have to de-
cide which is more important: protecting
victims of domestic violence or advancing
the harsh antigay and anti-immigrant senti-
ments of some on their party’s far right. At
the moment, harshness is winning.

At issue is reauthorizing the Violence
Against Women Act, the landmark 1994 law
central to the nation’s efforts against domes-
tic violence, sexual assault and stalking.

In May, 15 Senate Republicans joined with
the chamber’s Democratic majority to ap-
prove a strong reauthorization bill. Instead
of embracing the Senate’s good work, House
Republicans passed their own regressive
version, ignoring President Obama’s veto
threat. The bill did not include new protec-
tions for gay, immigrant, American Indian
and student victims contained in the Senate
measure. It also rolled back protections for
immigrant women, including for undocu-
mented immigrants who report abuse and co-
operate with law enforcement.

Negotiations on a final bill are in limbo.
Complicating matters, there is a procedural
glitch. The Senate bill imposes a fee to pay
for special visas that go to immigrant vic-
tims of domestic abuse. This runs afoul of
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the rule that revenue-raising measures must
begin in the House. Mr. Boehner’s leadership
could break the logjam—but that, of course,
would also require his Republican colleagues
to drop their narrow-minded opposition to
stronger protections for all victims of abuse.

Unless something changes, Republicans
will bear responsibility for blocking renewal
of a popular, lifesaving initiative. This seems
an odd way to cultivate moderate voters, es-
pecially women, going into the fall cam-
paign.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 12, 2012.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Saving the lives of vic-
tims of domestic violence should be above
politics. Yet politics seem to have gotten in
the way of House passage of the bipartisan
Senate Violence Against Women (VAWA) Re-
authorization Act, a bill to strengthen law
enforcement’s response to domestic violence
that cleared the Senate on April 26th with a
strong bipartisan vote. In the time since the
Senate passed its bill, over 1.5 million Amer-
icans have become victims of rape, physical
violence, or stalking by an intimate partner.
We cannot afford to let another day go by.
We urge you to swiftly allow for an up-or-
down vote in the House on the Senate’s bi-
partisan VAWA Reauthorization Act.

Since being enacted in 1994, VAWA has de-
veloped a long track record of protecting
women and reducing the incidence of domes-
tic violence by providing critical support to
law enforcement and services for victims.
Each previous reauthorization substantially
improved the way VAWA addressed the
changing needs of domestic violence victims
by addressing challenges facing older vic-
tims, victims with disabilities, and other un-
derserved groups. The Senate’s bipartisan
VAWA Reauthorization Act continues this
tradition by placing greater emphasis on
training for law enforcement and forensic re-
sponse to sexual assault, and by strength-
ening protections for all victims regardless
of where they live, their race, religion, gen-
der, or sexual orientation. These changes
were included at the recommendation of pro-
fessionals from all over the country who
work with victims every day.

We should not let politics pick and choose
which victims of abuse to help and which to
ignore. However, this fundamental principle
is not reflected in the House version of
VAWA reauthorization legislation, which
disregarded the input from professionals and
would eliminate Senate language that en-
sures universal protection for LGBT victims
who currently face obstacles to accessing
VAWA’s life-saving services, make it more
difficult for local law enforcement to help
immigrant victims of domestic violence, and
fails to match the Senate’s effort to address
the epidemic of domestic violence on tribal
lands.

Although significant progress has been
made, domestic violence and sexual assault
remain serious challenges. Every day, abu-
sive partners kill three women, and for every
victim killed there are nine more who nar-
rowly escape. It would be unacceptable to
step away from our commitment to stopping
violence and abuse, and from seeking justice
for victims, by undermining VAWA'’s protec-
tions.

The delay of the VAWA Reauthorization
Act has real consequences for these and fu-
ture victims, and should not be allowed to
continue. VAWA was enacted and reauthor-
ized with broad bipartisan support, and this
year’s reauthorization is endorsed by over
500 state and local organizations, and 47 at-
torneys general. We are concerned that un-
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necessary political and procedural posturing
is breaking the bipartisan consensus on an
issue that should rise above such consider-
ations, and is creating an unconscionable
delay that further threatens victims of vio-
lence. We urge you to honor VAWA’s bipar-
tisan history and affirm the House’s commit-
ment to combating domestic violence by
having an up or down vote on the Senate’s
VAWA Reauthorization Act.
Sincerely,
PATRICK LEAHY,
U.S. Senator.
L1sA MURKOWSKI,
U.S. Senator.

U.S. CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, July 19, 2012.

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Office of the Speaker, The Capitol,
Washington, DC.
Hon. ERIC CANTOR,
Office of the Majority Leader, The Capitol,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER AND MAJORITY
LEADER CANTOR: As strong supporters of a bi-
partisan approach to the Violence Against
Women Act (VAWA) reauthorization, we
thank you for your efforts to secure timely
House consideration of this issue. We strong-
ly urge you to work diligently with the Sen-
ate to solve the blue slip problem as effec-
tively as you did with the Transportation
Bill and quickly craft a bicameral com-
promise on VAWA reauthorization that in-
cludes the following provisions:

1. Concurrent jurisdiction for tribal
crimes—Because of the significant backlog
of crimes occurring on tribal lands, federal
courts have limited resources to pursue all
but the most serious violations. As a result,
most sexual assaults and domestic incidents
that occur on native lands go unpunished.
Allowing our tribal court systems to pros-
ecute these crimes would help to ensure that
justice is served and prevent the spread of
domestic violence in native communities.

2. Protections for LGBT populations—
Under current law, all victims of domestic
violence are entitled to VAWA services.
However, in some communities, services re-
main unavailable to LGBT individuals sim-
ply because of their sexual orientation or
gender identity. LGBT-inclusive language
would simply clarify the law to ensure that
all domestic violence victims have access to
the support offered by VAWA.

3. Eliminate disincentives for reporting
crime among immigrants—The House pro-
posal provides temporary shelter for victims
who report domestic crimes, but it main-
tains the long-term threat of deportation for
immigrant victims who come forward. No
one should be discouraged from bringing an
abuser to the attention of law enforcement.
While the Department of Justice confirms
that the U-Visa program is not subject to
significant fraud, we stand ready to work
with concerned Members on improving ac-
countability within the system to ensure
that Congress can monitor its effectiveness.

4. Improve safety on college campuses—
The Senate requires more transparency of
information, more prevention programs, and
improved assistance for victims of domestic
violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and
stalking on college campuses. The House
proposal supports a Campus Safety Resource
Center that would be able to support colleges
and universities with best practices and
guidance to address violence on campus bet-
ter. Both of these provisions are critical im-
provements to protect students on campus.

We urge you to make VAWA reauthoriza-
tion a significant priority during the rest of
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the 112th Congress and ensure that the afore-
mentioned provisions are included in the
final reauthorization bill.
Sincerely,
JUDY BIGGERT,
ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN,
ROBERT J. DOLD,
ToDD R. PLATTS,
DAVID RIVERA.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, victims
shouldn’t be forced to wait any longer.
The problems and barriers facing vic-
tims of domestic and sexual violence
are too serious for Congress to delay. I
think of my home State of Vermont
and the very small State that it is, but
more than 50 percent of homicides are
related to domestic violence—50 per-
cent. That is simply unacceptable. We
know how to identify these cases early.
We know how to intervene. We know
how to stop these needless deaths. The
Senate-passed bill includes important
new tools for law enforcement in com-
munities all over Vermont and every
other State to do just that. But until
the House Republican leadership stops
playing games, those resources will not
reach the people who need them now
and lives will be lost.

Enough is enough. Let’s stop this fic-
tion of saying we will stand together to
protect this victim but not this other
victim, as though somebody who has
been victimized, somebody who has
faced this violence should be treated
differently. It is time to put aside the
politics. We need to stop picking and
choosing which victims of abuse get
help and which are ignored. We will not
find a single police officer who has
gone to a scene of domestic violence or
abuse who will tell us: Well, I don’t
want to catch the person who did this,
but the person who did this, we will go
after them. No. Police officers want to
protect us all. That is what the Leahy-
Crapo bill does. This is to protect us
all. So I hope the House will take up
and vote on the bipartisan Senate bill
because our bill protects all victims.
Domestic and sexual violence knows no
political party. Its victims are Repub-
licans and Democrats and Independ-
ents. They are rich and poor. They are
gay and straight. They are immigrant
and citizen alike. A victim is a victim.
Helping these victims, all these vic-
tims—whether they are from Vermont,
California, Alaska, Iowa, Oregon, Flor-
ida, or anywhere else—that has to be
our goal because their lives depend
upon it.

Mr. President, we live a privileged
life in this Senate, just as the House
Members do. They are not facing this
kind of abuse. But the lives of millions
of Americans do face it. Their lives are
depending upon us not to play partisan
games but to give law enforcement and
all the various organizations that help
prevent abuse the tools they need. We
have done that in the Senate. It is time
for the House to act.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, in the midst of all of this tax de-
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bate and the partisan wrangling and
the gridlock that has ensued—and
today we will have another couple of
tax votes, and, again, real progress will
be stalled—I would like to offer a bi-
partisan thought that will lead to a so-
lution. As a matter of fact, I think
there are over 50 Senators of the 100-
Senator body who agree that deficit re-
duction can be done, and done in a
comprehensive way. I think partisan
politics, all mixed up in election-year
politics of a Presidential election, is
getting in the way, and I think that is
what we are going to see being played
out this afternoon on the floor of the
Senate.

What would that solution be? Well, if
our target is that we want to reduce
the deficit over a 10-year period by at
least $4 trillion—that was clearly
where the Simpson-Bowles Commission
was going; that was clearly where the
Gang of 6, which morphed into 45 of us
who last summer stood and had a press
conference and talked about $4 trillion-
plus in deficit reduction, was going—if
that is what our goal is, and as others
have spoken out here, if we could get
that kind of deficit reduction agree-
ment for a 10-year period, what we
would have is a shot of confidence into
the economy, and we would see this
economic engine start to roar more to
life, other than the gradual economic
recovery we are seeing—indeed, a re-
covery of 27 straight months of private
sector job growth, but albeit a slow
economic recovery.

If over 50 of us were to come together
and strike that agreement, indeed, that
is what we would have, and the stock
market would take off, the bank lend-
ing would take off, the credit ratings
would go up, and all of the incidental
things that would flow from that.

You know what. At the end of the
yvear that is what we are going to have
to do, and most every reasonable Sen-
ator knows that. That is why there are
a number of Senators on this side and
that side of the aisle who have spoken
the same message.

What is that message?

No. 1, that we have to have some
spending cuts, but if we are doing $4
trillion-plus, we cannot do it all with
spending cuts. We have to have revenue
produced.

How do we get the revenue? What
over 50 Senators in this body would
agree to is we reform the Tax Code in
a comprehensive way by starting to
eliminate some of the tax preferences,
otherwise known as tax loopholes, tax
deductions, tax credits, that have
ballooned out of control.

The last time I voted for tax reform
I was a young Congressman and Presi-
dent Reagan was President. It was 1986.
When we reformed the Tax Code back
then, the tax expenditures for a 10-year
period were worth about $2 trillion to
$3 trillion. Do you know, that has
ballooned now to over $14 trillion over
a 1l0-year period, just in tax pref-
erences—that is individual tax pref-
erence items for different special inter-
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ests—which means revenue is not com-
ing in. As a matter of fact, there is
more going out in tax preferences than
there actually is coming in each year
in individual income tax.

Well, if we reform it in the way that
a lot of us are talking about, then we
take that revenue and we do two things
with it: No. 1, we simplify the Tax Code
and we lower everybody’s tax rates—in-
dividual income tax rates, as well as
corporate income tax rates—and we
take the rest of the revenue and pay
down the annual deficit.

Now, that is fairly common sense,
and it is fairly simple. Of course, to get
in and comprehensively reform the Tax
Code is going to be quite a task, and
the committee that is designated to
make the first cut at it would be the
Finance Committee, of which I have
the privilege of being a member.

We have heard similar statements by
a number of Republican Senators. We
will continue to hear statements from
other Democrats—such as me—about
what I just said. And we will hear that
because the commonsense people know
that is what it is going to take to get
our budgetary house in order.

But we are not there. We are in the
middle of a partisan war, all wound up
in the crucible of an election year for
President, and as a result we are going
to have two tax votes today that do not
pass.

The Republican version of the tax cut
is going to be all of the Bush tax cuts
from 2001 and 2003. They stay in effect
for all levels of income. Oh, by the way,
in their bill, they say to make up for
that $405 billion that will not go into
the Treasury as a result of the continu-
ation of the Bush tax cuts—in 1 year,
$405 billion—we cannot do anything
with revenue. So they are going to pro-
hibit what half of the Senate knows ul-
timately is the solution to this prob-
lem. That is one version.

The other version is what is being
brought forth by the majority leader,
which is, give the tax cuts for every-
body, including the top 2 percent. But
the top 2 percent—above $250,000 ad-
justed gross income on a joint return—
that tax rate will go up a little over 4
percent just on the income above the
$250,000 adjusted gross income, not on
the income underneath, for which ev-
erybody continues to have the contin-
ued tax rate. In that same proposal, 97
percent of the small businesses will not
get any kind of tax increase. Likewise,
if they are a subchapter S corporation,
they will have the same benefits of the
tax cut up to that level of $250,000.

We heard comment out here about,
oh, we have to keep the exemptions on
the estate tax up, which I certainly
agree with. Well, in this version the
majority leader is going to offer, it has
no provisions in it on raising the estate
tax.

What would be my preference? I am
going to vote for the majority leader’s
proposal, but my preference is that we
would take that tax cut up to the level
of adjusted gross income of $1 million
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on a joint return, which would mean
far less than 1 percent of the people in
this country would be affected by a 4-
percent increase in that income above
$1 million.

That is my preference. That is what
I voted on a year ago. But that is not
the choice before us today. So I have
no choice but to vote as I just indi-
cated. But at the end of the day, this is
not going to solve the problem. It is
going to be more political posturing all
the way up to the November election.
Then in a lameduck session we are
going to get down to work. We are
going to let common sense and biparti-
sanship operate, and we are going to
solve this deficit problem.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I very
much appreciate the cogent remarks,
sensible remarks of my colleague from
Florida. He has fought long and hard
for the middle class in terms of taxes,
and I very much appreciate his hard
work on this issue. The citizens of
Florida should be proud of him.

I rise today, of course, also to talk
about the upcoming Senate vote on the
middle-class tax cuts.

For weeks, Senate Democrats have
been asking our friends on the other
side of the aisle to allow this debate on
taxes to happen. Leader REID has re-
peatedly offered to have a simple up-
or-down vote on both the Democratic
and Republican proposals. Time after
time, minority leader MITCH MCCON-
NELL has declined.

But, fortunately, that has now
changed. Senator MCCONNELL has, after
weeks of delay, relented and decided he
is not going to filibuster our middle-
class tax cut bill. That is very good
news for the country. The most impor-
tant thing we can do for the economy
right now is to provide certainty to the
middle class that their taxes are not
going up.

I believe there are two reasons Sen-
ator MCCONNELL finally decided to
allow this to happen.

First, forcing his entire caucus to fil-
ibuster this legislation would have
been politically disastrous for them. It
would have prevented any debate or
amendments on the Democratic tax cut
legislation, meaning the Republicans
would not have been able to offer their
amendments to extend tax cuts for
those millionaires and billionaires. In
other words, a filibuster would have
meant there would have been only a
single vote on middle-class tax cuts on
the Democratic proposal and that al-
most all Republicans would then have
been on record against them. So it is
easy to see why that would have been
uncomfortable for them.

Second, I truly believe some of my
friends on the other side of the aisle
have truly looked at the Democratic
proposal and realized that voting for it
is the right thing to do. I believe Sen-
ator MCCONNELL would have not been
able to stop them from voting yes.
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Faced with widespread concern in his
caucus, I believe Senator MCCONNELL
decided an abrupt about face was in his
best interest. So the Senate is about to
speak. We are going to pass a bill that
will ensure taxes do not go up for the
98 percent of Americans who earn less
than $250,000 a year. We are going to
defeat a proposal that would spend al-
most $1 trillion providing additional
cuts for the richest 2 percent and at
the same time allowing tax breaks used
by 25 million middle-class families to
expire.

Included in that is something very
important to me; that is, the $2,500
credit middle-class families get to help
defray the cost of tuition. To not allow
that to move forward, whether in this
bill, the extenders bill or another bill
would be very bad policy, hurt the mid-
dle class, and hurt the future of Amer-
ica.

We are doing it. I hope everyone will
join us in supporting the Democratic
bill which has that provision to provide
tuition relief, tax relief to help middle-
class families defray the cost of tui-
tion.

Once the Democratic proposal passes
the Senate, it will be sent to the
House. I am sure Speaker BOEHNER
does not appreciate the uncomfortable
position Senate Democrats and Repub-
licans have put him in. Make no mis-
take about it, Senator MCCONNELL, to
save his caucus from a disastrous vote
against the middle-class tax extension,
has had to put the Speaker in a box.

The Speaker knows if he puts this
bill on the floor, his Members will have
trouble voting against it. So they have
decided to put out an argument that
they should not bring it up because of
a blue-slip issue. While it is true that
revenue vehicles have to originate in
the House, this is a problem that could
be easily remedied. In fact, Senator
REID tried to do it by unanimous con-
sent earlier today, but unfortunately
the minority leader blocked it.

When it comes to blue-slip issues,
where there is a will, there is a way.
House Republicans have passed two
landmark revenue bills this Congress
after the Senate passed them—the
highway bill and the FAA bill. Senate
Republicans have joined Democrats in
passing legislation in the Senate this
Congress despite potential blue-slip
issues, the Violence Against Women
Act and the ethanol excise tax credit
repeal, for example.

But if House Republicans insist on
blocking our middle-class tax cuts and
using the blue-slip issue as an excuse,
that is a debate we are willing to have.
That is a debate we welcome. Because,
for once, we have broken the vice that
Republicans have had on tax issues for
30 years. They have always conflated
tax cuts for the middle class and tax
cuts for the very wealthy. But this bill
breaks that vice and allows us to sup-
port middle-class tax cuts without—
without—giving tax cuts to the very
wealthiest among us who, A, will not
bump up the economy because they do
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not spend a large proportion of that
high income, and, B, could go to deficit
reduction.

I know lots of very wealthy people
who say: I do not mind paying more
taxes if the money would go to deficit
reduction. Our bill allows exactly that
to happen. So Democrats are going to
be happy to bring the argument to the
American people and ask them whether
they think obscure procedural rules
which the Republican Party in the
House has ignored time and time again
are now reason enough to let over 100
million families face a tax hike of
$1,600 a year.

The Senate is about to pass the only
tax cut bill that has a chance of becom-
ing law. No one thinks it is a good idea
to raise taxes on the middle class. No
one. We can disagree about whether the
very wealthiest in society should also
get a tax break, but we all agree the
middle class should get one. So why
hold one hostage for the other?

The Senate supports middle-class tax
breaks. The President supports middle-
class tax breaks. The House supports
middle-class tax breaks. Democrats
support middle-class tax breaks. Re-
publicans support middle-class tax
breaks. Instead of fighting over wheth-
er the wealthiest in society should also
get a tax break, why do we not pass
this now, give real relief to the middle
class, and have the other debate later?

Middle-class Americans who do not
want to see their taxes go up support
what we are doing. The House should
act immediately so the President can
sign this bill into law.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. How much time re-
mains on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
9 minutes on the majority side.

Mrs. BOXER. How much on the mi-
nority side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No time
remains.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes of our time to Senator HATCH.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. I wish to thank my
friend from California for her kindness
and for her graciousness in allowing me
this little bit of time to make final re-
marks with regard to this bill that
Senator MCCONNELL and I have filed.

We are going to be taking two votes
on a critical issue in a few moments.
Action on the fiscal cliff is long over-
due. Before we vote, I would like to
make three points. First, it has been
suggested that the Hatch-McConnell
bill fails to extend the earned-income
tax credit and child tax credit provi-
sions. This is utterly false. The Hatch-
McConnell bill extends these provisions
as they were originally agreed to in
2001, and that agreement actually dou-
bled the child tax credit. Democrats
are complaining that our bill does not
extend the stimulus provisions that ex-
panded these provisions even further
and made them more refundable.
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Democrats sold the stimulus bill as
being ‘‘timely, temporary, and tar-
geted.” Now they are holding up tax re-
lief for nearly every income taxpayer
unless these stimulus provisions that
are mostly spending through the Tax
Code are extended yet again.

Second, the Democratic proposal in-
cludes a significant increase in the
death tax. The number of death tax fil-
ers will increase under their bill by 11
times. This is what they are proposing:
98,300 new filers will now have to fill
out estate tax forms, get appraisals,
deals with the IRS, and get all this
done within 9 months of the death of a
loved one. That is the equivalent of one
entire midsized American city being
forced to deal with the death tax every
year.

Third, the Democratic bill is a mas-
sive tax increase on small business job
creators. It would subject 53 percent of
all flowthrough business income in the
United States to higher taxes. There is
a compromise here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. HATCH. I ask unanimous consent
for an additional 30 seconds, with an
equivalent time for the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. There is a compromise
here; it is the Hatch-McConnell bill.
Our economy needs relief, businesses
and families need certainty, and all we
are proposing is extending current tax
law for 1 more year so we can dedicate
that year to do tax reform.

By contrast, the Democratic bill of-
fers nothing but more uncertainty and
tax increases on job creators. Let’s face
it, we are talking about 940,000 small
businesses that will be drastically af-
fected by this. Many of those provide
jobs in our society and will continue to
do so if we do not clobber them with
the Democratic approach.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today in strong support of S. 3412, the
Middle Class Tax Cut Act, which would
act on President Barack Obama’s pro-
posal to restore our economy and con-
trol our deficit by immediately extend-
ing the current tax rates for American
families making less than $250,000 a
year and asking our Nation’s top 2 per-
cent of income earners to pay their fair
share.

As we continue to work to enact poli-
cies that move our economy forward, it
is important that we protect the mid-
dle class from having to pay higher
taxes—which will happen if Congress
does nothing before January 1, 2013. In
Hawaii, this means 500,000 families
would pay an average of $1,600 more in
taxes in 2013 alone, which they cannot
afford. My colleagues and I are working
to reduce the national debt; however,
at this point in our economic recovery,
we cannot allow the vast majority of
Americans—the middle class—to shoul-
der this burden alone. They have al-
ways been and remain the backbone of
our economy and our country.

Most of us here in the Senate, on
both sides of the aisle, as well as our
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colleagues in the House, can agree that
we should maintain the current income
tax rates for 98 percent of Americans.
With that in mind, my colleagues on
the left have been trying to work with
the rest of the Senate to get this sen-
sible legislation passed. However, some
Members in this Chamber refuse to
come together to pass the tax exten-
sions that we all agree on. We need to
take action now. Hard-working Amer-
ican families should not have to worry
about their taxes increasing as they
budget for housing, food, and other ne-
cessities for the coming year.

To cut our deficit, we must ask the
wealthiest Americans to pay their fair
share. That means closing tax loop-
holes for corporations and not extend-
ing the tax cut for millionaires and bil-
lionaires. Yet some Members of the
Senate continue to oppose this bill in
hopes of including an extension of tax
breaks for the wealthiest Americans.
These tax breaks for the wealthy were
originally intended to be temporary
measures, enacted during a time when
our Nation had substantial annual sur-
pluses. However, we must acknowledge
our current economic situation and re-
spond by asking the wealthiest Ameri-
cans to pay their fair share.

This country was founded on the
principles of fairness and responsi-
bility. This bill would help restore
those fundamentals to our tax system.
I urge my colleagues to consider all of
their constituents when voting on this
bill and support it for the 98 percent of
Americans who need our action today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Would the Senator
yield for a moment? I am going to use
my leader time. But I am happy to
defer to the Senator from California
first.

Mrs. BOXER. Whatever is more con-
venient for the minority leader. If the
minority leader wishes to speak now, I
will defer and take my 8 minutes later.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
will let the Senator from California go
ahead.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, very much.
Let me say that this is a very impor-
tant debate. When we look at the two
plans, the Republican tax cut plan
versus the Democratic tax cut plan,
what we see is one is for the middle
class; that is, the Democratic plan. One
is for our middle-class families. It in-
cludes tuition tax credits, and an en-
hanced child tax credit. It is very im-
portant that we do that.

The other is a giveaway to the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires. It is
amazing to me that it is not enough for
my Republican friends to give everyone
a tax break in this Nation of ours up to
the first $250,000 of income and then
say after that we are going to go to the
tax rates of Bill Clinton.

In those years, unlike the Bush
years, we created 23 million jobs, and
we created surpluses as far as the eye
could see. But my Republican friends
want to go backward to the Bush years,
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to the trickle-down years. Here is the
problem. They do it on the backs of the
middle class.

They claim our plan will hurt small
business owners. Let me be clear. Nine-
ty-seven percent of small business own-
ers earn less than $250,0000 a year. So
all that talk about job creators is noth-
ing but talk. It is nothing but a smoke-
screen for the highest earners in Amer-
ica. Here is another problem. The Re-
publican plan adds $930 billion to the
deficit over 10 years. It is a problem. In
1 year, the first year, it is a $50 billion
add-on to the deficit.

I have heard my Republican col-
leagues cry about sequestration. They
do not want it, even though they
agreed to it when we made our deal
around the debt ceiling. Let’s remem-
ber that. They did not want to give an
increase to the debt ceiling. They held
everybody hostage. We lost our credit
rating. Even Ronald Reagan said:
Never play with the debt ceiling. They
played with it. They played a game
with it.

Then, to get out of it, they said: OK.
We will sequester if we do not have the
debt deal. Now they are crying about
sequester. Guess what. If we do the
Democratic deal, we save $50 billion.
We could cut that sequester in half.
But oh, no, they want to do tax breaks
for the wealthy few.

This is the deal. Look at this chart.
This is Robin Hood in reverse—this is
Robin Hood in reverse. The wealthiest
among us get back $160,000 a year under
the Republican plan. Let me repeat
that. The wealthiest taxpayers in
America will get back $160,000 a year
under the Republican plan while the
middle class gets harmed.

They lose $1,100 a year for their tax
credits on the tuition tax credit. They
lose $800 a year from an enhanced child
care tax credit, $600 a year from en-
hanced earned-income tax credit. So
our families lose money, our middle-
class families, while the wealthiest
among us gets this enormous tax break
and the deficit goes up and the debt
goes up.

When my colleague Senator HATCH
says the Hatch-McConnell compromise
is good, it is not a compromise. It is
going right back to the problem that
led us to this situation in the first
place. It is going right back to the
same policies of George W. Bush. Re-
member when George W. Bush became
President? We had surpluses as far as
the eye could see. Then he gave these
tax breaks to the top 1 percent. By the
way, this $160,000, that is the million-
aires’ tax break. They want to give tax
breaks to the multimillionaires, to the
billionaires, to the multibillionaires.
They put no cap on the tax cuts what-
soever. Someone can earn $100 billion,
they want to give them a tax break.

There is a cost. There is a cost to the
Treasury. There is a cost to the debt.
There is a cost to the deficit. There is
a cost to fairness. There is a cost to the
middle class. I think the American peo-
ple have weighed in on this one. They



S5352

believe that to give a tax break to the
first $250,000 of everybody’s income is
fair because then the people above that
can pay a little more, the same rates
they paid when Bill Clinton was Presi-
dent. We need to go back to those days
when we created 23 million jobs and
when we not only balanced the budget
but we created surpluses as far as the
eye could see.

The question is, who are you fighting
for? Are you fighting for the people
who make a billion dollars a year?
That is who the Republicans fight for.
They get so emotional about it. Or are
you fighting for the middle class, the
heart and soul of America—the people
who live in my towns, the people who
live in towns across this Nation, the
people who get up every day and put
one foot in front of the other and work
hard, the people who are trying to raise
their families, the people who want us
to be fiscally responsible, not have a
tax cut that causes huge deficits? We
have been there. Trickledown doesn’t
work; giving to the top doesn’t work. It
has brought us the worst recession
since the Great Depression.

Vote for the Democrats’ plan and
against the Republican plan, and do
what our President said, which is get
this country moving forward again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). The Republican leader.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
I am going to proceed for a few mo-
ments on my leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
the vote we are about to take on the
Democratic plan to raise taxes is inter-
esting for a few reasons. First, it is a
revenue measure that didn’t originate
in the House, so it has no chance what-
soever of becoming law.

Second, it is the perfect example of
what you get when you put politics
over the people who sent you here. If
the Democrats truly believed what the
President has been saying out on the
stump, they would vote on his plan.
But as the vote tally will show, they
can barely muster 50 votes on their
own plan, let alone his. So for the en-
tire President’s talk about supporting
a balanced approach to taxes, he evi-
dently can’t even get 50 votes for his
plan in a Democratic-controlled Senate
when we all know he would need 60
votes to get it to his desk.

Instead of voting on the President’s
plan, our Democratic friends have cob-
bled together the only thing they could
come up with that would muster more
than 50 votes—a purely political exer-
cise, and a total waste of time.

But to be honest, I can’t imagine why
they would want to vote for either one,
since both proposals raise taxes on
about a million business owners, and
both raise taxes on investment, at a
time when the economy is in paralysis.

Here is the Democratic plan for the
economy: We will get this thing going
again—by raising taxes. Let’s take
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more money out of small business and
send it to Washington; that is how we
will create jobs, they say. Let us create
jobs instead of the small business own-
ers out in America. After all, they
don’t create jobs anyway; of course,
Washington creates jobs.

If you are looking for the legislative
equivalent of the President’s now fa-
mous view that ‘‘you didn’t build
that,” this is it.

They don’t think you deserve to keep
what you have earned because you are
not responsible for earning it. They
don’t think you are entitled to keep
what you have earned because, after
all, you weren’t even responsible for
earning it; they are.

That is the message Democrats are
sending with today’s votes, that you
are not responsible for your success;
Washington is. So give us your money,
and we will handle it for you. That is
their tax plan. That is their plan for
the economy and for jobs.

Fortunately for the American people,
there is another approach. Next week,
House Republicans will pass a bill that
drew broad bipartisan support in this
body 19 months ago, and it would draw
broad Dbipartisan support today if
Democrats were more concerned about
what is best for creating jobs than they
were in centralizing power right here
in Washington and pleasing their lib-
eral base.

The Republican proposal is to do no
harm and to commit to the kind of se-
rious tax reform we all know we need.
That is the vote Senate Republicans
are proud to take today and House Re-
publicans will take next week. It is the
plan Senate Democrats—and the Presi-
dent—would support if they were seri-
ous about jobs.

The Democratic plan is to raise taxes
on nearly a million business owners
and, in a notable departure from the
President, threaten tens of thousands
of family farms and ranches with a
death tax of 55 percent at the end of
the year. That is their plan. That is
their idea of economic stimulus. That
is the bill they would rather vote on
than the President’s proposal. And it is
absolutely the last thing we need right
now.

The good news is that this new, con-
voluted Democratic bill will never
make it to the President’s desk. It will
never make it. The bad news is they
will also vote down the one tax plan
that should make it to his desk.

We can do better than this. It is time
for the Democrats to work with us on
rewarding success and not punishing it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the cloture motion
is withdrawn and the motion to pro-
ceed to S. 3412 is agreed to.

————

MIDDLE CLASS TAX CUT ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the bill by title.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 3412) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax relief to
middle-class families.

July 25, 2012

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

AMENDMENT NO. 2573

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I call
up amendment No. 2573 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Utah [Mr. HATCH], for
himself and Mr. MCCONNELL, proposes an
amendment numbered 2573.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Tax Hike
Prevention Act of 2012,

SEC. 2. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 2001 TAX RE-
LIEF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 901 of the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation
Act of 2001 is amended by striking ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2012 both places it appears and in-
serting ‘‘December 31, 2013”°.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2001.

SEC. 3. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 2003 TAX RE-
LIEF.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303 of the Jobs
and Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2003 is amended by striking ‘‘December 31,
2012’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2013”".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of the Jobs and
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2003.

SEC. 4. ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX RELIEF.

(a) TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF INCREASED
ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX EXEMPTION
AMOUNT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
55(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended—

(A) by striking 872,450 and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘2011”’ in subparagraph (A) and
inserting ‘‘$78,750 in the case of taxable years
beginning in 2012 and $79,850 in the case of
taxable years beginning in 2013, and

(B) by striking ¢‘$47,450° and all that fol-
lows through ‘2011’ in subparagraph (B) and
inserting ‘‘$50,600 in the case of taxable years
beginning in 2012 and $51,150 in the case of
taxable years beginning in 2013".

(b) TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF ALTERNATIVE
MINIMUM TAX RELIEF FOR NONREFUNDABLE
PERSONAL CREDITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
26(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘“‘or 2011
£€2011, 2012, or 2013, and

(B) by striking ¢2011”’ in the heading there-
of and inserting ‘‘2013"’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2011.

SEC. 5. EXTENSION OF INCREASED EXPENSING
LIMITATIONS AND TREATMENT OF
CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY AS SEC-
TION 179 PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—

(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—Section 179(b)(1) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking 2010 or 2011,” in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘2010, 2011, 2012, or
2013, and’’,

(B) by striking subparagraph (C),

(C) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (C), and

and inserting
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