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Business—because it will help small
businesses grow, invest, and hire right
here in the United States. As I said be-
fore, it will also make it easier for
other businesses to bring jobs and in-
vestments home.

Third, this legislation helps low- and
middle-income families by repealing
ObamaCare’s burdensome individual
mandate tax.

This is a good bill. By overhauling
our Tax Code, we can provide much
needed support to the men and women
who sent us here.

Yesterday, the Senate took a crucial
step toward relief. Every Senator who
voted to proceed to this important de-
bate has already begun to answer those
calling out for tax reform. Now the
Senate will work through an open
amendment process here on the floor
where Members from both parties will
have the opportunity to offer their
ideas. Tonight, I expect that Senators
will have the opportunity to vote on
many of these amendments.

This is our chance to deliver relief to
hard-working American families and to
help the middle class get ahead. It is
our opportunity to overhaul our com-
plex Tax Code and shift our economy
into high gear. We can pass many of
the ideas we have discussed and sup-
ported for years, and I urge all of my
colleagues to work together to get this
done.

——————

NORTH KOREA

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week, North Korea tested
what appears to be an intercontinental
ballistic missile that exceeded the alti-
tude and time of flight of previous mis-
sile tests. Public reporting is that the
missile achieved an altitude of 2,800
miles and traversed a lofted trajectory,
landing 620 miles from the launch site
within North Korea.

The test reminds us of the single-
minded determination of Kim Jong Un
to develop a nuclear-armed ICBM that
can successfully strike the TUnited
States. That leaves our Nation with
limited options. The first is to con-
vince him that any use of a nuclear
weapon will result in an overwhelming
response, one that he will deem com-
pletely unacceptable. The second is to
remove any missile that our intel-
ligence community assesses is armed
and can strike the United States or our
allies. These are grave considerations,
but they are unavoidable. As Com-
mander in Chief, the President focuses
on these matters on a daily basis.

In facing these threats—whether
through diplomatic negotiations, pre-
paring to deter or to defeat a launch,
or a significant decision to protect the
United States preemptively—the
United States needs to unify and rally
our allies in each of these courses of
action. That in itself is a Herculean
task. What makes it considerably more
challenging is the uncertainty sur-
rounding our efforts to increase fund-
ing for our military right here at
home.
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In April of this year, we as a body at-
tended a briefing on North Korea at the
White House. The administration has
been forthcoming on both the urgency
of the threat and their determination
to face it through a policy of maximum
pressure and preparedness.

We have only a few weeks ahead of us
to provide the Department of Defense
with the certainty that we are respond-
ing to its funding needs and providing
the stability in programs and resources
required to fulfill our strategy. Each of
us talks about these goals. Each of us
talks about what we owe the All-Vol-
unteer Force. How we work together in
the coming days is the test of those
statements.

Certainly we can set aside partisan
difference at a time when North Korea,
Iran, Russia, and the Taliban are seek-
ing to bully our allies and questioning
our will and our leadership. Now is the
time to come back to the table, meet
our responsibility by providing the De-
fense Department the resources and
certainty it requires, and answer those
questioning America’s resolve.

———————

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 1, which the
clerk will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1) to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to titles II and V of the concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2018.

Pending:

McConnell (for Hatch/Murkowski) amend-
ment No. 1618, of a perfecting nature.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I would
like to respond briefly to the majority
leader, who touted what he claimed
would be great benefits coming from
the Republican tax reform bill.

Colleagues—and I say to the public
that is following this—this isn’t tax re-
form at all. What this is, is a grab bag
full of special interest goodies for mul-
tinational corporations, powerful polit-
ical supporters, and lots of people who
are in the position to have vast
amounts of influence to sway the Tax
Code their way.

The fact is that the independent tax
umpire, which is called the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, has just told us
that 37 million middle-class families
are going to pay more in taxes in 2027.
Those are the consequences of the Re-
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publican bill that writes into black let-
ter law a double standard—permanent
breaks for the multinational corpora-
tions and, of course, temporary breaks
for the working class.

I believe we will have more to say
today on analyses that are being done
by the Joint Committee on Taxation,
but already we have seen a variety of
reports indicating that this proposal is
going to produce negligible growth and
big deficits. That is why Republicans
are talking about how they would like
to have some kind of trigger to deal
with this proposal.

Well, what has been in the bill is the
Republicans’ wildest dream, which says
a lot about their priorities. If their
wildest dreams about magical growth
come true and this bill causes Federal
revenue to skyrocket, multinational
corporations would get yet another
automatic tax cut. They already go
from 35 to 20.

By the way, when we had our bipar-
tisan bill, Senators Coats and Gregg
didn’t insist on going to 20 or spending
hundreds of billions of dollars more
that could go to the middle class, be-
yond what the bipartisan bill called
for.

Then, on top of that, the trigger says
that if the Republicans get their mag-
ical unicorn mathematics about
growth—if the growth fairy arrives—
multinational corporations will get yet
another tax cut.

I would like to respond briefly to
what the Republican leader said, be-
cause this does not resemble the kind
of tax reform Ronald Reagan and
Democrats wanted.

I will close just by way of saying that
it did not have to be this way. Seven-
teen Democrats, led by Senators
MANCHIN, KAINE, DONNELLY, HEITKAMP,
McCASKILL—a big group, with a tre-
mendous outpouring of good faith, said:
We would like to have a bipartisan bill.
They asked me to come because I have
written a bipartisan bill.

I want to show the contrast between
what Ronald Reagan did in 1986 with
Democrats and what has happened, un-
fortunately, here. In 1986, Bill Brad-
ley—someone I have talked about a bit
on the floor, a Democrat who served on
the Finance Committee, committed to
good government, to growth and inno-
vation—flew all over the United States
to work out with Republicans the var-
ious provisions of tax law that would
make the bill bipartisan. So in 1986,
Democrats flew around the country to
meet with Republicans to get bipar-
tisan reform.

This year, Republicans have not been
willing to walk down the corridor to
discuss specific provisions about how
we can move forward on a bipartisan
tax reform bill. That is why our mod-
erates are so concerned that we are
missing a great opportunity.

The multinationals are awash in
cash. By the way, look at the first let-
ter from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation. We could be looking at interest
rates that will make it hard for people
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to buy a house or buy a car because of
what this bill produces.

This bill is not tax reform. It is a
grab bag of goodies for special inter-
ests. It embeds into the tax law a dou-
ble standard with breaks for the multi-
nationals and vanishing benefits for
the middle class—and, most impor-
tantly, it didn’t have to be, and it still
doesn’t have to be. There is another al-
ternative. That is what 17 moderate
Democrats expressed, and I was proud
to join them.

We will have more debate on this
over the course of the morning. But
since the leader did talk about how
this was sort of a textbook case of
what tax reform ought to look like, I
wanted to make sure that we started
this morning by injecting a little bit of
reality with respect to what is actually
on offer.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. 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 PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, later
tonight or in the early hours of tomor-
row morning, we will vote on final pas-
sage of the Republican tax bill. I would
like to make two main points about
the Republican tax bill in my speech
this morning, first on process and sec-
ond on substance.

From the beginning, the Republican
tax bill has made a mockery of the leg-
islative process. Republican Ileaders
disappeared behind closed doors and ne-
gotiated a framework for a tax bill
without a shred of Democratic input.
Then Republican leaders wrote a bill,
behind closed doors, without a shred of
Democratic input. Republicans brought
that bill through a markup in the Fi-
nance Committee, where it underwent
the scrutiny of one—I repeat, one—ex-
pert witness. That is it. Finance Com-
mittee Democrats offered 60 amend-
ments to the bill, but Republicans re-
jected every single one. The Repub-
licans on the committee made it crys-
tal clear that they were not interested
in bipartisanship.

Now that bill is before us on the
floor. Even further, significant changes
will likely be made by the majority
leader today. We will get huge changes
in a bill today and try to vote on it to-
night. This is tax—one of the most
complicated issues before us. These
changes, and the way the majority
leader is handling this, make it impos-
sible for any independent analyst to
get a good look at the bill and how it
would impact our country.

From the one-sidedness with which it
was drafted to the reckless haste with

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

which it was considered, the Repub-
lican tax bill has failed to go through
anything resembling the normal legis-
lative process.

Before the night is out, I hope my
Republican friends will ask themselves
if this is the way they want history to
remember how the first major tax bill
was passed in over 30 years. I hope they
will ask themselves if this process has
lived up to the fine traditions of this
body, as they were so eloquently de-
scribed by my friends, the Senators
from Arizona, both senior and junior.

The American people are clamoring
for us to work together. They believe
our politics is broken. They think our
politics is starved of commonsense and
compromise—and it is. The way this
tax bill is being rammed through is ex-
actly why the American people believe
our politics is so broken.

Now let me address the substance of
the bill. Without exaggeration, I be-
lieve that if this bill passes, it will be
remembered as one of the worst pieces
of public policy in decades. A vote for
passage will be a vote my Republican
friends will regret.

At a time of immense inequality, the
Republican tax bill makes life easier
on the well-off and eventually makes
life more difficult on working Ameri-
cans, exacerbating one of the most
pressing problems we face as a nation—
the yawning gap between the rich and
everyone else.

Corporations enjoying record profits
get a massive permanent tax break
while over 60 percent of the middle
class will end up paying higher taxes
because their benefits expire.
Healthcare premiums will go up 10 per-
cent, and 13 million fewer Americans
will end up having health insurance as
a result of repealing the individual
mandate. The CBO said yesterday that
even if we pass the Murray-Alexander
bill into law, it would have little or no
impact on either of those two things.

When it is all said and done, the tax
bill would balloon the deficit by at
least $1.5 trillion, adding to the debt
burden borne by the next generation
and diminishing our ability to support
the military and invest in our schools,
our roads, and in scientific research.
Let me just repeat that. The increased
deficits caused by this bill will can-
nibalize support from everything we
know is essential to economic growth
and a strong middle class, including
support for our men and women in uni-
form.

Ultimately, this deficit-busting tax
cut will endanger Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid, as my friend,
the Republican Senator from Florida,
admitted yesterday when he said high-
er deficits will mean ‘‘instituting
changes to Social Security and Medi-
care for the future.”

So a win today for the GOP will be a
very temporary one. It would be en-
joyed almost exclusively in the polit-
ical media that measures who is up
today and down tomorrow but fails to
grasp the bigger picture.
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It will not be a long-term win politi-
cally. Recent polling has shown this
tax bill is less popular than previous
tax hikes. Let me say that again. Re-
cent polling has shown that this tax
bill is less popular than previous tax
hikes, but, more importantly, it will
not win out in the country. It will not
be a win for 13 million middle-class
families who pay higher taxes in 2019,
or the 87 million middle-class families
who pay higher taxes in 2027. It will not
be a win for the single mom in the sub-
urbs who no longer is able to deduct
State and local taxes and will find it
that much harder to send her daughter
to college. It will not be a win for the
13 million Americans who go without
health insurance and everyone else who
will face 10 percent higher premiums
next year.

Those hard-working Americans have
waited years for their Congress to pass
legislation to make things just a bit
easier on them. They have watched an
economy that for decades rewarded
hard work and fair play turn against
them, producing more wealth for the
already wealthy but less pay and less
work for workers.

For so many, this rigged economy
that benefits too few and leaves too
many behind is a source of frustration,
anger, and despair. Donald Trump, in
his campaign for the Presidency, spoke
to that anger, and yet his tax bill—the
Republican tax bill—is a betrayal of
the working men and women who feel
that anger and would make worse all of
the problems that led to it in the first
place. We can do a better job on tax re-
form, but only if we work together.

The way this Congress has careened
from partisan bill to partisan bill, with
no attempt even made at bipartisan-
ship, has brought shame on this body
and reinforced the skepticism that so
many Americans have about our poli-
tics.

Today my Republican friends have an
opportunity to turn back from this
partisan bill and this partisan process.
If they do, I guarantee they will find a
Democratic leader, a Democratic Sen-
ate caucus, and a Democratic Party
that is eager to work with them on the
kind of tax reform our country de-
serves.

We will not sit in our corner and
make unreasonable demands. As many
of my colleagues know, there is a lot of
sincere intent on this side of the aisle
to do tax reform. I have worked with
Senator HATCH, and I have worked with
Senator PORTMAN. Many others of my
caucus have worked with Republicans
on tax reform ideas for years. We can
certainly put together a bill acceptable
to both parties that reduces burdens on
the middle class, makes our economy
more competitive, and creates jobs
here at home, and do it in a deficit neu-
tral way. The bill doesn’t do those
things, but we can write a bill that
does—together.

I say: Let’s give it a shot. If my Re-
publican friends close the door on their
partisan tax bill tonight, they will find
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an open door for bipartisan tax reform
tomorrow.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. 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. HATCH. Mr. President, I have sat
here and listened to Democrats, year
after year, talk about how they are so
much more committed to the middle
class and to the poor, as they have
driven us right into bankruptcy.

Instead of trying to work on these
matters so that we are not driven into
bankruptcey, it is more and more spend-
ing, more and more Federal Govern-
ment, more and more regulations, and
more and more controls, all of which
tend to make us less and less efficient,
less and less successful, less and less
able to do the will of the people, less
and less able to really do the things we
have been sent here to do.

Now we are having a lot of com-
plaining about what is going on right
now, but, to make a long story short,
the Democrats are pushing a financial
system that was bound to take us right
into bankruptcy. We might have had 2
more years where payments could be
made, but we have gone right straight
to hell as far as being able to handle
the matters that are so important to
every one of us in this country.

Now, I have to admit that our side
has some flaws, too. Some of our people
think that we should do a better job
without any money, or that we should
do a better job without any increase in
taxes, or that we should do a better job
without the Federal Government. Both
sides have been in error. Both sides
have been, from time to time, wrong.

But I have to say, as a former Demo-
crat when I was coming up in Pitts-
burgh, PA, when I went to Brigham
Young University, by the end of my
time at Brigham Young University, I
thought: My gosh, how could I have
ever believed this stuff—which is more
and more government, more and more
spending, more and more bureaucracy,
more and more controls over all of our
lives, and less and less freedom.

I can remember the days when we
couldn’t get the other side to work as
hard as we should on national security
issues, which were critical.

Both sides have room to grow. Both
sides have room to improve. Each side
could do a better job here, and I have
lived for the day when we both could
work together, arm in arm, for the bet-
terment of this country. But the bet-
terment of this country isn’t to go to
socialized medicine, which is where the
Democrats actually took us, until we
finally pulled them back a little bit.
Now, they had the help of some Repub-
licans to do that, but the fact of the
matter is that they were moving us
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right to socialized medicine, which
really has never worked anywhere. It is
as though they prey on the poor as
though they are the only ones who
could help them, when in fact they are
part of the reason we are poor.

The government cannot do every-
thing. The government should not do
everything. We, as a people, have to
help ourselves and do a lot to help our
country in the process.

I get a little disgusted sometimes
when I see the lack of communication
between the two sides, the lack of
working together. One side believes the
Federal Government is the last answer
to everything. My gosh, you have to be
a real raving idiot to believe that.
Well, maybe I shouldn’t have put it
that way. The other side sometimes
has trouble seeing how we should help
the poor and help those who are less
fortunate than we are. But we have a
lot of people on the Republican side
who have spent a lot of time trying to
help the poor, trying to get this coun-
try going again, trying to get the econ-
omy on top, and trying to get it so that
we really can help the poor and not
just mouth off about it.

I am very concerned because, if we
don’t get together and start working
together, it is going to get worse and
worse and worse. But I think the croco-
dile tears on the other side, as we have
watched them over the last year push-
ing us more and more toward socialized
medicine—something that will not
work, one-size-fits-all government pro-
grams, with no real restraint of growth
or spending, just more and more buy-
ing of votes. I come away pretty dis-
consolate and concerned about the di-
rection in which we are going.

Both sides have enduring pluses, and
both sides are wrong in some ways.
Sooner or later, we have to find some
way of assisting the greatest country
in the world—which has the greatest
economic system in the world, which
believes in the free market system—
and to do so without total government
control.

My friends on the other side like that
government control because it means
more control by them. We dislike it be-
cause we think they shouldn’t have
this kind of control. We know that is
not good for the country. It is not good
for the people. It is not good for our fu-
ture. It is not good for our economy,
but that is where we are. I would like
to see us someday just really start
working in the best interest of the
country and a little less in the best in-
terest of our respective parties.

I am concerned about where we are
going. I am concerned about how little
effort is being put forth to try and
bring us together. I am concerned
about the itty-bitty, stupid, partisan
infighting that goes on here con-
stantly. It is not all bad, but it is not
all good either. I am very concerned
about a lot of this driven by a media
that is one-sided, that really doesn’t
tell the truth, that really doesn’t help
us in this country—everybody—to
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know what is wrong. I think the media
has gotten better in recent years, but
it has pretty well been one-sided. I
don’t think anybody with brains would
deny that.

I am really concerned because I be-
lieve we have great people here. There
are some wonderful people on the
Democratic side. We know we have a
lot of good people on the Republican
side. We have to somehow find a way of
bridging the gap and getting together
and making this country solid, depend-
able, economically sound, and deserv-
ing of being called the greatest country
in the world. I think we can do that,
but we can’t do it if we don’t work to-
gether. We can’t do it if we can’t put
aside Republican and Democratic itty-
bitty problems and work together. We
can’t do that if we don’t care. We can’t
do it if we keep having the ridiculous,
stupid politics that go on around here
year after year. It is not all bad, but it
is certainly not all good either. I hope
that somehow the more reasonable peo-
ple on both sides will get together and
start to work together.

I remember when I became chairman
of the Labor and Human Resources
Committee in 1981 with the advent of
Ronald Reagan. The Democrats had
been in control for years, and they
knew it. My gosh, when I got here,
there were 60 Democrats in the Sen-
ate—62 Democrats, 38 Republicans. It
was hard to get a point of view across;
that is, the Republicans’ point of view.
Then Ronald Reagan came along. I
have to say, it brought an awareness to
the public that something was wrong
here, and he was able to bring us to-
gether.

I saw some of the greatest Senators
over the years on both sides work to-
gether. I saw Daniel Patrick Moynihan
come here and work with people like
me. Some mentioned Senator Kennedy
and Senator HATCH. When I became
chairman of the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee, Kennedy had been
chairman of the Judiciary Committee
and came over to become my ranking
member. I have to give him credit be-
cause he was willing to give and to
work together. He always had to have
his share of whatever it was, but he did
move. He did come over. He was willing
to. Some point to that particular
Hatch-Kennedy period as a pretty good
period at the time in the U.S. Senate.
Certainly Ted Kennedy did. He was
calling me from the Cape before he
died, knowing I cared for him, knowing
we were people who fought for very
hard battles against each other, from
time to time, but who really respected
each other because we both believed in
our respective sides, and we were will-
ing to stand up for our particular be-
liefs. I don’t see as much of that today
as I did then. Maybe I am shortsighted.
I don’t know, but I don’t think so.

I am very concerned that we are not
doing the job for the American people
in our little bitty fights that we have
around here that don’t amount to a hill
of beans. I am somewhat depressed be-
cause of the way things are going right
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now. I can’t say I am discouraged be-
cause I keep thinking we can come
back, we can do better, we can witness
things, and we can find ways of getting
together. We can work together, but so
far I haven’t seen that, not for a num-
ber of years. We can blame both parties
for it, I am sure. One party believes the
Federal Government is the almighty
blessing to all of this, while the other
believes, hey, we need not allow a cen-
tral government to control everything.
It is good that we have two differences
of opinion in these areas. I don’t think
it hurts the country at all to have dif-
fering opinions, but it does hurt the
country when one side thinks their
opinion is the only opinion that should
be given any credence or consideration.
I have seen a lot of that around here.
Both sides are at fault, by the way. I
am very concerned about it.

I look over at my colleague from Or-
egon. When he was chairman, I was his
ranking member. When I am chairman,
he is my ranking member. We have
gotten along well. He is a proud liberal,
and deservedly so, and I am a proud
conservative. I think most people
would say deservedly so. We are two
people who can make this place sane
and who have been working assidu-
ously together to try to help our coun-
try.

I see these two-bit, partisan politics
arising all the time around here, and I
don’t think we benefit from it. In fact,
I know we don’t benefit from it. I am
not meaning to blame anybody, but I
think we ought to all do some self-
awareness studies and determine what
role we have in the deterioration of
what has always been great about the
U.S. Senate. What role do we have? Are
we living a plus role or are we living a
minus role? It would be wonderful if we
could all live plus roles.

I like my Democratic colleagues,
every one of them. There is not one of
them I don’t care for. I am hoping we
can start working together and open
our eyes and our hearts and our minds
to some of the points of view of the
other side. It is hard to do sometimes
because we have people around here
who are so partisan that they think
there is only one side. I can tell you,
there are two sides.

I remember the day when Repub-
licans wouldn’t vote for any social
spending program, and I remember the
day when Democrats thought every-
thing should be a social spending pro-
gram and didn’t care where the moneys
were coming from or if they were there
at all. I have seen both sides, both ex-
tremes, throughout my 41 years in the
U.S. Senate. I have also seen times
when leadership, true leadership, has
brought us together, where consider-
ation was given to the Democratic side,
consideration was given to the Repub-
lican side, and we worked out our dif-
ficulties. We worked together. We
didn’t mouth off all the time against
the other side. Naturally, I like those
days better than what we have today.

Mr. BROWN. Senator HATCH?
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Mr. HATCH. Yes, sir.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Senator
HATCH.

Mr. HATCH. I didn’t yield to you. I
am saying I will yield for a question.

Mr. BROWN. The question is this. I
appreciated the exchange we had in the
Finance Committee the other night——

Mr. HATCH. I felt bad about that.

Mr. BROWN. I am fine. I just wanted
to clarify something. When we had our
little exchange a couple of Thursdays
ago, I talked about the bill I thought
was much more heavily weighted to-
ward the top 1 percent. I wanted to put
another number out there and just ask
you your opinion.

The Center on Budget and Policy Pri-
orities yesterday said that in the Bush
tax cuts, 27 percent of the tax cuts
went to the top 1 percent. Their studies
show that 62 percent of this tax cut
goes to the 1 percent. I know in the
Bush days people thought too much of
it went to the top 1 percent. That was
only one-quarter. This is almost two-
thirds of that goes to the top 1 percent.

I wonder, Senator HATCH, if you
would explain that to us.

Mr. HATCH. I would like to be able
to look at that particular analysis.
There are other analyses that indicate
that, yes, we can do better in this bill
but also would disagree with that one.
I don’t happen to have my hands on
those documents at this time.

To make a long story short, we know
you can come up with any outside lib-
eral faction and come up with criti-
cisms of anything around here, and we
also know we can find some outside
conservative factions that would cause
most of us to cringe and wonder what
in the world is going on.

I can tell you this. I know what is
going on; that is, we are spending our-
selves into bankruptcy, and we are not
doing a good job here. We are not
watching the moneys of the American
people. In fact, one reason we can’t
watch them very well is because they
are all spent. We continuously have
people come to the floor and act like
they are better than others because
they want to spend all our money to
help the poor. I would love to help the
poor. I grew up in a very poor family—
poor in the sense of money, great in
the sense of everything else.

Let’s be honest about it. We are in
trouble. This country is in deep debt.
You don’t help the poor by not solving
the problems of debt too. You don’t
help the poor by continually pushing
more and more liberal programs
through that don’t do the job anyway.
You don’t help the poor by continually
pushing programs that really don’t
work.

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. HATCH. For a question.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you. I accept
that, but this bill was not spending
money on the poor, except Senator LEE
and Senator RUBIO wanted to do a child
tax credit, and we have done the
earned-income tax credit. You sup-
ported some of this——
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Mr. HATCH. If you have a ques-
tion

Mr. BROWN. But one of the things we
could be doing instead of this bill is the
CHIP program, which you proudly,
with Senator Kennedy, offered 20 years
ago. There are going to be letters that
will go out to people in Virginia next
and Ohio and other States——

Mr. HATCH. I got the point.

Mr. BROWN. This is not a giveaway.
This is something we have done
bipartisanly. Is there something we can
do to——

Mr. HATCH. Let me take the floor
back.

Nobody believes more in the CHIP
program than I. I invented it. I was the
one who wrote it. Kennedy came over
and became the one who helped put it
through.

Mr. BROWN. We recognize that.

Mr. HATCH. Of course I do. I don’t
think I do everything on my own here.
I have to have good Democratic friends
to do it. I don’t think you do either.
Let me tell you something. We are
going to do CHIP. There is no question
about it, in my mind. It has to be done
the right way. The reason CHIP is hav-
ing trouble is because we don’t have
any money anymore. We just add more
and more spending and more and more
spending, and you can look at the rest
of the bill for the more and more
spending.

I happen to think that CHIP has done
a terrific job for people who have really
needed the help. I have taken the posi-
tion around here for my whole Senate
service that I believe in helping those
who cannot help themselves but would
if they could. I have a rough time
wanting to spend billions and billions
and trillions of dollars to help people
who will not help themselves—who will
not lift a finger—and expect the Fed-
eral Government to do everything.

Mr. BROWN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. HATCH. Unfortunately, the lib-
eral philosophy has created millions of
people that way, who believe every-
thing that they are or ever hope to be
depends upon the Federal Government
rather than on the opportunities that
this great country grants them.

I have to say that I think it is pretty
hard to argue against these comments
because, if you look it over, for decades
now, we have been spending more than
we have, building more and more Fed-
eral programs, some of which are
lousy, some of which are well-intended,
and some of which are actually good,
like the CHIP program. We are going to
get CHIP through. There is no question
about that. I am going to see that it
gets through.

Mr. BROWN. Will the chairman yield
for a moment?

Mr. HATCH. I will yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. BROWN. OK. My one comment
about CHIP, if that is OK, is that there
are letters that are going to go out. I
so respect what you did with Senator
Kennedy. I know that your work was
exemplary on it, 20 years ago, to start
the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram.




S7512

Mr. HATCH. I was the one who pulled
Kennedy into it.

Mr. BROWN. I know. We all under-
stand that.

Mr. HATCH. I wrote the doggone bill.

Mr. BROWN. We so appreciate that,
Mr. Chairman.

My concern is that you know some of
these families. When you write a bill
like that, you meet a lot of these fami-
lies who benefit—209,000 in my State
alone. Some of the parents of those
kids, if we don’t move on CHIP in the
next week or so, are going to get let-
ters in the mail that read, ‘‘Sorry, your
child’s health insurance is going to ex-
pire,”” while we are sitting here,
dressed pretty well. I know you said
that you grew up with the poor people,
is how you said it the other night, but
I worry about these families, and these
are families with jobs. You know that
about CHIP. These are families who
make $8 and $10 and $12 an hour, who
don’t have insurance, and they are
going to get letters, reading: Your in-
surance is canceled.

How can we let that happen, Mr.
Chairman?

Mr. HATCH. I don’t intend to let that
happen. I think that we will get CHIP
taken care of and, hopefully, a number
of other things, too, but we are going
to have to resolve some of these big
problems around here, it seems to me,
before we do get those problems solved.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. HATCH. But to prey upon the
CHIP program as though it is the be-all
and end-all of everything here in every
aspect of this debate is not quite right
either.

All T can say is that I don’t know
anyone here who is not going to sup-
port CHIP when we bring it up, and I
am one who wants to make sure that
we bring it up. I appreciate my friend’s
feelings on this matter.

Look, I like my friend from Ohio. He
is sincere; he is dedicated; he is liberal
and well-meaning, but I would like to
see him be a little more concerned
about everyone else.

Let me just finish by saying that I
am happy to be in this body. It is the
greatest deliberative body in the world,
but we are not living up to our poten-
tial, and we are not doing the job. We
are getting into these little snits and
fights around here that don’t amount
to a hill of beans in the final analysis.
I would like to see us all get together
and start running this country in a
good manner—living within our means
and finding ways of increasing our
economy so that we can take care of
the poor better than we are right now
and do the things that we all know we
should be doing.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, just to
respond briefly to the chairman, the
chairman, I think, said about eight
times that what really ought to be the
focus here is working together. I so
share that view.
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As we start voting today, I would
just like for the public to understand
that this side was never given the
chance on this tax bill to work to-
gether—never once. The majority lead-
er announced, right at the outset, that
the most partisan process would be
used. It is called reconciliation. It
means that it is our way or the high-
way, that we have the votes, and that
is the end of it.

I appreciate what the chairman has
said about emphasizing our working to-
gether, but that was taken off the table
by the majority leader when we start-
ed, when it was declared that we would
use the reconciliation process.

There are other areas that I will just
touch on.

The chairman made mention of the
fact that everyone over here is for so-
cialized medicine. Right now, what we
are trying to do is to ensure that we
don’t have upheaval in the private in-
surance marketplace because of the
majority’s effort to unravel the Afford-
able Care Act. The Affordable Care Act
is not socialism. It focuses on private
sector choices through the exchange.
What the challenge is going to be is, if
you further hammer this effort to in-
crease choices in the private sector
marketplace, you are just going to
cause more problems for our people and
make it more difficult for us to hold
down the costs of medicine.

I will close this section of the discus-
sion simply by clarifying again this
point about the middle class, because
Senator BROWN was right with respect
to the number of families who are
going to get hammered under the Re-
publican bill, but when the Republicans
said that is a partisan group, the fig-
ures Senator BROWN talked about are
supported by nonpartisan organiza-
tions as well.

The Joint Committee on Taxation,
which is composed of the people who
are our independent tax referees, has
indicated that by 2027, more than 50
percent of middle-class persons are
going to see a tax hike. That is not a
Democratic group; that is not a Repub-
lican group. That is an independent
group.

I think that this has been instructive
this morning. I am one who has dedi-
cated my time in public service to try-
ing to find common ground. I see Sen-
ator CORNYN and Senator TOOMEY, both
of whom I have talked with about bi-
partisan tax reform—and, again, the
chairman, whom I very much enjoy
working with. Yet this tax bill has
really been an anomaly; it has been so
different from everything else. It is im-
portant that the public knows that
when there was discussion about work-
ing together, the majority leader took
that prospect off the table. It was ruled
out—not going to happen. This was
going to be a partisan bill. This would
be just the opposite of what Democrats
and Ronald Reagan would have wanted.

That is why 17 moderate Democrats,
earlier this week, made one more plea,
as we will continue through the day to
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talk about, that if you want to do tax
reform right, it has to be bipartisan in
order to bring certainty and predict-
ability to the private sector. It is not
about socialism. It is about certainty
and predictability for private sector
growth.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I just
want to respond to my friend from Or-
egon.

I have enjoyed the many, many con-
versations that he and I have had on
tax reform and other policies, but I
want to strongly disagree with his
characterization of this process.

What our friends on the other side of
the aisle want to do is to be able to kill
tax reform by filibuster. That is their
goal here. That is what they want to
do. In fact, they were kind enough to
be explicit about it in a letter that
they made public, in which 45 of the 48
Democratic Senators stipulated the
terms under which they would be will-
ing to work with us on tax reform. One
of them—one of those terms—included
that we had to use a process that would
allow them to kill it by filibuster.
They put that in writing. There were 45
of the 48 who signed the letter.

Now, how could we proceed and de-
liver the tax relief and the tax reform
that we want to provide for the Amer-
ican people and our economy with the
Democrats holding the threat over our
heads that they would be able to kill it
by filibuster?

Mr. BROWN. Will Senator TOOMEY
yield?

Mr. TOOMEY. Let me finish my
point. Then I will be happy to yield.

Mr. President, obviously, it would be
malpractice for us to allow them to
kill this that way. So we have taken an
approach that fully allows unlimited
Democratic participation, but at the
end of the process, it is a simple major-
ity vote, and a minority will not be
able to kill this bill by filibuster.

In every step along the way, our
Democratic colleagues have had every
opportunity to weigh in, to engage. We
had I don’t know how many hearings
on this. We had a full markup in the
committee. Unlimited amendments
were offered, debated, voted on. Here,
over the next—I don’t know—day or
two, I expect that we will have many
more amendments. There is no limit to
the amendments that our Democratic
colleagues can offer. It is not true to
say that the reconciliation process pre-
cludes bipartisan participation. I hope
that it doesn’t.

This bill cuts taxes for middle-in-
come families. That is a fact. It is not
a convenient fact for some of my
friends on the other side of the aisle,
but it lowers taxes for working-class
families and for middle-income fami-
lies. That is a fact. It is going to help
encourage tremendous economic
growth by allowing our businesses to
be competitive. That is a fact, and we
will get into why, and we will get into
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the details. The fact is that this is ex-
actly what our economy needs right
now. More importantly, it is exactly
what our constituents need right now.

There is nothing about this process
that precludes my Democratic col-
leagues from offering their amend-
ments, engaging in a debate, and sup-
porting the product in the end. By the
way, I am still hopeful that there will
be some support in the end because I
think that it is going to be pretty hard
to explain opposition to working-class
and middle-class tax cuts and cor-
porate tax reform that is going to gen-
erate strong economic growth.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, has the
Republicans’ time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority’s time has expired.

The Senator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I am so
amused at how any of my Republican
colleagues can talk about this being a
legitimate process and that they want
Democratic support. I sat at the White
House with Senator WYDEN, with Sen-
ator CORNYN, with Senator TOOMEY,
with a number of—probably 11 or 12—
Republican Senators on the Finance
Committee, and with 6 on the Demo-
cratic side of the Finance Committee.

I went up to the President and had a
copy of two bills in my hand. I brought
it up to the whole group—the Patriot
Corporation Act, on which I will speak
in a moment. It does exactly what
President Trump wants to do. It re-
wards corporations that pay good
wages, that pay decent benefits, and
that keep their production in this
country. The President said that he
liked it. He had had an interview with
either Forbes or Fortune Magazine not
too much earlier, and he had talked
about it. Then I brought up to the
President the Working Families Tax
Relief Act, which puts money directly
in the pockets of people who are mak-
ing $25,000 and $50,000 and $75,000 a
year. The President said that he liked
that.

But do you know what happened? He
said it then, and he said it in a phone
call that a group of us were on a little
bit later. Do you know what happened?
We know exactly what happened. They
all went down the hall here to the ma-
jority leader’s office. All of my Repub-
lican friends walked into that office,
and they had their Wall Street lobby-
ists with them; they had their drug
company lobbyists; and they had their
tobacco company lobbyists. That is
where they wrote the bill. There was
no light of day on this.

Then my colleagues on this com-
mittee told us that it was a legitimate
process on the night that we had the
markup in the Finance Committee.
They call it legitimate, but they give
us a bill with almost no warning. They
try to jam it through. They change it
in the middle of the night. Then we
talk about it the next day. Then they
change it in the middle of the night
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again. They add a healthcare provision
about which the Congressional Budget
Office said 13 million people will lose
their insurance; rates will go up; pre-
miums will go up 10 percent a year. If
you are paying $500 a month today, you
will pay $550 next year, and you will
pay $605 the following year, and you
will pay $660-something a month the
following year.

I mean, don’t even insult us by say-
ing that this is a legitimate process. I
don’t even want to talk about the proc-
ess, because that really doesn’t mean
much to people.

In this letter that my friend men-
tioned, the first line states: “We write
to express our interest in working with
you on bipartisan tax reform.”” That is
what Senator WYDEN said, if you would
like to look at it.

I want to talk about my amendment,
which is exactly what Candidate
Trump campaigned on, exactly what
pretty much everybody on this side of
the aisle stands for, but most impor-
tantly, it is exactly what the American
people have asked for.

It is simple. It is called the Patriot
Corporation Act. If a company does the
right thing, if a company pays good
wages and provides decent healthcare
and retirement benefits to its employ-
ees and does its production in the
United States, it will get a significant
tax break based on the number of em-
ployees it hires—a significant tax
break. President Trump said he liked
that. He told Forbes that he wanted a
bill with economic development incen-
tives for companies. The President has
said repeatedly that he wants legisla-
tion—a tax bill that supports compa-
nies that stay here and are patriotic,
and he said that we should penalize
companies that don’t do their produc-
tion in this country.

This bill now—comments from my
friend from Pennsylvania notwith-
standing—gives a massive, permanent
tax cuts to large, multinational cor-
porations, and it gives them more in-
centives to move offshore.

The Presiding Officer grew up in the
Cleveland suburbs. A plant shuts down
in Cleveland or Garfield Heights or
Mansfield, where I grew up, it moves
overseas, and it gets a tax break now.
Don’t you think we should fix that? In-
stead, this bill greases the wheels to
send more jobs overseas. Of all the
things we should fix, that is it. That is
what the President wants to do, and
that is what Senate Democrats want to
do. Instead, Senate Republicans—
again, that deal was struck back there
in Senator MCCONNELL’s office—Senate
Republicans are writing a bill that
gives huge tax cuts to the wealthiest
people in this country.

The Center for Budget Priorities just
yesterday came out with this, done
precisely according to the numbers. In
2001 and 2003, 27 percent of the Bush tax
cuts went to the top 1 percent. I
thought that was too high at the time.
This bill more than doubles that—61
percent of the benefits. It is not going
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to the middle class, and they know
that when they say it over and over. In
addition, it kicks 13 million people off
of their insurance. We know that.

Under this bill, U.S. companies would
pay a rate of 20 percent on profit
earned in a manufacturing plant in
Akron, OH. That same plant can shut
down, lay off its workers, build a new
factory in Asia, and get a tax deduc-
tion for the cost of moving. Do you
know what they pay? They potentially
likely pay a zero-percent tax rate. So
what are they going to do? Even in the
Senate Finance Committee, where peo-
ple are not as quick as one might think
they are, 20 is a larger number than
zero. Even we can figure that out. At 20
percent, what that means is that there
is an even greater tax incentive to go
overseas.

The Presiding Officer knows Cleve-
land well. He knows that my wife and
I live in a neighborhood in Cleveland,
OH. Our neighborhood ZIP Code is
44105. There were more foreclosures in
my neighborhood in the first half of
2007 than any ZIP Code in the United
States of America. Why? It wasn’t the
Wall Street scam that caused so many
foreclosures later; it was mostly be-
cause of the loss of manufacturing jobs.
Do you know why that is? Partly be-
cause of trade agreements like NAFTA,
other trade policies, PNTR with China,
and all that. Much of it was about tax
legislation giving incentives to move
overseas. Why are we doing more of it?
This bill rewards companies for sending
jobs overseas.

Our legislation, the Patriot Corpora-
tion Act, will work to keep jobs here.
We know these corporate tax cuts are
not going to end up in the pockets of
ordinary working Americans.

Senator HATCH and I had a very pub-
lic discussion in the Finance Com-
mittee a couple Thursdays ago when
the bill was voted out. We talked about
a number of things. One of the things
we talked about was this promise, this
assertion, this myth that if we give a
company a big tax cut, then we know
what they are going to do. They are
going to hand it out to their employ-
ees. They are going to give a $4,000 or
$5,000 or $6,000 or $7,000 a year raise.
That doesn’t happen. That has never
happened. When this body passed a tax
holiday a decade-plus ago, the money
that was brought back from overseas
at a lower tax rate went to executive
compensation, to stock buybacks, and
to dividends—almost all of it. Workers
didn’t get raises and they didn’t invest
more in our economy.

Companies are sitting on large
stacks, huge caches of cash. Those
companies can hire more people now.
They can raise wages now. They are
not doing any of that.

What we ought to do, instead of shov-
eling more money to the top, to these
large corporations that outsource jobs,
we ought to cut out the middleman and
put the money directly into the middle
class. If my friends want to give a tax
cut to the middle class, why don’t we
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give a tax cut to the middle class? Why
don’t we directly put the money there?

I know the President said that he is
a big loser on this bill personally, that
it will cost him =zillions of dollars—
whatever he said. We know that is not
even close to true. But if we really care
about the middle class, I say to my col-
leagues, let’s give a tax break to the
middle class.

Think about it. They are not even
hiding what they are doing. These cuts
go to corporate stockholders. They
don’t go to raise wages; they go to ex-
ecutive compensation. They don’t go to
create jobs; they go to stock buybacks.
They don’t go to middle-class Ohioans,
Oregonians, Texans, Pennsylvanians,
or Alaskans. We know what will hap-
pen. Do you know what will happen? As
Senator RUBIO said, after we pass this
bill and the President signs it into law,
the budget deficit will explode again.
Do you know what will happen? Sen-
ator WYDEN knows. This will come
back, and you guys will say: You know,
we have this budget deficit, and we are
going to have to raise the Social Secu-
rity retirement age. Do you know what
that means to a barber in Garfield
Heights? Do you know what that
means to a construction worker in
Warren, OH? Do you know what that
means to somebody who is working in
manufacturing in Mansfield, OH? They
can’t work until they are 70. We can all
work until we are 70, if our constitu-
ents allow us, because we have these
jobs. Well, a lot of our constituents
can’t. And if that is the scenario—and
it is almost inevitable—if we pass this
bill, if we do this bill, if we pass this
bill of big tax cuts for the wealthiest
people in this country, we will drive a
hole in the budget deficit, and then we
will come back and make the middle
class and working families pay to fill
that hole. That is irresponsible. That is
morally reprehensible.

I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator
BROWN be recognized to offer a motion
to commit, which is at the desk, and
that there be 30 minutes of debate on
the motion; that following the use or
yielding back of time, the Senate vote
in relation to the motion with no inter-
vening action or debate. I further ask
that following disposition of the mo-
tion, the majority leader be recognized.
I ask unanimous consent that the 30
minutes be equally divided in the usual
form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Ohio.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I call up
my motion that is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BROWN]
moves to commit the bill H.R. 1 to the Com-
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mittee on Finance with instructions to re-
port the same back to the Senate in 3 days,
not counting any day on which the Senate is
not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee;

(2) create a tax credit of up to $1,500 per
employee for employers that—

(A) maintain headquarters in the United
States if the company has ever been
headquartered in United States;

(B) maintain or increase the number of em-
ployees in the United States as compared to
the number of employees overseas (including
independent contractors);

(C) have not inverted to avoid United
States taxes;

(D) pay not less than 90 percent of their
employees in the United States an hourly
wage that is not less than 218 percent of the
Federal poverty line for an individual;

(E) provide quality health insurance cov-
erage to employees in the United States;

(F) provide not less than 90 percent of their
employees in the United States who are not
highly compensated with a defined benefit
plan or a defined contribution plan and
match employee contributions to such plan
up to an amount that is not less than 5 per-
cent of the employee’s annual compensation;

(G) pay to any employee who is a member
of a reserve component (as defined in section
101 of title 37, United States Code) who
serves on active duty an amount equal to the
amount, if any, by which the employee’s reg-
ular salary exceeds the employee’s military
compensation; and

(H) have a plan in place to recruit vet-
erans; and

(3) fully offset the tax credit described in
paragraph (2) by changing the corporate tax
rate as necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 minutes of debate equally di-
vided on the motion.

Who yields time?

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Pennsylvania for
such time as he may use of up to 15
minutes.

Mr. President, I take that back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I know
that our friends across the aisle have
offered a motion to commit to send
this back to the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, but, as the ranking member
knows, as the Senator from Ohio
knows, the Senate Finance Committee
has delivered a bill that received a vote
of the majority of that committee, who
considered this tax bill on a bipartisan
basis in the committee. So it strikes
me as odd, if not just outright falla-
cious, to suggest that we are somehow
keeping them out of a bipartisan proc-
ess. Just the opposite is true. They are
taking themselves out of the process
by obstructing, blocking, and doing ev-
erything they can to prevent us from
actually delivering tax reform and tax
cuts to the American people. That is
what is happening here.

Just as the ranking member of the
Senate Finance Committee, the Sen-
ator from Oregon, offered a motion to
commit last night, just as the Senator
from Ohio is offering a motion to com-
mit here today, they are participating
in the process while claiming to have
no part of the process. The only prob-
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lem is, they are not contributing any-
thing positive. All they are trying to
do is to blow up the process. They must
like the fact that we have the highest
business tax rate in the world, which
forces jobs and investments overseas
rather than encourages that money to
come back home. They must like the
fact that wages in America are stag-
nant. They must like the fact that
working American families have not
seen a pay increase because of those
stagnant wages. They must like the
fact that there are many people who
are looking for work who can’t find
work, because they refuse to consider
an alternative that might provide bet-
ter wages and more jobs to people look-
ing for work. They must think that 1.9
percent economic growth is the best we
can do. This is the new normal after
the Obama years, since the great reces-
sion of 2008, but I will state that the
economy has grown at 3.2 percent since
World War II. This is not the new nor-
mal.

We don’t have to accept this. We can
do better, but we can’t do better when
your head is in the sand and the only
thing you want to do is to blow up our
efforts to try to improve the quality of
life, the standard of living, the take-
home pay, and to reawaken the slum-
bering giant which is the American
economy to restore this country to
greatness and leadership in the world
economically, militarily, and in every
sort of way.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania such time as he re-
quires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Senator
from Texas and the Presiding Officer.

Let’s describe what is really going
on. There are two big accomplishments
with this legislation that I am really
proud of, and they are the reason that
this is going to succeed and that this is
going to be a big success for the Amer-
ican people.

The first thing we do is we absolutely
directly lower the tax on lower income
and middle-income Americans, hard-
working families, and folks who live
paycheck to paycheck. The fact is, vir-
tually all of them are going to get a
significant tax cut. That is fact No. 1.

The second fact is, we fundamentally
restructure the way we tax business so
that we can be competitive, so that our
workers can compete and win against
companies from anywhere in the world,
so that we will have more jobs, more
companies, and existing companies will
expand.

Those are the two things we are try-
ing to do. That is what is in this bill,
and that is why this is a great deal for
the people I represent. Let me go
through these individually.

The first is on the individual side of
the Tax Code. I have said it before, and
I will say it again. It doesn’t matter
how many times my colleagues on the
other side get this wrong, the fact is,
we are lowering taxes for every single
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income category—absolutely, no excep-
tions, every category, and they know
it. They absolutely know it. We do this
through a number of mechanisms.

We double the standard deduction, so
that on the first $24,000 that a couple
earns, they pay no tax at all—mone,
zero, nothing—and then the income
above that is taxed at very low rates,
and there are other deductions that are
available beyond that. The fact is, that
is one of our tools. Another is that we
lower the rates. The rates that are ap-
plied to income are lower under our bill
than under current law. We increased
the child tax credit dramatically. That
is another huge source of savings for
people who have children in our coun-
try. That is a fact.

Let me start with this simple chart,
which is a simple and compelling fact
that is going to be hard for our col-
leagues on the other side to ignore.

A family of four who earns a median
income, which is $73,000 in America—a
family of four: mom, dad, and two
kids—is going to save $2,200 a year in a
lower tax bill. Their taxes go down by
$2,200 a year. How is that not a tax cut?
How is that not good for that family?
It is, and that is a fact. That is abso-
lutely typical. That is just one illustra-
tion.

The second fact—and this chart is a
little bit harder to read, but the folks
on the Joint Committee on Taxation
quantify whether people in different in-
come categories are going to pay more
or less. It is broken down into narrow
incremental changes in income, show-
ing people who earn less than $10,000;
people who earn between $10,000 and
$20,000; $20,000 to $30,000; all the way up.
This column is titled ‘‘Change in Fed-
eral Taxes.” In every single category,
the dollar amount goes down. It is neg-
ative because every category of Ameri-
cans is going to have a savings. We de-
signed it that way. By design, there is
a tax savings for all working families,
all categories of income, all middle-in-
come families. That is the reality.
That is a fact that is illustrated here.
And it is not my word; it is the Joint
Tax Committee in their report of No-
vember 27.

Finally, let’s take a look at the last
chart. What this shows is who gets the
biggest percentage of relief, because it
is not uniform across all the different
categories of income. What do we see?
The biggest tax cuts tend to be for the
folks who have more modest income.
Again, this is not my data. This is from
the Joint Committee on Taxation,
completely independent of us. The
higher income folks get some tax re-
lief, but it is not as much, relative to
the percentage increase of savings for
lower income and middle-income peo-
ple. So those are the facts.

We can have lots of discussions about
things on which we disagree, and we
disagree on a lot of things. These guys
want higher taxes. We like lower taxes.
These guys like to redistribute wealth.
We like people to be free to earn more
and Kkeep more of what they earn.
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There are lots of differences, but let’s
at least stick to the facts. These are
the facts.

Now, let me move on to a discussion
about the other big part of it. I said
that there are two big accomplish-
ments in this bill. One is direct tax re-
lief for the people we represent. That is
a fact. The second is making the
changes to our business Tax Code so
that we can actually have the eco-
nomic growth we have been waiting for
and have the prosperity we have been
waiting for.

The fact is that we have lived
through the weakest economic recov-
ery in American history. In every past
severe recession—even ordinary reces-
sions—the economy has always come
roaring back, and we have achieved
economic growth that puts us back on
the path we were on before the reces-
sion. That is what is normal for Amer-
ica—strong economic growth.

It didn’t happen this time. It didn’t
happen after the great recession, and it
is not just a coincidence. Now, as my
colleague from Texas pointed out,
there are some folks on the other side
who think that America isn’t the coun-
try it was and just can’t really have
strong economic growth anymore. That
is absolutely nonsense. It is ridiculous.
We are entirely capable of restoring
the robust growth that allows our con-
stituents to have a better standard of
living. There is nothing about America
that has lost that ability to grow and
prosper. That is ridiculous.

What has happened over the last 8
years is that we have had the wrong
policies. President Obama and our
Democratic colleagues got everything
they wanted when they had complete
control of the government: huge tax in-
creases, massive wasteful spending
bills they called the stimulus, govern-
ment virtual takeover of healthcare,
massive overregulation of the whole
economy. Lo and behold, the result was
exactly what we feared—really weak
economic growth, actually unprece-
dented weak growth for an extended
period of time.

Well, one of the problems they in-
flicted on us was some really bad tax
policy and multiple tax increases.
While the rest of the world has been
making their tax code on the business
side more competitive and more ag-
gressive, we have actually gone back-
wards. We haven’t had a major reform
since 1986, and the incremental changes
have been counterproductive. So here
is a big chance to make a huge im-
provement.

One of the things I am most excited
about with this is that I am completely
convinced that the passage of our bill
is going to address one of the most per-
sistent and really maddening chal-
lenges that we have, which is stagnant
wages of working Americans. They
have been stagnant for years. So you
might ask: Why are they stagnant?
Again, it is not a great mystery, and it
is not an accident. Under the Obama
administration era, we saw a collapse
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in the growth of invested capital. That
means investment in the kind of equip-
ment that makes workers more produc-
tive.

It is growing worker productivity
that allows us to have higher wages.
Think about it this way. You go to a
construction site, and you have two
guys digging holes. One guy is oper-
ating a backhoe, and one guy is swing-
ing a shovel. Which one is getting paid
more? I guarantee you every time it is
the guy operating the backhoe, and it
is not because there is a minimum
wage there that forces it. It is because
the guy operating the backhoe is more
productive. He has a set of skills, and
he is using them on a big piece of ex-
pensive equipment. He is able to dig a
lot more dirt in any unit of time than
the guy swinging the shovel. When
business is able to put capital to work,
workers become more productive and
they make more money. That is what
is going to happen under our bill.

One of the things we do, fundamen-
tally, about the business side of our
Tax Code is that we lower the cost of
investing in that new equipment—that
new tractor, that new vehicle, that new
machinery, filling that new plant with
the ability to produce more goods and
services. Our bill makes that more af-
fordable, and when you make that
more affordable, guess what, businesses
buy more tractors and factories and
backhoes. When they buy those things,
someone has to operate them. That
means they are creating new jobs.
Guess what. Someone else got to have
a job in building it in the first place. I
know that some of our colleagues don’t
understand how that leads to growth.
They don’t understand. So I am trying
to explain this. If you have more in-
vested capital, you increase the pro-
ductive capacity of the economy, you
produce more goods and services, you
have more workers needed to do that
and more wages.

Guess what. Businesses don’t go out
and raise wages because they wake up
one day and decide: Oh, I think I will
be generous today. That is not what
happens. What happens is they have to
compete for workers. They need more
employees. There is a limited number,
and so they start bidding up wages.
That is what I want to see, and we are
going to see that. We are going to see
so much demand for workers that com-
panies have no choice but to offer more
compensation, better terms. That is
how people have a higher standard of
living. That is how they get the pay
raise they ought to have.

Let me mention another provision in
our bill that is extremely constructive.
We are fixing a badly flawed inter-
national treatment for our multi-
national companies. I think our Sen-
ator from Oregon, our Democratic col-
league, has acknowledged real prob-
lems in the way our system works. The
short version is that we have a system
that encourages companies to move
overseas. Has anybody heard of inver-
sions? I think we all have.
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Why do companies invert? It is be-
cause there is a tax code that drives it.
It is now very hard to explain and jus-
tify why you would headquarter a mul-
tinational company in the TUnited
States when we see uniquely put multi-
national companies at a competitive
disadvantage because of our tax sys-
tem. So we are changing that so that
we can compete.

It is very good to have multi-
nationals headquartered in America. 1
have a number of them in Pennsyl-
vania. There are great jobs in Pennsyl-
vania supporting all of their business
domestically and supporting a lot of
their business internationally.

Now, in order to cover the cost of
what we are doing—the tax reductions,
the rates reductions, allowing the
lower cost for deploying capital—we
have some offsets. We have ways that
we are asking business to pay more
taxes, in some respects, where it will
not be harmful for economic growth.
We limit the amount of interest that a
business is going to be able to deduct
going forward. We limit deductions
that favor certain industries over oth-
ers. We limit deductions for certain
fringe benefits, and we close a lot of
loopholes. That helps us generate the
revenue that allows us to have the con-
structive pro-growth features, like
lower marginal rates and lowering the
cost of putting capital to work. So that
is what we are trying to do here. That
is what we do in our legislation.

The effect of this is very, very clear.
A large number of economists have ac-
knowledged that it is going to mean
more business investment, more new
businesses being launched, businesses
moving from overseas back to Amer-
ica, expansion of existing businesses.
All of that activity requires more
workers—all of it—to fill the addi-
tional jobs that are going to be cre-
ated. That means more jobs, but it also
means upward pressure on wages if ev-
eryone has a job now because busi-
nesses are going to have to compete.

To be continued.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FISCHER). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, I
first want to respond to the Senator
from Texas, and then I am going to
pose a question to the Senator from
Ohio.

The Senator from Texas talked about
how everybody on this side was ob-
structing bipartisan tax reform. I am a
little puzzled by that, having written
the only two bipartisan tax reform
bills that have been before the Senate.
Maybe the Senator from Texas will
bring his bipartisan tax reform bills
over and we could look at them at
some point.

One of the keys to that bipartisan
proposal—and it relates to the point
made by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania—was our cosponsor, Senator
Gregg. Our former colleague, who is
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very knowledgeable about economics,
said that what he wanted to do was to
make it more attractive to do business
in the United States. The heart of that
bipartisan bill was to make it more at-
tractive for small businesses and busi-
nesses of all sizes to create red, white,
and blue jobs.

This bill does just the opposite. It
makes it more attractive to do busi-
ness overseas. It is not what the bipar-
tisan bill was all about. It is not what
our former colleague, Senator Gregg,
signed onto when he went onto our bi-
partisan bill.

I think I would like now to pose a
question to my colleague, a valuable
member of the Finance Committee,
about why the patriot corporation leg-
islation is so important. I think my
colleague believes that it is so impor-
tant—as I did with Senator Gregg, the
Republican from New Hampshire—that
we ought to make it more attractive to
have red, white, and blue jobs. Is that
really what my colleague is working on
here?

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Oregon, and I
appreciate the time in this as we wind
down this debate.

The answer is yes. We have a tax sys-
tem right now in place. I hear my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
disingenuously say: Well, as for the
Democrats, because they don’t like our
tax plan, that means they are for the
tax system the way it is. Of course, we
don’t like the tax system the way it is,
and we particularly don’t like it in
States like mine and, I would say, espe-
cially in places like Eastern Oregon,
where companies shut down production
in Lima, OH, or Springfield, OR, and
move to Wuhan or Beijing and get a
tax break for doing it. We want to close
that loophole, but you know what, this
bill explodes that loophole. It explodes
it, because, as I said a few minutes ago,
if a plant shuts down in Barberton or it
shuts down in Xenia or it shuts down in
Zanesville, the company, under this
bill, would pay a rate of 20 percent on
profits. If it shuts down and moves to
Asia, it can build a new factory and get
a tax deduction for the cost of moving,
still, and pay a U.S. tax rate of zero. So
why wouldn’t they move?

Mr. SULLIVAN. Will the Senator
from Ohio yield for a question?

Mr. BROWN. Briefly, very briefly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. As to the issue on
economic growth, I have been coming
down to the floor in my relatively
short time here and talking about
growth, growth, growth, growth. I have
not in 3 years—3 years—heard my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
say that economic growth of 1.5 per-
cent for almost 10 years is good for the
country, good for workers in Ohio.

Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Here is my question.

Mr. BROWN. I take back my time.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Here is my question.
Will the Senator yield for a question?
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Mr. BROWN. Sure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has the floor.

Mr. BROWN. OK, I will yield for a
question, if it is a question.
Mr. SULLIVAN. Here is the question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Do you believe that
the new normal is 1.5 percent, like
CBO, like the Obama administration
said—GDP growth of 1.5 percent for the
entire future? Is that what you believe?

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I re-
claim my time.

Mr. SULLIVAN. If you don’t, how do
we get that faster growth?

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I re-
claim my time.

Of course, I don’t believe that is the
new normal. It is the same old game
they played before. If you are not for
our tax plan, then you are not for tax
reform. Nobody believes that.

Of course, we don’t think 1.5 percent
is the normal. But do you know what
else we know? We know that the last
time, 20 years ago, when we focused on
the middle class and cut taxes on the
middle class during the Clinton years,
the economy exploded. There were 22
million private sector jobs.

But do you know what happened a
dozen years ago? President Bush did
two tax cuts for the wealthy, under the
view that it trickles down and every-
body will do better. During 8 years of
President Bush, there was no net job
growth.

Yes, during the last few years, we
have had this low level of GDP growth
for a whole lot of reasons, but you
don’t fix it—you don’t grow the econ-
omy—by giving tax cuts for the rich
with the hope of it trickling down. One
of the ways you fix that is to do the pa-
triot corporation legislation. If a com-
pany does the right thing, if a company
pays good wages, if a company provides
decent health benefits and retirement
benefits and keeps its production in the
United States, that company gets a
better tax rate—$1,500 for workers, the
way this amendment would work. That
is how you grow the economy. That is
what Candidate Trump said and then
President Trump said to me in a meet-
ing with all my Finance Committee
Republicans in the room—in the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet room. Now, we know
that. That just goes without saying, in
spite of the myth that we continue to
propagate on the floor.

Before I turn it to Senator DURBIN,
who is one of the original authors of
the patriot corporation legislation, I
want to say one other thing. We have
seen some pretty charts on this floor
about middle-class tax cuts. Well, what
we didn’t hear mention was that on
about the third year of this bill, the
tax cuts go down and down and down
and then they cross zero, and then you
have tax increases. The Tax Policy
Center said that, in 2019, 13 million
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households will have a tax increase; in
2025, 19 million households will have a
tax increase; and in 2027, 87 million will
have tax increases. Those aren’t the
Trump family that will have tax in-
creases. Those aren’t Senators’ fami-
lies that will have tax increases. Those
are working families in Toledo, in Day-
ton, and working families in Omaha
and in East St. Louis, IL. They are the
ones who are going to get hit with
these tax increases while the wealthy
continue to get more tax breaks.

I will yield the remainder of the
Democratic time to the assistant
Democratic leader, Senator DURBIN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, let
me thank my colleague from Ohio for
raising this important issue. It comes
down to a very basic question for the
Senate. We have a tax code that cre-
ates incentives and penalties for cer-
tain conduct. We encourage Americans
to give to charities, and we give them
a deduction. We encourage Americans
to own homes, and we let them deduct
the cost of interest on their mortgage.
We encourage them in so many dif-
ferent ways and discourage other con-
duct.

Why shouldn’t we encourage Amer-
ican businesses to hire American work-
ers? Why shouldn’t we reward Amer-
ican businesses that keep their busi-
nesses in America and not move them
overseas? Why shouldn’t we incentivize
businesses and corporations to pay a
decent minimum living wage to their
employees, to provide basic benefits
when it comes to health insurance and
healthcare, and a good retirement
plan? Why shouldn’t we incentivize
American companies to hire veterans?
Why don’t we put in our Tax Code in-
centives that create stronger, better,
patriotic American corporations?

I am going to wave the flag here. I
think there are a lot of great corpora-
tions, companies in America that real-
ly do care for this country. Some don’t,
and I don’t think they should be re-
warded for turning their backs on
America—but we do.

In the current Tax Code, if you de-
cide to ship your jobs off overseas, send
your factories overseas and put Ameri-
cans out of work, do you know what
the Tax Code says? Be my guest. The
provision says you can deduct the cost
of moving so we incentivize and reward
companies that want to leave America.

What Senator BROWN and many on
this side of the aisle believe, as I do, is
why don’t we incentivize the compa-
nies that want to stay in America?
Why don’t we incentivize those who
say: We want to hire American people
and pay them a decent wage.

I think that is what a tax code is all
about, to create incentives for good
things for the American economy and
discourage bad things, and so I intro-
duced this bill several years back. Con-
gresswoman SCHAKOWSKY of Chicago
joined me in that effort. We have had
this bill there. Senator BROWN has been
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such a leader in this area. I was proud
to stand with him today to do this
jointly and offer this as part of the tax
plan.

So it is a basic proposition for Presi-
dent Trump and for the Republicans.
Do you believe—do you believe Amer-
ican businesses that stay in this coun-
try deserve a break? Do you believe
American businesses that pay a decent
wage to their employees deserve a tax
break? Do you believe American com-
panies that put together health insur-
ance and retirement plans that are fair
and just for their workers and their
families deserve a break in our Tax
Code? Do you think we ought to give a
helping hand to those companies that
will hire a veteran, put a veteran to
work? Do you think our Tax Code
should also recognize that some compa-
nies are going to hire disabled people
and give them a chance of a lifetime?
Do you think all of those are good con-
duct by corporations that deserve not
only a pat on the back but a helping
hand when it comes to the Tax Code?
That is what this is about. It is very
basic. That is what I believe. I think
that is what most of the people in Illi-
nois believe. I think that is what Presi-
dent Trump might have been speaking
to during the course of his campaign,
about creating jobs in America.

This President and those who are in
his party now have a chance to put a
vote on the board and show they be-
lieve that too. If you vote against this,
how in the world would you explain it
when you go home? Oh, yes, I voted
against patriot corporations. I don’t
think we ought to reward American
companies that hire American workers
and treat them fairly. How do you ex-
plain that?

This Tax Code is loaded with incen-
tives. It is loaded with special inter-
ests. The special interest we are focus-
ing on are American workers and their
families with this amendment. We are
focusing as well on the companies that
respect them, treat them fairly, pay
them a decent wage, and give them a
fighting chance to make it in America.
It sounds to me like a middle-class
issue. It sounds to me like a middle-in-
come issue. It sounds to me like a good
economic growth policy, not just to in-
crease corporate profits by reducing
their taxes but to make sure the com-
pany’s business model is based on what
is good for the future of America and
what is good for our economy.

Yes, I am waving the flag here. I am
proud to do it. I want to wave a flag at
every company that respects American
workers and treats them the way they
deserve, and I think this is a good way,
a good step in that direction.

I thank Senator BROWN.

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, how
much time remains on the Democratic
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
and a half minutes.

Mr. BROWN. I appreciate the leader-
ship of Senator DURBIN on this issue.

I want to ask Democratic Ranking
Member WYDEN a question as we wrap
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up. We have heard that in order to sell
this scam that we see rushed through
and negotiated in the majority leader’s
office with his Wall Street and drug
company lobbyist friends, that to sell
this scam for the 1 percent and their
billionaire contributors, that Repub-
licans continue to say the Democrats
didn’t want to participate, didn’t want
to do this in a bipartisan way. Senator
WYDEN and I were at the White House
when I handed the President the Pa-
triot Corporation Act and handed the
President the Tax Relief for Working
Families Act. Other Democrats were
saying: Here are some ideas that can
make this truly a bill aimed at the
middle class, helping the middle class
and expanding the economy.

I keep hearing them say: We didn’t
want to do this. I mean, really. So I
want to ask Senator WYDEN—he is the
senior Democrat on the Tax Com-
mittee—would you just expand on
that? I mean, what really happened?

Mr. WYDEN. I very much appreciate
what you and Senator DURBIN are seek-
ing to do because not only have you
tried to generate bipartisan support for
it—I was there at the White House
when you handed it to the President.
That was what the moderate Demo-
crats tried to do again a couple of days
ago, to say: Look, we want to show
enormous good faith behind the cause
of bipartisanship. I sure wish the Re-
publican leader, Senator CORNYN, had
stayed on the floor because he was at-
tacking Democrats for obstructing the
cause of bipartisan tax reform. He
knows full well that I have written two
bills.

By the way, Republicans said, as part
of that bill—unlike this one—that they
want everybody in America to get
ahead, not just the folks at the top.
The senior Republican, Senator Gregg
from New Hampshire, Republican
chairman of the Budget Committee,
made the agreement with me to make
it attractive to create red, white, and
blue jobs, not to make it more attrac-
tive to ship jobs overseas.

So I want to give my colleague the
last word with respect to the impor-
tance of this, but people ought to un-
derstand, A, Democrats have been
showing for months—for months—how
strongly we feel about doing this in a
bipartisan way; B, my colleague on this
particular issue, patriot corporations,
handed this proposal to the President
asking for bipartisanship, and we have
had a bipartisan proposal for years.
Senator CORNYN has never had a bipar-
tisan tax reform proposal.

I would like to let my colleague fin-
ish up.

Mr. BROWN. This is a really simple
debate. Then-Candidate Trump, Presi-
dent Trump, has said: We reward cor-
porations that do the right thing: They
pay good wages. They provide decent
benefits. They keep their production in
the United States. He then went on to
say: Penalize companies that don’t, but
if they are patriotic, you give them a
tax break.
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The Brown-Durbin amendment bill
provides roughly $1,500 for every em-
ployee when companies do the right
thing. Why would we not want to re-
ward American companies that are
making things in America?

This suit I wear is made by union
workers 10 miles from my house. Why
wouldn’t we want to reward companies
that do that instead of reward compa-
nies that go overseas?

Vote for the Brown-Durbin Patriot
Corporation Act Amendment.

I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
Brown motion to commit.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 286 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Baldwin Gillibrand Murray
Bennet Harris Nelson
Blumenthal Hassan Peters
Booker Heinrich Reed
Brown Heitkamp Sanders
Cantwell Hirono Schatz
Cardin Kaine Schumer
Carper King Shaheen
Casey Klobuchar Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Cortez Masto Manchin Udall
Donnelly Markey Van Hollen
Duckworth McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Murphy Wyden

NAYS—52
Alexander Flake Perdue
Barrasso Gardner Portman
Blunt Graham Risch
Boozman Grassley Roberts
Burr Hatch Rounds
Capito Heller Rubio
Cassidy Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe
Collins Isakson gﬁzf;y
Corker Johnson
Cornyn Kennedy Stra.n ge
Cotton Lankford Sullivan
Crapo Lee Thune
Cruz McCain Tillis
Daines McConnell Tgomey
Enzi Moran Wicker
Ernst Murkowski Young
Fischer Paul

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SASSE). The Senator from Colorado.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator CASEY
be recognized to offer a motion to com-
mit, which is at the desk; that the time
until 2:15 p.m. be equally divided in the
usual form for debate on the motion;
and that at 2:15 p.m., the Senate vote
in relation to the motion with no inter-
vening action or debate. I further ask
that following disposition of the mo-
tion, the majority leader be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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REQUEST FOR AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEE TO
MEET

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, the
Judiciary Committee does not have the
approval of the Democratic leader to
meet; therefore, they will not be per-
mitted to meet past 12:30 p.m. this
afternoon.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
quest for authority to meet be printed
in the RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, November 28, 2017.
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on the Judiciary be au-
thorized to meet during the session of the
Senate, on November 30, 2017, at 10:30 a.m., in
SD-226 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing, to conduct an executive business meet-
ing.

Sincerely,
CHARLES E. GRASSLEY,
Chairman.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to talk about the his-
toric opportunity we have before us to
grow the American economy, to create
jobs, and to make sure Washington has
less money in its pockets and the peo-
ple across this country have more
money in their pockets.

I rise to support the pro-growth tax
reform proposal before the Senate. I
rise to support modernizing and simpli-
fying the American tax system to
make it competitive. I rise to support
American workers who haven’t seen
wage growth for far too long. I rise to
support American families.

It has been 30 years since this coun-
try last reformed the Tax Code. We
haven’t modernized our Tax Code in
over 30 years, since 1986. Since that
time, we have had lobbyists and special
interests adding on and building on
loopholes and giveaways to what once
was a competitive tax system. That 30
years of drag on the Tax Code has made
it more out-of-date day by day. It is so
out-of-date that American families and
businesses now spend 6 billion hours
and $263 billion every year just to file
their taxes. That is bigger than the
economic output of the nation of New
Zealand, just to file our taxes every
year.

Meanwhile, we have watched the
world change since 1986 significantly.
Other countries have learned how to
use their tax codes to entice U.S. busi-
nesses overseas—businesses from
around the globe—to their country, to
move away from the United States to
their countries’ more competitive tax
code. That disparity between the U.S.
Tax Code and foreign tax rates has lit-
erally chased jobs and wages out of this
country. Companies now not only in-
vest in low-tax foreign countries, but
they leave U.S. dollars abroad without
bringing them back into the United
States. Those billions have piled up,
and now it is estimated that there is
somewhere around $2.5 trillion in for-
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eign profits being held by U.S. multi-
nationals overseas.

That tells us three things: No. 1, cor-
porations will find low-tax jurisdic-
tions; No. 2, without this reform, it
isn’t changing anytime soon; No. 3,
American workers are the ones who are
paying the cost of this failed economic
system. It is the American workers
who suffer in the form of higher taxes,
lower wages, and a less competitive
economy.

We have before us an opportunity to
change this. This reform will bring the
kind of relief Americans have been de-
manding for a number of years, for
over a decade—lower taxes, higher
wages, and less time and hassle filing
their taxes. This change will mean that
a family of four—according to the non-
partisan Tax Foundation—earning the
median family income of $73,000 would
see a tax cut of nearly $2,202. That is a
60-percent cut next year over what
they paid last year with the passage of
this bill. A single parent with one child
and an income of $41,000 will see a cut
of more than $1,400, according to the
nonpartisan Tax Foundation. That is a
cut of 70 percent in their tax rates from
what they paid this past year to what
they would pay next year. This change
will bring thousands of dollars in high-
er wages as companies begin to invest
in America again.

The Council of Economic Advisers
has estimated that just lowering the
corporate rate alone would raise aver-
age income around $4,000 to $4,385 in
my home State of Colorado. The aca-
demic literature supporting that anal-
ysis suggests the gains could even be
bigger. This change will reduce the
wasted billions of hours spent filling
out the paperwork, dotting the i’s and
crossing the t’s, just to file your taxes.

The Council of Economic Advisers es-
timates that after passage of this bill,
about 92 percent of taxpayers will use
the standard deduction rate rather
than itemize their taxes, and because
the standard deduction will have been
expanded, they will end up being better
off.

It shouldn’t be more fun going to the
dentist than it is figuring out your
taxes. We can’t let this moment pass
without bringing this relief to Amer-
ica’s taxpayers. Doing that would only
chase more dollars and jobs out of the
country. The result of voting against
this reform can be summed up in the
information I have right next to me.

Here is the first one. This shows how
our corporate tax rate over time—since
the 1980s and 1990s—has stayed flat, has
stayed the same, while OECD nations
and while our competitors have low-
ered their rates and become more and
more competitive over time. Countries
like France, Germany, Spain, Italy,
Greece, and country after country have
lowered their corporate tax rates far
less than our rates today. Indeed, the
average European corporate statutory
rate is around 18 or 19 percent. The
United States remains stuck at 35 per-
cent—the highest statutory tax rate in
the industrialized world.
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When a company decides it wants to
expand or buy new equipment, it looks
at these rates to see how much extra
revenue it needs to generate in order to
make the expansion profitable. The
higher the rate, the harder it is to gen-
erate enough revenue to justify the in-
vestment.

It doesn’t take much more than this
chart alone to know that investing
abroad has made a lot of sense to far
too many people. Businesses have re-
sponded to this. They have moved. As a
result, business investment in capital
in the United States is at a low. Invest-
ments in new structures, equipment,
and intellectual property have some of
its lowest rates we have seen.

Indeed, Council of Economic Advisers
Chairman Kevin Hassett recently
warned that there is a ‘‘crisis in our
country’ because of the lack of what is
called ‘‘capital deepening’’—which is
what an economist would use for the
term meaning the impact of capital
stock—on worker productivity. Worker
productivity, in turn, is what drives up
wages. That makes sense. The more
productive a worker is, the more the
employer is willing to pay that worker
to keep him or her.

That leads us to the other piece of in-
formation that is important to look at.
You can see the effects here. The rela-
tionship between corporate profits and
wages has broken down over the past
couple of decades. Prior to 1990, when
corporate profits went up by 1 percent,
wages went up by more than 1 percent,
but that has changed because of our
uncompetitive tax system. From 2008
to 2016, a 1l-percent increase in cor-
porate profits corresponded with only a
0.3-percent increase in worker wages.
When we hear about a growing income
inequality, which is something we have
to address, this is part of the story.
This is part of the reason we have in-
come inequality, because that ratio has
shifted as a result of people going over-
seas, money being kept overseas, and
our tax rates simply being out-of-date
and out of order.

One of the biggest culprits is that
corporate tax rate. It is what causes
that disconnect between profits and
wages. Businesses are investing those
dollars overseas, and they lay off work-
ers in the United States, expanding in
Poland instead of Portland or not just
expanding at all. No matter which op-
tion they choose, the American worker
loses out. That is why experts say em-
ployees bear 45 percent to 75 percent of
the burden of corporate taxes—because
businesses invest in them less the high-
er the tax rate goes.

That brings us to the third point of
information. The empirical evidence is
remarkably clear. Countries with lower
tax rates have much higher wage in-
creases than countries with higher cor-
porate tax rates. High-tax countries,
like the United States, have weak wage
growth, less than 1 percent—even close
to zero. You can see this. The highest
statutory corporate tax rate countries
in the world have less than 1l-percent
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wage growth. High-tax countries, like
the United States, have that extremely
weak wage growth. Low-tax countries,
though, see the wage growth of 1 per-
cent, 1.5 percent, 2 percent, 4 percent,
and that is because low-tax countries
create an environment that encourages
businesses to grow and to expand,
while high-tax countries, like the
United States, chase money out of the
country.

Over the last several years, we have
been told we need to get used to low
wages—that we have to get used to low
wages and low GDP growth. We have
been told we just need to accept a sec-
ular stagnation theory; that the Amer-
ican economy’s prime has gone away. I
don’t believe that. I don’t think any-
body in this country should believe
that. I believe our economy’s best days
are ahead of us if we pass the kind of
policies we can this week.

Until we get our Tax Code competi-
tive again, there are people who are
going to think the secular stagnation
is all we can get. They will be stuck
with low growth, low wages. Bipartisan
groups have pushed for ways to change
this: Simpson-Bowles Commission,
Wyden-Coats, even President Obama
himself called for tax cuts in his 2011
State of the Union Address. In fact,
President Obama’s economic adviser,
Larry Summers, said that reducing the
corporate tax rate and lowering the
competitive disadvantage faced by
American multinationals is ‘“‘about as
close to a free lunch as tax reformers
will ever get.”

Here we stand at the end of this re-
form process, and the opponents of this
reform simply pound their fists on
their desks and shoot off standard talk-
ing points about millionaires and bil-
lionaires. They told us from the outset,
in a letter to Senator MCCONNELL, that
they didn’t want to cut taxes for every-
one, so they wouldn’t play a meaning-
ful part in crafting the package. What
a shame that has been. They could
have worked with us, offered proposals
that would help us find that solution
that benefits all. They rail against dif-
ferent specifics, often mixing up what
is in the House proposal with what is in
the Senate’s proposal because it is po-
litically expedient.

There really have been no honest,
substantive amendments to make the
bill better, as we have asked time and
time again. It is unclear if they will
even support amendments that mirror
the bills they themselves have intro-
duced because I am afraid the oppo-
nents aren’t interested in making the
bill better. They are interested in a po-
litical fight and continuing to see
Americans suffer under low wages and
high taxes, but they don’t tell us why,
other than ‘‘just not this bill.”

We have a chance to help the middle
class. We have a chance to cut taxes, to
grow the economy. For Coloradans, it
means more jobs, it means higher
wages, it means true economic growth.
Let’s get away from that Atari-era 1986
Tax Code, and let’s put forth some-
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thing that works for this generation,
the next generation, building competi-
tiveness, building opportunity, and
building an America we were all proud
of.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I have a
motion to commit at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
CASEY] moves to commit the bill H.R. 1 to
the Committee on Finance with instructions
to report the same back to the Senate in 3
days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) establish an exception to reduced rates
for certain corporations in order to ensure
any tax windfall to profitable corporations
also goes to increasing worker wages by—

(A) requiring corporations to annually de-
termine whether their aggregate worker
wages, excluding executive wages, increase
by an amount at least equal to increases in
executive compensation, stock buy backs,
and dividends to shareholders; and

(B) with respect to companies failing this
test, providing that the corporate rate reduc-
tion shall not apply for the following year
and the corporate rate under the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 shall be applied and ad-
ministered as if the provisions reducing such
rates had not been enacted.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I rise to
speak about this motion to commit.
The amendment I am offering is very
simple. It states that if companies are
giving executives a raise and giving
more money to shareholders through
dividends or stock buybacks because of
this tax windfall, then workers who
help make these profits possible in the
first place, and who also need a break,
would see their wages go up. It is as
simple as that.

I hope every Member of the Senate
will support this sensible amendment.
By one estimate, over the last 16 years,
there seems to be little to no correla-
tion between rising corporate profits
and increased wages. We have seen
record corporate profits over years, and
in fact profits as a percentage of the
economy have nearly doubled over the
past 20 years.

The New York Times tells us:

In the United States, the richest 1 percent
have seen their share of national income
roughly double since 1980, to 20 percent in
2014 from 11 percent. No other nation in the
35-member Organization for HEconomic Co-
operation and Development is as unequal
among those with comparable tax data, and
none have experienced such a sharp rise in
inequality.

Let me review that again.

From 1980 to 2014, the richest 1 per-
cent has had its share of national in-
come roughly double to 20 percent from
11 percent. So, since 1980, the top 1 per-
cent has had a bonanza. It has done
quite well.

What has been the case with work-
ers?
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At the same time, wage growth has
stagnated. Many have seen the reports
over the last couple of years, one by
the Economic Policy Institute, which
indicated that, if you compare wage
growth after World War II, from 1948 to
about 1973, wage growth was 91 percent.
Then from 1973 forward, to about 2014
or 2015, wage growth was only a total of
11 percent growth. So there was 91 per-
cent wage growth after World War II
and only 11 since then, and in many
years, it was not even 11. It was stag-
nating.

People can go to the Economic Pol-
icy Institute’s website and read that
series of reports about wages and about
workers, which I thought was the
focus—the prime focus, I had hoped—of
both parties when it came to this bill.
Apparently, it is not with regard to
what the majority is presenting. Those
at the top are not only getting richer;
they have been getting richer in a big
way since 1980. That increasing rate of
benefits to the wealthy continues at a
fast pace in this bill and continues year
after year.

The Republican tax plan gives hun-
dreds and hundreds of billions of dol-
lars of net tax cuts to major corpora-
tions. By one estimate, the total cor-
porate tax cut exceeds $1.3 trillion.
That is trillion with a ‘“‘t.”” Some esti-
mate that the number is even higher
than that, but I will go with that lower
number. There is no requirement with
that corporate tax cut that any bene-
fits go to workers’ wages and no re-
quirement that companies invest in the
United States of America—no require-
ment at all.

So what should we do about that?

We can pass an amendment like mine
to make sure that, if the executives
benefit and if the shareholders benefit,
the workers benefit. The workers have
a lot to do with the profits. The work-
ers have a lot to do with the produc-
tivity of the corporation. In fact, many
large corporations have told share-
holders exactly what they are going to
do with the money they get, with the
benefits that are derived from this cor-
porate tax cut. Here is the conclusion,
unfortunately: All they are going to do
is to increase dividends.

Here is a report from Bloomberg.
This report is dated November 29, 2017,
with the headline: ‘“‘Trump’s Tax Prom-
ises Undercut by CEO Plans to Reward
Investors.”

Here is the opening paragraph of the
story: ‘‘Major companies including
Cisco Systems Inc., Pfizer Inc., and
Coca-Cola Co. say they’ll turn over
most gains from proposed corporate
tax cuts to their shareholders.”

This undercuts President Donald
Trump’s promise that his plan will cre-
ate jobs and boost wages for the middle
class.

That is what that report that I am
quoting from says. I will quote from it
more a little bit later. That is what
they tell us in that report.

What about the workers? What about
the workers and their wages, which
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have not gone up very much over dec-
ades and, in some measure, have stag-
nated?

The Republicans have promised over
and over that this corporate tax cut
would lead to higher wages. In fact,
they even put a number on it. They
said $4,000, and then they said that it
might go higher than $4,000 if you give
this corporate tax cut. So they were
not just making a broad, unspecific
promise. They were making a very spe-
cific promise about what would flow
from this corporate tax cut, which I
would call a corporate tax giveaway.
Workers are the reason that those prof-
its exist when a corporation is profit-
able, and they should see the benefit of
the gains from their labor.

I will go back to this Bloomberg re-
port. It quotes Jack Bogle, the founder
of the Vanguard Group, which is a
major company in Pennsylvania. Jack
Bogle, the founder of the Vanguard
Group, spoke in New York on this very
topic this week. He is quoted in this
Bloomberg story from November 29.

I will just read you part of what he
said: The tax proposals being debated
in Washington are a ‘‘moral abomina-
tion’’—those are his words, not mine—
because they favor corporations at the
expense of workers—my words not his.

Here is what Jack Bogle goes on to
say:

Just think about this: Corporate profits
after taxes last year were the highest
they’ve ever been in the history of GDP
going back to 1929 . . . and we are thinking
of giving relief to the corporations at the
highest levels ever. Individual wages are at
the lowest level in about 15 years as a per-
cent of GDP.

That is what Jack Bogle said.

He goes on to say:

So we are helping people who are doing
very well and doing nothing for the people
doing very badly. One of the flaws is that
corporations are putting their shareholders
ahead of the people that built the corpora-
tion, the people who put their heart and soul
on the line and are committed to the com-
pany.

It is just the unfairness.

That is Jack Bogle of the Vanguard
Group, not some Democratic source.

He finishes with these words:

But the worst part of it is that corpora-
tions are making so much money now that
they don’t know what to do with it. They
aren’t investing in new equipment, in inno-
vation. They’re buying back their own stock,
which helps the stock price.

He goes on to say the following:

I'm all for capitalism . . . I'm a capitalist
myself. But there is such a thing as too
much.

That is what Jack Bogle said about
this bill and about the effects of the
corporate tax break.

Bloomberg reported on Wednesday
that corporate leaders are saying the
tax cut proceeds will go to share-
holders, as I said, which is the exact
concern that many people have about
this bill, among many other concerns.

Republicans say that this tax cut is
to help competitiveness and wage
growth. This amendment would simply
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put some teeth into that promise. If be-
cause of a tax cut a company spends,
say, $560 million more on executives’
raises and increased dividends and
stock buybacks, then it ought to have
to spend $50 million, as well, to in-
crease workers’ wages. That is the ef-
fect of the amendment.

If you are truly reinvesting in your
company, your complying with this
amendment shouldn’t be an issue, but
if your only goal is to put more money
at the top, then without this amend-
ment, this tax bill is grossly unfair to
workers. If you don’t want to take my
word for it, talk to Jack Bogle.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss four amendments that I have
submitted to the Tax Cuts and Jobs
Act that would strengthen this legisla-
tion in ways that are important to our
middle-income families.

I express my thanks to the majority
leader, my colleagues, and the adminis-
tration for working with me on these
proposals.

The first amendment would allow
taxpayers to deduct up to $10,000 in
State and local property taxes. In re-
cent years, more than 95 percent of all
of those who itemize on their tax forms
and 28 percent of all Federal income
tax filers deducted State and local
taxes, including property taxes. Yet
the Senate bill would eliminate this
deduction altogether.

The deduction for State and local
taxes has been part of our Tax Code
since 1913, when the income tax became
law. It was intended to prevent a Fed-
eral tax from being imposed on a State
tax. In other words, it was to prevent
double taxation.

This deduction is especially impor-
tant to the people of Maine. In my
State, 166,000 itemizers deducted a
total of $725 million in property taxes
on their Federal income tax returns.
This amendment would allow the vast
majority of Mainers who itemize to
continue to fully deduct their property
taxes.

Improving the bill in this way—by
preserving the property tax deduction
up to $10,000—is crucial for middle-in-
come taxpayers across the TUnited
States. In fact, for filers earning less
than $75,000 who itemize, the State and
local property tax deduction is typi-
cally larger than the State and local
income tax deduction.

While I would prefer allowing the de-
duction of both State and local income
and property taxes, the benefits of the
property tax deduction are particularly
important to middle-income families
with less than $75,000 in income. In ad-
dition, by allowing the deduction of up
to $10,000 in property taxes, my amend-
ment parallels the provision that has
been included in the House version of
the tax bill.

My second amendment would strike a
provision that could lessen the retire-
ment benefits of church, charity,
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school, and government employees, in-
cluding firefighters, police officers, and
teachers. I appreciate very much that
my colleague from Ohio, Senator
PORTMAN, has cosponsored this amend-
ment.

We are in the midst of a retirement
crisis in this country. According to the
nonpartisan Center for Retirement Re-
search, there is a $7.7 trillion gap be-
tween the savings that American
households need to maintain their
standards of living in retirement and
what they actually have. As Americans
are living longer, seniors are in danger
of outliving their savings or of no
longer being able to enjoy the com-
fortable retirements they once had en-
visioned. We must do everything we
can to encourage people to save more
for retirement, not less.

Employees of churches, charities,
schools, and local governments are
generally paid less than their counter-
parts who work for for-profit busi-
nesses. Thus, they are less able to save
for their retirements, especially early
in their careers. Accordingly, there are
special catch-up rules that allow these
employees to contribute additional
amounts near the ends of their careers
when they are likely to have higher
salaries.

There is also a special rule that per-
mits churches, charities, and public
educational institutions to make con-
tributions for employees after they re-
tire so as to make up for the shortfalls
in the employees’ retirement savings
during their working years. Regret-
tably, as drafted, the Senate bill would
hurt many church, charity, school, and
government workers by eliminating
these critical tax rules, including the
ability to make these catchup and
makeup contributions to retirement
accounts. Striking this provision, as
my amendment would do, would ensure
that those employees who serve the
public achieve greater retirement secu-
rity.

My third amendment would improve
the child and dependent care tax credit
by making it refundable, thus pro-
viding much needed assistance to low-
income working families. Making this
credit refundable would help many
families afford high-quality childcare
or adult daycare for older parents or
relatives who can no longer care for
themselves.

Working families are increasingly
faced with difficult decisions when it
comes to balancing care and work,
with some concluding that the steep
cost of care serves as a barrier to work-
ing more or working at all. Nearly 15
million children in America under the
age of 6 have working parents. These
parents, particularly single parents,
often struggle to find affordable, qual-
ity daycare, which ensures that they
can continue to work while having the
peace of mind that their children or
their elderly parents are well cared for.

Congress should make this tax credit
refundable, meaning that families who
have no Federal income tax liability
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but pay other taxes will also benefit.
Since it is not currently refundable,
most low- and some middle-income
tax-paying families are unable to take
advantage of the childcare tax credit.
In fact, according to the Tax Policy
Center, almost no families in the bot-
tom income quintile have been able to
claim that credit. Think about that.
These are the lowest income families
who need help the most in paying for
childcare or care for a dependent, el-
derly parent or grandparent or other
relative; yet virtually none of them
qualify for the credit—none of them
are able to claim the credit.

To pay for making the child and
adult dependent care credit refundable,
my amendment would close the carried
interest loophole, a tax reform that the
President has endorsed.

Finally, high medical expenses are
continuing to burden many American
consumers, yet due to a highly unfor-
tunate provision in the Affordable Care
Act, consumers can deduct medical ex-
penses only if they exceed 10 percent of
their income. That threshold used to be
7.5 percent, and my amendment would
return the threshold to that level to
help taxpayers, particularly seniors
who are struggling with the cost of
long-term care for a loved one.

Just this past week, when I was in
Maine, an elderly gentleman stopped
me in the grocery store to tell me that
he simply cannot afford long-term care
for his beloved wife, given the change
in this threshold. For those who suffer
from chronic medical conditions, expe-
rience unexpected illnesses or injury,
or find that long-term care services are
a necessity but are not covered by in-
surance or Medicare, healthcare ex-
penses can quickly become an unbear-
able burden. Many Americans are
forced to choose between purchasing
medical services and making other
equally necessary expenditures. Since
World War II, the medical expense de-
duction has provided much needed as-
sistance to Americans with cata-
strophic medical expenses. We should
reverse this ill-advised provision of the
Affordable Care Act and reinstate the
ability of those hard-pressed by high
medical costs to deduct expenses in ex-
cess of 7.5 percent of their income.

I believe that all four of these amend-
ments would strengthen this legisla-
tion in critical ways and make it more
beneficial for middle-income Ameri-
cans.

Thank you.

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

Mr. UDALL. I thank the Presiding
Officer for the recognition.

Mr. President, the Republicans’ tax
bill is a disaster for the American peo-
ple. It would give the ultrawealthy a
tax cut and make middle-class families
pay for it. I can’t tell you how strongly
I am opposed to it.

We have heard a lot from the Presi-
dent and the Republicans about how
their tax cuts will be a rising tide to
lift all boats, but this claim just
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doesn’t hold water. Look carefully. On
top of $1.5 trillion in new deficits, they
are hiding where more than $5 trillion
of cuts over the next 10 years will come
from and just who will actually ben-
efit. The Republican budget would
force steep cuts in healthcare, edu-
cation, and other programs that work-
ing and middle-class families rely on.

It is a terrible plan for my home
State of New Mexico, where a lot of
families already have a hard time get-
ting by. Plain and simple, the Repub-
licans’ plan is a massive redistribution
of wealth. Listen to who it is taking
money from and where they are giving
it to. It would take money from work-
ing families, seniors, children, the sick
and disabled, rural families, and the
poor, and give it to the very top 1 per-
cent. They propose it at a time when
the gap between the very rich and ev-
eryone else is already growing. We now
have greater income inequality in the
United States than at the height of the
Gilded Age over 100 years ago.

I want to highlight for my colleagues
across the aisle another big problem
with the Republicans’ bill. It has not
been talked about enough, but it is im-
portant to my home State of New Mex-
ico and to many Western States. The
Republicans’ deficit-creating tax cuts
are going to cause automatic seques-
tration, and this will cut several man-
datory programs under the Pay-as-
You-Go Act. Some of those are the
mineral royalties from oil and gas
drilling and coal mining on public
lands that the Federal Government
shares with States. New Mexico’s roy-
alty share is projected to be $437 mil-
lion next year. Other States count on
these payments for millions of dollars
in their budgets too. Colorado received
over $80 million in 2016. All of that will
be at risk. Wyoming received over $660
million last year. Its State budget can-
not afford to lose that kind of money.
Utah, Montana, and North Dakota re-
ceived tens of millions in mineral pay-
ments last year as well. These are roy-
alties that New Mexico and the States
are entitled to.

In New Mexico we mainly use this
money for public schools. Other States
use it for vital government programs
like healthcare, roads, and police.

Our State legislature has struggled
the last couple of years to balance the
budget. The chair and vice chair of the
New Mexico Legislative Finance Com-
mittee wrote just this week to our en-
tire delegation. They warn that losing
so much revenue ‘‘would have a dev-
astating impact on the State’s budget
and would wipe out the reserves our
State has struggled to rebuild.”

New Mexico school kids just can’t af-
ford to take a $437 million hit. I know
it is possible for Congress to pass legis-
lation sometime in the future to take
mineral royalties out of sequestration,
but there is no guarantee at all of that
ever happening, and I am not willing to
take chances with the education of
New Mexico’s school children.

The Republicans’ tax cuts will also
hit Medicare hard. That is also another
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concern for New Mexico families. Tax
cuts for the superwealthy and big cor-
porations will mean New Mexico could
lose out on about $178 million of Fed-
eral Medicare payments every year. I
am opposed to trading off seniors’
health just so the rich can get richer,
but the Republicans seem bound and
determined to take away America’s
healthcare, even though the American
people have spoken loud and clear.
They want their current healthcare
rights fully protected. Republicans
want to do away with the individual
mandate under the Affordable Care
Act. But we also know that will mean
millions of Americans will lose cov-
erage, and we know that premiums will
g0 up because the insurance companies
will be covering a sicker population. I
am opposed to trading off the Amer-
ican people’s health just so the rich
can get richer.

The majority’s bill is a bad idea for
basically everyone in New Mexico and
across the country, except for the very
wealthy individuals, multinational cor-
porations, private equity and hedge
funds. These are the folks who are
being helped—the very wealthy, multi-
national corporations, private equity
and hedge funds.

Let’s instead get down to the busi-
ness of governing on behalf of the
American people, not just the top 1
percent

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BOOKER. Thank you very much,
Mr. President.

If you look at the United States of
America today compared to when my
dad grew up, we have seen very dis-
turbing trends in our economy. In fact,
right now, we do not have the same
economy—the same bargain—that we
had in my parents’ generation.

Someone who had a minimum wage
job back in the fifties or sixties made
the equivalent of over $20 an hour
today. The bargain in the TUnited
States of America was that if you were
willing to work hard, willing to sweat,
struggle, and sacrifice, you could make
ends meet, and you could make it
work.

What we have seen, disturbingly,
over the last few decades is that econ-
omy twist and contort. We have seen
massive disparities in income come
about in our Nation, with the wealthy
getting wealthier and wealthier, doing
better and better, compounding and
doubling down on their privilege, but
we have seen the middle class shrink-
ing in the United States of America
and the poverty trap, where people are
playing by the rules, where people are
working hard. They see their wages
stagnate while the cost of everything is
going up, such as prescription drug
costs, the cost of food and child care,
the cost of college. The bargain in our
country is not working now, and we
need to do something to change this.

At a time when American families
are feeling the burn and the challenge
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of high taxes, low incomes, and high
costs, we could be targeting middle-
class Americans, and we could be tar-
geting low-income earners in a bipar-
tisan tax bill that would not only help
those who are struggling in America,
but when we give a tax break to those
folks, that money gets reinvested in
our economy because people spend that
money, and we literally have a
turbocharge boost to our overall econ-
omy. But that is not what we are see-
ing right now.

As the Republicans scramble for
votes, we are on the verge tonight of
doing something completely counter to
what evidence, facts, and logic would
tell us to do if we were going to devise
a tax plan to truly help the middle
class, truly help working Americans,
truly help those struggling, wondering
why they are not doing as well as their
parents did.

Understand this: 90 percent of baby
boomers in America, by the time they
turned 30, were doing better than their
parents economically. That has now
been cut in half in the United States of
America. If you are a millennial, born
in the eighties, it is now half who are
doing better than their parents because
of the challenges I am describing, be-
cause of the economic hardships. The
bargain isn’t working. Everything is
going up, but wages are stagnant.

We know factually that for the past
40 years, while workers’ wages have
failed to rise alongside increased pro-
ductivity—workers are getting more
and more productive, but for 40 years
now, workers’ wages have failed to rise
alongside of that increase in produc-
tivity. What we have seen is that cor-
porations’ profits have reached a 60-
year high.

In our country, it is disturbing when
we see indices of social mobility—the
ability for someone born poor to make
it out of poverty—we see other nations,
from Canada to classist England, doing
better than we are in increasing social
mobility. We see other countries ‘“‘out-
Americaning” us, taking what is the
very idea of the American dream—that
every generation should do better than
the one before—and showing more
progress toward that dream than we
are.

Social mobility, which is integral to
our country, is disappearing. Wages are
stagnating. Corporate profits are at an
alltime high. Costs are skyrocketing.
Everyone here knows it. I live in the
Central Ward of Newark, NJ. I see it in
the faces of families at grocery stores,
hard-working families who are working
full-time jobs, sometimes dual earners,
finding it hard to make their money
stretch to meet their families’ needs,
often finding themselves with more
month at the end of their money than
money at the end of the month. Fami-
lies all across America, sitting at their
kitchen tables, are finding it hard to
balance their budgets. Parents who are
working two jobs are trying to figure
out how their kids are going to get to
college and come out without tens of
thousands—over $100,000 worth of debt.
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The bargain is not working, and we
should be working in this body to fig-
ure out a way to empower the overall
economy and empower middle-class
workers. We are not doing enough to
help American workers’ incomes grow.
We are not doing enough to make the
bargain work. We are not doing
enough.

I will tell you this: The tax plan that
seems to be moving to the floor today
will not help restore that American
bargain. It will not help reinstate the
American progress. It won’t get us
back to those days. It won’t help Amer-
ican workers. It will actually make
things worse over the long term.

We can debate philosophies about tax
codes all we want, but we cannot de-
bate facts. The fact is that this plan is
not pro-growth; it is anti-middle class.
It is not pro-worker; it is an even more
severe violation of that bargain be-
tween American workers and this Na-
tion that created our modern economy.
It is an affront to the idea of hard work
and earning a living wage in America.

This plan is not investing in the suc-
cess of American workers. It is not a
plan to give hard workers a break or a
boost. It isn’t going to make our econ-
omy more fair. The bill is poorly de-
signed and devised by the President of
the United States and by Republicans
in Congress to give a tax cut to those
who need it least, on the backs of those
Americans who need it and deserve it
most.

Again, this is not partisan rhetoric.
A recent nonpartisan report from the
nonpartisan Joint Committee on Tax-
ation found that, on average, Ameri-
cans earning less than $75,000 will face
a tax increase over the next 10 years
under this plan. Remember, adding in-
sult to that injury, the corporate tax
provisions of this plan are permanent,
but the individual tax provisions are
not. In other words, this plan actively
targets the folks who are struggling
the most. It targets them with a tax
increase and a sunsetting of the provi-
sions that were intended to help them.

Meanwhile, on the other hand, the
biggest corporations and the wealthiest
individuals will receive a massive tax
cut, and they will receive that tax
cut—this is not free money. This is
borrowed money. The $1.5 trillion
added to our deficit is borrowed money
that we will have to pay for over the
long term. It is a massive giveaway to
the wealthiest of people in our country
and corporations, all under the theory
that somehow this is going to benefit
the average American worker. It will
blow up the deficit and pump more
money to the wealthiest in our country
at a time that wealth disparities are
already greater than they have been in
a century.

Some of my colleagues are going to
argue that this bill giving $1 trillion to
corporations will somehow result in a
trickling down of things like raises for
workers and somehow create new jobs,
but that is a fantasy. I am a believer
that you look at facts and you look at
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history, and we don’t have to look that
far. This fantasy has been disproved,
this idea of giving it to the wealthiest
and it somehow trickling down, of giv-
ing it to corporations and it somehow
trickling down to job creation. This
has been disproved time and time again
by economic data, historical data, and
by the words of corporate Ileaders
themselves.

Listen to the facts. A new survey
found that the majority of small busi-
ness owners—these are the people who
are the backbone of our economy, who
create jobs—oppose this plan. Six in
ten think it benefits wealthy corpora-
tions the most. Well, that is not just
them thinking that; those are actually
the facts of this plan.

Take the word of leading economists.
The University of Chicago’s IGM
Forum—a collection of many of the top
economists in this country from a
range and a spectrum of political phi-
losophies—recently surveyed its mem-
bers, asking “‘If we pass a bill similar
to the one being considered by Con-
gress, will the U.S. GDP be substan-
tially higher a decade from now than it
is currently under the status quo?”’
Will this bill help our economy grow?
Of the 42 respondents, 41 said: No, it
will not. There was only one dissenter.

These are some of the world’s pre-
eminent economists. We didn’t invite
them to the Senate to hear their opin-
ions. We didn’t have hearings. We
didn’t have an open process where we
brought in the best economic minds
from both sides of the political aisle,
from both sides of the political spec-
trum. We did not have a process that
brought in the best and the brightest
to inform the investments we are mak-
ing—$1.5 trillion. And what they are
saying now is that this will not do
what Republican leaders say it will do.

Senate Republicans wrote a budget
to free up $1.5 trillion—that is what
this will do to our deficit—to create
these tax cuts. They can distribute
these resources any way they see fit,
and somehow they have managed to
create, astonishingly, a tax bill that
will increase taxes on low-income and
middle-income people, especially in
States like New Jersey, by getting rid
of the State and local taxes provisions.
This is why Republican Congresspeople
in my State are against this, because
this plan has been devised to hurt mid-
dle-income families, doubling down in
States like mine.

They have created a bill that small
businesses don’t like because they
know that the benefits are largely
going to the wealthiest and the biggest
corporations, and the Kkicker is that
economists say it won’t even spur eco-
nomic growth. Then when major cor-
porations see their earnings go higher
or get an influx of capital, what is
going to happen? Well, it is far more
likely that their executives and share-
holders—not their frontline workers—
will benefit.

Don’t take my word for it; look at
what has happened over the last dec-
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ade. We have seen record corporate
profits, and what is happening with
those profits? Eighty, ninety percent of
those profits are not being invested in
hiring more people or increasing pay;
the overwhelming majority of the prof-
its that corporations are seeing are
going to paying dividends and doing
stock buybacks. That is what happens
when corporations get more resources.

Don’t take my word for it; look at
what corporate leaders themselves are
saying. They have made it clear time
and time again that increases in profits
will not trickle down to workers. Major
American companies have said point
blank that they will not use their huge
tax windfalls to raise wages for work-
ers. Companies from Cisco, to Pfizer, to
Coca-Cola, to Vanguard have said that
their tax breaks will go to dividends
for shareholders, not wages for work-
ers. According to Bloomberg, on an
earnings call in reference to the tax
plan, one CEO said: “We’ll be able to
get much more aggressive on the share
buyback.” That is where corporate
profits have been going for a decade or
more, creating more wealth for the
wealthiest and not for the average
American worker, who has seen decade
after decade of stagnant wages. This
shouldn’t be surprising. Corporate prof-
its are at a record high right now, and
we see wages at a record low. That is a
fact. And to double down on what we
know is not factual, that we know is
not happening now—it is just a fan-
tasy.

Corporations are making more
money today than they have in over 80
years, but the average worker’s wages
are at their lowest point in six decades.
This plan gives more wealth to cor-
porations and not direct tax relief to
middle-class workers and low-income
workers.

We could have gotten rid of carried
interest—something even the President
of the United States talked about on
the campaign trail—and targeted the
child tax credit or the earned-income
tax credit, but that is not what this
plan does. This tax plan is a funda-
mental and costly misdiagnosis of the
problems facing American workers
across the country, and the right way
to go about addressing them is not
being done.

So here is an idea: Instead of giving
massive tax breaks to corporations and
hoping it somehow gets to workers,
let’s just give the money directly to
workers by giving the lion’s share of
this tax break to middle-class, work-
ing-class, and low-wage earners. This is
not complicated. We don’t need some
fancy system of hoping things will
trickle down. Let’s cut out the cor-
porate middleman. That is a bill I
would support.

We should have been discussing in bi-
partisan meetings and hearings how we
can empower American workers and
the middle class, because the problem
with the economy today is not that the
rich are not getting richer, it is that
middle-class workers are not seeing
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their wages grow. We should be dis-
cussing what we can do to break up
this culture amongst financial institu-
tions across the country that
prioritizes short-term returns over
long-term worker investments, that is
making CEO after CEO focus on stock
buybacks that manipulate their stock
prices up and increase their
incentivized pay but are doing nothing
for the corporation’s long-term
strength or the workers who are on the
frontlines doing the work and actually
earning the profits.

Right now, despite record profits, in-
vesting in the long-term success of
their companies and employees
through things like pay raises, path-
ways to promotion, innovation—that
has become the exception in American
society and not the rule for too many
corporations.

We have a problem, and this tax bill
doesn’t address it. It will make it
worse.

There is no evidence that suggests
that the Senate tax plan, which hands
80 percent of that $1.5 trillion borrowed
from the Chinese and other countries
that own our Treasury bonds—380 per-
cent of that $1.5 trillion is going to cor-
porations and business owners and the
top 0.1 percent of the wealthiest es-
tates. There is no evidence to suggest
that this will somehow reverse the
trend and increase wages for workers.
This is insanity. This is folly. This is
fiction being foisted upon the Amer-
ican people.

Too many employers are failing to
hold up their end of the bargain when
it comes to fair wages, safe workplaces,
and workforce investments, and now
Republicans in Congress want to re-
ward them with $1 trillion and more.
This is bad policy. This is unfair. This
is bad faith. This is going to worsen the
erosion of the American dream and the
American bargain that people who play
by the rules, who work hard, who sac-
rifice for their families can get ahead.
It is not going to stop the trend of
stagnating wages. It is not going to
stop the trends of everything going up
but our salaries. It is not going to be
the change that we need.

No matter how it is disguised, trick-
le-down economics doesn’t work, and
Republicans’ attempts to camouflage it
as tax reform is offensive and won’t
work for American workers. We have
proven that we are a country and a so-
ciety that can create wealth. We have
that covered. What we haven’t proven
and what this tax bill fails to do is to
show that we can be a society that cre-
ates great wealth and great oppor-
tunity for all.

We have gotten off the tracks from
where we have been generations before.
We have to get this train back moving
in a direction that takes all of its
cars—all of the American people—to
the promised land where this country
needs to be, must be, and was designed
to be. This is the challenge before us
right now—to stop a tax bill that will
make our problems and the disturbing
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trends worse and design one that is di-
rectly targeting middle-class Ameri-
cans, working-class Americans with en-
lightened policies that will help our
Nation to be one that fulfills its prom-
ise and its dream.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
PERDUE). The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, if I
have time at the end of my remarks, I
would like to yield to the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii. I will try to be
prompt.

Soon, this Senate will take a historic
vote that will impact every American.
These votes do not come very often.
The last was decades ago. I think we
all understand—or at least most of us
understand—how critical tax reform is.
All of us in the Senate, on both sides of
the aisle, are familiar with the burdens
and the complexity and the lack of
competitiveness associated with our
current tax system.

It is abundantly clear that this com-
plexity and our antiquated corporate
tax system acts as a brake on our econ-
omy. It is equally clear that in recent
years our economic growth rate—our
gross domestic product—has been
stuck at a historic low level of 1.9 per-
cent or less.

There are many opinions as to why
our economy has been so stagnant,
causing American job loss, unemploy-
ment, and more reliance on govern-
ment programs. I want to underscore
what the people of Kansas have told me
repeatedly as to why, at least in part,
this has happened. Small business own-
ers, manufacturers, our community
bankers, other lending institutions, in-
dividual workers laid off or workers
hanging on paycheck to paycheck, and
virtually everybody in rural America—
farmers, ranchers, and growers—at
every townhall meeting have told me
that the No. 1 issue of concern is the
crushing weight of Federal regulation.

That was summed up by one Western
Kansas rancher who said: ‘“Pat, I feel
ruled, not governed.”

But we are unwinding right now this
regulatory overkill. Today we are mak-
ing government a partner, not a regu-
latory adversary. How on Earth did we
reach this sad state of affairs? Well,
there are many factors—administrative
policies that seem to mimic or com-
pare to the European Union monetary
policy, government agendas, and cen-
tral control. But with this tax bill that
can change, and it will change if only
we recognize and take this important
opportunity—an opportunity that
many Members in this body have never
had to truly make a difference. This
time we can.

Can America get back to a place to
make history and, once again, to expe-
rience the power of the American
dream?

I am confident that we can. We have
before us now a comprehensive plan to
address these issues, cleaning up and
modernizing the Tax Code to help gen-
erate more growth in our economy.

(Mr.
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The bill before the Senate does exactly
that, providing meaningful tax relief
for families, small businesses, farmers,
ranchers, and growers. I am especially
pleased with the rates and bracket
structure the legislation would put
into place on the individual side.

We have done a good job pushing
these rate reductions down to lower
and middle-income families. This
would provide a net tax cut for families
in Kansas of about $2,500 and over 10,000
new jobs.

As many have pointed out today, we
accomplish this by reducing individual
tax rates, raising the standard deduc-
tion, and increasing the child credits in
the Tax Code.

Let’s be clear, these are consensus,
bipartisan ideas and proposals that
many of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have, in the past, at
least—now not now, because of the leg-
islative standoff we have been going
through—regularly proposed and sup-
ported.

Let me also comment on concerns
raised by some of my colleagues that
we simply cannot afford this bill and
that it will worsen the country’s finan-
cial condition.

In putting this bill together, we have
used very modest economic growth es-
timates, below the historic post-World
War II norm of 3 percent. In fact, the
Congressional Budget Office is cur-
rently projecting 1.9 percent growth
over the next 10 years, and we learned
today that the Joint Committee on
Taxation says the Senate bill will cre-
ate only modest economic growth.

Now, notwithstanding the fact that I
have never seen a CBO or Joint Tax-
ation Committee projection that has
been really accurate, I think these esti-
mates are far too low. It is hard to be-
lieve. It is simply unacceptable.

I refuse to accept that we cannot re-
turn to a more robust economic
growth. I think we will achieve better
growth rates, and observe that we are
well on our way. Recent economic ac-
tivity bears this out.

The economy is now growing at a
solid pace with low unemployment and
low inflation. Real GDP growth during
the first two quarters of the year aver-
aged 2.1 percent at an annual rate, and
since January, the unemployment rate
fell 0.6 percentage points to 4.2 percent
in September. That is the lowest rate
in about 16 years. Overall growth is
poised to average about 3 percent over
the second half of this year—3 percent
in the second half of this year.

While these are positive trends, my
colleagues, we can do more. We need
even stronger growth. Stronger growth
leads to higher living standards, less
dependence on governmental support,
and a lower need for spending on enti-
tlement and other programs.

How do we get there? We have a tax
bill—a tax bill to maximize growth, to
create jobs, and to increase wages. This
is not what we have just heard from
many on the other side—trickle-down
economics or any other name that they
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want to call this. This is commonsense
economics, which I have yet to see be
refuted by any mainstream economist.

Increase the supply of capital in the
economy, and you expand the produc-
tivity of the economy. This result is
more business investment, leading to
worker productivity gains—workers
who can then earn more, increase their
after-tax income, and, in the end, raise
their living standards.

I want to turn to an essential sector
of our national economy—agriculture,
those who are responsible for feeding
America in a troubled and hungry
world. I am very pleased that the bill
reflects the importance of production
agriculture to our economy. It is im-
portant to keep in mind that few other
sectors of the economy face the mul-
tiple uncertainties of production agri-
culture. We are talking about weather,
storms, fires, volatility in our global
commodity prices, trade disputes, and
transportation issues, and the list goes
on.

When we pass this bill, the agri-
culture industry will have a number of
provisions in the Tax Code that recog-
nize the uncertainty and the volatile
nature of the income and expense asso-
ciated with agriculture operations.

These provisions—and we are talking
about 34, 35 of them at last count—in-
clude accounting rules that allow farm-
ers to manage their income and ex-
penses.

For example, in the year when our
commodity prices are low—and, yes,
this year they are low—they can ac-
count for costs in a way that keeps
them in operation.

There are also specific inventory
rules to help manage costs associated
with the livestock and dairy operations
and to handle items needed for other
basic operations, such as fertilizer and
also crop treatments. There are unique
rules for timber operations.

Now, if you want to get down into
specifics and just how far we drill down
to be of help to agriculture, even baby
chickens have their own inventory
rule—which, by the way, differs from
the rules for ostriches and emus. I
would imagine nobody would even
think of drilling down to that extend.

There are rules set for how to handle
damaged stocks and livestock disas-
ters. They are certainly important as
of today. I can tell you that these dis-
aster rules provided a critical boost to
ranchers in my State, enabling them to
begin to recover from the devastating
prairie fires in Western Kansas earlier
this year.

Turning to the new provisions in the
bill, we have developed it with agri-
culture in mind. I would be remiss here
not to mention the strong input and
advice I have received on these matters
from Senator GRASSLEY, Senator
THUNE, Senator ScoTT, and my other
colleagues who also share a strong in-
terest in the agriculture economy.

The bill, for example, liberalizes the
depreciation rules for agriculture oper-
ations, giving farmers and ranchers 5-
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year property depreciation, and per-
mitting full expensing of plant and
equipment purchases.

The bill would greatly improve the
ability of the agricultural community
to use the cash method of accounting,
which provides complexity in man-
aging cash flow, which is essential to
providing certainty in operations.

There are significant provisions in
the legislation that establish a new in-
come tax rate for passthrough organi-
zations. This is a very important issue
for the agricultural community. The
majority of farms and ranchers are set
up as passthroughs, and most of the in-
come earned by farmers flow through
these structures.

The bill also includes new rules for
farmer cooperatives, which are a very
important part of production agri-
culture. We work very hard to ensure
that the benefits of cooperative farm-
ing are held whole in this tax reform
plan.

The bill also doubles the exemptions
for the estate and gift taxes up to $22
million per couple. I know this sounds
like a lot to some of my colleagues, but
for landowning, cash-constrained farm-
ers, they can hit this exemption
amount quickly, especially in my
State of Kansas. Even when they do
not, many farmers and ranchers spend
thousands of dollars a year on lawyers
and accountants’ fees to plan for the
best way to pass their life’s work on to
their children—something very special
in rural and smalltown America.

While I will continue to press for a
permanent repeal of the death tax, for
now, let’s modify it so we reduce its
damaging reach.

Finally, and above all, the legislation
will provide farmers and ranchers with
certainty during a very difficult time
that we are going through, certainty
that they will be not taxed out of busi-
ness on a down year, certainty that
they will have cash available to fund
their own operations, certainty that
their hard-earned income, farm, or
ranch will not have to be sold off just
because someone has died, certainty
that the Federal Government recog-
nizes their irreplaceable role in meet-
ing the challenges of a very fractured
and hungry world.

I am very pleased, to say the least,
that the Senate bill keeps the ag tax
provisions but will also help our farm-
ers by creating a much more pro-
growth tax system, lowering their tax
burden and simplifying the tax provi-
sions relating to the ag sector.

We have an opportunity to experi-
ence a renaissance in our American
economy. It seems to me that for too
long we have had a sort of copycat kind
of economic policy based on the Euro-
pean Union. We are talking about a lot
of government control. We are talking
about more taxes. We are talking about
a lot of things that simply have en-
abled us to tread water.

I know we are in a difficult time in
the Senate with regard to partisan dif-
ferences. It reminds me a little bit of a
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country western song that obviously
my staff would hope that I would not
mention, but it was: ‘“‘The bridge
washed out, I can’t swim, and my
baby’s on the other side.”

Well, the bridge is not washed out,
and the tax bill is on the other side,
along with an American renaissance
that will make America enjoy even
more economic growth and get us back
to that historic 3-percent growth rate
and even more. That bridge is open.

I urge my colleagues to consider it as
we go forward in this debate. Hope-
fully, we have the votes. Then, if we
have the votes—and I think we do—
hopefully, some of my colleagues
across the aisle will join us.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to 5
minutes.

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

Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, the Re-
publican tax plan we are debating
today is a sham. It is a solution in
search of a problem.

The President and his allies in Con-
gress are bound and determined to give
the richest people in our country and
large corporations huge tax cuts that
will magically trickle down to create a
fantastic, incredible, wonderful econ-
omy. Why? Why do we even need this?

Corporations and the richest 1 per-
cent of people in our country are doing
just fine, thank you very much. They
certainly don’t need any more goodies.
Over the past 10 years, corporate prof-
its have grown exponentially. More
wealth is concentrated in the hands of
the top 1 percent than at any time
since the Great Depression.

Groups like the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce claim this bill will spur new
investment and help workers. What
world are they living in?

Corporations have sheltered over $2.6
trillion offshore to avoid paying taxes.
This is money they could already be
using to create jobs, build factories, or
raise employee wages. It is not hap-
pening, and it will not happen.

These people and corporations do not
need more money and profits. On the
other hand, middle-class families have
been seeing stagnant wages for nearly
20 years. Healthcare continues to be a
political football, with the President
sabotaging the Affordable Care Act and
congressional efforts to repeal the
healthcare law. The cost of a college
education is increasingly out of the
reach of middle-class families.

The list goes on.

Rather than crafting a tax plan that
would actually help middle-class fami-
lies, Donald Trump and the Republican
Party have decided to screw them over
instead—all to give rich people and cor-
porations huge tax cuts they do not
need.

In Hawaii we have a word to describe
what is happening here. The word is
‘“‘shibai” or B.S.
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We have had little time to debate the
devastating impact of this massive bill,
but even in the short amount of time
we have had, it is clear how many of
the major provisions in this bill would
harm middle-class families. For exam-
ple, this bill eliminates the individual
mandate for healthcare, which is just
another way to repeal the Affordable
Care Act. How many bites out of this
repeal apple are the Republicans going
to take? Thirteen million people will
lose their health insurance. Premiums
for everyone else will increase signifi-
cantly every year as a result of this yet
another bite out of the ACA apple. Do
they think these millions of people who
will be hurt will not notice what is
happening to them and their
healthcare? I don’t think so.

The devastating impact of this bill is
not limited to the parts we have all
heard about. The Republican tax scam
has a number of obscure provisions
that are already having or will cause
real harm.

The House bill, for example, elimi-
nates the ability of State and local
governments to issue something called
private activity bonds. This kind of
bond is certainly not something you
hear being discussed on ‘‘Morning Joe”’
or Wolf Blitzer, but they are critical to
our communities. Through private ac-
tivity bonds, the Federal Government
allows State and local governments to
issue tax-exempt bonds to finance cer-
tain kinds of projects that help our
communities. State and local govern-
ments routinely issue these kinds of
bonds to construct schools, hospitals,
et cetera.

Although this bill hasn’t even passed
Congress yet, it is already having a
devastating impact. Let me give a con-
crete example. Residents of West Maui
have been waiting for a hospital for
decades. Right now, on their side of the
island, if there is a medical emergency,
the only way an ambulance can get to
West Maui to Maui Memorial—the is-
land’s only hospital—is on a two-lane
highway. One lane winds around the
side of a cliff, making it susceptible to
falling rocks and flash floods. The
other lane is being eaten away by
coastal erosion. So on a normal day,
when nothing goes wrong, it will take
over an hour to reach Maui Memorial
from West Maui, but if there is traffic
or an accident on the highway, you can
forget about it. For serious injuries,
even an hour is too long to wait for
lifesaving medical care.

Construction of the West Maui Med-
ical Center is clearly important and
needed. When the project is completed,
West Maui will have, for the first time,
a dedicated emergency room and will
offer essential surgical and radiological
services. It will save lives. Although
initial work on this project has begun,
construction has stalled. Why? Because
the financing for the project is being
held up out of fear that Republicans in
Congress will eliminate the private ac-
tivity bonds this project needs for com-
pletion.
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Other hospitals in Hawaii have used
these kinds of activity bonds.
Kapiolani Medical Center for Women
and Children in Hawaii that offers pre-
natal care and services for women has
expanded their facilities and their abil-
ity to treat literally thousands of new
people.

I have visited this hospital. I have
heard from them. They cannot under-
stand why Donald Trump and his Re-
publican allies in Congress could, in
good conscience, cut a program that
saves lives, all to finance tax cuts—not
needed—for the richest people and cor-
porations in our country.

The theory, certainly not reality, is
that these huge tax cuts will magically
trickle down to create a fantastic, in-
credible, tremendous economy. The
fact that this theory has been thor-
oughly discredited and in reality shown
to be false is of little concern to them.

What exactly, then, is the problem
this bill is supposed to address?

Over the past 10 years, corporate
profits have grown exponentially. This
bill eliminates the State and local tax
deduction that thousands of taxpayers
in Hawaii count on. These tax give-
aways to the rich will force States to
make huge and painful cuts to public
education, essential social services,
and infrastructure investment.

When the project is completed, West
Maui will have a dedicated emergency
room and will offer essential surgical
and radiological services. It will save
lives.

Brian Hoyle, the president of New-
port Hospital Corporation, which is
building the West Maui Hospital, said,
“We’re waiting to see what Congress
does. All of the health care community
does not like this bill. It’s a very bad
bill for the state of Hawaii.”

Other hospitals across Hawaii have
used private activity bonds to finance
much-needed expansions of service.

With the help of private activity
bonds, Kapiolani Medical Center for
Women and Children in Honolulu re-
cently finished construction on its Dia-
mond Head Tower, which houses some
of the hospital’s most important neo-
natal functions.

Last year, I visited the new 40,000-
square-foot Neonatal Intensive Care
Unit, NICU. The NICU is five times
larger than its former facility and can
better serve the more than 1,000 of the
most vulnerable babies born at the hos-
pital every year.

In only a few days, Kapiolani will
open its new emergency room, which is
twice the size of its old one, to the
nearly 125 patients who come through
their doors every day.

I heard from Michael Robinson,
Kapiolani’s vice president of govern-
ment relations and community affairs,
on how private activity bonds could lit-
erally mean the difference between life
and death for Hawaii residents.

He wrote to me, saying:

Private activity bonds were critical in the
construction of Kapiolani Medical Center’s
Diamond Head Tower, enabling us to expand
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our bed capacity and meet the needs of the
most critically ill children and their families
throughout Hawaii.

It’s difficult to understand why Congress is
considering eliminating private activity
bonds when this method of financing has
been essential in providing non-profit hos-
pitals the resources to provide care to the
patients they serve.

As Michael said, it is hard to under-
stand how Donald Trump and his Re-
publican allies in Congress could in
good conscience cut a program that
saves lives to finance tax cuts for the
wealthy and corporations.

If this bill passes before the end of
this calendar year, it could trigger $136
billion in mandatory cuts to essential
programs, including $25 billion in cuts
to Medicare. Senator BOOKER, Senator
MURRAY, and I have submitted an
amendment that would automatically
undo the corporate tax cut if these cuts
to Medicare happen.

If we are serious about a tax plan
that will truly help middle-class fami-
lies in a meaningful way, we need to
kill this terrible bill and start over.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min-
utes.

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

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, today
we are debating legislation that will
dramatically reshape the American
economy. It was written, and continues
to be rewritten, in secret by only one
party.

It didn’t have to be this way. Done
right, this process could have had
broad bipartisan support. We could
have passed tax legislation that is fair,
simpler, and fiscally responsible. We
could have passed tax legislation that
is truly focused on middle-class fami-
lies and raising their wages. Instead,
we have a bill that fails dramatically
on every single one of these principles.

This bill fails in so many different
ways that I think it is helpful for us to
talk about each myth that is being
told. First, let’s dispense with the
myth that this is a middle-class tax
cut. The bill makes dramatic, perma-
nent cuts to corporate taxes while
making very small, temporary changes
to the taxes middle-class families pay.
According to the Joint Committee on
Taxation, for many working families,
the tax changes are less than $100 per
year or, more simply put, about $2 a
week. That is not a middle-class tax
cut. That is a myth.

The second myth we hear is that cor-
porate tax cuts in the bill will trickle
down and raise wages for average work-
ers. If that were true, we would prob-
ably hear some of the CEOs delivering
the good news to their hard-working
employees, but it is not. It is not true.
It is a myth. We know this because the
CEOs themselves are telling us what
they will do. Yes, they are actually
telling us—and it isn’t raising wages.
They have been clear. They are going
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to use the money this bill gives them
to buy back shares of their own com-
pany’s stock, and they are going to in-
crease payments to wealthy share-
holders.

CEOs are telling the White House
this directly. At a November 14 CEO
gathering, Gary Cohn, the White
House’s top economic adviser, was in a
room full of executives that were asked
what they would do with the money
from the tax cuts. Would they put it
back into their business? Would they
grow their business? Would they in-
crease wages? Only a couple of hands
went up in a very large room.

Their hands weren’t up because they
have no reason to lie. Their intentions
have always been clear. They are going
to take the money this tax bill hands
them and reward their executives and
their wealthy shareholders.

Again, we know this is going to hap-
pen because CEOs are telling us—and
the bill keeps getting worse. We are
hearing this myth that these tax cuts
will pay for themselves. Well, they will
not. After years of telling the Amer-
ican public how important it is to ad-
dress the debt and deficit, my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
are now going to pass a bill that dra-
matically increases deficits.

Nonpartisan analysis shows that this
bill will inject $1.5 trillion of new
debt—debt my Republican colleagues
should be prepared to accept as their
own creation if this bill passes—and
$1.5 trillion in new debt for our chil-
dren is not fiscally conservative, it is
fiscally irresponsible.

It didn’t need to be this way. We
could work together to build a tax code
that lets working families in Michigan
keep more of their hard-earned money,
levels the playing field for our small
businesses, and keeps good jobs in the
United States. Michiganders and all
Americans deserve a tax code that is
fair, simpler, and more responsible, not
more multinational corporate give-
aways and massive new debt.

This bill clearly fails on all of these
points, and I urge my colleagues to
vote no.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 1
minute before the vote.

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

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, this mo-
tion is pretty simple. If corporations
get a windfall because of a corporate
tax break, the workers should benefit
as well. Worker wages should go up.

Let me read directly from the motion
itself. We want to ensure that ‘‘any tax
windfall to profitable corporations . . .
goes to . . . worker wages.”” Aggregate
worker wages would increase by an
amount equal to the increases in exec-
utive compensation, stock buy backs,
and dividends to shareholders.

It is that simple.
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I urge a ‘‘yes” vote. I wish to thank
my colleagues for their support: Sen-
ators STABENOW, WHITEHOUSE, VAN
HOLLEN, UDALL, and BALDWIN.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Casey
motion to commit.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator
is necessarily absent: the Senator from
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 51, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 287 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Baldwin Gillibrand Murray
Bennet Harris Nelson
Blumenthal Hassan Peters
Booker Heinrich Reed
Brown Heitkamp Sanders
Cantwell Hirono Schatz
Cardin Kaine Schumer
Carper King Shaheen
Casey Klobuchar Stabenow
Coons Leahy Tester
Cortez Masto Manchin Udall
Donnelly Markey Van Hollen
Duckworth McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Murphy Wyden
NAYS—51
Alexander Fischer Paul
Barrasso Flake Perdue
Blunt Gardner Portman
Boozman Graham Risch
Burr Grassley Roberts
Capito Hatch Rounds
Cassidy Heller Rubio
Cochran Hoeven Sasse
Collins Inhofe Scott
Corker Isakson Shelby
Cornyn Johnson Strange
Cotton Kennedy Sullivan
Crapo Lankford Thune
Cruz Lee Tillis
Daines McConnell Toomey
Enzi Moran Wicker
Ernst Murkowski Young
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, on behalf of
the majority leader, I ask unanimous
consent that Senator KING now be rec-
ognized to offer a motion to commit,
which is at the desk; that the time
until 4 p.m. be equally divided in the
usual form for debate on the motion;
that at 4 p.m., the Senate vote in rela-
tion to the motion with no intervening
action or debate. I further ask that fol-
lowing disposition of the motion, the
majority leader or his designee be rec-
ognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Maine.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I have a

motion at the desk.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. KING] moves
to commit the bill H.R. 1 to the Committee
on Finance with instructions to report the
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not
counting any day on which the Senate is not
in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) cause the bill to not increase the deficit
for the period of fiscal years 2018 through
20217,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
until 4 p.m. will be equally divided for
debate on the motion.

The Senator from Louisiana.

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES
AIRMAN MATTHEW CHIALASTRI

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. President, I would
like to take a short break from talking
about the tax bill to talking about
something equally as important and
much more poignant.

I will first recognize and honor fellow
Americans serving overseas in our
military—men and women dedicating
their time and effort to keep our coun-
try safe. Working far from home and
often in danger, every day they risk
their lives to defend our freedoms.

Today, I will talk about one in par-
ticular, U.S. Naval Airman Matthew
Chialastri, who not only risked his life
but gave his life.

Matthew was born and raised in Lou-
isiana. He graduated as the valedic-
torian from Woodlawn High School in
Baton Rouge, class of 2013. There, he
was a member of the JROTC Program,
and after graduating, he chose to enlist
in the Navy.

After completing his training, he
began his Active-Duty service with Pa-
trol Squadron 30, a P-8 training squad-
ron. Then he served aboard the aircraft
carrier USS America, from December
2015 to October of this year. He was
then sent to Commander Fleet Activi-
ties in Japan to begin preparing to join
the USS Ronald Reagan. During the
course of his service, he earned the Na-
tional Defense Ribbon and the Navy
Battle “E’’ Ribbon.

Sadly, on November 22, during a
transport flight to the USS Ronald
Reagan, Matthew’s cargo plane was
forced to make an emergency landing
in the Philippine Sea. Eight survived.
Three did not. Matthew and two of his
fellow Navy servicemen lost their lives
in service to our country.

This is a terrible tragedy. Our hearts
go out to Matthew’s family—his moth-
er, Marty, and father, Phillip, his fel-
low sailors, and his friends in Lou-
isiana. We grieve with them.

As one of his former high school
classmates said, Matthew could have
had any scholarship he ever wanted to
any school. He could have gone any-
where he wanted. He just believed that
serving our country was first. That was
his everything. Others who knew him
described Matthew as smart, dedicated,
and a strong leader. They said he could
always make those around him laugh
with his dry sense of humor and smile.
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As Americans, we mourn the loss of
Naval Airman Matthew Chialastri. As
folks from Louisiana, we mourn the
loss of one of our own, but we honor his
memory and the example he set for
those of us who benefited from his will-
ingness to sacrifice. We thank him for
choosing to serve, for his sacrifice. We
are forever grateful.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I called my
motion up that is now on the floor of
the U.S. Senate. It is a very simple
one. It may be one of the most
straightforward, short motions to be
offered in the course of this debate.
The motion is very simple. It refers
this bill back to the committee with
instructions to bring back a bill which
is deficit-neutral. I believe that can be
done, and I think it can be done in a
very short period of time. I think it is
important, and I am going to outline
why.

Before I get to that, I will mention
that Senators TESTER, WHITEHOUSE,
HARRIS, VAN HOLLEN, KAINE, WARNER,
BENNET, UDALL, HEITKAMP, MANCHIN,
COONS, FEINSTEIN, and DONNELLY are
all announced supporters of this mo-
tion. I offer my thanks and apprecia-
tion to them for their assistance.

Again, the motion is very simple. Re-
commit the bill. Have the committee
work it once more, and come back to
the Senate floor with a bill that does
not bust the deficit.

This is one of the most important
votes any of us will take in this body.
I think it may be the most important.
This is a bill that will affect America
and Americans for a generation. If past
history is any guide, this will be the
major tax reform bill for the next 20 to
30 years. It will affect every business,
every citizen, and our entire economy.
The stakes, in other words, are incred-
ibly high, and it is my assumption that
when the stakes are high, the bar for
the process will also be high. If you are
doing something with such enormous
ramifications, it is common sense that
you take a great deal of care to thor-
oughly understand the provisions of
the bill, its implications, its impacts,
its possible unintended consequences
and be as careful as possible in order to
determine how this bill will affect our
country and our economy.

Instead, we have the worst possible
process. In other words, we have the
highest stakes and the lowest process.
It is the worst process, I think, I have
ever seen in a public body. The Bangor
City Council would not amend the
leash law using this process. We are
talking about one of the most impor-
tant bills that any of us will ever vote
on that has had zero hearings before
the U.S. Senate. It has had no input
from the citizenry, no input from out-
side the community of this body—in
fact, outside the committee that has
brought the bill to the floor. There has
been no outside expert analysis. There
are bound to be mistakes in this bill.
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In fact, I have a new rule I am pro-
posing today. I am calling it, modestly,
King’s law. King’s law is: The faster a
bill goes through this body, the worse
it will be. That is what we are talking
about today. We are talking about
bringing something through the U.S.
Senate—supposedly the world’s most
deliberative body—with little or no de-
liberation, and the impacts are going
to be enormous. I just believe we can
slow down and do this right.

The last time there was major tax re-
form in this country was 1986. It is very
instructive to look back and watch and
look and see how they did it.

No. 1, it was bipartisan from the be-
ginning, and the Senate Finance Com-
mittee had 33 hearings on the bill—33
as compared to 0. Have we really fallen
that far in this institution that we can-
not even have a series of hearings to
understand what it is we are doing? It
took 10 months to consider that bill,
come to a conclusion, and have a vote
on the Senate floor—10 months. We are
talking about a matter of days for the
consideration of this bill. The final
point about the 1986 bill is that it had
passed the Senate with 90 votes.

That could happen here. Two days
ago, I was on a stage with 16 col-
leagues—Members of the Democratic
caucus—all of whom were prepared,
ready, anxious, and able to support tax
reform, including cutting the corporate
tax rate to make our businesses more
competitive, but there has been no
process to let them in, to allow them
to talk.

The point I am trying to make here
is, the vote we take tonight or tomor-
row morning—or whenever it is—does
not have to be the end of this process.
It can be the beginning of a real proc-
ess, which is what it should be.

Now, one of my concerns—there are a
lot of problems with this bill, but the
concern I want to focus on today and is
the background of my amendment
which recommits and asks that the
committee come back with a deficit-
neutral bill—is the debt and deficit
itself.

This is a chart that should strike
fear into the heart of every American.
This is basically the history of our na-
tional debt as a percentage of the gross
domestic product. This isn’t dollars be-
cause that can be misleading. Dollars,
of course, are worth less now than they
were in 1930 or in 1850.

This is a percentage of the gross do-
mestic product. It started back in 1790,
when the early Americans were paying
off the debt from the Revolutionary
War. If you will notice, there is a pat-
tern here that stops right here. The
pattern is, when we get into major ca-
tastrophes, including wars, that is
when we have to borrow money, and
that is what we did. Here is the Civil
War, but it was paid down in 1910. Then
there was World War I—another huge
expenditure. This is why you preserve
your borrowing power for when you ac-
tually need it. Then there was World
War II. Now, this line that goes down
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right here is of the ‘‘greatest genera-
tion.” The ‘‘greatest generation’ not
only fought World War II, but they
paid for it. They paid down the debt,
and it goes down into the 1970s. Then
we have a bump up and then down.

Look at where we are headed. We are
headed to a place where we are not
going to be able to sustain this debt.
Everybody knows that. Yet the bill we
are voting on today expands the deficit
by somewhere between a half trillion
dollars and two and a half trillion dol-
lars, depending upon how it is all sort-
ed out. Of course, there is a little bit of
fake bookkeeping, where the personal
changes to the Tax Code expire in order
to not bump up the cost within the
budget window, but everybody knows,
and the people in the majority who are
supporting this bill are winking and
nodding and saying: Of course, those
will be extended. You cannot have it
both ways. You cannot say they are
going to be extended and take credit
for that and then turn around and say
but don’t worry about the deficit.

This is the ‘‘greatest generation.”
This is the ‘“‘“me too” generation that is
not paying for things, and it is shame-
ful. It is going to come back to haunt
us. Here is why.

We are now in a kind of ‘‘Alice in
Wonderland” of interest rates—the
lowest interest rates that we have had
in my lifetime. Around 2 percent is
what we are paying on our Federal
debt. The problem is, the average for
interest rates on our Federal debt over
the last 50 years has been about 5.5 per-
cent. It is a really easy calculation
when the debt is $20 trillion, for 1 per-
cent on the debt is $200 billion a year.
If you go to 5.5 percent, just interest on
the debt is $1.1 trillion. Now, if that
number rings a bell for anyone in this
room, that is because that is the size of
the entire current Federal discre-
tionary budget, defense and non-
defense—$1.1 trillion just in interest.
Interest rates are already starting to
creep up. This is not an abstract fear;
this is a high likelihood.

I have been around public life and
politics for a long time, and I have
heard a lot about deficits. People have
been concerned about deficits until
today. The deficit doesn’t seem to be a
big deal anymore. I predict that after
this bill passes, within a couple of
years when the deficits start to mount
up, the same people who are voting for
this bill today are going to say: Oh, my
goodness. We have these huge deficits.
What are we going to do? I think we
have to cut entitlements; we have to
cut Social Security; we have to cut
Medicare; and, certainly, we have to
cut all of those domestic programs. I
do not think that is right.

We had a hearing this morning in the
Armed Services Committee with a
group of people who were talking about
our national defense strategy. Vir-
tually everyone at that table—I think
there were five or six—agreed that the
cost of rebuilding our defense capa-
bility over the next 10 years will be
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about $1 trillion. That is over and
above the current defense budget. We
are talking about an additional $1 tril-
lion. That happens to be the amount
that this tax bill will suck out of the
revenues of this country and be un-
available for any purpose, including de-
fense.

Those who are concerned in this body
about national security should be very
concerned about this bill. I believe it
will make it impossible to do the kind
of restoration of the national security
apparatus in this country that is nec-
essary because we are not going to
have the money.

What we are doing is simply bor-
rowing money from our children to
give ourselves tax cuts. That is really
the essence of what is going on here. If
we were cutting taxes on a revenue-
neutral basis, that would make sense. I
think you could make an argument for
broadening the base and lowering the
rates. All of those kinds of things could
be done, and you could get the stimula-
tive effect. Instead, all we are doing is
shifting the tax to our kids. If you are
already in a deficit situation and you
cut taxes further, it makes a hole. You
fill the hole with borrowed money, and
that borrowed money is going to have
to be paid back by these young people
who are sitting in this room today.

If 5-year-olds knew what we were
doing and could vote, none of us would
have jobs because we are spending their
money. It is as if you are lying on your
deathbed, you call your children over
to hear your last words, and your last
words are: Here is the credit card. We
had a great vacation, your mother and
I. You pay the bill. That is what we are
doing. It is wrong. It is unethical. We
are passing the bill on to our children.

I know that the purpose is to stimu-
late economic growth, and I am all for
it. I believe, and said earlier on, that I
can see where a reduction of corporate
tax rates and offshore rates is called
for to make us competitive in the
world economy, but the idea that these
tax cuts are going to pay for them-
selves—it has never happened. It has
never happened. It hasn’t happened. It
didn’t happen with the Bush tax cuts.
It hasn’t happened in Kansas. It just
hasn’t happened.

We are talking about a dramatic in-
crease in the Federal deficit on top of
what is already coming. That is what is
really bothersome about this. We can’t
talk about this bill in isolation with-
out acknowledging we are already
spending half a trillion dollars per year
more than we are taking in—in rel-
atively good times. These are the times
when we should be paying back this
debt, not making it worse.

No rational business would be taking
on debt when they are doing well.
When you are doing well, you pay down
your debt, and then you have a reserve
for when you need it. We have no re-
serve. We are using up our cushion. We
are using up whatever cushion we
might need for disasters, for some kind
of, heaven forbid, conflict, or simply
for a recession.
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This is an incredibly destructive bill,
and it doesn’t have to be that way. It
doesn’t have to be that way.

This is a place where I believe we can
work together. This isn’t a yes-or-no
issue. I understand the healthcare de-
bate was a yes-or-no issue: Do you
want to repeal the Affordable Care Act
or not? Yes or no? This, however, is
about numbers. Should the corporate
rate be 25, 22, 28, or 20? Or how do we
deal with the AMT or the estate tax or
the personal exemption? All of those
dials can be changed in order to
achieve a targeted growth, which is
what we all want. I realize growth is
the best way to solve this problem
without, at the same time, exacer-
bating this really serious deficit prob-
lem that we are headed into.

There are provisions of this bill that
have nothing to do with economic
growth. The estate tax—what does that
have to do with it? Eliminating the
AMT—what does that have to do with
economic growth? There are provisions
in this bill that don’t meet the theory
of the bill, yet significantly aggravate
its fiscal effect.

My motion is straightforward: Re-
commit the bill and come back with a
deficit-neutral bill, which I think can
be done. It wouldn’t take a month. We
can have some hearings that will give
us some information about what the
impacts of this bill will be, and we will
have a much better bill. It will be a bi-
partisan bill, and we can meet the re-
sponsibilities we have to the American
people. I believe we owe the people no
less.

As I said at the beginning, there will
be no more important bill we can vote
on in this body in our careers, and we
owe it to the American people to, No. 1,
understand fully what we are voting on
and, No. 2, to do it in the most careful
possible way to be the most targeted
and most effective and most respon-
sible change that we can make in order
to help our economy and also to help
all the people of this country.

There are many other issues with the
bill, but I chose today to focus my re-
marks and also my motion on the ef-
fects on the deficit because I think it is
one of the most long-term threats. In
fact, the former head of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff said that the national
debt is the most serious threat to our
national security in the long run, and
to aggravate it unnecessarily, as this
bill would do, I think is irresponsible.

We can do better, I am sure, if we
will slow down, listen to one another,
and do what the American people ex-
pect of us.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAs-
SIDY). The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Massachusetts for his
kind courtesy in agreeing to let me
take 2 minutes to reply to my friend
and colleague from Maine.

If this legislation is signed into law,
we are going to have a smaller deficit
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in future years than we are on a path
to have now, and I want to explain
why. Fundamentally, I think most of
us agree that tax reform done properly
generates more economic growth than
a terrible tax code. The right incen-
tives lead to stronger growth. This is
not a simple tax cut; this is a complete
overhaul.

We have $5.5 trillion worth of tax re-
ductions, mostly offset with $4.1 tril-
lion of base broadeners. It is a net of
about $1.4 trillion. The effect is to fun-
damentally change the incentives—in-
centives to invest, buy new capital
equipment, bring money back from
overseas, start new businesses. They
are powerful.

The question becomes this: How
much more economic growth do we
need to generate in order to have addi-
tional Federal revenue that will offset
the static score at which this bill is
scored?

We know the answer to that; Joint
Tax has given us the answer to that.
What we need is a mere four-tenths of
1 percent of extra economic growth on
average over the next 10 years. If we
get that—less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of economic growth—then we will
fully fill in this hole and, relative to
current policy, have a smaller deficit
than we are on track for. We are talk-
ing about going from 1.9 percent eco-
nomic growth, which is the current
CBO’s term projection, to 2.3. This year
we are running at 3 percent, even be-
fore we do this.

I strongly urge my colleagues: If we
pass this—if you care as much as I
know the Senator from Maine does
about our budget situation, if you care
about our deficits, if you would like to
have smaller deficits and less debt,
pass this legislation. Let’s have the
economic growth that is going to
swamp this really modest score as a
percentage of the revenue that we are
forecasted to take in.

Again, I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts for his kind courtesy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, I rise in support of the
motion of the Senator from Maine. He
is sitting right at the heart of this
issue, and that is that this is nothing
more than a con game by the Repub-
licans to give tax breaks to the
wealthiest people and the wealthiest
corporations in America and then, ulti-
mately, to wind up with a huge addi-
tion to the Federal deficit.

I thought I would take this time just
to explain to the American public what
this whole concept of a reconciliation
process is. It sounds like a very fancy
word, ‘‘reconciliation.” What does it
mean, though, in the legislative con-
text?

You have to take it for what it is,
and the key part of the words ‘‘rec-
onciliation plan,” when we are dealing
with the Republicans, is the word
‘“‘con’ because the whole thing is a con
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job that they are trying to pull on the
American people.

Step No. 1 is for them to argue that
they are going to give huge tax breaks
to the wealthiest corporations and the
wealthiest individuals in America. The
vast, overwhelming percentage of it
goes to them. Pennies on the dollar go
to average working families as tax
breaks.

Then they begin to argue that there
is going to be a huge increase in eco-
nomic growth in the United States, al-
though they made the same argument
in 1981 with the Reagan tax breaks, and
it turned out it exploded the deficits.
Then they made the same argument
with the Bush tax breaks, and it ex-
ploded the Federal deficit. The eco-
nomic growth, which they said was
going to happen, never happened. Now
they are just bringing it all back
again—deja vu all over again—hoping
that everyone will just buy the same,
exact, now-debunked economic argu-
ment for the third time in our history.

So the key is, first, we provide the
tax giveaways to the wealthiest—the
wealthy corporations. That then re-
sults in exploding deficits. Then they
say: Well, there may be some additions
to it, but that is just a side impact.
That is where they are extremely de-
ceptive because, in fact, that is a fea-
ture of their tax breaks. A feature of
their tax breaks is to create exploding
deficits. How do we know that? Well,
because the Republicans have already
called for, in their budget, cuts in
Medicare and Medicaid. They have al-
ready called for a $450 billion cut in
Medicare. They have already called for
a $1 trillion cut in Medicaid.

The beauty of the Republican plan,
to give all of these huge tax breaks to
the wealthiest in America, is that it
creates such a huge deficit that their
elephant symbol is shedding crocodile
tears about how big the deficit is going
to become. Of course, that will be next
year, when they are shocked at how
needed it is to cut Medicare and Med-
icaid. But they have already given us
the preview of coming attractions by
putting it in their budget this year.
This reconciliation game, this con job,
tries to separate the tax breaks for the
wealthiest from their brutal, vicious
cuts to programs for the poorest, the
sickest, the elderly, the neediest in our
country. That is the game. That is the
con game, the reconciliation game that
they are playing with the American
public. By trying to divide this story
line, they seek to have it sneak
through without any full under-
standing of the ramifications for the
American people or the implications
for their families.

Make no mistake about it, as they
give the tax giveaways to the wealthi-
est, that will result in exploding defi-
cits, which will result in the Repub-
licans, once again, really caring about
deficits. I will tell you an amazing
thing about the Republican Party.
They care passionately, deeply, about
deficits when the Democrats are in



S7530

charge. But when they are in charge,
oh no, oh no. Do they care about defi-
cits? Somehow they can turn a blind
eye to their own actions, which lead to
exploding deficits. There it is, ladies
and gentlemen, the tribute that hypoc-
risy has to pay for virtue.

They have to say the right things
about investment. They have to say
that this will not lead to exploding ad-
ditional debt for our country. But
every single economic analysis of this
bill, going back to the 1981 tax breaks,
shows it is all the same play—a Trojan
horse to give tax breaks to the wealthi-
est people in our country. That is what
David Stockman actually said in 1985,
in his famous book, ‘“The Triumph of
Politics.” When he looked back at the
1981 huge tax break for corporations
and the wealthy, he said that actually
the whole thing was a Trojan horse to
get tax breaks for the upper 1 per-
centile. He was honest about it.

He also said another thing. He also
said that ultimately the Republicans
didn’t have the nerve then to cut their
own special projects or to stop advo-
cating for massive increases in defense
spending, which runs totally contrary
to their ostensible goal of reducing the
debt. So we are going to hear that. We
are going to hear that. We are going to
hear a request from Republicans for a
massive increase in defense spending,
along with their massive cuts in taxes,
as though somehow or other they can
get a balanced budget out of that.

You don’t have to be an accountant
or an expert on budgetary matters to
figure out that does not add up—unless,
ladies and gentlemen, they are going to
cut Medicare, unless they are going to
cut Medicaid, unless they are coming
back for it again. If you kick them in
the heart, you are going to break your
toe.

That is what this is all about—giving
away trillions of dollars to the wealthi-
est to create pressure on the programs
for the poorest, for the sickest, for
those most in need in nursing homes in
our country. That is what it is all
about, and, to boot, in order to get
votes for their bill, they then say to
their own Members: We are going to
allow the oil industry to drill in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge—this
pristine Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge—for oil, even as just 2 years ago
they had advocated for lifting the ban
on the exportation of oil from our
country that had been on the books for
40 years and even as we still import 3
million barrels of oil a day from OPEC.
We are now exporting 1 million barrels
of o0il a day from our country. Where
are they going to get it so they can
send it out of the country to China?
They are going to go to the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge, this pristine
place.

So here is where the oil companies
are right now. They are going to get
huge tax breaks out of this bill. And in
order to get even more votes on their
side, they are going to allow for drill-
ing in a pristine Arctic wildlife refuge.
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In both cases, what is happening is
that the next generation of Americans,
regular Americans, is the one that is
getting shortchanged. A despoliation of
our environment, tax breaks that put
inextricable, inevitable pressure on the
social programs that go right to the
heart of the safety net to protect ordi-
nary family in our country—it is a con
game, ladies and gentleman. It is a rec-
onciliation con game that they are try-
ing to play out here, and they do it
time after time to kind of hide their
real agenda.

All T can say is that what the Sen-
ator from Maine is proposing is for
there to be just a little bit of honesty
in terms of what the real agenda is
here, and what his motion calls for is
for the Finance Committee to ensure
that there is no increase in the deficit
in the bill we are going to vote on on
the floor. But that will never pass be-
cause the Republicans have a con game
going. All of a sudden, they don’t care
about deficits anymore. They don’t
care about debt. They don’t care about
the pressure that is going to be put on
ordinary families. Who will be paying
back this debt? Well, disproportion-
ately, it is going to be the regular fam-
ilies in the country. They will be pay-
ing back that debt for the rest of their
lives, and the debt is caused by giving
tax breaks to the wealthiest. And to
boot, it will then be the programs for
those ordinary families that get
slashed in order to pay for it because
that is what is coming out here on the
floor of the Senate in the very near fu-
ture, this not-so-secret plan to actually
fulfill their promise to the donor class
of the Republican Party. They have a
sacred duty that they have pledged to
their donor class to get them these tax
breaks and to do so at the expense of
Medicare and Medicaid. That is the
simple deal here. That is the con job
they are trying to perpetrate upon the
American people.

That is why this vote is one of the
most important votes in the history of
the United States of America. There
are no votes that are bigger than this.
It goes right to the shape of capitalism.
They are seeking to reshape capitalism
as we know it—who gets the incentives
to be productive in our society and who
then has to pay for those incentives
that are being created.

So, ladies and gentlemen, this mo-
mentous, historic moment is some-
thing that I hope every American re-
flects upon as we head into next year
because the next stage is their all-out
assault on Medicare and Medicaid and
probably Social Security as well, if
they are ever going to fulfill their com-
mitment to their Republican base.

I thank the Senator from Maine for
making this motion. I think it goes
right to the heart of the debate that we
need to have in this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on
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the King motion be extended until 4:30
p.m. today, with all other provisions of
the previous consent remaining in ef-
fect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, as an
outsider to this process in this body,
when we get to a major issue like this,
I really become very troubled. What we
are trying to do today is historic. What
we have been trying to do all year—
this process has been under debate all
year—is historic. I agree with my col-
leagues across the aisle, but I am going
to use another word, a six-letter word,
that I believe characterizes it the best.

We absolutely have a debt crisis.
There is no doubt about it. In the year
2000, the last year under President
Clinton, this country had a $6 trillion
Federal U.S. debt. At the end of George
Bush’s Presidency, we had a $10 trillion
debt. Now, at the end of President
Obama’s administration—we added $10
trillion to the debt, such that today we
end up with $20 trillion of debt on
about a $19 to $20 trillion economy.
Now, Mr. President, there are countries
under World Bank fiscal watch that
have stronger balance sheets than we
do today.

My concern is this. It is that both
sides fight each other over this issue
depending on who is in the White
House and who has the majority in this
body. The American people are fed up
with it.

But I have to say that this bill, what
we are talking about doing today, is a
con on the American people. Let’s talk
about what a con is.

Over the last 100 years, we have had
three political supermajorities. That is
where one party or the other has a 60-
vote majority in this body, where they
can do basically what they want. Sixty
times they have had that—I am sorry.
We have had three of those in the last
100 years, all Democratic. The first
gave us the New Deal; the second, the
Great Society; and the third, Dodd-
Frank and ObamaCare.

Now, I am just a simple business guy,
Mr. President. I have run small busi-
nesses. I started working on an hourly
wage. I worked my way through col-
lege. I ended up running a pretty big
company. So my point here is that I
can lay at the feet of those three super-
majorities most of the responsibility
for this financial catastrophe we have
in the United States. It is a full-blown
crisis. It didn’t just start this year. The
annual deficit—they talk about defi-
cits. I talk about debt. That is what we
owe the rest of the world.

This year, this President, President
Trump, inherited a budget that this
year will produce a $666 billion short-
fall between revenues and expenses.
Yet we will collect a record sum of tax
this year, the highest in our history.
Last year we collected the most we
have ever collected. The year before
that, the most. So this has not been a
problem of raising taxes, Mr. Presi-
dent. Our problem is very simple: The
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size of our Federal Government has ex-
ploded.

In the year 2000, the last year under
Bill Clinton, the size of this Federal
Government was $2.4 trillion. The size
of our government last year—under
two administrations, one Republican,
one Democratic—it was almost $4 tril-
lion. That cannot continue. Yet, since
2009, because of sequestration and the
Budget Control Act, the size of our dis-
cretionary spending has declined from
$1.5 trillion a year to $1.1 trillion a
year, and $250 billion of that cutback
has been on the back of our U.S. mili-
tary at the very time when we face
more threats and the world is more
dangerous than at any time during my
lifetime.

So I am here today to talk about the
con of all cons, and it is the fact that
the Great Society and all those sweep-
ing programs—tens of trillions of dol-
lars behind the world poverty—have
failed. Today, the poverty rate in the
United States is exactly the same as it
was in the late sixties when that was
signed into law.

Mr. President, doing nothing—the
proposal to do nothing is the con of all
cons. The con that bigger government
has the solution for the American peo-
ple has been proven over and over
again to fail.

Look at ObamaCare. Both sides are
now agreeing that it has failed. Now
what we do about it is the issue. The
Veterans’ Administration was a cess-
pool of performance. Obama’s $1 tril-
lion stimulus package back in 2010 and
2011 gave us nothing in terms of eco-
nomic development.

As a matter of fact, the con of all
cons is that we are coming out of the
slowest, lowest economic growth in the
United States history—230 years.
Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae are bank-
rupt. The U.S. Postal Service is an-
other bastion of success. Amtrak is
bankrupt.

I think the greatest thing that we
have to do today is get past all that.
There are no innocent parties up here.
Both sides are guilty when it comes to
the $20 trillion problem. The $20 tril-
lion is a manifestation of Washington’s
unwillingness to get its fiscal house in
order and do what every other Amer-
ican has to do; that is, to live within
their means.

Doing nothing is simply not an op-
tion.

In the last 8 years under President
Obama, we borrowed as a Federal Gov-
ernment 35 percent of everything we
spent. What that means is that every
dime we spent on our military, on our
Veterans’ Administration, and on all
domestic discretionary programs is
borrowed because every dime of the $3.5
trillion that we got in last year was
spent on mandatory expenses.

Doing nothing is not an option.

When President Trump took office,
though, he said that job one was to
grow the economy. Why? Why is grow-
ing the economy important? Well,
growing the economy is important be-
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cause it is one of the several steps you
have to employ to get at this debt cri-
sis. Yes, there are going to be some tax
cuts for individuals—we will get to
that in a second—but primarily this is
to be a stimulative package to get the
economy growing.

There are three pieces to it. One,
lower the corporate tax rate. I am
sorry, anybody can debate this and
win. We have to become competitive
with the rest of the world. In Asia, the
corporate tax rate is 18 percent. In Eu-
rope, it is in the low twenties. Getting
to 20 percent in a dynamic situation
where everybody is going down, like
the UK—which next year will go to 17
percent, Mr. President—this is the
least we can do. Getting our
passthroughs to have parity is also
critical. But we have to first roll back
Federal regulations. That is the first
piece.

The second piece is, we have to then
push out our energy potential. We just
talked about a few of those. The Key-
stone Pipeline this year, the Clean
Power Plan, and ANWR are all moving
along.

But the three pieces of this—lowering
the corporate tax rate, eliminating the
repatriation tax, and then a tax cut for
working Americans—will actually get
this economy going.

The other side says: Well, wait a
minute. You are going to add $1.5 tril-
lion to the debt.

OK. I look at it as an investment. As
we just heard from my good friend
from Pennsylvania, four-tenths of 1
percent will more than pay for that.
Well, let’s look at history. History says
that over the last 100 years, 3.5 percent
is our average on GDP. But more im-
portant than that, in the last seven
decades that we have enjoyed this eco-
nomic growth in America, only one
decade have we had lower growth than
2.5 percent and that was one decade
where we had 2.3 percent. At 2.3 per-
cent, we more than pay for what we are
talking about now. My projection is
that we will do a lot better than this,
and there are many other people out
there, including noted economists, who
say the same thing.

Remember, we have $7 trillion not at
work in this economy today because of
fiscal policy, not monetary policy. At
the very time that the Fed added $4.5
trillion to the balance sheet—the larg-
est in history—we got 1.9 percent GDP
growth over the last 8 years. Mr. Presi-
dent, you can only look at one place—
and that is fiscal policy—that would
generate that kind of anemic growth in
our history. So what I am looking at
right now is freeing up that $7 trillion,
and this tax package is one of several
steps we need to employ that will begin
to unleash that capital power.

We have several trillion dollars on
the bank balance sheets of smaller and
regional banks. We have a couple tril-
lion dollars on the balance sheets of
the Russell 1000 because of uncertainty
coming out of Washington. And we
have almost $3 trillion overseas in
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unrepatriated U.S. profits because of
our archaic repatriation tax.

Changing this Tax Code is not only
necessary, the rest of the world needs
us to do this.

I will say this: Under President
Trump’s leadership and driving force, I
believe things are already beginning to
happen, and that is why we see reflec-
tions in the bond market and the stock
market that reflect a moving economy.
This economy wants to move. I have
watched consumer confidence my en-
tire career.

Right now, this is what is happening:
So far this year, 2 million jobs have
been created. Some 860 rules and regu-
lations have been reversed, and most of
these are onerous things that are suck-
ing the very life out of this free enter-
prise system. Illegal border crossings
are down 60 percent. Five hundred peo-
ple—we voted 97 to 2 in this body, in
the U.S. Senate, where people say
nothing is happening—in a bipartisan
vote, we voted 97 to 2 to allow the head
of the Veterans’ Administration to deal
with it like any other entity in the
country; that is, to be able to fire peo-
ple for performance. Since that time,
over 500 people have been removed
from the Veterans’ Administration be-
cause of lack of performance. Neil
Gorsuch was confirmed to the Supreme
Court. Consumer confidence is at a 16-
year high.

Things are moving, but this body is
still gridlocked, and that is what we
have to break through. What we have
here is a historic opportunity to
change the direction of our country.
This is why I ran for the Senate—to be
a part of trying to add some influence
into a future direction for our children
and grandchildren.

Mr. President, do you realize that
our children—this next generation is
the first generation in the history of
our country that faces a lower eco-
nomic prospect than their prede-
cessors? That is unacceptable. We are
the richest country in the history of
the world. We have the most dynamic
worker base in the history of the
world. We have a growing economy
again. This is not necessary.

So these changes that we are talking
about—and I have heard all the rhet-
oric today, even just in the last hour:
Oh, this is all going to the rich. This is
all going to those mean old greedy cor-
porations, and by the way, nothing is
going to the little guy. Well, let’s talk
about the reality.

A family of four—this is a real-world
example—earning a median income of
$73,000, in this bill, will get a 60-percent
tax cut. A single mom with one child,
making $41,000 a year—which is a me-
dian individual income—will get a 75-
percent tax cut. I don’t consider those
rich. I don’t consider those big corpora-
tions. Those are individual examples of
what this tax bill is intended to do.

But more than that, for 6 million
people who pay taxes today, under this
bill, next year, their tax rate will go to
zero. Six million Americans will find
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that they will not be paying Federal
income tax next year. But the person
who gets the biggest benefit from this
entire plan is that person who gets a
job. That is not the half of it.

Our 35 percent nominal tax rate, the
top rate for corporations, is the most
onerous penalty on the American
worker that has been perpetrated by
politicians in Washington over the last
50 years by both Republicans and
Democrats. This is insanity. The other
side talks about insanity. When the
rest of the world is almost at half of
what our corporate rate is, how in the
world are we going to defend foreign
companies from coming and buying
U.S. companies, and using the tax arbi-
trage to pay for it? That is what is hap-
pening now. We can end that.

This repatriation tax will free up al-
most $3 trillion. This is extremely
stimulative in the market. It will im-
prove capital again. I believe that on
the back of an aggressive trade policy,
we will get exports growing again.

There is no good reason not to be for
this bill today. All the false accusa-
tions from the other side are simply
just not true. Yes, there is an invest-
ment here, but every time I bought a
piece of equipment in business, I had to
pay for it. I paid for it upfront, and I
got a benefit from it. It is called a re-
turn on investment. That is exactly
what this is. For the American worker
and the American people, this is an in-
vestment, and I expect a return on in-
vestment from which they will benefit.

This Tax Code is so archaic that it is
embarrassing to talk about. I will not
even get into it because it is 2.4 million
words. It is so ridiculous. One of the in-
tents here is to simplify that for the
average taxpayer. I believe we have ac-
complished that.

There are clear problems with this
current plan—with this Tax Code and
its problems today—and this plan
takes clear steps to address those. It is
an investment in our future. It is a re-
jection of the idea that 1.9 percent is
the new norm.

The other side, a few years ago, tried
to convince us that was the case. If we
do nothing from today forward with
the current budget under which we are
operating—which is the last budget
President Obama left with us—we are
both guilty. This is not a partisan com-
ment. But if nothing is done, $11 tril-
lion will be added to a $20 trillion debt.
That is unacceptable. That is not an
option. It is not possible.

This issue is bigger than partisan
politics. It is bigger than self-interest.
It is bigger than anyone in this body.
This is about our children and our
grandchildren. This new tax direction
will allow workers to compete again on
a level playing field with the rest of
the world and win.

Not only is our economic security at
risk, but I believe our national security
is definitely in danger because of this
debt. Both sides are commenting on
that today. Don’t take my word for it.
Almost 200 outside groups have come
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out in support of this bill. That is his-
toric in its own right, when you do
something that is this big, to have that
many people support it. I believe that
what both sides of the aisle need to do
is to back up and look at what is best
for the American people long term.

There are two ideologies at war here.
One side believes we need to give more
money to the Federal Government,
have more big programs like the Vet-
erans’ Administration, the Postal Serv-
ice, and all those things, instead of
putting it back in people’s pockets and
investing in our economy.

This is a historic moment of oppor-
tunity for us this week to change the
Tax Code and finally to help American
families and businesses compete with
the competitors around the world. This
standard of living that we have taken
for granted for 70 years is the greatest
expansion of economic exercise in the
history of humankind. We can turn
this around, but only by getting back
to the fundamentals of economic op-
portunity for everybody—fiscal respon-
sibility, limited government, and indi-
vidual liberty.

I believe we will do it. I believe the
American people want us to do it. This
President’s agenda will work. He comes
from the business world. I come from
the business world. That is what this is
about. We have an understanding of
what it takes to compete globally, and
that is what this bill does, finally, for
the American workers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I want
to go back to what this motion does.
This is to remand the bill back to the
Finance Committee so it can come
back without adding nearly $1.5 trillion
to the national debt—maybe a heck of
a lot more than that.

I am in business too. I will tell you
that if I ran my business and did the
things in my business that this bill is
doing, I would go out of business. Why?
Because my kids wouldn’t be able to af-
ford to stay farming because I would
have acquired too much debt. That is
why this is so important. It is why I
applaud Senator KING for bringing this
motion forward.

I sat on this floor, and I listened to
folks talk about the threat from North
Korea, which is absolutely real. The
money it is going to take to deal with
that threat is not going to be cheap.

I come to the floor, and I listen to
people talk about the national security
interests of this country and how there
are people who want to do bad things
to our country. We have to keep our
country safe, but it comes with a cost.

I heard Senator KING talk earlier
today about rebuilding our military.
We have been at war for 16 years, and
there is a cost it is going to take to re-
build our military. All of those things
take money. They are expenses of what
we have to do here to keep this country
secure.

It is absolutely incredible to me that
we have people walk to the floor and
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talk about a 38-percent effective rate.
Everybody on this floor that is in busi-
ness knows that is not the rate that
corporations pay in this country. By
the time you do your deductions, your
effective rate is far less than that. In
fact, some people feel it is about 20 per-
cent.

But nonetheless, I will agree—I think
both sides of the aisle can agree—that
we need to do tax reform. We need to
modernize our code. It hasn’t been done
in 30 years, but it can’t be done in a
way that adds $1.5 trillion on to our
kids.

Right now, we have a $20 trillion
debt. There is no doubt about that.
That is $63,000 for every man, woman,
and child in this country. When I sat in
that chair that the Presiding Officer is
sitting in now, when I first got elected
some 11 years ago, I heard folks from
that side of the aisle talk about the
debt every single day. After the 2014
election, it has been crickets on that
side of the aisle when it comes to the
debt. The debt is still real.

When we had the biggest meltdown in
this country since the Dirty Thirties,
we had to make an investment into
this country. I had people in the con-
struction business in my office with
tears in their eyes saying: There is no
work in the private sector. You have to
do something to help stimulate this
economy or things are going to go to
heck.

Times were tough. The debt in-
creased. We had to get the economy
turned around.

Now, times are good. For all the
folks who are in business—or at least
claim that they are in business—in
good times, what do you do? You pay
down your debt. You save. You make a
rainy day fund because you know it is
not always going to be like this.

Instead, in this body, we say times
are good, but we are going to add an-
other $1.5 trillion on the debt. Just do
it. Our kids can worry about it. Hell,
we will be dead and gone.

That is why this motion is so criti-
cally important—so we can send it
back to finance; so that there can be a
true bipartisan discussion in com-
mittee about what needs to happen
with this bill and to have it come back
so it is revenue neutral. We can do
that. We can help push the economy
forward, and we can help have a bright
future for our kids, but we are not
going to do it with this bill. We are not
going to do it with a partisan bill like
this is right now.

So I want to commend Senator KING
for pushing this motion forward to re-
mand this bill back to the Finance
Committee so that they can bring it
back in a revenue-neutral position. We
can cut taxes. We can broaden that
base without adding to the debt, and
we need to do it. We need to do it for
our kids—the same reason that most of
us claim we are here. We are here to
make sure we have a better future for
our kids and our grandkids. Let’s do it
with this bill. Let’s walk the walk, not
just talk the talk.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 1720, and ask unani-
mous consent that Senators Franken,
Wyden, and Nelson be added as cospon-
Sors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is not in order.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I do
not ask for the unanimous consent, but
I would like to speak on an amendment
that I will be offering later.

Mr. President, the President of the
United States, Donald Trump, and the
Republican leadership are busy every
day telling the American people how
this piece of tax legislation is going to
help the middle class and how it was
written for the middle class.

We see President Trump going to
Missouri and saying: This bill is not
going to help me, who is a billionaire;
it is really designed for the middle
class. I trust that I will not shock too
many people when I suggest that what
President Trump is saying is not accu-
rate, is not truthful.

This legislation, according to numer-
ous independent studies, will provide 62
percent of the tax benefits to the top 1
percent. So 62 percent of the benefits
go to the top 1 percent, while it in-
creases taxes on 87 million middle-class
households by the end of the decade.

Here we are, as every American
knows, living at a time of massive in-
come and wealth inequality. The mid-
dle class is shrinking, millions of peo-
ple are working longer hours for lower
wages, and 40 million people are living
in poverty. But over the last 40 years,
the people on the top have been doing
phenomenally well, and today we have
more income and wealth inequality
than at any time since the late 1920s.

Given that reality, who in their right
mind believes that it makes sense to
give huge tax breaks for the people on
top, while raising taxes for the middle
class? Do you know what? My Repub-
lican colleagues here may think that
makes sense. That is not what the
American people believe. Poll after poll
after poll suggests—as it did with their
disastrous healthcare legislation—that
the American people do not want this
legislation.

If you can believe it, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation told us just last
night that by the year 2027, 150 million
households in America making $200,000
a year or less will see their taxes go up,
not down, under this disastrous bill.
Why? Because the tax cuts for middle-
class families expire by the end of 2025,
while—surprise of all surprises—the
tax breaks for large corporations are
made permanent.

The benefits for the middle class ex-
pire. They are temporary. The benefits
for the corporate world are permanent.
The leadership of the Republican Party
is telling the American people that
trickle-down economics—giving huge
tax breaks to the wealthy and large
corporations—will expand the econ-
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omy, will create new jobs, and will
bring in so much revenue that, magi-
cally, it will pay for itself. Just give
tax breaks for billionaires and large
corporations, and those tax breaks will
pay for themselves.

But here is the reality. The reality is
that trickle-down economics is a fraud-
ulent theory. When Ronald Reagan
slashed taxes for the rich in 1981, eco-
nomic growth went down by 1.9 percent
the following year, and the unemploy-
ment rate increased from 7.5 percent to
10.8 percent. The 1981 tax cut was so
successful that Reagan had to increase
taxes eleven times after that.

After President George W. Bush cut
taxes for the wealthy and large cor-
porations, we lost nearly 500,000 private
sector jobs, the national debt almost
doubled, poverty increased, and median
income went down.

After the rightwing Republican lead-
ership in Kansas—the last example of
the theory of trickle-down economics—
cut taxes for the wealthy, revenue de-
clined so much that they had to make
savage cuts in education, healthcare,
transportation, and infrastructure.

Trickle-down economics did not work
under Reagan, did not work under
George W. Bush, and did not work in
the State of Kansas. It is a fraudulent
theory cooked up by think tanks fund-
ed by billionaires and the wealthy.

Every independent expert who has
taken a look at this tax bill has said
that it will substantially increase the
deficit even after accounting for eco-
nomic growth.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
has told us that this bill will increase
the deficit by $1.4 trillion over the next
decade.

I want to make this point because it
has not been made enough. Mark my
words. If this legislation is passed, if
the deficit goes up by $1.4 trillion, I be-
lieve without any doubt, that the Re-
publican Party will come down here to
the Senate and go to the House and
say: My goodness, we have raised the
deficit, and in order to deal with that,
we have to cut Social Security, Medi-
care, Medicaid, nutrition, education,
affordable housing, and every program
that is important.

Mr. WYDEN. Will
yield?

Mr. SANDERS. Yes.

Mr. WYDEN. I think my colleague is
making an extremely important point.
I think what is important in his projec-
tion is that we have seen this movie be-
fore. Isn’t this what happened in the
Bush tax cuts and so many of these
other projections? They get the sugar
high by running the big deficits up by
the breaks to the multinationals and
the donors and the like. Then, they
don’t get the jobs. Then, they get these
big deficits. I think what the Senator
is talking about is that, then, they
come back and go after the hunger pro-
grams, Medicaid, and Social Security.

Is that what my colleague is talking
about?

Mr. SANDERS. Absolutely, but it is
not just an idea I have. It is not just a

my colleague
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theory I have. These numbers were put
right into the budget passed by the
Senate, which called for a trillion-dol-
lar cut in Medicaid, then a $470 billion
cut in Medicare, and massive cuts to
other programs.

Let’s not even talk about the budget
of several months ago. Let’s just talk
about what our colleague Senator
MARCO RUBIO yesterday—yesterday—
told a group of Wall Street lobbyists.

Let me quote Senator RUBIO. He said:

Many argue that you can’t cut taxes be-
cause it will drive up the deficit. But we
have to do two things. We have to generate
economic growth which generates revenue,
while reducing spending. That will mean in-
stituting structural changes to Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for the future.

That was what Senator RUBIO said
yesterday.

Well, let me translate what Senator
RUBIO said yesterday and what Speaker
PAUL RYAN has been saying. It is not
theoretical. What they are saying is ex-
actly what will happen. I hope that the
senior citizens all over this country,
people who are trying to get by on
$13,000 a year on Social Security, peo-
ple who are trying to get by on dis-
ability, people who are dependent on
Medicaid for their insurance to help
them stay alive when they combat life-
threatening diseases like cancer or
heart disease, people in America who
are struggling today to put food on the
table, and working families who are
trying to figure out how possibly they
might be able to send their kids to col-
lege will listen up because they are vir-
tually admitting—they are telling us—
that they are going to come back and
cut Social Security, Medicare, and
Medicaid.

Yesterday, I made a challenge. I said
to my Republican colleagues: If I am
wrong, and it is not your intention to
come back here and cut Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, Medicaid, and edu-
cation, please come down to the floor
and tell me I am wrong. Tell me you
have no intention to do that. I will
apologize to you.

Well, we have not heard any Senators
come down to the floor to tell us they
will not cut Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid, and other programs. In fact,
off the floor Senator RUBIO indicated
that that is exactly what they intend
to do.

Let’s be clear. We are not just talk-
ing here about a tax bill. That is a dis-
aster unto itself. That is a massive—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic time has expired.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 3 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. THUNE. I reserve the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President.

Let me just clarify. I think the rank-
ing member of the Committee, who is
managing the bill, also wanted some
time. Is that correct?

Mr. WYDEN. We can see if we can
work this out. Senator THUNE has been
very gracious. Would it cause great
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consternation over there to give Sen-
ator SANDERS 3 minutes, myself 5 min-
utes, and then go right to Senator
THUNE?

Mr. THUNE. All right.

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

Mr. SANDERS. Thank you.

I will wind it up, actually, in less
than 3 minutes.

Here is the bottom line. The bill that
these Republicans are going to vote on
would create massive tax breaks for
the rich, raising taxes for the middle
class, raising the deficit by $1.4 tril-
lion, creating a situation where 13 mil-
lion lose their health insurance and
premiums go up by 10 percent. That is
only half of the story. The other half of
the story is that they are going to
come back, and they are going to pay
for the tax breaks for the rich and
large corporations by slashing Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.

This legislation is an assault on the
middle class and working families of
this country. It must be defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I brought
with me to the floor a copy of the just-
released analysis by the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation. These folks are
the independent tax referees for the
Congress. I pushed very hard for sev-
eral weeks in order to get this dynamic
score for the Republican tax bill be-
cause, as the ranking Democrat on the
Finance Committee, I have heard my
colleague say week after week that all
we need to do is to get the dynamic
score, and people will see the value of
our bill. So we got the score.

The score ends the fantasy about
magical growth, about unicorns and
growth fairies, suddenly showing that
tax cuts pay for themselves.

In fact, this report showed that this
bill would lose more than $1 trillion
even with the dynamic score. It slows
the growth of the American economy
after 2025. It is the total opposite of
what was promised. Even with the dy-
namic score, what we are seeing is that
the sponsors of this bill are spending $1
trillion and not helping those who need
the help.

The numbers are now in. This is the
hard evidence that this bill basically
isn’t much more than a holiday bo-
nanza for multinational corporations
and powerful interests.

I have heard a number of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
already criticizing the analysis by the
Joint Committee on Taxation. I am
sure they are unhappy because this cer-
tainly unravels all of their projections,
and they continue, despite the fact
that the hard evidence is in. They are
still saying that their tax plan is going
to produce a magical unicorn and rain-
bow fantasy of economic growth.

The facts are now in. The Republican
plan loses $1 trillion. This Republican
plan slows economic growth. The
growth fantasy is over. It is over—
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Mr. CORNYN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. WYDEN. As soon as I have a
chance to finish my statement.

Mr. CORNYN. Thank you very much.

Mr. WYDEN. I am happy to extend
the courtesy that sometimes I don’t
get from the Senator, but I am happy
to do it.

The growth fantasy is over with this
projection.

I am happy to yield to my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I thank
the ranking member of the Finance
Committee. I know we have other Sen-
ators who are ready to speak. Since the
Senator believes that the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation’s dynamic score of
our tax bill is entirely accurate, would
he agree with me that the score dem-
onstrates that there is economic
growth generated by tax cuts and, real-
ly, what we are just talking about is
how much economic growth is gen-
erated?

Mr. WYDEN. What I would say is
this. Sure, there is what amounts to
negligible growth, but this slows the
growth of our economy after 2025. That
is not what we were promised.

In fact, let me just recap a little bit
the Republican promise. Treasury Sec-
retary Steve Mnuchin said this bill
would generate so much growth that it
would take care of the $1.5 trillion and
generate $1 trillion on top of it.

What a difference between Steve
Mnuchin’s projection of $2.5 trillion
and the number that I have on this
sheet from the Joint Committee on
Taxation—$407 billion worth of rev-
enue.

I appreciate my colleague asking
that. It helps us to clear up a little bit
more of what is at issue.

I appreciate Senator THUNE being so
gracious and giving me the extra time.

Mr. President, I have a UC request, if
I could.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator FRANKEN, myself,
and Senator NELSON be added as co-
sponsors to amendment No. 1720.

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

Mr. WYDEN. I want to thank the
Senator from South Dakota for indulg-
ing me.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, a lot of
our colleagues on the other side have
come to the floor today and have
talked about why they don’t like our
tax reform bill. Many of those argu-
ments have been focused on who bene-
fits from it. Of course, as is usually the
case when you start talking about any
kind of an attempt to reduce taxes on
the American people so they can keep
more of what they earn, keep more dol-
lars in their pockets so they can decide
how to spend it rather than send it to
Washington, DC, Democrats complain
that it is tax cuts for the rich.

Well, again, I want to point out—and
this, of course, is based upon the Joint
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Committee on Taxation, which was
just alluded to—where they find the
benefits of the tax relief goal. As you
can see from this chart, these represent
different income groups. The highest
percentage tax cuts actually go to
those in the lower and middle-income
groups. If you look at who benefits
from this, every income group gets a
significant tax cut, but middle-income

Americans do particularly well
percentagewise under this tax reform
proposal.

So the argument, again, that this is
somehow simply a tax cut for the rich
just doesn’t pass the smell test. It
doesn’t comport with reality. Clearly,
the numbers tell a very different story.

The other point I wish to make is
that if we look at what we tried to ac-
complish in the design of this tax bill,
we see that we tried to maintain the
existing progressivity in the tax bill.
We have one of the most progressive
tax codes in the world. We have a lot of
people in this country who don’t have
any income tax liability and some who
benefit from refundable tax credits
that help to eliminate or partially
eliminate their payroll tax liability as
well. But this chart shows who, under
our bill, when it is all said and done,
bears the tax burden in this country—
in other words, the percentage of the
tax liability paid by each different
group in different income groups.

When we look at this, we can see that
those in the $20,000 to $50,000 range—
this is their tax burden as a percentage
of the entire tax burden levied on
Americans around the country—the
rate drops from 4.3 percent to 4.1 per-
cent. So those in the $20,000 to $50,000
income group, as a percentage of tax
burden in the country, pay less under
our proposal than they do today.

If we look at the group from $50,000
to $100,000, that income group also, as a
percentage of the entire tax burden
borne by Americans, pays less under
our proposal than they do today. They
pay 16.9 percent today, and under our
proposal they will pay 16.7 percent of
total taxes in this country.

Those, on the other hand, making
$100,000 or more will pay slightly more
of the overall tax burden. Today they
pay 78.7 percent, and under our pro-
posal they will pay 78.9 percent.

So people under $100,000 are going to
be paying less as a share of the overall
tax burden than they currently do
today. I don’t know how anyone can,
with a straight face, argue that some-
how this is a tax bill that benefits
those in the upper end.

With respect to the arguments that
are being made right now regarding the
Joint Committee on Taxation release
of the dynamic score, I would say the
same thing that my colleague from
Texas said. I think the good news in all
of this is what it demonstrates is that
what we are trying to do actually gen-
erates economic growth. It actually
generates additional revenue for the
Federal Treasury. We can argue about
how much.
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We happen to think that the assump-
tions used by the Joint Committee on
Taxation are not accurate because they
assume that we are going to continue
to grow for the next decade—our econ-
omy—at 1.9 percent. Historical aver-
ages in the American economy going
back to the end of World War II show
that we have averaged somewhere be-
tween 3 and 3.5 percent growth. So if
we take the assumption that we are
never going to do any better than 1.9
percent growth in the economy, then
perhaps their estimate could be accu-
rate. We happen to believe we are going
to do a whole lot better than that. We
believe that if we put the right policies
in place and we make America an at-
tractive place in which to invest, we
are going to see considerably higher
growth than 1.9 percent.

So what does it take to cover the
number that we created in this tax bill
that would have to be paid for with ad-
ditional growth in the economy? Well,
it takes about four-tenths of 1 percent
of growth—increase in average annual
growth—over the next decade. What
does that mean? That means that in-
stead of growing at 1.9 percent a year
for the next decade, we are going to
have to grow at 2.2, 2.3 percent—some-
where in that ballpark—to not only
cover this but actually start gener-
ating revenue above and beyond what
the impact of the tax cut would be on
the Federal budget.

What I would simply say to my col-
leagues is that when we look at these
various models that are done and the
assumptions that are made, remember
that the Joint Committee on Taxation,
the Congressional Budget Office—the
numbers they are using assume 1.9 per-
cent economic growth. I can’t believe
that we wouldn’t have more confidence
in the American economy that we
could generate higher than 1.9 percent
economic growth. That is the strait-
jacket that constrains their models.

There are other models out there
that have looked at the same informa-
tion, the same data, looked at the same
tax bill, considered the behavioral ef-
fects of that, how it would affect the
entire economy, and come to a dif-
ferent conclusion. In fact, the Tax
Foundation has suggested that the tax
bill we have in front of us today would
generate an additional $1.26 trillion in
revenue over that same time period be-
cause of the additional growth that
would come with it.

What we tried to do is design a tax
bill that not only delivers tax relief to
middle-income families—I think the
two charts I just showed demonstrate
that we do—but secondly to put poli-
cies in place that will create conditions
that are favorable to economic growth
so we can get growth back up to a more
historic level. When the economy is
growing at a faster rate, it means that
companies and businesses are creating
better paying jobs. And if there is a
competition for labor in this country,
and I believe there will be—when com-
panies start to expand, start to grow
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their operations, it increases the de-
mand for labor, and the price for labor
goes up, and wages go up. That is what
we want to see.

That is the other thing about this
bill that doesn’t get talked about
enough. The reduction in rates on busi-
nesses means that they have more to
invest in their businesses, and one of
the byproducts of that is that it goes
into higher wages for their employees.
The President’s Council of Economic
Advisers suggests that that impact
would be about $4,000 a year in addi-
tional income for average households
in this country. There is another study
done by Boston University in which
they have concluded that it would re-
sult in $3,500 a year in additional in-
come per household in this country.

So the impact of the tax cuts is real-
ly twofold. One is that American fami-
lies would have more in their pockets.
Why? Because we double the standard
deduction. In our bill, we double the
child tax credit. We lower rates. All of
those actions impact lower and middle-
income families in this country. Those
are all features they can take advan-
tage of that generate additional bene-
fits to them.

Those benefits, by the way, if you are
an average family in this country—a
typical family of four with a combined
annual income of $73,000—result in a
$2,200 tax cut. That is a 60-percent tax
cut over what they would pay under
current law. So that is $2,200 in that
family’s pocket that they will be able
to spend on themselves and their fami-
lies instead of sending that to Wash-
ington, DC, and having somebody de-
cide how to spend it here. We happen to
have a lot of confidence that the Amer-
ican people are better prepared and
better equipped to decide how to spend
their own money rather than the Fed-
eral Government. So that is a direct
benefit, No. 1.

Secondly, as I said earlier, if you give
the benefit of not only a tax cut that
comes to middle-income families but
also the additional growth in the econ-
omy that generates better-paying jobs
and generates higher wages, that in-
creases your overall household income.
That is how American families benefit
directly from the legislation we are
considering today.

My colleague from Ohio is here, and
he pays a lot of attention to economic
trends. I think it is interesting to note
that the Congressional Budget Office,
the Joint Tax Committee, which, in
their analysis, assume 1.9 percent
growth in the economy for the next
decade—we think we can do a lot bet-
ter.

I ask my colleague from Ohio, aren’t
we already starting to do better eco-
nomically? I think we have seen a sig-
nificant improvement in growth in the
economy just in the last couple of
quarters. If we continue to stay on that
track or a similar track, which I think
this tax reform legislation helps en-
able, we might be able to get to a point
where we are growing at a more his-
toric rate.
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What was the growth rate, for exam-
ple, just in the last couple of quarters
that we have seen in this country?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I
think the Senator makes a great point.
We have had a debate here this after-
noon about economic growth. One of
the realities now on which both sides of
the aisle can agree is that the tax relief
we are putting out there, which is help-
ing middle-class families to have a lit-
tle healthier family budget, is also
helping workers with regard to the
international competition. Right now,
our workers are competing with one
hand tied behind their back. All of this
is going to generate more economic
growth. It is going to come from more
investment, more productivity.

In fact, the number that the Joint
Committee on Taxation put out today,
although it is significantly lower than
other numbers, is over $400 billion in
more revenue coming in. That is
enough growth to generate that much
more revenue coming into the Federal
Government.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, that is
based upon an assumption that the
growth rate in the economy for the
next decade is going to be 1.9 percent.

Mr. PORTMAN. Exactly. So that is
the number—Ilet’s say roughly $400 bil-
lion—that they have.

By the way, there are 137 economists
who tell us that it will be not $400 bil-
lion, but it will be $1 trillion. This is
their quote. Their letter came out yes-
terday. ‘“‘Economic growth will accel-
erate, if the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
passes, leading to more jobs, higher
wages, and a better standard of living
for the American people.” This is 137
economists who say that actually it is
going to be more than twice as much as
Joint Tax says. There are other studies
that the Senator from South Dakota
talked about that indicate there will be
even more economic growth.

Mr. THUNE. We are already seeing
that, right? The economy is already
starting to pick up.

Mr. PORTMAN. That is one part of
the debate: How much economic
growth is going to come out of these
tax reforms that we are putting for-
ward? We know there will be a lot; the
question is, How much? But this is all
based on a Congressional Budget Office
estimate of growth over the next 10
years, the GDP growth, the economic
growth. So we are sort of in a strait-
jacket. Although we believe this tax re-
form proposal will help in terms of that
growth, we have to go by this number
of 1.9 percent. So 1.9 percent is anemic
growth. That is sad. If we can’t do bet-
ter than 1.9 percent, we have real prob-
lems in this country, and that is over
the next 10 years, projected.

As the Senator has said, it is kind of
interesting that they are projecting 1.9
percent and others are projecting high-
er numbers. In the context of us having
just finished a quarter that was 3.3 per-
cent—it was adjusted yesterday to 3.3
percent—and then the quarter before,
the second quarter of this year, was 3
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percent. So 3 percent, 3.3 percent over
the last two quarters, yet they say 1.9
percent. There is a private forecast
that indicates there will be between 3
and 4 percent growth next year. The
average, as Senator THUNE said, even
with a lot of things happening, such as
a recession and hurricanes and other
natural disasters, is 2.5 percent or
more. So this is not normal. In other
words, this is a relatively low rate.

I know we can do better. I don’t say,
as some do, that this is somehow the
new normal. We have to do better. If
we don’t do better, we can’t begin to
get wages back up again, which have
been flat really for the last couple of
decades when you take inflation into
account. We know we can do better.
That is why this tax bill is so impor-
tant, to give the economy that shot in
the arm.

But let’s assume for a minute that it
will be only 1.9 percent—dismal
growth. Let’s assume this tax proposal
passes. Let’s assume we get the benefit
of the increased revenue from that.

By the way, what we say in the tax
proposal is that about $1.4 trillion to
$1.5 trillion of tax relief will be part of
this, and that is out of $44 trillion over
the next 10 years. That will provide a
little bit of a tax relief because we
know the growth will come from that.
So let’s assume that this is true. Let’s
assume you use the right policy base-
line, assuming that we are going to
continue with the current extenders,
which we always do. We end up—stick
with me here—with about a $533 billion
deficit over the next 10 years if we as-
sume this really low rate of growth.

If you assume that instead of 1.9 per-
cent, we go not to 3 percent, not to 2.5
percent, not even to 2.4, 2.3, 2.2, but
let’s just say 2.1 percent growth—
again, very conservative, and I sure
hope we will do better, and I believe we
will—but let’s assume it is 2.1 percent.
That will generate enough revenue, be-
cause it is up to $270 billion per every
0.1 percent, to have this tax reform
proposal actually result in money
going back into the Treasury—in other
words, reducing the deficit.

So I think this is very fiscally re-
sponsible. I think it is very conserv-
ative. I think 2.1 percent growth is not
something that is at all out of bounds.
In fact, I think it is going to be far
higher than that based on the growth
we have already had recently and the
growth that has been projected by out-
side forecasters.

So I would just say to folks who are
hearing that this is somehow blowing a
hole in the deficit, I think it is the op-
posite. I think it is going to actually
result in more money going into the
Federal Treasury to get the deficit
down.

Let me say something else. This is a
debate we can have, but we have to
deal with the growth side if we are
going to get the deficit under control,
there is no question about it, not just
the spending side. We have to get it
under control. But even to do the im-
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portant work we have to do on a bipar-
tisan basis with restrained growth, it is
much more likely that we will do it
when we have higher growth. If it is 1.9
percent, we are not going to get there.

So let’s get some pro-growth tax re-
form. Let’s get the economy moving.
Let’s give people the sense that we can
tackle these problems. Let’s do some-
thing about the debt and deficit. We
can do that by very meager growth—2.1
percent versus 1.9 percent—and actu-
ally take money that is currently in
the economy at 1.9 percent—not mov-
ing much. Let’s get it moving more.
Let’s create more economic activity.
Let’s do that to get that growth rate
up a little bit through this tax reform,
and then let’s actually begin to reduce
that debt and deficit.

I just wanted to make that point.
When we hear that this is somehow fis-
cally irresponsible—I think it is very
responsible fiscally, very conservative.
I think we will do better than the num-
bers we have seen here of 1.9 percent
growth. Certainly just 2.1 percent
growth actually reduces the deficit,
and I think that ought to be brought
into the debate.

Mr. THUNE. And, too, some of our
colleagues—and I count myself, and I
am sure the Senator from Ohio does as
well, among those of us who consider
ourselves fiscal conservatives—realize
that in order to deal with debt and
deficits, yes, we have to get our arms
around out-of-control Washington
spending, and we have to do something
to make those programs that are driv-
ing that out-of-control spending more
sustainable in the long run. We also
have to do the other side of this, which
is to restrain spending. But in order to
deal with debt and deficits, we really
need that growth in the economy be-
cause higher growth, the economy
growing at a faster rate, means people
are working, people are paying taxes,
people are taking realizations and pay-
ing taxes, and government revenues go
up. So we need growth, and that is
what this bill will accomplish.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
King motion to commit.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 52, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 288 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Baldwin Cardin Duckworth
Bennet Carper Durbin
Blumenthal Casey Feinstein
Booker Coons Franken
Brown Cortez Masto Gillibrand
Cantwell Donnelly Harris
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Hassan McCaskill Schumer
Heinrich Menendez Shaheen
Heitkamp Merkley Stabenow
Hirono Murphy Tester
Kaine Murray Udall
King Nelson Van Hollen
Klobuchar Peters Warner
Leahy Reed Warren
Manchin Sanders Whitehouse
Markey Schatz Wyden
NAYS—52
Alexander Flake Perdue
Barrasso Gardner Portman
Blunt Graham Risch
Boozman Grassley Roberts
Burr Hatch Rounds
Capito Heller Rubio
Cassidy Hoeven Sasse
Cochran Inhofe
Collins Isakson :ﬁg%ﬁy
Corker Johnson
Cornyn Kennedy Strap e
Cotton Lankford Sullivan
Crapo Lee T?“{ne
Cruz McCain Tillis
Daines McConnell Toomey
Enzi Moran Wicker
Ernst Murkowski Young
Fischer Paul

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BLUNT). The majority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
STABENOW now be recognized to offer a
motion to commit, which is at the
desk; that the time until 7 p.m. be
equally divided in the usual form for
debate on the motion; that there be no
amendments in order to the instruc-
tions; and that at 7 p.m., the Senate
vote in relation to the motion with no
intervening action or debate. I further
ask that following disposition of the
motion, the majority leader or his des-
ignee be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President,
thank you very much. I feel like we
should be talking about the deficit,
which is of concern to us and wish it
were of more concern to——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator wish to call up her motion?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, yes,
I do. I absolutely do.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. President, I call up my motion to
commit, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE-
NOW] moves to commit the bill H.R. 1 to the
Committee on Finance with instructions to
report the same back to the Senate in 3 days,
not counting any day on which the Senate is
not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) to revert the corporate tax rates to 35
percent in the event that real average house-
hold wages do not increase by at least $4,000
by 2020.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, this
would put in place a guarantee that
middle-class families would receive the
benefits they are being promised in
this bill. I am offering this motion to

(Mr.
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commit with the support of Senators
CASEY, VAN HOLLEN, UDALL, CARDIN,
BOOKER, WYDEN, MENENDEZ, HARRIS,
and BROWN.

I have said it before, and I will say it
again, there is no question we need tax
reform. We need tax reform that cre-
ates jobs, incentivizes companies to
bring back jobs from overseas, protects
our farmers, helps small businesses,
and puts more money in the pocket of
middle-class families in Michigan and
across the country. That is what we
need, and that is what I would vote for
and I know other colleagues on our side
would vote for, but that is not what
this bill does. That is not what this Re-
publican bill does.

We know our friends across the aisle
are in a hurry to pass this legislation
as quickly as possible before the Amer-
ican people discover what a bad deal it
is. Unfortunately, for Republicans, we
keep uncovering new ways that this
tax legislation is a huge giveaway for
the wealthiest 1 percent. Now we know,
from the latest scoring, it blows a huge
hole in our Nation’s debt, expanding
our Nation’s debt.

Here are just a few ways this legisla-
tion hurts middle-class families. It
keeps a loophole that lets corporations
write off their expenses, their moving
expenses, when they move jobs over-
seas. However, a family moving across
the country to Michigan for a new job
could no longer deduct their moving
expenses. Big businesses could keep on
deducting their State and local taxes,
but middle-class families, sorry, no
State and local tax deduction for you.
0il companies would enjoy a brandnew
$4 billion offshore tax loophole. Merry
Christmas. Meanwhile, 87 million
American households who earn less
than $200,000 a year get a tax increase.
Let me repeat that. Eighty-seven mil-
lion American households who earn
less than $200,000 a year will get a tax
increase under the bill in front of us,
and health insurance premiums will go
up by 10 percent, and continue to go up,
while 13 million fewer people would
have healthcare coverage.

President Trump has called this bill,
in his words, a ‘‘great, big, beautiful
Christmas present’’ for the American
people. Well, I certainly hope the
American people remember to keep the
gift certificate. This bill is a disaster
for the middle class and a disaster for
our future.

President Trump isn’t the only per-
son who has made big promises about
this legislation. Treasury Secretary
Steve Mnuchin, one of the bill’s biggest
salesmen, has said: ‘““On the personal
tax side, middle-income people are get-
ting cuts and rich people are getting
very little cuts.” I would like to high-
light his first words ‘‘on the personal
tax side’”’—very sneaky language. Once
all the proposals that actually help the
wealthy are taken into account, all of
them, it is clear that those in Sec-
retary Mnuchin’s personal income cat-
egory are the real winners.

White House budget director Mick
Mulvaney is making promises too. He
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said, ‘“The White House, the President,
is not going to sign a bill that raises
taxes on the middle class, period.” I
would assume, based on that state-
ment, he wouldn’t sign this bill. The
nonpartisan Tax Policy Center found
that 87 million middle-class and work-
ing families will see their taxes go up.

Perhaps the biggest promise of them
all came directly from the White
House. ‘“The average American family
would get a $4,000 raise under the
President’s tax cut plan.”

Republicans have promised hard-
working, middle-class families in
Michigan and across the country that
by giving the top 1 percent and large
corporations a huge tax giveaway—you
know the trickle-down economic ap-
proach—that magically they will re-
ceive $4,000, $7,000, even $9,000 in extra
income. By giving this big supply-side
tax cut, magically, families will re-
ceive $4,000, $7,000, or even $9,000 in
their income.

Well, the proof is in their paychecks.
That is what is going to happen for the
American people. They are going to
take a look at their paychecks to find
out whether this is true, and that is
why I am offering a motion that will
ensure that the benefits of these tax
cuts go to the middle class and that
the promises being made to the fami-
lies in Michigan and across the country
will be kept. This motion would send
the bill back to the Finance Com-
mittee with instructions to include a
trigger to return the corporate rate to
its current level if the average house-
hold wage doesn’t go up at least $4,000
in the next 2 years. That seems only
fair to me. People are being told over
and over again they are going to get
money directly in their pocket. The
President said a minimum of $4,000.
Well, the proof is in your paycheck.
That is what the American people are
going to be looking at.

This motion simply makes sure the
American people get the raise the
Trump administration is promising
them. If my Republican colleagues are
serious about putting more money in
the pockets of the middle class, I urge
you to support this motion.

You know Michigan families could
certainly use an extra $4,000 in their
paycheck. What they don’t need are
broken promises—the kind of promises
they have heard before too many
times. Just think back to the Bush tax
cuts of 2001 and 2003. Colleagues from
across the aisle came to the floor and
said the 2003 Bush tax cuts would
“allow us to grow our way out of our
current economic doldrums.” What did
we get? Massive debt. And the Bush tax
cuts ‘“‘will aid the people and businesses
who make up our economic machine
and get it moving down the tracks at
full speed again.”” We got massive debt,
and wages did not go up. The train de-
railed, growth was anemic, and middle-
class families saw very little lasting
benefit. If this approach worked, if
trickle-down economics worked, I
would be supporting this. There is no
evidence that this has ever worked.
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A new analysis of the tax bill is even
more skewed to the top than the Bush
tax cuts. Economist Bruce Bartlett
served as Deputy Assistant Secretary
of the Treasury for Economic Policy
during the Reagan and George H.W.
Bush administrations. Last month,
when asked if tax cuts pay for them-
selves through greater economic
growth, Mr. Bartlett said:

That’s a lie. It’s always been a lie. . . .
There’s not one iota of evidence that will
support this argument.

In fact, he added that wages actually
fell—actually fell—for 10 years after
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 was en-
acted.

The Bush tax cuts didn’t benefit mid-
dle-income families in the long term.
The Reagan tax cuts didn’t benefit
middle-income families in the Ilong
term. What they did was cause the def-
icit to explode. That is a fact. We all
know what happened next. Republican
colleagues pointed to the huge deficits.
President Bush said that now we need
to privatize Social Security, cut Medi-
care because, oh, my gosh, we have big
deficits. Thankfully, Democrats put an
end to that plan. Well, another distin-
guished Republican President once
said: “There you go again,’” and that is
true.

The recently passed Republican budg-
et resolution makes it clear that their
next step after this is to cut Medicare
and Medicaid. In fact, their budget al-
ready allows almost $1.5 trillion to be
cut from these programs. But don’t
take my word for it. Take their word
for it. Barlier this month, Speaker
PAUL RYAN made the Republican plan
very clear. He said: The next thing we
are doing is going to entitlements—
Medicare and Medicaid. In fact, after
the numbers that just came out and
the fact that even with dynamic scor-
ing—what many would call ‘‘voodoo
scoring’’—it doesn’t solve the problem
on deficits. So it means cutting Medi-
care and Medicaid may be suggested
even sooner.

You have huge tax giveaways to the
wealthy 1 percent, which causes the
deficit to explode and causes them to
cut crucial programs like Medicare and
Medicaid. That is the scenario that is
in front of us.

I hope people will remember this.
This is only step one. When folks come
back and say: Oh, my gosh, there is a
huge deficit; we have to cut Medicare
and Medicaid, they will remember this
debate and this time.

Middle-class families see their taxes
go up. They see their healthcare costs
go up, and they see Medicare, Social
Security, and Medicaid cut. This is
worse than a one-two punch. It is a
one-two-three punch, and middle-class
families will feel every blow.

Michigan families deserve better
than this. American families deserve
better than this. American families de-
serve real tax reform that creates jobs
and incentivizes companies to bring
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jobs back to America by closing loop-
holes, not creating new ones; that pro-
tects our farmers, helps our small busi-
nesses, and puts more money in their
pocket. That is what I support.

They deserve to be told the truth
about the end goal of this Republican
tax plan. If Republicans mean it when
they say middle-class families will get
at least $4,000 more in wages, well then,
everybody should be voting for my mo-
tion to commit because American
working men and women know the
proof is in their paycheck. The proof is
in your paycheck. The proof is in your
paycheck. That is what every single
man and woman working today is
going to look at—their paycheck.

All T am saying is that, if you are
going to tell them there is $4,000 more,
then we are going to measure that in
the next 2 years. If there is, that is ter-
rific, and if there isn’t, this tax scheme
should stop.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, many
people are asking the question: What is
the difference? I believe my good friend
from Michigan is sincere in her desire
to see the middle class succeed under
any tax reform package, and I agree.

The fact of the matter is that we are
not talking about Republicans versus
Democrats when it comes to tax re-
form. We are talking about the Amer-
ican people. I wanted to make a list of
those benefits that will go directly to
the middle class—to every single tax
bracket we have. Every bracket gets a
tax cut.

The typical American family makes
around $73,000 a year. They will see
their taxes come down about 60 per-
cent. If you are a single head of house-
hold—a single mom like mine—raising
a couple of kids, making around $41,000
a year, your taxes under the new tax
reform plan comes down about 75 per-
cent.

We are actually going to help by
nearly doubling the standard deduc-
tion. If you are a single person, your
current deduction is $6,300. Under our
plan, it goes to $12,000.

If you are a single head of household,
it is $9,300 now. It goes to $18,000 under
our proposal.

If you are in a dual-income house-
hold, the current deduction is around
$12,000. We double it to $24,000.

We double the child tax credit to
$2,000.

I will tell you that there is a lot
being said on the floor, and much of it
is hard to follow. I like to keep things
simple. If you are a single head of
household with $41,000, put simply,
there is a T5-percent cut in your taxes.
If you are the typical American family
earning around $73,000, the average tax
cut is around 60 percent. We are dou-
bling your standard deduction. We are
doubling the child tax credit. There is
a whole lot in this bill that benefits
hard-working, everyday Americans.

I am glad that my friends on the left
are finally concerned about the debt.
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This is a good thing. Under the last 8
years in the previous administration,
our debt climbed from $10 trillion to
$20 trillion. So it is good news that we
will finally have an opportunity to ad-
dress that debt.

If we are going to address the debt,
we are going to have to grow our econ-
omy. Growing our economy requires us
to do a couple of things. No. 1, we have
to make sure that our Tax Code is com-
petitive in a global economy. Today, 35
percent is the highest in the industri-
alized world. Our competition is around
23 percent. We have to be in a competi-
tive position so we grow our economy
here at home. We do that with a 20-per-
cent rate.

If we want to make sure that the
economy of the future is built here at
home, we also have to be able to bring
home overseas profits, also known as
repatriating those dollars—$2.5 tril-
lion—and build factories and build op-
portunities with that $2.5 trillion here
at home, creating hundreds of thou-
sands of new jobs.

Our tax reform package focuses spe-
cifically where America lives.

Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
appreciate the fact that I am able to
follow my colleague from South Caro-
lina, who has, I think, described and
encapsulated in pretty simple terms
this proposal before us.

This tax proposal is good for the
country. It is good for American fami-
lies. It is good for Alaskan families and
South Carolina families. I am pleased
to be able to join my colleagues this
afternoon in support of the reconcili-
ation legislation that we have pending
before us.

I happen to believe that the tax re-
form title will help our families keep
more of their hard-earned dollars. I
think it will make American busi-
nesses more competitive. I am also
proud to be the author of the energy
title contained within this measure
that works to strengthen our long-term
energy security. I think it is important
that we recognize the magnitude of the
moment. Once in a generation we have
an opportunity to really take a hard
look at our economy, the role that
Congress can play in encouraging new
growth, and then take the action that
we need to get the economy back on
track.

Our historic tax reform effort will
grow Alaska and the Nation’s econ-
omy. When you look at it from the
broader view—from a thousand-foot
view—the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act is
pro-economy, and it is pro-growth. It is
a pro-jobs proposal that reduces taxes
and puts dollars in the pockets of hard-
working Americans at every income
level.

Think about all that it does in terms
of boosting the economy to create
jobs—jobs that feed our families and
that help put our kids through college,
jobs that allow you to save for the un-
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expected events, to be able to retire
with peace of mind, and the flexibility
to be the great innovators that we are
in this country.

What we see in this proposal are
meaningful developments in the tax
code to provide substantive relief to
Americans across the economic spec-
trum.

In Alaska, if you take a family of
four with two Kkids, earning $50,000,
that uses the standard deduction, they
are going to see a tax decrease of $1,400.
If the same family earns about $75,000,
that tax liability would be reduced by
$2,000. The child tax credit benefit that
we see from doubling or nearly dou-
bling that tax credit is from $1,000 to
$2,000—$1,000 of which is refundable. It
also expands the eligibility of children
under 18, providing significant assist-
ance to the 22 million Americans who
use the child tax credit.

In terms of simplifying the tax code,
how often do we hear our constituents
say: Just make it simpler for us? By
making it a simpler, fairer tax treat-
ment for individuals in every income
bracket, again, this is a proposal that
delivers.

Most Americans take advantage of
the standard deduction, and this act
doubles the standard deduction, result-
ing in a $12,000 deduction for single fil-
ers, and $24,000 for married taxpayers
filing jointly.

I focus a lot on the families in Alas-
ka. We don’t happen to have a lot of
large corporations, but when you look
to the benefits contained within this
proposal and the impact they will have
on our larger businesses and our cor-
porations, they are significant. Recog-
nizing the steps that we are taking to
lower the corporate rates to allow us to
be more competitive, not only in this
country, but globally, all we need to do
is really to look to what we are seeing
already with the uptick in businesses
and how we can be doing more to help
further incent that.

I think we recognize that lower cor-
porate tax rates will allow our busi-
nesses to compete against our foreign
competitors and make the investments
in American operations. It will bring
the jobs—the economic growth that
has alluded us for so many years.

In Alaska, it is over 99 percent. Actu-
ally, 99.6 percent of our businesses are
small businesses. They are taxed at the
individual rate. So the discussion that
we have had with regard to allowing
owners of passthrough small businesses
to be able to deduct an additional per-
cent of their business income from
their taxes is a significant benefit for
our entrepreneurs, and one I certainly
endorse.

Some of the other provisions that
help our businesses are these: the 100
percent immediate full business ex-
pensing for the next five years and the
expansion of the Section 179 small busi-
ness expensing. These incentivize the
kind of foundational investments that
implement long-term plans. They help
to expand operations and encourage
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businesses to take that risk that is
needed when we are talking about cre-
ating lasting economic growth.

The bill also helps our smaller busi-
nesses protect what they built. When
someone passes on, they have the abil-
ity to be able to pass it to that next
generation. What we have done with
the doubling of the exemption for the
estate tax is important. There has been
a lot of discussion about the benefits
that is seen with this particular provi-
sion for our farmers. In Alaska, we
don’t have a big agriculture section of
our State, but we view our fishermen,
really, as the farmers or the ranchers
of the sea—truly small businessmen.
When you think about the investment
that a fishing family makes in a vessel,
in the gear, in the permits, in the
quota, you can have a significant in-
vestment totaling millions of dollars—
$7 or $8 million. It is about a million
dollars when you think about the quota
and the permits there. So we are recog-
nizing how we are able to provide just
a little bit of relief to those smaller
families. I don’t think they would con-
sider themselves millionaires in the
sense of having that disposable income,
but being able to pass on that hard
work that you have built as a small
family operator in a fishing business is
important, and it is significant.

The bottom line is that this is a pro-
posal that does work. It does work for
Alaska families. It does work for our
families. It gets dollars into their
pockets and relief to our families, and
it will help to restore competition in
the global marketplace and, certainly,
for job creators and also in the con-
fidence that now is the time to invest
in America.

I thank the members of the Finance
Committee and the good work done by
Chairman HATCH for the work they
have done on tax reform.

I would also like to thank the mem-
bers of the Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee who worked with
me to report the second title of this
legislation and to report it on a bipar-
tisan basis.

We have very straightforward text. It
is just six pages in total, which is pret-
ty impressive in this day and age, but
this small package offers a tremendous
opportunity for Alaska, for the Gulf
Coast, and really for all of our Nation.

Within this title, we authorize re-
sponsible energy development in the
1002 area. This covers 1.57 million acres
of land in the non-wilderness portion of
ANWR in the northeastern corner of
the State. We require the program to
be managed in a manner similar to the
environmentally protective framework
that is used for other Federal lands on
Alaska’s North Slope. It also provides
for two lease sales to be conducted over
the next 10 years.

In terms of how the revenues are
shared, we split the revenues from de-
velopment evenly between the Federal
Government and the State of Alaska.
We have limited surface development
to just 2,000 Federal acres within the
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1002 area. This is just one ten-thou-
sandth of all of ANWR. Again, we are
talking about a very limited surface
development to just 2,000 Federal acres
within the 1002 area.

Many have raised concerns, asking,
what about the environmental process?
Do you sidestep that? Not at all. We
have not preempted the environmental
review process. We have not limited
the consultation process with Alaska
Natives in any way. All the relevant
laws, regulations, and Executive Orders
will apply under our language.

I think it is important to recognize
that this is not something that just
kind of appeared. Our title is the result
of a regular order process here in the
Senate. It will include a regular order
environmental process, with laws like
NEPA fully applied after we pass it. So
we have a regular order process before
as well as after.

We also strengthened our bipartisan
title in committee during our regular
order markup by adding a bipartisan
amendment that was sponsored by Sen-
ators CASSIDY, STRANGE, and KING.
Their provision will increase revenue
sharing in the Gulf Coast to be used for
priorities like coastal restoration and
hurricane protection. I think, as we
have seen, given the hurricanes they
have endured in the gulf region this
year, there is certainly need for this
critical investment.

The 1002 area in the northeast corner
of Alaska is a long way from the Gulf
Coast, but it will bring substantial ben-
efits to every part of our Nation. With
this provision, we will generate sub-
stantial revenues for long-term deficit
reduction—well over $100 billion over
the life of the fields. I think it is im-
portant to keep it in context. We are
not just talking about the short term
within this 10-year window but what
will come our way over the life of the
field in terms of revenues to the coun-
try.

We are going to create thousands of
jobs, not just in Alaska but really all
over the country. We will reduce our
foreign oil dependence. This is impor-
tant because we are projected to re-
main a net importer long into the fu-
ture. In States like California, our for-
eign dependence has actually deepened
as we have seen Alaska’s oil production
decline. So this means jobs and reve-
nues for them as well.

Of course, you cannot talk about en-
ergy security without recognizing the
benefits to our country’s national secu-
rity and what this yields.

We are also taking a major step to
make energy more affordable. The fact
is, the world is using more oil, not less.
Our prices are rising. OPEC would like
to keep it that way, regardless of the
consequences for America. Meanwhile,
the International Energy Agency,
among others, is warning of a looming
shortfall in global supply. We have seen
the price spikes and the disorders that
result when we fail to respond and to
be prepared.

I think we recognize that these are
all significant benefits—jobs, revenues,
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national security, affordability—but
we should be equally confident that
this will not come at the expense of our
environment simply because we have
the technologies, the new develop-
ments that really have worked to dra-
matically reduce the footprint of devel-
opment—smaller than ever. The size of
development pads on Alaska’s North
Slope has decreased by roughly 80 per-
cent since we began operations in the
1970s. New technologies have expanded
the subsurface reach of the new rigs by
more than 4,000 percent.

Folks have seen the various charts
that we have had here on the floor that
show just how far we are able to reach
below the surface from one single well.
If you were to drill down from below
the Capitol here, expanded-reach tech-
nology can take you all the way out to
the National Harbor, just to kind of
put things in context. So the tech-
nologies allow us to have a much
smaller footprint.

Many exploration wells are now
being built using ice roads and ice pads
that melt when the spring thaw comes,
leaving no impact to the tundra.

Making sure that we are being envi-
ronmentally conscious at every turn is
what we do and is a priority for us in
Alaska.

We hear the baseless claims of de-
struction and devastation, but the re-
ality is that is not our experience in
Alaska. That is not how we do busi-
ness. We need less land to access more
resources than ever before. That is the
reality in Alaska today. Alaskans un-
derstand this, and that is why there are
so many of us who so strongly support
this development—our entire congres-
sional delegation, our Independent
Governor, our Democratic Lieutenant
Governor, our Alaska Natives who live
on the North Slope, including in
Kaktovik, which is actually in the 1002
area.

Some people say this is an area that
is untouched and unspoiled. Well, you
need to talk to people who live in
Kaktovik who fly in on the airstrip
there, whose children attend the
school, who work in the clinic. These
are people who also support the devel-
opment.

The Voice of the Arctic Inupiat, the
North Slope Borough, dozens of our
State legislators, and hundreds of Alas-
kans have called and written in sup-
port of this effort. That is no surprise
because 70 percent of Alaskans support
responsible energy development in the
non-wilderness 1002 area. They are
joined by many national stakeholders.
We have the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the National Association of
Manufacturers, Americans for Pros-
perity, Securing America’s Future En-
ergy, North America’s Building Trades,
the Laborers’ International Union of
North America, and the International
Union of Operating Engineers, just to
name a few.

There are some who worry about the
potential impacts of development in
the 1002 area, and I would be the first
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to agree that the environment and
local wildlife will always be a concern,
always be a priority. That is why we
did not waive NEPA or any other envi-
ronmental laws. That is why the con-
sultation requirements with our Alas-
ka Native people still apply. That is
why surface development will cover up
to, but no more, than 2,000 Federal
acres.

The fact is, we will not sacrifice wild-
life or the environment for the sake of
development, but we also recognize
that is not a choice we face. This is not
an either/or proposition. This has not
been the experience in Prudhoe Bay,
where we have seen the Central Arctic
caribou herd grow more than sevenfold
since development began, and it comes
because we are taking care of our lands
as we seek to develop.

If we are allowed to move forward
with development, we will do it right.
We will take care of our lands. We will
take care of our wildlife. We will take
care of our people.

I wouldn’t support development if I
were not convinced that it can be done
safely and responsibly. I was born in
Alaska. I know I am the first Senator
serving who was born in Alaska, actu-
ally in the territory of Alaska. It will
always be my home. My husband and I
have raised our boys there, and we
hope they lead a long and a healthy life
in this amazing and beautiful place. We
know there is no one who cares more
about our place, these spaces, than
those who call it home. We love this
place, and we will not risk its future
for the sake of development. But,
again, we know that is not the case
here. We know that is not the trade-off.
We know this is not an either/or propo-
sition.

The 1002 area was created by congres-
sional compromise decades ago, and we
always knew that its future would re-
quire another compromise. Today, we
have it before us. We are not asking to
develop all of the 1002 area. We are ask-
ing instead for 2,000 Federal acres—
about one ten-thousandth of all of
ANWR. We have waited nearly 40 years
for the right technologies to come
along so that the footprint of develop-
ment is small enough to ensure that
the environment is protected going for-
ward.

I encourage Members to recognize
the tremendous opportunity we have
before us. It is clear from my words
today and those leading up to it that I
support this legislation, and I would
encourage every Member to follow suit.

I thank the Chair.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
YOUNG). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, we
have seen a number of battles here re-
cently that involve the question of, is
our country going to make laws by and
for the powerful or by and for the peo-
ple?

We saw a healthcare debate where
my colleagues across the aisle wanted
to rip healthcare from 20 to 30 million

(Mr.
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hard-working Americans in order to de-
liver tax benefits to the very richest
among us. Fortunately, we were able to
stop that.

We have heard conversation here on
the floor about the arbitration fairness
regulation, which said that nobody
should be forced into an arbitration
when the other side gets to hire the
judge, gets to promise the judge future
business, and gets to determine the
outcome of the decision. Yet my col-
leagues across the aisle voted for the
powerful to be able to have this fixed
system to cheat the consumers of
America.

Then most recently we had this ques-
tion on the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau. The people of the
United States love the fact that we fi-
nally have an organization that fights
for them in fairness and financial deals
so that predatory lending would be
brought to a halt. But my colleagues
on the other side of this spectrum said:
No. Let’s support the appointment of
someone to run this who wants to tear
down that organization so there will no
longer be the protection for people.

Time and time again, within just a
few weeks, my colleagues across the
aisle have said: We are for the powerful
to crush the people. Well, we are fight-
ing for the people, and now we are
fighting for the people on this horren-
dous tax legislation.

I have come to the floor to be with
my colleague from Minnesota to point
out some of the worst provisions of this
bill, and I turn to her for her opening
comments.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
thank Senator MERKLEY for his leader-
ship.

Mr. President, this current Tax
Code—I would love to see tax reform. I
have long advocated for it. I actually
would like to see the business rates go
down. I would like to see the money
come in from overseas and some incen-
tives put in place. But this bill is ex-
treme. This bill puts a $1.4 trillion hole
in the debt. That is what it does—addi-
tional debt.

In fact, just yesterday, the congres-
sional Joint Committee on Taxation
said that even when you account for
any economic growth—and this is the
umpire here—that would add $1 trillion
to the Federal budget deficit over the
next decade.

So what I would like to see—and
what I thought we were talking about
at the beginning of the year—is a bi-
partisan effort. Seventeen of us who
are willing to cross the aisle and who
have had a track record of working on
bipartisan bills stood up just this week
and said: Work with us. Instead, what
we have is a partisan bill that blows up
the debt. We have a partisan bill that
would be devastating to our economy.
No one has even had a hearing. No one
has even looked at what the con-
sequences would be in this bill. Lit-
erally, on the hour, we are getting calls
in my office from small businesses,
from regular people, from Main Street
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businesses that have no idea what is
going to happen to them under this
bill. All they know right now for sure
is that it adds over $1 trillion to the
debt.

Where is the transportation funding
we thought we could do with this bill?
We brought the money back from over-
seas and tied that into infrastructure
funding. That didn’t happen. What is
missing from the bill? Where is getting
rid of the oil giveaways? Where is im-
plementing the Buffett rule? Where is
getting rid of something the President
said he wanted to change; that is, the
carried interest rule. None of that is in
there. Instead, what we have, what our
constituents are going to get here at
Christmas, is a stocking full of a big
lump of debt.

One of the things that we know is an
issue with this bill is the double tax-
ation we see in the bill.

Mr. MERKLEY. In fact, that is in-
deed one of the big lumps of coal Amer-
icans are getting. One in three Amer-
ican taxpayers utilizes this deduction,
as should anyone who pays State and
local taxes. How fair is it that on the
money people have already paid out in
taxes—taxes to one government organi-
zation—they get taxed on by the Fed-
eral Government? It is double taxation.
The Republicans, in this bill, are stand-
ing for the unfair double taxation of
Americans. It is absolutely wrong, and
it is a big deal.

The average deduction in Oregon
among those who use the SALT deduc-
tion is about $12,000. That is a very sig-
nificant factor. That means their taxes
are going to go up. The Republicans,
with this bill, are saying yes to unfair
double taxation, and we are saying no.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, an-
other troubling aspect of this bill is the
inclusion of a provision to repeal a key
part of the Affordable Care Act that
would kick 13 million—13 million—peo-
ple off of their insurance by 2027 and
increase the individual market pre-
miums by 10 percent. We should be
helping with the premiums, not in-
creasing the premiums. This means
less money in the pockets of American
middle-class families—less money to
save for retirement, less money for col-
lege. That is what we are talking about
here.

The American people, in fact, want
us to work together to make fixes to
the Affordable Care Act. That is what
we did just about a month and a half
ago. The Alexander-Murray bill—12 Re-
publicans, 12 Democratic cosponsors,
and I am one of them—that bill is sit-
ting out there. Yet, without even con-
sidering that, what does this bill do? It
gets rid of the individual mandate.

Senators ALEXANDER and MURRAY
held a series of hearings and discus-
sions on commonsense solutions. They
actually had a hearing on their com-
mittee. They had Governors come in,
Democrats and Republicans together,
and that is how they put that product
together. It is a model for how we can
put a bill together.
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Instead of that kind of bipartisan ap-
proach, this tax bill not only repeals an
important part of the Affordable Care
Act, but it would lead to hundreds of
billions of dollars in cuts to Medicare
and Medicaid, hurting our seniors.
Both Minnesota and Oregon have sig-
nificant rural populations, and those
hospitals are just hanging on the edge
as it is.

Now, what do we do? We sock them
with this: getting rid of the individual
mandate which will, in the end, raise
rates and hurt the Affordable Care Act
as opposed to making some common-
sense changes.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, yet
another terrible provision in this bill is
the dynasty loophole.

Now, in a bill that the Republicans
are saying is targeted at the middle
class, why would you give $269 billion
to the richest 0.2 percent of Americans?
Envision a room with 1,000 people in it,
pick out the 2 richest people, and give
them $269 billion. That is what this bill
does.

Now, this dynasty loophole is a way
for the richest Americans to bypass
ever paying capital gains, as they pass
their wealth from one generation to
the next. It is an enormous tax dodge,
but if you or I sell a property while we
are alive, we have to pay capital gains
on it. The rich don’t need to sell prop-
erty over the course of their lives; they
can simply hold it to the end of their
life and pass it on to the next genera-
tion, never paying capital gains, and
the next generation gets it marked up
to market rate so that can never be re-
covered.

What we are talking about here is a
principle that the early American
Founders really detested. They had
seen in Europe that very rich families
could pass on wealth from one genera-
tion to the next and could control
power in the country. That was the vi-
sion of government by and for the pow-
erful, accentuated by the passage of
vast wealth from one generation to the
next. The Americans said: No. We want
a different form of government, one
which empowers decisions to make
every family thrive; give them a
chance, every family, to succeed.

That is the vision of ‘“We the Peo-
ple,” and that is the opposite of this
dynasty loophole.

I dare a single Republican to come to
this floor and explain how giving $269
billion to the richest 0.2 percent of
Americans has anything to do with
helping the middle class.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President,
this bill, as Senator MERKLEY has
pointed out, is really a bait and switch.
How? Under this bill, millions of mid-
dle-class Americans would end up pay-
ing more in taxes in the long run. It is
a bait and switch: Get a little reduc-
tion, a few crumbs in your stocking in
the short term, but in the long run,
many of the tax cuts they receive, if
they receive a tax cut at all, would
only be temporary.

In 10 years, most Americans earning
$75,000 or less would pay more in taxes,
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while people earning more than $100,000
a year would continue to pay less.

According to an analysis by the In-
stitute on Taxation and Economic Pol-
icy, 644,000 Minnesotans with incomes
below $153,800 would see a tax hike in
2027. Yes, that is almost 650,000 Min-
nesotans who would see a tax hike if
they make below about $153,000.

I want to highlight again what Sen-
ator MERKLEY already discussed with
the elimination of the State and the
local tax deduction. Many middle-class
families rely on these. In my State, we
have both an income tax and State
property taxes. Over 900,000 households
claim the State and local income tax
deduction, and over 850,000 claim the
property tax deduction. We have a lot
of homeowners in Minnesota. Both of
these deductions are important for our
middle-class Minnesota families. We
want people to own homes. We want to
make it easier for middle-class people
to own homes.

For example, a policeman and a
teacher with two children, with a
mortgage, could see their taxes go up
under this bill by $250 to $500 a year.
Maybe my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle don’t think that is a lot.
Well, that is a lot for a middle-class
family in my State. Once these cuts
disappear in 2027, their tax bill would
be $3,000 higher. Why is that? Because
it is not offset by the fact that they
can no longer deduct their State and
local taxes.

That is one example.
MERKLEY has others.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, not
only do we have the dynasty loophole,
we also have a sweetheart deal for very
well-off LL.Cs—the type of LLCs Presi-
dent Trump has. He is rumored to have
hundreds. I keep hearing the number
500. We don’t actually have a document
that tells us how many.

These high-end LLCs already get a
big advantage over C corporations be-
cause C corporations pay a tax at the
corporate level, and then they pay a
tax at the individual level when the
dividends are received. Here we have it:
a sweetheart deal that would create a
windfall of $362 billion with almost 90
percent of that going to the richest 1
percent of Americans.

Time after time after time, what we
see are not benefits to the middle class;
what we see are sweetheart deals for
the very rich.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, the
Senate bill also allows companies to
blend the tax rate for income that is
earned overseas, which may give com-
panies incentives to move jobs to for-
eign countries, which creates a whole
new tax avoidance scheme. I wanted to
bring that rate down, to bring jobs
here, to make sure that money is in-
vested here, and to bring home some of
the trillions of dollars that are over-
seas. That was a good idea. The only
question was where was the rate, but
not only did they change the rate, they
actually changed the way we did those
taxes.

Senator
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Bob Pozen, the former chairman of
the oldest mutual fund company in the
United States, has noted that the sys-
tem that is contained in this bill,
which includes this new average min-
imum U.S. tax, is ‘‘like Swiss cheese. It
has so many holes that it would rarely
be paid by U.S. firms.”

He goes on to say that, in fact, this
proposal would encourage U.S. compa-
nies to relocate to foreign countries a
lot of their intellectual property. A
minimum tax would be effective only if
it applied, he says, to the foreign taxes
paid by U.S. companies on a country-
by-country basis, rather than on an ag-
gregate basis across all foreign coun-
tries. Nevertheless, both the House and
the Senate bill allow these companies
to utilize this aggregate approach.

Yet we have not had one hearing to
look at this new system. Not only did
we not have a hearing to look at what
the new rate is, we didn’t look at the
effect of this global minimum tax
which encourages companies to place
jobs in countries that have no taxes so
they are offset by the ones that have
higher taxes.

This bill would allow a one-time op-
portunity to bring back some of the
trillions of dollars. That is what we
wanted to see in a bill, but that is not
what we saw in this bill.

I have always said that if we could
bring back that money from overseas,
we should at least put a percentage of
it in infrastructure. That was going to
be a gain from this bill. Democrats and
Republicans talked about this as a way
of financing infrastructure.

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers’ 2017 report card gave our Na-
tion’s infrastructure an overall D-plus
grade, but is there any incentive for in-
frastructure in this bill? No. Is there
any financing authority like we have
discussed to put bills forward on a bi-
partisan basis? No. Is there any chance
to put any of this funding, when we are
building up over $1 trillion in debt, into
the highway fund? No. This money is
not going to infrastructure for Ameri-
cans, and it is not going to middle-
class Americans.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, we
now go to the rapid round because we
have 4 minutes left to cover our re-
maining topics.

This provision is an attack on renew-
able energy. What does the Senate bill
do? It undermines the integrity of the
usefulness of the solar and wind energy
credits, and then it proceeds to fail to
address expiring credits or the credits
that need to be renewed in geothermal
and in biomass and in charging infra-
structure and in microhydropower.
Then the House side makes it worse by
proceeding to get rid of the credit for
electric vehicles.

What we have here is an effort to
hand over the leadership on the next
big vision for power in the world to the
Chinese. Republicans are trying to help
the Chinese take the lead and put
America behind. That is not America
first, that is America behind, and it is
wrong and we oppose it.
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Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Again, I conclude
by asking our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to work with us. Eight-
een Democratic Senators stood to-
gether with a track record of working
across the aisle, asked them to join us
to work on a bill that would actually
help the American people, that
wouldn’t add this big lump of debt into
Americans’ stockings, but that is not
what this bill is. This bill is about
debt, it is about special interests, and
it doesn’t help the middle class.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the
last loophole I will point out is the
Trump loophole. We know, from the
one tax return we have from President
Trump, the only reason he paid taxes
was the alternative minimum tax. In
fact, he paid $38 million in taxes that
year, and we were told he would have
only paid about $5 million if it wasn’t
for the alternative minimum tax. So
there we have it, another big provision
for the richest of America.

This is not a bill that helps the mid-
dle class. It raises the taxes on millions
and millions of middle-class Ameri-
cans, while provision after provision
after provision is targeted at the very
richest Americans. We need to stop
this bill.

Thank you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the Senator from Vermont is next
up, and he has graciously agreed to let
me take 2 minutes of time out of our
side now, before he speaks, so I appre-
ciate that. I thank Senator SANDERS.

Our colleagues were talking about a
number of topics. One that they
brought up was the SALT controversy,
and the other was the individual man-
date. I am going to very briefly touch
on these and hopefully have a chance
to expand on these at another time.

Let’s be very clear about what SALT
is. This is an acronym for the State
and local tax deduction. This is a pro-
vision in the Federal Tax Code that al-
lows taxpayers to deduct from their
Federal return the State and local
taxes that they pay.

Some States have very high State
and local taxes, and others have rel-
atively low ones. So what we have now
in the current law is a mechanism by
which low-tax States are required to
subsidize high-tax States. It is not only
States, by the way; it is also within a
given State. But I don’t know how it
could possibly be fair to force my con-
stituents who live in, say, Dauphin
County, PA, and have relatively mod-
est services and pay a modest amount
of taxes—why they should pay more in
income taxes to subsidize someone who
gets to live in a multimillion dollar
condo in the Upper West Side of Man-
hattan, but that is exactly what hap-
pens.

What we are doing is neutralizing
this. We are saying: No, you are not
going to be able to have this subsidy.
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Everyone is going to pay their own
State and local taxes, and we will have
a lower rate of Federal income tax as a
result.

Let’s be very clear. This benefits the
wealthiest taxpayers. It is the wealthi-
est taxpayers who take the State and
local tax deduction. A big majority of
ordinary taxpayers take the standard
deduction. They don’t itemize. They
don’t take the State and local tax de-
duction. This is a blow for fairness
among the States, but also within a
State where you have varying tax ju-
risdictions.

The second thing I want to point out
is the individual mandate repeal. That
is what we call it. In honesty, as we all
know, what we have done is—we are ze-
roing out the penalty, the tax imposed
on people who cannot afford or do not
wish to purchase an ObamaCare plan.
That is all we are doing here. Not a sin-
gle person is disqualified. Not a single
person loses the benefit. There is no re-
duction in reimbursements to any
healthcare providers. There is no
spending. There is no reduction in
spending. The word ‘‘Medicare’ doesn’t
come up; ‘‘Medicaid” doesn’t come up.

What we are simply saying is this: If
you find that these ObamaCare plans
are not suitable for you and your fam-
ily or you can’t afford them, we are no
longer going to hit you with a tax pen-
alty for the fact that you can’t afford
this plan that is not well suited for
you. That is all.

Again, let’s be clear about who this
affects. This terrible tax hits low-in-
come people the hardest. In Pennsyl-
vania, 83 percent of the people who pay
the individual mandate tax make less
than $50,000.

What a terrible offense to our sense
of freedom—the idea that the Federal
Government would force someone to
purchase a product or a service that
they don’t want to buy, a service or
product that doesn’t meet their needs,
and then hit them with a tax if they
don’t purchase it. It was always a very
bad idea. This is a blow for freedom,
and it is a tax relief measure, espe-
cially for low-income people.

I thank the Senator from Vermont
for giving me this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I am
so happy that my colleague, my friend
from Pennsylvania, is concerned about
fairness, which, no doubt, is why 62 per-
cent of the benefits in this tax proposal
are going to go to the top 1 percent,
and after 10 years we are going to see
over 80 million middle-class families
pay more in taxes while the richest
people in this country get huge tax
breaks. If that is the definition of fair-
ness, then I don’t quite know what un-
fairness is about.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senators BLUMENTHAL,
MERKLEY, and WARREN be added as co-
sponsors to amendment No. 1720, which
I am offering.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering with Sen-
ators LEAHY, BROWN, HARRIS, BALDWIN,
UDALL, REED, MARKEY, HEINRICH, and
HIRONO is very simple and straight-
forward, and I am glad that a number
of my Republican colleagues are on the
floor because they can help me as we
go forward on this amendment.

What my amendment would do is es-
tablish a point of order to prevent cuts
to Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid benefits, which could be waived
only by two-thirds of the Senate. In
other words, what we are trying to do
here is make it harder for there to be
cuts to Social Security, Medicare, and
Medicaid.

I want everyone in America to know
that this tax proposal is more than a
tax proposal. It is my absolute belief
that as soon as this tax proposal is
completed and drives the deficit up by
$1.4 trillion—I have zero doubt that my
Republican colleagues are going to
come back to the floor of the Senate
and suddenly say: Oh, my goodness, the
deficit has gone up. We have to cut So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.

I happen to see my friend from Penn-
sylvania here on the floor—a friend. I
say to him, and I say to the leader of
the Senate, Mr. MCCONNELL: I will
withdraw this amendment if you can
assure the American people tonight
that you are not going to come back to
the Senate and cut Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid. Can I have
that assurance?

Mr. TOOMEY. Sure.

Mr. SANDERS. I would yield time—
good. I would yield time to my friend
from Pennsylvania to assure—now, I
see Senator RUBIO down here as well.
He just the other day—correct me if I
am wrong, Senator RUBIO. I know you
have just walked in, and I have gotten
you into this debate. But correct me if
I am wrong, if you did not say yester-
day that the Senate would now proceed
to an ‘‘entitlement reform,” which, in
fact, will mean cuts to Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid.

I will yield to my friend from Florida
to tell me whether I am accurately por-
traying what he said just the other
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, it would
surprise my friend to know that in
Florida we have a lot of people on
Medicare and Social Security.

Mr. SANDERS. I know that.

Mr. RUBIO. One of them is my moth-
er. If I were to cut her Medicare and
Social Security, sir, I probably would
never be able to see her again or go
home. So the answer to your question
is no.

As I have been clear time and again,
I believe that for future generations,
like mine, there need to be adjust-
ments made.

Mr. SANDERS. Reclaiming my time.

Let me quote you, Senator RUBIO,
and tell me if this is right. This is a
quote that you just made yesterday,
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and if I am wrong, I apologize. But as
I understand it, you spoke to a group of
Wall Street lobbyists, and this is what
you said:

Many argue that you can’t cut taxes be-
cause it will drive up the deficit. But we
have to do two things. We have to generate
economic growth which generates revenue,
while reducing spending. That will mean in-
stituting structural changes to Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for the future.

Let me help define what my Repub-
lican colleagues mean when they talk
about structural changes to Social Se-
curity and Medicare. It will mean that
at a time when senior citizens are
splitting their pills in half, Repub-
licans will go forward with massive
cuts to Medicare.

Maybe their idea will be to raise the
retirement age to 70, forcing older
workers in terms of Social Security to
work more before they can get their
benefits. Maybe it will be privatizing
Medicare and giving people a voucher.
When my Republican friends talk
about saving Social Security and Medi-
care, what they are talking about is
cutting it.

Mr. TOOMEY. Will
yield?

Mr. SANDERS. I will yield.

Mr. TOOMEY. Thank you.

Mr. SANDERS. I will yield 1 minute.

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Senator.

I just want to make a quick point.
The Senator from Vermont is con-
cerned that we are going to cut Medi-
care or Medicaid. Neither word appears
in the bill.

Furthermore, if that were our plan,
this would be the perfect vehicle to do
it. It is reconciliation instruction. We
could do it without requiring a single
Democratic vote. We could do it. We
could finish it. We have control of the
House. If we had any intention of doing
that, this would be the vehicle. But the
words don’t even appear.

Mr. SANDERS. OK, and I did not say
the words do appear. What I did say is
that when this legislation is passed and
you add $1.4 trillion to the deficit, then
you are going to come back and cut So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.

So is my friend from Pennsylvania
now—and that is interesting—are you
guaranteeing the American people that
you will not be cutting Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, and Medicaid?

Don’t use the word ‘‘save’ because
what ‘‘save’” means is a cut. Will you
guarantee the American people now
that there will be zero cuts to benefits
in Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid and that you are not—excuse me.
It is my time. I will yield to you. I will
yield to you, but let me finish. I yield-
ed to you before.

Will you guarantee the people of this
country that after this bill passes, you
will not come back, raise the retire-
ment age, voucherize Medicare, raise
the retirement age for Medicare, or cut
cost-of-living increases by instituting a
so-called Chained CPI? Do I have your
word on that?

Mr. TOOMEY. I have to disappoint
the Senator from Vermont by inform-

the Senator
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ing him that there is no secret plan to
do any of the above. We are not in
some process to spring something. If
we wanted to make these changes in
Medicare and Medicaid, this would be
the vehicle because we have reconcili-
ation protection.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me be very clear.
Do I have your word now that you as a
Senator—I know you can’t speak for
everybody—that as a Senator, after
this bill is passed—and I suspect it
will—you will not support any cuts to
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid? Do I have that word from you?

Mr. TOOMEY. I am not going to sup-
port any cuts for people who are on the
program and need——

Mr. SANDERS. Oh, there it is.

Mr. TOOMEY. Those benefits.

Mr. SANDERS. I am reclaiming my
time—reclaiming my time.

Mr. TOOMEY. We need this program
for the next generation too.

Mr. SANDERS. He just let the cat
out of the box—or whatever the phrase
is. He just told you he is going to cut
Social Security. That is it, my friends.
He will not cut it—what he just said is
that he will not cut it for people on So-
cial Security right now. I hear that.
But if you are 50 years of age or if you
are b5 years of age, they just told you—
my friend from Pennsylvania just told
you that they may go forward to raise
the retirement age; they may cut your
cost-of-living adjustment. That is what
he just said.

So there is a plan, and that is exactly
what they intend to do. That is why I
hope we can get strong support for this
amendment, which will require a two-
thirds vote to prevent any cuts to So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid.

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining on our side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
14 minutes.

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, just for
clarification for the Senator from
Vermont, I didn’t speak to a group of
people from Wall Street. I spoke at a
POLITICO breakfast—POLITICO mag-
azine, newspaper, whatever it is. I
didn’t know it had anything to do with
Wall Street.

The second point that I would raise
on this topic is, this is not a debate on
Social Security or Medicaid—which I
am happy to have. It is an important
program. I think if you are 50 years of
age or older and near retirement or in
retirement, there are not going to be
any changes to that program. I think if
you are 46 or 36 or 26, you should be
worried that there won’t be Social Se-
curity or Medicaid if it continues on its
current track. That is an important de-
bate, and I hope we will have it.

But I want to talk today about some-
thing different, and that is the child
tax credit. Yesterday, Senator LEE and
I announced a plan that would expand
it and make it fully refundable against
payroll tax to help working families
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across this country, and it has been the
subject of pretty significant criticism
from some, including—the Senator
from Vermont would be interested in
hearing this—the Wall Street Journal,
which editorialized against it today. So
I want to address some of those criti-
cisms because I think many of them
are just not valid. They are all invalid,
but a couple are actually disrespectful
to American workers.

Here is the first one that is not valid:
We have already expanded the child tax
credit to $2,000, and that is enough.

Well, it is not enough, and here is
why. Most families who make between
$20,000 and $50,000 don’t really benefit
from that expansion. They don’t make
a lot of money, so they don’t owe a lot
in income tax, which is what the addi-
tional expansion in the child tax credit
applies against. Since most of the
$2,000 child credit applies only to in-
come tax and their primary liability is
payroll tax, they get nowhere near the
$2,000 benefit.

The cost of raising a child is not any
cheaper for a family making $40,000
than it is for a family making $200,000,
and I would argue the family making
$40,000 needs the credit more than the
family making $200,000. Yet somehow
we have a provision in which the fam-
ily making more gets more for their
children than the family making less.
That makes no sense.

The second thing I heard today—and
I hadn’t heard this one before—is that
this is actually a negative tax; that
people aren’t just getting their taxes
phased out, they are actually getting
money on top of it. That is false be-
cause our plan is limited to your tax li-
ability. You can’t get any more credit
than what you paid in taxes. If you owe
$1,200 in taxes, the most your credit
can be is $1,200. It can’t be above and
beyond your tax liability.

The third one I have heard from a
number of people is that this is wel-
fare. This one is false. To call the child
tax credit welfare is downright dis-
respectful to the American worker.
Who are the people who would benefit
from this? Let me tell you who they
are: truckdrivers making $36,000 a year,
welders making $39,000 a year, con-
struction workers making $43,000 a
year, firefighters making $48,000 a year.
These are not freeloaders. This is not
welfare. This is their money. These are
people who are working and make too
much to get welfare from the govern-
ment, but they aren’t paid enough to
afford many things in life. This would
be, for example, about 8.5 million work-
ing families who make between $20,000
and $50,000—if this graph lines up—of
an average cut of $800, which is not a
lot of money, but it is $800 more than
what they have now if we were to ex-
pand it in this way.

I alluded to the editorial board of the
Wall Street Journal that I generally
agree with on most topics. They have
never liked this child tax credit debate
or idea. They claimed this provision is
anti-work. That isn’t just false, it is ri-
diculous. You can’t get the child credit
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if you are not working. You can’t apply
it against payroll tax unless you have
payroll taxes off your paycheck. How
can a tax credit that you can only get
if you are working be anti-work? That
is not just false, it is ridiculous.

The fifth argument is about the cor-
porate rate. Our corporate rate is 35
percent. We proposed to cut it to 22
percent. Somehow, unless it is 20 per-
cent, it is going to be a catastrophe for
the American economy. That wasn’t
the case a few years ago. I campaigned
for President and for U.S. Senate on a
2b-percent corporate tax rate, and ev-
erybody said that would lead to
growth.

In 2014, Americans for Tax Reform,
the group led by Grover Norquist,
called for a 25-percent rate. It said a
corporate income tax rate from 35 to 25
is badly needed. It moves the U.S. rate
closer to the developed nation average,
and it would help with growth. The
Senate Finance Committee inter-
national tax bipartisan working group
called for 25 percent. The Heritage
Foundation in 2010 called for 25 per-
cent. The National Association of Man-
ufacturers in 2014 called for 25 percent.
Speaker RYAN’s Path to Prosperity 2013
budget called for 25 percent. The Alli-
ance for Competitive Taxation called
for 25 percent. I am saying 22 percent.

By the way, this argument ignores
all the other things that are in place—
immediate expense, repatriation, all
sorts of other things. It is not just the
13-percent tax cut or 15-percent tax
cut, it is all the other things that come
with it. By the way, if there is a better
way to pay for what we are trying to
do, we are open to it.

Mr. COONS. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. RUBIO. I will yield, as long as it
doesn’t count against my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. I wanted to briefly ask
my friend, the Senator from Florida, if
I correctly heard, as I believe I just did,
that an entire range of economic
groups—advocates from the National
Association of Manufacturers, Business
Roundtable, even Grover Norquist—as
recently as the last Presidential cam-
paign believed that a corporate rate
cut from 35 to 25 would be significantly
stimulative, would accomplish the
goals of improving growth; is that
roughly what you were just saying?

Mr. RUBIO. That has been the gold
standard for a significant period of
time. That is what I campaigned on.
That is a promise I made, and I want it
to be even lower than that, at 22 per-
cent. By the way, if there is a better
way to pay for what I am trying to do
here, I am open to that.

I want to make two more points of
criticism. We already have too many
people not paying income tax. This
would create even more. In essence, it
narrows the base. First of all, to the
extent this credit takes people off the
tax rolls at all, it isn’t forever. It is
until their children turn 17.
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The second argument—and I actually
agree with this—is what we are doing
here is going to make us more competi-
tive in the world, and that is going to
lead to economic growth. That is not
just going to create more jobs, it is
going to create pay. We have been told
by the White House economists, by the
Finance Committee, by multiple dif-
ferent experts that we can expect to
see real wage growth, on average, up to
$4,000.

If you are going to be raising wages,
then you are going to have people grad-
uating to higher tax brackets or into
the income tax range. In essence, what
the people who make this argument are
saying is, for purposes of economic
growth and revenue, this is going to be
dynamic, and it is going to grow the
economy. I agree with that, but for
purposes of the child tax credit, a
bunch of people are not going to get
pay raises. They are going to get stuck
where they are today, and they will
never pay income tax.

It can’t be both. It is either one or
the other. I believe it is growth. I be-
lieve there are people making $50,000
now that one day may make $55,000 or
$60,000 and continue to move up. By the
way, once their kids turn 17, the credit
goes away.

The last argument, that it is not pro-
growth, it is not stimulative. I know
economists struggle to quantify it. I
believe it is stimulus. Do you know
what teaches me that? Not an econo-
mist or some book I read, real life
teaches me this. Here is why. If you
make $50,000 or $40,000 a year, and you
get $800 back in your taxes, do you
know what you are going do with that
money? You are not going to put it
under your mattress or in a coffee can
and bury it in your backyard. You are
going to spend that money. You are
going to buy your kids clothes, shoes,
and Christmas gifts. You may even be
able to spend an extra day on vacation.
You are going to spend it at the very
businesses and into the very economy
we are going to try to grow.

People making $50,000 a year con-
sume almost all of the money they
make. They are going to spend it on
their children, but they are also going
to spend it into the economy. If you be-
lieve that leaving more money in the
hands of businesses leads to growth—
and I do. I also believe that leaving
more money in the hands of families
leads to economic activity, and that is
a positive thing.

The reason I am so passionate about
it is—and I will close with this—I think
one of the things we have been missing
for too long is the working men and
women of this country who have been
hurt badly by the economic restruc-
turing that we are going through—au-
tomation, outsourcing, and all sorts of
changes in the American economy.

I think about my parents who worked
in the service sector. Thirty years ago,
as a waitress, as a bartender, and as a
maid, my parents were able to afford to
own a home. You know for a fact that
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at least in Miami, FL, today, a bar-
tender and a maid will struggle to own
a home, not to mention afford the
things that people need to afford living
there.

We need to do something to help peo-
ple because they are being left behind.
This new economy is great for a lot of
people with the right degrees and the
right industry, with the right skills.
We are leaving millions of people
stuck, and no one fights for them be-
cause they don’t have a lobbyist, they
don’t have a trade association, and
they don’t have a newspaper that edi-
torializes for them. We need to fight
for them too. Leaving them a little bit
more of their money that they earned
by working is not too much to ask. We
need a pro-growth and a pro-worker tax
reform, and that is what we endeavor
to do.

I hope I can get, when the time
comes to offer that amendment, the
support of as many of you as possible.
This will not make life perfect, but for
hard-working families, firefighters, and
construction workers, whatever little
more we can let them Kkeep is more
than what they have now, and it is
going to make their lives and their
children’s lives better than it is today.
Ultimately, isn’t that what we are here
to do?

With that, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

If no one yields time, time will be
charged equally to both sides.

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, in a
few minutes, we are going to be voting
on a motion of mine that actually
dovetails with what the distinguished
Senator from Florida was talking
about in terms of hard-working people
who have been told there will be a min-
imum of $4,000 put into their wages
based on what is being done in the Sen-
ate with the Republican tax proposal.
We have no evidence of that. In fact,
we have no economic scoring that
shows that. We have no evidence in the
past that has ever been done with sup-
ply-side economics. If that is true, at
least $4,000 in people’s wages is great. I
think that is wonderful. We want to
guarantee that. We want to make sure
the proof is in somebody’s paycheck.

I am very pleased to have Senators
CASEY, VAN HOLLEN, UDALL, CARDIN,
BOOKER, WYDEN, MENENDEZ, HARRIS,
and BROWN joining me in a very simple
approach that I would hope everybody
would support. If you are confident
that what is being done here in this
supply-side tax cut is going to end up
with $4,000 in the pockets of middle-
class families, then let’s make sure it
is true. Let’s make sure that happens.

We are going to measure this in 2
years. If it doesn’t happen in the next
2 years, then the tax cuts stop. Why?
Because all they are doing is blowing a
hole in the budget. All they are doing
is creating more deficits and not put-
ting money in people’s pockets.

I hope everyone will join me. I agree,
we have hard-working folks who have
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seen their wages flat for years. They
have seen not only their wages flat but
their pensions attacked, and they find
themselves in a situation where, yes,
they are working, but the wages are
down or maybe it is two jobs now in-
stead of one in order to be able to keep
the same wage, but they feel like they
are treading water and not getting
ahead. Folks are talking a lot about
that, about wanting to help middle-
class families. Great. I have a lot of
folks in Michigan who would love to
have $4,000, $5,000, $6,000 more in their
wages. I would love to support some-
thing that does that.

Let me go back and say, it didn’t
happen under the Bush tax cuts, even
under Reagan tax cuts. Wages were flat
for the next 10 years. It certainly
didn’t happen in Kansas with what
they did, doing the same Kkind of sup-
ply-side economics. If this could actu-
ally work, sign me up. I think people
deserve to make sure that promise will
be kept.

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

Ms. STABENOW. I would urge that
we vote to make sure the proof is in
the people’s paychecks, and that is
what this motion is.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, my
friend the Senator from Michigan has
offered an instruction that says the
corporate tax rate must revert back to
35 percent in the event that real aver-
age household wages do not increase by
at least $4,000 by 2020. In our bill, the
corporate rate goes from 35 down to 20
percent in 2019. On the basis of 1 year
of a competitive corporate rate, we are
supposed to believe that corporations
are going to change their behavior and
make the kind of investment that fol-
lows from the incentives we have when
they know, if this were adopted, that
the rate goes back to 35 1 year later?
No. This is designed to be a self-ful-
filling prophecy to guarantee that
there can be no growth, and then we go
back to uncompetitive, very high cor-
porate tax rates that is stipulated
right here at 35 percent

Ms. STABENOW. Will the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. TOOMEY. I will yield.

Ms. STABENOW. How many years do
you think it will take before folks get
their $4,000—2021, 2022?

Mr. TOOMEY. I will take back my
time.

Let me explain how this works. The
whole idea behind our bill is to create
the incentives that will encourage the
investment that hasn’t been hap-
pening. The last 10 years, there has
been a collapse, a collapse in the in-
vestment growth of capital stock, a
collapse in productivity growth, and
therefore stagnant wages.

What I want to do, and what my col-
leagues want to do, is see that wage
growth that we have been waiting for
that didn’t happen under the last ad-
ministration. The only way we can en-
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courage that investment is if the inves-
tors know the tax rate is going to be
there permanently. If we tell them you
are going to get 1 year of a low rate,
who is going to invest in a new factory
for 1 year? No. It will not work that
way. The wage growth will come when
investors around the world and domes-
tically have the confidence they are
going to be investing in a competitive
regime.

By the way, the average tax rate of
the OECD—the countries that we com-
pete with—is 22.4 percent. It is amazing
that we are able to eke out even the
feeble growth that we have at a 35-per-
cent tax rate. Our bill takes it to 20
percent and allows us to compete, but
you have to keep it there so that busi-
ness will actually make those invest-
ment decisions, so that people will de-
cide to launch those new businesses,
and we will have the expansion of ex-
isting businesses. That is what our leg-
islation does, and that is why I urge
my colleagues to reject this motion to
commit.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I
could just have 15 seconds, the people
in Michigan want to know when they
are going to get their $4,000. That is
all.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
Stabenow motion to commit.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 45,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 289 Leg.]

YEAS—45
Baldwin Gillibrand Nelson
Bennet Harris Peters
Blumenthal Hassan Reed
Booker Heinrich Sanders
Brown Hirono Schatz
Cantwell Kaine Schumer
Cardin King Shaheen
Carper Klobuchar Stabenow
Casey Leahy Tester
Coons Markey Udall
Cortez Masto McCaskill Van Hollen
Duckworth Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Warren
Feinstein Murphy Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden

NAYS—55
Alexander Flake Paul
Barrasso Gardner Perdue
Blunt Graham Portman
Boozman Grassley Risch
Burr Hatch Roberts
Capito Heitkamp Rounds
gasildy geller Rubio

ochran oeven

Collins Inhofe gasii
Corker Isakson oo
Cornyn Johnson Shelby
Cotton Kennedy Stralnge
Crapo Lankford Sullivan
Cruz Lee Thune
Daines Manchin Tillis
Donnelly McCain Toomey
Enzi McConnell Wicker
Ernst Moran Young
Fischer Murkowski

The motion was rejected.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there now
be a period for debate only to count
against the underlying bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President, for
the information of all Senators, the
Senate will continue to debate the bill
tonight, but the next rollcall votes will
be at 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I intend
to call up my motion to commit the
bill to the Finance Committee, which
is at the desk, and it is supported by
Senator HARRIS.

Mr. President, while we are working
out the consent, the tax bill before us
is not for the middle class. As a matter
of fact, this is a big cut for corpora-
tions. This is not a cut for you. It is
not a cut for hard-working families. It
is so lopsided as a cut to big corpora-
tions.

The fact is that it is not for the mid-
dle class. We need to be frank. The
truth is that the bill treats the cor-
porations much better than regular
people. For example, over a 10-year pe-
riod, if you make $75,000 or less, you
will be hurt by this bill. If you are a
small business owner and your taxes
are a passthrough at the individual
rate, your taxes are going to be much
higher than large, multinational cor-
porations. If you buy your health in-
surance in the individual market, there
is a good chance that you are going to
lose access to affordable health insur-
ance. These are the facts, and it is just
plain and simple.

Sure, there are tax cuts for some of
the middle class, but those tax cuts go
away after 8 years. In 2026, they are
gone. By contrast, the tax cuts for big
corporations are made permanent, and
that is simply not treating people fair-
ly.

So what I am suggesting is that we
send this bill to the Finance Com-
mittee to work out a bipartisan com-
promise on how to make middle-class
tax cuts permanent. There were 17 of
us that stood up in the press gallery
yesterday and said we are for a bipar-
tisan compromise. I would hope a ma-
jority of my colleagues would support
that, and I ask for your support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take
this time to inform my colleagues of a
motion that I hope to file tomorrow
that would recommit the bill, and I am
going to talk a little bit about it.

First, if I might, let me just point
out that yesterday I took to the floor
to emphasize some of the points that
Senator NELSON just made—that this
bill, which is advertised to help the
middle class, does not help the middle
class. It helps the wealthy. It is busi-
ness cuts, and middle-income taxpayers
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get some relief—some, not all—that is
temporary in nature.

So the Congressional Budget Office
tells us that by 2027, for those earning
under $75,000 a year, the majority will
actually pay more taxes rather than
less. In my State of Maryland, it is es-
timated that 800,000 Marylanders will
pay more taxes rather than less. The
tax relief to middle-income families is
so much smaller than what is given to
the wealthy and what is given to the
business community.

To compound that problem, we now
know by the scores of both the Joint
Committee on Taxation and the Con-
gressional Budget Office that the bill
will add tremendously to the deficit—
over a trillion dollars. I think it is
going to be closer to $2 trillion, but
their scoring shows it over a trillion
dollars in deficits.

Guess who is going to pay for those
deficits. It is going to be middle-in-
come families. Then, you put on top of
that the repeal of the mandate under
the Affordable Care Act, which is also
going to hurt middle-income families
on their ability for affordable
healthcare.

So this bill advertised to help mid-
dle-income families does not do that.
For my State of Maryland, it is par-
ticularly painful because of the loss of
the State and tax local deductions that
are used by almost a majority of our
taxpayers. Just about 50 percent of our
taxpayers in Maryland use the State
and local tax deductions.

There is another reason why this bill
has been advertised not just to help
middle-income families, which it
doesn’t do, but it is called job creation.
This bill is advertised as a bill that will
create jobs in America. Now, let me go
through that because I am for creating
more jobs. We need more jobs in Mary-
land. We needs more jobs throughout
the country. The number that has been
given to us is that this bill will create
975,000 jobs at a cost of $1.5 trillion.
That comes out to $1,530,000 per job.
That is a pretty high cost to create a
job. In fact, it is ridiculous to spend
that type of money. We don’t know if
that is going to actually happen. That
is what the proponents of the legisla-
tion are saying.

Now, we have had Democrats and Re-
publicans who have worked together to
really create jobs. I serve on the Envi-
ronment and Public Works Committee.
I serve as the ranking member on the
Transportation and Infrastructure Sub-
committee with Senator INHOFE, and
we both know if we put more resources
into infrastructure—into roads,
bridges, transit systems—we will, in
fact, not only modernize our economy
by having a first-class transportation
system and not only make the quality
of life better so we can get to and from
work in a reasonable time, but we will
also create real jobs.

So in the last Congress we had a bi-
partisan group of members from the Fi-
nance Committee who said: Look, we
have to do something about inter-
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national tax issues, repatriation, and
monies parked overseas. We need to do
something to bring this money back.
These are American companies that
have their money overseas and don’t
want to pay the higher corporate taxes.
There is a way of bringing that money
back. Let’s do it so we can try to get it
into our economy. Democrats and Re-
publicans agreed, but the one thing we
didn’t want to do was to use that
money for a permanent type of spend-
ing that could increase the deficit.

So what does H.R. 1 do? What does
the underlying bill do? It does exactly
that. It uses this one-time-only money
and spends it on a permanent basis for
tax relief for corporations—a perma-
nent tax relief for corporations. That is
not the responsible thing to do.

So what we should be doing with that
money—and what the proposal was
that we had in the last Congress—is to
use that as seed money for infrastruc-
ture one-time-only expenses. We could,
therefore, create modern infrastructure
and create jobs and do it in a respon-
sible way. It is a win-win-win situa-
tion. The House repatriation bill would
bring in approximately $300 billion of
one-time-only revenues. It has been es-
timated that at $300 billion, we create
4 million jobs. Now, let’s compare that.
If we use that $300 billion to create 4
million jobs, that is about $73,000 a job,
as compared to $1.5 million per job
under the underlying bill.

I think we all understand that we
need to be more cost effective in how
we do our work around here, and that
is why Democrats and Republicans
said: Let’s use this one-time-only
source for infrastructure, modernizing
our roads, and creating jobs. That
brings me to the motion I hope I will
have a chance to offer tomorrow that
would recommit the bill to the com-
mittee to return it to the Congress and
to this floor so that we use the repatri-
ation funds for infrastructure so that
we can create the jobs and not create a
greater hole in the deficit.

I am joined in this effort by Senator
FEINSTEIN, Senator BLUMENTHAL, Sen-
ator UDALL, Senator CASEY, and Sen-
ator STABENOW. I do think this is a
matter that I hope my colleagues will
pay attention to. I hope we can fix this
bill, H.R. 1, and work in a bipartisan
manner. It doesn’t look like we are
there yet. We want a bill that helps
middle-income families. We want a bill
that does not increase the deficit, and
the current bill does exactly that. So I
hope my colleagues will work with us
so we can return this bill to the Senate
Finance Committee and return a bill
that is worthy of the people of this
country.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before he
leaves the floor, I would like to thank
Senator CARDIN for his leadership on so
many finance issues and especially for
highlighting today, as part of this
major debate on tax reform, the impor-
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tance of infrastructure. The fact is,
you cannot have big-league quality of
life with little-league infrastructure.

My colleague has made the point
that repatriation would be a natural as
one of the two bookends for infrastruc-
ture. It would ensure that we would
have some funds we could count on,
some publicly available funds, and I
think it would be a natural fit with the
kind of bonding that Senator HOEVEN
and I and others have been interested
in.

I am here to talk on another subject,
but before he leaves, I would like to
thank my colleague for his comments.

Mr. President and colleagues, it is
fair to say that it is throwback Thurs-
day here in the Senate. It is also a big
day for the Treasury Secretary, Steve
Mnuchin—not only because we are
dealing with taxes, not only because
there is another glamorous photo shoot
with a big sheet of dollar bills, but this
is also the 1l-year anniversary of what
has come to be known as the Mnuchin
rule.

It was November 30, 2016, when news
broke that Mr. Mnuchin was the likely
nominee to head the Department of
Treasury, and that morning, the Sec-
retary-to-be went on TV and delivered
what sounded like a very sweet prom-
ise. Here is what he said about the
Trump administration’s ideas for the
issue we talk about tonight, tax re-
form. I am going to quote Steve
Mnuchin directly. He said: ‘““Any reduc-
tion we have in upper-income taxes
will be offset by less deductions so that
there will be no absolute tax cut for
the upper class.” In case anybody
missed that last part of his statement,
he said ‘‘no absolute tax cut for the
upper class.” And he didn’t stop there.
He went even further in hyping big
plans he had. He said: “When we work
with Congress and we go through this,
it will be very clear: This is a middle-
income tax cut.”

This is all part of the anniversary, to
kind of refresh everybody’s memory.

After that pledge, I talked about this
matter with Mr. Mnuchin during the
Senate Finance Committee. He smiled.
He was thrilled that I was recalling the
pledge he made.

When I brought it up, I said: Well, we
could just call this the Mnuchin rule.

Mr. Mnuchin, at that time, thanked
me, and he said: There would be great
esteem in having the Mnuchin rule
with both the Buffett rule and the
Volcker rule. He said: I take that as a
great compliment.

So here we are a year later, and what
a difference a year has made. The
Mnuchin rule is now a broken promise
for the history books.

This week, Republicans scramble to
pass a tax plan that reaches into the
pockets of working people in the mid-
dle class and showers trillions of dol-
lars in handouts to multinational cor-
porations, high-flyers, and the politi-
cally connected.

I think it is also important to re-
member that the Mnuchin rule was
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just one part of the sales pitch. Now
there is a whole lot more to the con
job.

Republicans have said time and again
that the tax cuts would pay for them-
selves. Time and time again, we heard
about the unicorns. We heard about the
growth fairy. The magical growth will
be so powerful that new revenue is
going to come pouring in, and the tax
cuts are going to be fully paid for.

In addition to that, I think it is im-
portant to recognize this on the special
anniversary. The Secretary went even
further. He said that the tax cuts
wouldn’t just pay for their $1.4 trillion
cost, they would bring in, on top of the
$1.4 trillion, an additional $1 trillion.
Well, today—after pushing and making
sure that we could get it before we ac-
tually had the key final votes—we were
pleased to receive from the inde-
pendent referee on taxation, the Joint
Committee on Taxation, the official
dynamic scoring analysis that they did
of the Republicans’ plan. Let’s be clear,
folks. Now that we have heard from the
independent tax umpires, we can say
officially that the magical growth fan-
tasy is over.

I say that also in the context of bi-
partisanship, because in the course of
writing the two bipartisan bills that I
authored—first with Senator Gregg,
second with Senator Coats—I said that
I happen to believe that behavior mat-
ters. I believe a good, bipartisan tax re-
form bill will generate some revenue.
And the Congressional Budget Office
agreed with me. But it is not going to
be fantasy land-type growth.

The reality is, after Mr. Mnuchin
said that what was going to happen was
that the Republican plan would pay for
the $1.4 trillion cost and generate an-
other $1 trillion on top of it, what we
now know as a result of what I was
sent today is that the Republican tax
plan, even with dynamic growth
factored in, actually loses more than $1
trillion.

There is other bad news on top of
that. The Republican tax plan, accord-
ing to the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation, slows down economic growth
after 2025.

So you put the kibosh on two major
selling points that we heard about
month after month after month from
Republicans in selling this plan. The
tax cuts don’t pay for themselves, and
there is no new wave of growth headed
our way.

The party of Reagan is on a mad dash
to run up the deficit by $1 trillion, slow
down the economy, and raise taxes on
more than half of the middle class. And
the only analysis Republicans can get
to back up their tax plan is either
cooked up by the in-house staff at 1600
Pennsylvania or is based on revenue-
neutral tax bills that don’t even exist.

By the way, there is more news a
year into Mr. Mnuchin’s work. The
Secretary promised a comprehensive
analysis from the Treasury Depart-
ment that would prove his claims,
prove that there would be more
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growth, more jobs—red, white, and blue
opportunities—for our people; that the
tax cuts would pay for themselves or,
as he said, would generate much more
revenue than that. The Secretary of
Treasury promised us that. He prom-
ised us that repeatedly, that we would
get that analysis of what this bill
would do for growth and jobs and im-
proving the quality of life for our peo-
ple. Let me tell you, that was another
broken promise, yet one more in a
chain of broken promises over the
months and a particularly important
one because the Treasury Secretary
made some especially surprising pro-
jections, and, in effect, we asked him
to back them up. He said he would, and
now we know that not only is he not
going to do it, apparently he had no in-
tention to ever do it. Based on the
news that broke this morning, as far as
I can tell, Secretary Mnuchin never
even asked his Department to do the
comprehensive analysis of the bill that
he promised. On top of that, his Treas-
ury Department buried a recent paper
that showed that the overwhelming
beneficiaries of corporate tax cuts
aren’t workers, they are shareholders.
They said it didn’t agree with the De-
partment’s current thinking.

Let me be clear. I think it sounds
like another part of the coverup at the
Treasury Department.

Colleagues, a year ago, Secretary
Mnuchin told the American people that
there would be no absolute tax cut for
the upper class. ‘It will be very clear:
This is a middle-income tax cut.” Then
he said that the tax cuts wouldn’t just
pay for themselves, that a trillion new
dollars of Federal revenue would come
pouring in. Not a single word of that
has turned out to be true. The Mnuchin
rule is the most expensive lie since
George W. Bush stood on an aircraft
carrier and said that the mission in
Iraq was accomplished. And the idea
that these tax cuts will pay for them-
selves isn’t just a little off the mark, it
is a trillion-dollar misfire.

What we have here is a con job on the
middle class, and Secretary Mnuchin
and his allies have covered it up every
single step of the way.

My Democratic colleagues and I have
said over and over again that we agree
that the Tax Code is broken. We share
our colleagues’ view that there ought
to be an opportunity for a bipartisan
bill. And every single time I have spo-
ken on this subject, I made it clear
that it doesn’t have to be this way.

In the beginning of the week, I joined
17 moderate Democratic Senators. Sen-
ator DONNELLY said it very well—IL
mean, really an outpouring of enthu-
siasm for taking a bipartisan approach
to do tax reform right. A bipartisan ap-
proach is not just some kind of pie-in-
the-sky happy-talk; bipartisanship is
what gets you the certainty and the
predictability you need to grow private
sector jobs that are good-paying and
are driven by innovation. And I know
it can be done.

I am glad to see that the Presiding
Officer of the Senate here tonight is
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from the State of Indiana. One of the
two bipartisan bills that I wrote was
with one of his former colleagues, Sen-
ator Dan Coats, who is not just a very
well-liked Member but is somebody
who believes deeply in sensible eco-
nomic policy. He was on the Finance
Committee. We worked on this for a
substantial amount of time.

You know what. It is not easy to
write a bipartisan tax reform bill. You
have to have some give-and-take. Sen-
ator Bradley would fly all over the
country to work with Republicans to
try to find common ground. Right now,
we can’t get people to even walk down
the corridor to help put together a pro-
posal.

It didn’t have to be this way. We had
opportunities for bipartisanship. It is
something I feel very strongly about
because I spent literally hundreds of
hours with two very fine, very conserv-
ative Republican Senators in order to
put together two actual bills—bills
with bill numbers, bills that were pro-
posed in the Senate.

But what a difference between that
approach and what we have seen from
Secretary Mnuchin—not a single ef-
fort—not one—from Secretary Mnuchin
to talk specifics about what it would
take to get a bipartisan approach.

Then we had, as I have noted tonight,
these promises—promises of making
sure the focus would be on the middle
class, making sure it would generate
additional revenue. It has been a trail
of broken promises, when it could have
been an opportunity to bring every-
body together and to give everybody
the opportunity to get ahead.

Well, one of my very favorite phrases
is from the late Israeli diplomat Abba
Eban, who said: Americans always get
it right. He paused and said: After they
have tried everything else. Well, my
hope is that Secretary Mnuchin will
see the error of his ways, see why the
policies I have described aren’t right
for the American people, see why it is
important for the administration to
change course and push for what Demo-
crats here have called for, a bipartisan
approach, which our moderates elo-
quently spoke to this week. We have
bills that can help guide us. I hope, in
the future, we can break with the kinds
of policies I have had to describe on the
1-year anniversary of the Mnuchin rule
and decide that we are going to change
course, have a tax policy that focuses
on the middle class, puts money in
their pockets, gives everybody a
chance to get ahead, and that the Sec-
retary will recognize that his claims
about what the Republican tax bill is
all about are not borne out by the
facts.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
for Senator NELSON and Senator BALD-
WIN or their designee to each offer a
motion to commit, which are at the
desk, and that no amendments to the
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instructions be in order. I further ask
consent that following leader remarks
on Friday, December 1, there be up to
20 minutes of debate on each motion,
equally divided in the usual form, and
that following the use or yielding back
of that time, the Senate vote on the
motions with no intervening action or
debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I have
a motion to commit at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Wisconsin [Ms. BALD-
WIN] moves to commit the bill H.R. 1 to the
Committee on Finance of the Senate with in-
structions to report the same back to the
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) support the President’s plan to close
the carried interest loophole.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

MOTION TO COMMIT

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I call up
a motion to commit at the desk on be-
half of Senator NELSON.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN],
for Mr. Nelson, moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance with in-
structions to report the same back to the
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) provide permanent tax relief for middle-
class Americans in a deficit-neutral way.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I had the
privilege of sitting on the floor and lis-
tening to this debate on tax reform.
Our friends to the left and center have
done a really good job of painting a pic-
ture of fantasyland, a land that does
not exist in America.

Frankly, when I think of
fantasyland, I think about the fact
that sugar-free cookies will not help
you gain any weight. Anyone who has
had sugar-free cookies and too many of
them can attest to the fact that may
not be an accurate picture, but these,
they may, in fact, be sugar-free.

My good friend to the left oftentimes
speaks in illustrious language, compel-
ling words, but they are not nec-
essarily always accurate.

When I think about our tax reform
package, it really comes down to some
very simple concepts—families. Too
many American families feel invisible
because so often we hear folks talking
about people before they actually talk
to people. When you talk to the aver-
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age American family, what you will
hear, time and time again, is that it is
very difficult for the average family to
get their ends together, making ends
meet. Working paycheck to paycheck
is too often, in too many places, the
norm.

So when we start talking about help-
ing the average American family, when
we start talking about helping single
parents, we are talking about helping
them Kkeep their dollars. In other
words, we believe they know better
than government how to spend their
money.

If you are an average American
household with only one breadwinner,
the fact is, our plan delivers a 75-per-
cent tax cut if you earn around $41,000.
Why do we talk about $41,000 for a sin-
gle-parent household? It is because the
average single-parent household with a
couple of kids earns around $40,000. So
we want to paint a clear picture, not a
picture filled with facts but facts that
lead you to the truth. That is not what
we are hearing all the time in this
Chamber.

When you think about an average
family, a typical American family,
with two earners in the household, the
average family in America makes
around $73,000. Our tax cut for that av-
erage, typical American family is 60
percent.

Here is what I struggle with. Why is
it not a bipartisan objective to deliver
tax cuts to hard-working families, too
often working two jobs to make their
ends meet? Why is there not a bipar-
tisan coalition working to make sure
there is a tax break in every single
bracket?

I just can’t figure out why doubling
the standard deduction for an indi-
vidual to $12,000 is not a bipartisan ac-
tivity. I really can’t appreciate why
taking a single-parent household from
a standard deduction of $9,300 to $18,000
is something my friends on the left are
resistant to do.

I cannot explain to you or to the
folks back in South Carolina why al-
most doubling the standard deduction
from $12,700 to $24,000 isn’t a bipartisan
exercise.

I can’t explain to you why families
who are strapped with Kkids in the
home, why we can’t say to them that
doubling the child tax credit is a good
thing. Where is the controversy around
saying that instead of getting a $1,000
child tax credit, we are going to make
it $2,000? Where is the controversy?

Why can’t our friends on the left be a
part of that conversation? Why is it
that our friends on the left have finally
come to the conclusion that after 8
yvears of running the Nation from the
White House and taking a $10 trillion
debt that was accumulated over 230
years and then doubling it in 8 years—
now they want the American people to
take them seriously about the debt.

Let me close by simply suggesting
that 4,700 businesses would still be
American businesses, according to an
EY study, if we had a 20-percent cor-
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porate tax rate—4,700 businesses are no
longer ours. They have been acquired
or inverted because our Tax Code pun-
ishes success. In a global competition,
our American workers deserve better.
In a global competition, our workers
deserve the opportunity to work for
companies whose tax rates are com-
petitive in a global economy.

If we don’t do that, more American
companies will invert, and fewer Amer-
icans will work here at home in places
like Alaska, South Carolina, and the
Dakotas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I
want to compliment my good friend
from South Carolina who came down
here and talked about what this is all
about. I couldn’t agree with him more.
This is about families. This is about
American families. He has these poster
boards up there showing the American
people what this is about. I want to re-
iterate a couple of points he men-
tioned.

First, the most important thing we
are doing here, the bulk of the relief we
are providing in this tax bill is to pro-
vide middle-class families with more
take-home pay, more money in the
pockets of American citizens. That is
what Senator ScoTT just talked about,
and I couldn’t agree more.

So, on average, right now, our bill
would bring the average American mid-
dle-class family about a $200 additional
amount of money in their pocket per
month—per month. Now, some people
watching that might think it may not
seem like a lot, but it is over $2,000 per
year. Every tax bracket that we have
right now in the Senate bill would get
a reduction.

So I want to echo the words of my
good friend from South Carolina. It is
confounding to me that our friends and
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
would deny hard-working Americans
that extra money in their pockets. You
don’t hear them say that, but that is
what they are doing, and they would
spin and twist the facts to make the
public believe the middle class is actu-
ally getting a tax increase. The public
is getting spun by them.

This would be a tax cut for these
families, a significant amount. That is
a plain fact.

What is so puzzling about this debate
is that those who oppose this bill is
trying to deny the Americans who need
it—we need it—extra money in their
pockets, particularly right now.

I want to talk a little bit about an
article I read last year in the Atlantic
magazine. It still haunts me. The arti-
cle was titled ‘“The Secret Shame of
the Middle Class.”” Here is a copy of it,
“The Secret Shame of the Middle
Class.” It says: ‘“‘Nearly half of all
Americans would have trouble finding
$400 in a crisis.”

You often talk about families. Forty-
seven percent of American families, ac-
cording to one Federal study, wouldn’t
be able to come up with $400 in case of
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an emergency. This is truly the defini-
tion of living paycheck to paycheck.
The bill that we are debating helps to
address this significantly—more money
in the pockets of American middle-
class families.

Let me quote from this article. The
author says:

It was happening to the soon-to-retire as
well as the soon-to-begin. It was happening
to college grads as well as high school drop-
outs. It was happening all across the coun-
try, including places where you might least
expect to see such problems. I knew that I
wouldn’t have $400 in an emergency.

That is the author.

What I hadn’t known, couldn’t have con-
ceived, was that so many other Americans
wouldn’t have that kind of money available
to them, either. My friend and local butcher,
Brian, who is one of the only men I know
who talks openly about his financial strug-
gles, once told me, ‘‘if anyone says he’s sail-
ing through, he’s lying.”

That is from this article.

These are our constituents he is writ-
ing about. These are the people whom
we see when we go home. These are
American citizens who need this kind
of relief. They tell us they are strug-
gling. They tell us they felt left out of
the system and that nobody is listen-

ing.

This bill is listening. It is about lis-
tening to them. It is about giving them
a voice through more economic secu-
rity.

The other thing this bill does—the
other thing that is so important to do
in this Congress and the other thing
that we should have no issues with bi-
partisan support for what this bill
does—is finally getting our economy
back to traditional levels of economic
growth—growing our economy, which
has been stagnant for well over a dec-
ade.

The next chart I have is one that I
have come to the floor and spoken
about many times. It is an important
chart. It shows the levels of economic
growth that have occurred year after
year in the United States since the Ei-
senhower administration. It shows
GDP growth. Let me explain it a little
bit.

It starts with Eisenhower, and then
goes to Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, Car-
ter, Reagan, Bush, Clinton, Bush 43,
and President Obama. These are the
numbers. The green is growth. We have
a couple of years of 8, 6, 7 percent
growth. But the line I want people to
take a look at is this 3 percent GDP
growth line—3 percent. Now, that is
not a great growth rate. It is not a bad
growth rate. The average since World
War II is closer to 4 percent, but 3 per-
cent is pretty good.

When we look at this chart, and we
think about what we are trying to do
on the floor here today, it tells a really
important story. It is 3 percent every
year. Reagan, Bush, Clinton are 4, 5,
and 6, and then we get to the Obama
years. Actually, we get to the last 10
years we have had, and we never hit it.
We had the Bush great recession, and
in the entire 8 years of President
Obama, we never hit it.
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Now, GDP sounds like some kind of
technical economic term, but it is real-
ly a proxy for the health of our econ-
omy. It is a proxy for the American
dream. It is a proxy for hope. We have
had a sick economy. For over a decade,
we have had a sick economy.

One thing that surprises me is how
few of our colleagues talk about this.
As we have debated the tax bill, a lot of
my colleagues on this side of the aisle
have been talking about growth—
growth, growth, growth—and how we
ought to get back to traditional levels
of GDP growth—3 percent or higher. It
is a bit of a surprise to me that in my
little under 3 years in the Senate, I
don’t know if I have heard any of my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
come to the floor to talk about this—
that this number, below 3 percent is
not good for the country. To the con-
trary, some of them, unfortunately,
have bought into what the Obama ad-
ministration used to tell us: Listen, we
can’t hit 3 percent. So guess what,
America, this is the new normal. We
can’t expect 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 percent growth.
We had years of 7 percent GDP growth
during the Reagan era and strong
growth during the Clinton era. Don’t
expect that anymore. The new normal
is about 1.5, maybe 2 percent, if we are
lucky.

I asked one of my Democratic col-
leagues this morning: Do you believe in
the new normal? Do you? Because that
is a surrender. That is a surrender of
the American dream.

There has been a lot of talk over the
last year about what makes America
great. This is what makes America
great—strong economic growth. We
haven’t had it in over a decade.

This tax bill, we believe, is going to
spur economic growth. That is another
reason why it is so important—fami-
lies’ take-home pay and finally getting
back to traditional levels of strong, ro-
bust economic growth that has enjoyed
bipartisan support from every Presi-
dent since the end of World War II. Yet,
somehow, on the other side of the aisle,
they don’t want to talk about it. Well,
to me, it is the most important thing
we are doing here.

So how do we do it? There is tax re-
form, certainly, and also energy poli-
cies that unleash our opportunities, in-
frastructure, and regulatory reform.
But we have to get out of this lost dec-
ade.

I want to go back to that ‘““Atlantic”
article I mentioned. The author talks
about the fact that people don’t have
the money they once did because of
this—because we are not growing; be-
cause the strongest economy in the
world, for the last 10 years, is sick.

The author says: “In the 1950s and
’60s, American economic growth de-
mocratized prosperity.”’

Everybody had opportunity with
strong economic growth. That is what
he is talking about right here. Then he
says: “‘But, in the 2010s, we have man-
aged to democratize financial insecu-
rity.”
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We went from democratizing pros-
perity for families to democratizing fi-
nancial insecurity, where almost half
of the American people don’t believe
they have $400 in an emergency. Yet
my colleagues don’t want to provide a
tax cut for middle-class families who
are struggling.

What we need to do is to end this de-
mocratization of financial insecurity
and get back to prosperity and get
back to traditional levels of GDP
growth through tax reform, through
energy, through infrastructure, and
through permanent reform. We can do
it.

Any American watching: Please don’t
believe this idea of the new normal,
that we will never get back to these
strong rates, that somehow our future
is destined to be below this 3 percent
line. Don’t believe it. What we need are
policies that can get us there.

That is why I am hopeful still that
some of my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle are going to join us in
promoting this tax reform that will do
one of the most important things we
can do—get the U.S. economy growing
again. Families will benefit, middle-
class families will benefit, hard-work-
ing Americans will benefit, our econ-
omy will benefit, and our national se-
curity will benefit, but we need to act.
We can’t accept this.

I yield the floor for my colleague
from Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
thank my colleague from Alaska for
yielding.

I want to begin where he finished—on
the need for a bipartisan approach, one
that combines different points of view,
one based on compromise. Compromise
should not be a dirty word. Com-
promise is not a four-letter word. Nei-
ther is bipartisanship. Yet our Repub-
lican colleagues have insisted on a Re-
publican plan—on a plan that they first
rammed and rushed through the House
of Representatives and now, in the
same way, have sought to do on their
own, without consultation or com-
promise with Democrats. That is why
the process has reached this point. It
has stalled.

My Republican colleagues are scram-
bling for a solution to an over-
whelming, oppressive debt that they
would force on the American people—
not on ourselves, but on our children
and our grandchildren, generations to
come, searching and scrambling for a
so-called trigger—another gimmick—to
be inserted in this bill that already
underestimates the additional debt
that will be foisted on our Nation.
They have estimated it at $1.3 trillion
or $1.5 trillion. In reality, it is probably
larger, but the main point is that they
have foisted it on our children and
grandchildren to pay—to shoulder the
burden—simply so that the wealthiest
in this country and corporations would
have tax cuts.

The people of Connecticut and our
country face a tsunami of economic
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harm. This plan, in fact, is deeply un-
popular among my constituents in Con-
necticut. I have listened to them. What
they tell me is that they cannot look
their children in the eye and show
them a chart like this one, which my
colleague Senator KING of Maine dis-
played earlier in the Chamber, and see
how this insurmountable mountain of
debt will result from the Republican
plan.

Very simply, Republicans voted for
middle-class taxes to rise so that the
President’s and other billionaires’
taxes can go down. Over the next dec-
ade, this plan will raise taxes on 87 mil-
lion middle-class families and half of
all taxpayers. This plan is a double
standard. It is a bait and switch be-
cause it makes a promise that it fails
to fulfill. It makes a promise of tax
cuts that actually will rise over a 10-
year period. It sells a false bill of
goods.

The promise of middle-class tax cuts
is a lie, plain and simple, a scam.

The President sent the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration, Linda McMahon, to Con-
necticut to announce: ‘‘Everyone will
experience a tax cut.” But the fact of
the matter is everybody in certain
brackets experiences a tax increase
under most circumstances.

Who is harmed? We know who bene-
fits. The wealthiest benefit, and cor-
porations benefit. But the ones
harmed, according to the Congressional
Budget Office, are the majority of peo-
ple who earn less than $75,000 a year,
and they will be worse off within the
next 10 years. In Connecticut that
means that 468,200 taxpayers in the
bottom 80 percent of income distribu-
tion will experience a tax hike under
this plan.

The Republican tax plan ends State
and local tax deductibility, which
means families are going to be taxed
twice. It increases the Federal burden
on Connecticut families, who already
pay more Federal taxes than they re-
ceive in Federal funding.

Now, what I hear—again, listening to
my friends and constituents in Con-
necticut—is that they are willing to
pay their fair share. They are willing
to pay even more than they may re-
ceive back from the Federal Govern-
ment, if they feel the system itself is
fair—not rigged in favor of the wealthy
or big corporations or special interests.
They are the ones who will benefit
from this tax scandal.

State and local taxes paid by my con-
stituents in Connecticut are vital to
supplying communities with resources
that pay for essential local services.
We are talking about police and school
and, yes, infrastructure—rebuilding
roads, bridges, ports, and airports—
vital services. In Connecticut 723,773
households deduct State and local
taxes. The average deduction is $19,664.
Assuming somebody pays a 25- or 30-
percent rate of taxes, apply that to
$19,000, and we are talking about real
money.
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The bill also abolishes a critical de-
duction that provides relief for tax-
payers who experience losses on their
property, including homeowners in
Connecticut—thousands of them—who
have a crumbling foundation and are
uninsured for those repairs—casualty
losses that, under current law, the IRS
ruled just last week could be deducted.
They will be robbed of those deductions
under this cruel, maligned, malicious,
misguided bill.

The bill also hits working-class fami-
lies. It expands the child tax credit, for
example, but tips the scales in favor of
the wealthiest families. It values a
child, fortunate to be born into a
wealthy family, to be worth a $2,000 tax
credit. Meanwhile, an estimated 140,000
military families who have median ad-
justed gross incomes of $28,000 will re-
ceive a child tax credit worth only $75
or less. If you are wealthy, it is worth
$2,000. If you are less well off, with an
adjusted gross income of $28,000, it is
$75 or less. What is fair or rational
about that distinction? In fact, it epit-
omizes what is wrong about this bill. It
increases inequality. It enhances and
heightens the insecurity that my col-
league from Alaska mentioned earlier.
It is wrong. It betrays American val-
ues.

First responders are harmed. Earlier
this month, the national president of
the Fraternal Order of Police wrote a
letter to the House and Senate leader-
ship urging Members of Congress to
protect the State and local tax deduc-
tion as is. If this deduction is elimi-
nated, local budgets will be strained,
which include the salaries and equip-
ment that support our law enforce-
ment. No wonder the head of the Fra-
ternal Order of Police objects to elimi-
nating the deduction of State and local
taxes.

Teachers are harmed. The National
Education Association has found that
gutting the State and local tax deduc-
tion will seriously harm already under-
funded public education, risking nearly
250,000 education jobs. Those are mid-
dle-class family jobs in a profession
that is profoundly important to our fu-
ture.

We talk a lot in this Chamber about
the importance of skill training and
education to the future of our work-
force and making sure that jobs are
filled by people with the right skills,
and here we are gutting our edu-
cational system. Those cuts in turn
will lead to approximately $250 billion
in cuts to public education over the
years to come.

Finally, job creators are harmed—the
job creators who do the infrastructure
work in construction and in skill train-
ing. There is common ground here on
infrastructure. There is bipartisan sup-
port for an infrastructure bank or pub-
lic financing authority, and a number
of those proposals, in fact, would in-
volve repatriating funds at lower tax
rates so the money parked abroad—
trillions of dollars companies have put
there because they want to avoid taxes
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on those profits—could come back. The
money should come back. The money
could come back at lower tax rates and
be invested in infrastructure, but this
proposal makes no such proposal be-
cause it is bereft of a realistic view of
what is necessary for infrastructure.

The sick are harmed as well. Illness
is not about revenue to a State. Illness
strikes any one of us at any time. The
Republican tax plan will raise insur-
ance premiums and kick 13 million
Americans off their health insurance,
all to pay for a massive corporate tax
cut, passthroughs that benefit the
wealthiest, and other reductions in
taxes that are giveaways to people who
need them the least.

The corporations that today move
overseas to evade taxes and benefit
from special interest 1loopholes to
lower their effective tax rates are
going to be rewarded under this tax
plan. Let’s be very blunt. They will
have increased incentives to move
those jobs overseas. The bill borrows
$1.5 trillion to enable them to have
lower rates, and those billions will line
the pockets of corporate CEOs. In fact,
that $1.5 trillion is equivalent to all
veterans healthcare and benefits pay-
ments to every single veteran in Amer-
ica over the next decade.

With $1.5 trillion, you could increase
the benefits to our veterans, enhance
the quality of their healthcare, and
train them for jobs that exist now, and,
by the way, you could also pay off all
the student loan debt in our Nation.
Think of it for a moment. Think of all
those young people whose lives would
be different—transformed—if they were
absolved of the worry about paying off
those hundreds of millions of dollars of
loans. For each of them, it is tens of
thousands that crush their futures and
drive them to jobs that were not their
first choices but which they have to do
simply to pay off debt.

Rather than working toward bipar-
tisan tax reform that creates oppor-
tunity for all Americans, this bill di-
vides our Nation, it increases the divi-
sion economically and, also, socially
and culturally, and, yes, politically. It
drives a division in this body between
two sides of the aisle—literally, phys-
ically—between our Republican col-
leagues and ourselves.

How wonderful it would be for us to
take the time, to use hearings and real
markups, and to do what was done in
the 1980s when the last major tax re-
form—true tax reform—was done. The
time, the consultation, the discussion,
and, yes, the compromise were at the
core of that work. What is at the core
of this work and this bill are very sim-
ply blatant partisanship.

There is no question that our Tax
Code needs to be reformed. I am pre-
pared to work on real tax reform, not
the lie that we have before us but real
tax reform that supports our middle
class, drives our economy forward, and
creates jobs. That would be the right
way to do it, and that would be the way
we could do it if we take a step back.
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It is not too late. We could do it to-
morrow. It is never too late to do the
right thing. I urge my colleagues to
take the time and to engage in real
compromise, legislation that is worthy
of the name and a tax reform measure
that truly is reform and benefits all
Americans.

I yield the floor for my colleague
from New Jersey.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, this
tax bill is truly astounding. Only in
Washington—only in Washington—
could Republicans borrow $1 trillion
from China to fund massive tax cuts
for big corporations and still need to
raise taxes on millions of Americans in
order to pay for it.

Look, I understand my Republican
friends are in a pickle. They need to
give President Trump a win. The prob-
lem is that this White House is asking
them to pass a tax plan built on the
most unpopular policies in America,
and I think my colleagues know it.

They know that after all the Amer-
ican people have been through—the fi-
nancial crisis, the great recession, dec-
ades of wage stagnation, soaring edu-
cation, housing and healthcare costs—
after all of this hardship, cutting taxes
for corporations, taking healthcare
away from 13 million people, and rais-
ing taxes on the middle class aren’t ex-
actly a recipe for winning the hearts of
voters, let alone a strategy for building
a more dynamic, inclusive, and pros-
perous economy for all Americans.

So, yes, Republicans are in a tough
spot. They know that if we had a sen-
sible campaign finance system, policies
this disastrous would spell disaster for
them in 2018. That is why they designed
a tax bill that has nothing to do with
simplifying our Tax Code and nothing
to do with growing the wages of Amer-
ican workers.

I appreciate my friend from Alaska
talking about growth. I am all for
growth. But first of all, I want to see
growth in American wages, and it is
really hard to have growth when you
take $1 trillion, or more, and add it to
the debt of the next generation and
think that you are going to have
growth when you are saddling them
with greater and greater debt. This bill
has nothing to do with creating jobs
and everything to do with pleasing cor-
porate special interests that fund their
campaigns.

That is what brings us here today.
That is how Senate Republicans are on
the verge of trying to pass massive tax
cuts for corporations that will be per-
manent. They don’t have to worry
about it. They will be permanent—paid
for, however, by raising taxes on work-
ing families and saddling our children
and grandchildren with ¢trillions in
debt.

I know some at home might wonder:
How does the GOP get away with pa-
rading this bill around as a middle-
class tax cut? It is because they are
using smoke and mirrors to dupe you
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into thinking you are getting some-
thing of a tax cut. These so-called def-
icit hawks passed a budget that gives
themselves permission to add $1.5 tril-
lion to the national debt by 2026—only
a short 9 years from now—so long, how-
ever, as they don’t add a dime to our
deficit the year after, in 2027. Isn’t it
nice if you can be at home and give
yourself permission to go ahead and
add an enormous amount of debt and
not worry about it? That is what they
do.

Here is the problem. It is damn near
impossible to permanently slash the
corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 20
percent without hiking taxes on mil-
lions of average people. I call it incon-
venient math. That is why Republicans
offer some families tiny, temporary—I
underline “temporary’—tax relief
without owning up to the fact that Cin-
derella’s chariot turns into a pumpkin
really fast.

By 2019, Americans who make under
$30,000 a year will be financially worse
off under this plan. By 2021, Americans
earning $40,000 a year will be worse off.
By 2027, anyone earning less than
$75,000 a year will get hit.

I will admit, they found some pretty
clever ways to pull off this con job.
First, they end the State and local tax
deduction and force millions of hard-
working middle-class families in States
like New Jersey to pay taxes twice on
the same money. These families aren’t
high rollers. In fact, 83 percent of New
Jerseyans who claim the State and
local tax deduction make under $200,000
a year. As a matter of fact, nearly half
of them make under $100,000 a year. I
will say it again. Ending the State and
local tax deduction is like one giant
hit job on middle-class families in
States like New Jersey. My constitu-
ents can’t afford to subsidize the rest
of the country any more than they al-
ready do.

Speaking about some of these com-
ments early, earlier this evening, the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania said
on the Senate floor that the State and
local tax deduction is a subsidy to
States like New York and New Jersey.
He said: ‘I don’t know how it could be
possibly fair to force my constituent
who lives in, say, Dauphin County,
Pennsylvania, why they should pay
more in income taxes to subsidize
somebody who gets to live in a multi-
million-dollar condo in the Upper West
Side of Manhattan.”” That hypocrisy is
amazing to me. Far from subsidizing
successful States like New Jersey and
New York, there are States that are ac-
tually taker States. They get more
than they send to the Federal Treas-
ury. In fact, according to the Rocke-
feller Foundation, on average, each
resident of Pennsylvania takes nearly
$1,500 per year in Federal benefits more
than they pay in Federal taxes.

Even if the Rockefeller Foundation is
wrong, let me read part of a letter sent
by some of the very county executives
and elected officials who represent
Dauphin County. Here is part of a let-
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ter they sent to their representatives:
As county elected executives rep-
resenting Pennsylvania’s counties, we
are writing to express our deep con-
cerns with proposals to eliminate de-
ductions for State and local taxes as
the primary funding offset for Federal
tax reform.

They go on to say: Across the State—
meaning Pennsylvania—more than 1.8
million households claimed the State
and local tax deduction for a total of
$32.24 billion. We are particularly con-
cerned that the loss of the State and
local tax deduction will harm middle-
class homeowners and overall property
values. Without the State and local tax
deduction, our taxpayers, Pennsylvania
taxpayers, would be doubly taxed. Such
a policy is contrary—I am reading from
their letter—to the intentions of our
Founding Fathers and overturns the
precedent set in the Civil War income
tax imposed by President Lincoln and
again in the original Federal Tax Code
of 1913. There is strong rationale why
the State and local taxes are included
as one of the original six Federal tax
deductions. Simply put, the State and
local tax deduction is not a special
loophole but instead a core principle of
fiscal federalism that should be pre-
served.

That is the letter. There is more. It
is signed by a series of individuals who
are elected representatives in Pennsyl-
vania, including those who represent
Dauphin County.

Every year, successful blue-chip
States like New Jersey, New York, and
Virginia contribute billions of dollars
in tax revenue that goes to Americans
in less productive, lower income
States. Now Republicans are trying to
take even more. We are sick and tired
of it, and we want our money back.

In fact, I will make a deal with you.
Since you claim to not support States
subsidizing other States, how about
you send all of the Federal tax dollars
you receive above and beyond what all
of your taxpayers paid to the Federal
Government and you transfer that
back to my State of New Jersey? I will
make that deal with you right now.
Sound like a deal? I didn’t think so.

Here is another thing that really
ticks me off. It is the sneaky, secret
tax hikes Republicans buried in this
bill that bilk billions of dollars from
Americans’ paychecks in the next two
decades. Again, we Kknow why they
have to do it. Even after borrowing $2
trillion from China, there is no way to
pay for permanent corporate tax cuts
without taking a bigger cut from
American workers. Boy, have they
found a sneaky way to do it. It is the
most complicated, convoluted, boring
tax increase in history, but, boy, it
takes $500 billion out of American pay-
checks and sends it straight into the
coffers of multinational corporations.
That is really something to be proud
of. It is called the Chained CPI. It
seems like a tiny tweak to how the
government measures the cost of liv-
ing. It is something we call inflation.
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Here is the thing about inflation. Ask
any American walking down the street
if their wages have kept pace with ris-
ing costs, and they will laugh in your
face. They will tell you that their in-
comes have barely budged, while every-
thing from the cost of milk to college
tuition gets more expensive every year.

What if the government pretended
that the rising costs weren’t such a
hardship? That is what we call the
Chained CPI tax increase. Don’t take it
from me; take it from a Republican tax
hero, Grover Norquist. Here is what he
had to say about this very provision,
Chained CPI, in 2013. He said:

This is one of those things invented by peo-
ple who are trying to raise taxes and pretend
they’re not. If you change the law to get
more money, that’s a tax increase—doesn’t
matter how you do it or what you call it.

We all expect to pay a little more in
taxes if we get a big raise at work. Now
Republicans want you to pay more in
taxes even if you don’t get a raise.
Each year, more of your income, under
this provision, will be taxed in higher
brackets, at the very same time your
deductions and tax credits slowly lose
their value. It is a clever way for the
government to shave a bit more off
your paycheck every year, even if your
income hasn’t risen in years. It is a Re-
publican tax on wage stagnation and a
Republican tax on the millennial gen-
eration. That is right—millennials are
just now entering their prime earning
years, and apparently they haven’t had
it hard enough, not after the great re-
cession, not after drowning them in
student loan debt. That is what Con-
gress really is doing—stick it to the
millennials so that the Koch brothers
can get a nice tax cut.

The American people deserve to
know the big lie at the heart of the
Trump tax plan. The meager tax cuts
for families are written in disappearing
ink, while the sneaky tax hikes are
carved into stone. It is the Republican
majority’s dirty little secret—the se-
cret that even after borrowing $2 tril-
lion from China, they can’t perma-
nently cut taxes for corporations with-
out hiking taxes on millions of middle-
class Americans and millions more who
dream of becoming middle class. We
have heard this all before—wild claims
about tax cuts for the rich trickling
down to working families. The truth is,
they never do.

I was in the House of Representatives
when Congress passed the Bush tax
cuts. I opposed taking the historic sur-
plus that President Clinton had created
to be used by President Bush—which he
inherited and squandered it on tax
cuts, 27 percent of which went to the
top 1 percent of Americans. That is
chump change compared to the 60-plus
percent that goes to the wealthy in the
Trump tax plan.

By 2027, Americans who make $40,000
to $50,000 a year will pay a combined
$5.3 billion more in taxes, while those
who make millions get a $5.8 billion
cut—pretty close. Americans making
$40,000 to $50,000 a year pay a combined
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$5.3 billion more in taxes. Those who
make millions get a $5.8 billion cut.
There you have it. Republicans are A-
OK with wealth redistribution so long
as it is taking it from working families
and giving it to the richest 1 percent.

That 60-percent number doesn’t in-
clude the death blow this plan delivers
to the Affordable Care Act, the finan-
cial cost to families when 13 million
Americans lose their healthcare cov-
erage and everyone else gets saddled
with higher premiums.

Meanwhile, some Republicans are
openly admitting that this tax bill will
be the first shot fired in their race to
dismantle Social Security, Medicaid,
and Medicare. In fact, the Congres-
sional Budget Office—the nonpartisan
scoring division for the Congress—al-
ready said that these tax cuts will trig-
ger huge, multibillion-dollar cuts to
Medicare. And that is not the only way
this bill screws over America’s seniors.
According to the AARP, 5.2 million
seniors will face higher taxes in the
next decade. Think about that—asking
seniors who have given this country a
lifetime of hard work to pay for cor-
porate tax cuts.

We know what corporations do with
those tax cuts. During the Bush tax
holiday in 2005, the Republicans prom-
ised big gains for workers, but corpora-
tions didn’t bring the billions of dollars
they stashed offshore back home so
they could build new factories or cre-
ate millions of new jobs or pay their
workers better wages. The lion’s share
of that windfall went to just two
things: higher pay for CEOs and kick-
backs for their investors on Wall
Street.

I am not sure why White House ad-
viser Gary Cohn seemed so surprised
the other day when so few CEOs who
were before him said that they used the
tax cuts to invest in American jobs. He
asked for a show of hands. Only a cou-
ple raised their hands. Does anyone ac-
tually believe things will be different
this time? Of course not.

How do we know? It is because, un-
like my Republican friends in Con-
gress, corporations cannot lie to their
shareholders about what they plan to
do with $1 trillion in tax cuts. Their
CEOs are openly admitting this wind-
fall will go straight to Wall Street.
That is why I have been pushing for
changes to this tax bill that would
take away these big corporate tax cuts
if workers don’t see bigger paychecks.
Of course, that is not what Republicans
have in mind.

This tax plan has nothing to do with
helping hard-working families get
ahead in New Jersey and across Amer-
ica. It is not about helping folks who
have good jobs but still live paycheck
to paycheck. It is about one thing—
cutting taxes permanently for big cor-
porations that are raking in record
profits and just straight-out refusing
to pay their workers decent wages. It is
about cutting taxes for trust fund kids
who were born on third base and think
they hit a triple. It is about paving the
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way for massive cuts to Medicaid,
Medicare, and Social Security. It is
about bankrupting States of the re-
sources they need to invest in edu-
cation, in infrastructure, in public
health, and in creating the growth for
opportunity for all.

These are the backward priorities of
this legislation—tax cuts for big cor-
porations and wealthy campaign do-
nors that are paid for by taking bigger
cuts out of workers’ paychecks and
saddling our grandchildren, like my
granddaughter, Evangelina, with $2
trillion in debt.

The only people who will come out on
top from this legislation are those who
are already sitting at the very top. So
much for draining the swamp. This is
about as mucky as it gets. I hope my
colleagues come to their senses and put
the brakes on this terrible tax bill.

We can have tax reform—tax reform
that is bipartisan, tax reform that can
be permanent, tax reform that creates
stability, tax reform that -creates
growth not just for companies but
growth for American workers’ wages,
and that creates a better economy for
all. This deal is a bad deal for the
American people, and they deserve
much better.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, during
Thanksgiving last week, families
across the country came together to
give thanks for the blessings of the
past year. One group in particular—
corporate CEOs—had a special reason
to be thankful: the Republican tax bill
we are considering today. Rather than
engaging in a bipartisan process to de-
velop and enact meaningful tax reform
that will benefit working Americans
and small businesses, Republicans in
Congress have spent the last few
weeks. crafting tax cut legislation that
will overwhelmingly favor large cor-
porations and ultrawealthy Americans.
Just in time for the holiday season,
this bill delivers everything on the Re-
publican donor class’s wish lis while
providing the vast majority of working
Americans with little more than a
lump of coal.

This tax bill would have harmful and
far-reaching effects, in countless ways,
for our economy, for the budget, for
our healthcare system, for our environ-
ment, and for the pocketbooks of mid-
dle-income Americans from coast to
coast; yet despite these enormous
threats across the board, rarely, if
ever, have I seen such a secretive and
slapdash process and such a shoddy re-
sult. Republican leaders purposely
chose a partisan process, not a bipar-
tisan process.

This bill has one clear goal: provide
corporations with permanent tax cuts
at any and all costs. Unfortunately, the
costs of providing these unnecessary
cuts are high and fall disproportion-
ately on lower and middle-income
Americans, who will only see tem-
porary cuts that will expire in 2025.
The true purpose and slant of this bill
are belied by the fact that huge tax
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cuts for corporations would be perma-
nent, while the meager adjustments for
hard-working Americans are only tem-
porary. Critical deductions relied upon
by many Vermonters, including the
State and local tax deduction, are re-
duced or eliminated. These changes are
likely to result in higher taxes for
many working families. To add insult
to injury, even after targeting the mid-
dle class to pay for permanent cor-
porate tax cuts, the bill will still end
up adding more than $1.4 trillion to our
deficit and debt over the next 10 years.

This is a bill that cheats our future
for the sake of a tax-cut windfall for
the 1 percent. It does absolutely won-
derful things for the wealthiest tax-
payers, like the President, his cronies,
and his family, but it does not advance
the common good. It offers crumbs to
hard-working Americans, while the
wealthiest individuals and corporations
reap the rewards of this bill, with the
false promise of trickle-down benefits
to everyone else. The wealthiest are
doing just fine, and big corporations al-
ready are pulling in record profits,
which they are not investing but salt-
ing away. They don’t need more tax
cuts. More than 400 millionaires have
urgently told Congress that they don’t
need more tax cuts.

Even more appallingly, to pay for
these tax giveaways for corporations,
Republicans intend to strip health in-
surance from 13 million Americans, a
move that threatens to seriously desta-
bilize the health insurance market.
Americans with health insurance today
will face higher premiums as a result of
this bill becoming law. As the Congres-
sional Budget Office found in its recent
analysis, by 2027, the bill takes away
billions of dollars in Federal
healthcare support for Americans mak-
ing less than $75,000. This needlessly
putt innocent lives at risk. To the ex-
tent that working Vermonters see any
benefit from the tax cuts included in
this bill, those gains will be more than
wiped away by these changes to our
healthcare system.

What is more, this Republican pro-
posal will also cause irreparable harm
to our environment by opening up oil
and gas drilling in the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge, ANWR—all to pay for
tax breaks for corporations, including
those in the oil and gas industry. Ex-
posing this breathtaking area of the
country to the ravages of oil and gas
drilling would be an environmental
tragedy. Even worse, the rationale for
it may be built on a false premise.
There is evidence to suggest that open-
ing this area for development would
not even provide the economic benefits
being claimed. Turning ANWR into an
oil field is yet another gift to corporate
interests at the expense of the Amer-
ican people and at the cost of damage
to their public lands.

These are just some of the dev-
astating consequences this bill will
have if it is enacted, and we know this
isn’t even the bill on which we will ul-
timately cast a vote. This bill has been
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written and rewritten so many times
behind closed doors, and we have every
reason to believe Republicans will con-
clude this arcane reconciliation proc-
ess by offering a final amendment, un-
veiled at the last minute, without the
benefit of thorough review and debate.
For an issue this complex that touches
every aspect of our economy, moving
at a breakneck, partisan pace is a dan-
gerous and reckless approach. How
many Senators who support this legis-
lation can look their constituents in
the eye and honestly tell them they
know every detail of this bill and how
it will impact them and our country?
Can the Senators who support this bill
in good faith promise it won’t raise
their constituents’ taxes, today, to-
morrow, next year, or in a decade? Or
that it won’t set in motion slashing
cuts to Medicare, Social Security, and
Medicaid?

Remember the promises the Repub-
lican majority made just months ago?
They promised their bill would boost
the economy and help middle-class
Americans and that it wouldn’t explode
the debt and the deficits. The President
himself promised that the bill wouldn’t
benefit him or other wealthy tax-
payers. Now, we know the truth. The
independent Congressional Budget Of-
fice and countless economists have
made clear that those promises have
been utterly shredded. Further damage
is done by this direct hit on the health
insurance that is relied upon by mil-
lions of Americans and by the elimi-
nation of the deductibility of State and
local taxes. Blowing a hole in the budg-
et will seed the ground for rising inter-
est rates that will hit every family and
drag down our economy, and Repub-
lican cuts to Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid will follow.

Even these huge corporate tax cuts
are not structured in a way that would
truly encourage investments here at
home and boost workers’ wages. There
is no bang, let alone a popgun pop, for
shoveling out these more than 2 mil-
lion bucks.

We need to go back to the drawing
board and start this process over again.
Let Republicans and Democrats work
together on real tax reform that sim-
plifies the Tax Code and provides real
benefits to working Americans. This
bill is not tax reform. This is a
cartoonish caricature of what real tax
reform should look like. It is dishonest
to its core. It is cynical, and it can
only breed more cynicism by the pub-
lic. It is not only bad policy, it is hor-
rible policy—and it is wrong.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
wish to speak about the so-called Re-
publican tax reform bill.

When it comes to revising our tax
system, I assumed there were two
things my Republican colleagues would
agree with me on.

First, that tax reform doesn’t in-
crease taxes for middle-class families
and, second, that tax reform wouldn’t
balloon the deficit.

Unfortunately, I was wrong on both
counts. The bill that is before us does
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both of those things. Candidly, I'm sur-
prised that anyone can even call this
bill tax reform with a straight face.

I think it is clear to all of us and to
the American people that this bill is
nothing more than a windfall tax cut
for big corporations and rich Ameri-
cans.

There were no hearings on this bill
with outside groups. There was no
transparency in the drafting of this
bill, and much like the healthcare de-
bacle, the result is a mess that not
even all Republicans are supporting.

This bill would blow a $1.4 trillion
hole in our deficit. This bill would raise
taxes on many working families by
gutting important deductions like for
State and local taxes. This bill would
leave 13 million Americans without
health insurance. This bill even has
riders in it to allow drilling in pristine
areas of the Alaskan wilderness.

The bill takes all of these destructive
actions just to put more money in the
pockets of corporations and the richest
Americans.

This bill is one of the most fiscally
irresponsible bills I have seen in quite
some time.

In fact, I don’t ever recall a tax bill
on the Senate floor that drives up our
deficit this much.

Republicans are trying to convince
Americans that these huge tax cuts for
the rich will pay for themselves. Well,
that is just not going to happen.

If you don’t believe me, listen to all
the economists who agree that this bill
won’t accomplish the goals that Repub-
licans are claiming.

While a higher deficit is bad enough
on its own, I fear that Republicans will
use this as an excuse to gut vital pro-
grams like Medicare, Medicaid, and So-
cial Security to pay for it.

I can think of better ways to spend
$1.4 trillion than cutting taxes for the
rich. Imagine how many jobs would be
created if we invested that money in
rebuilding our crumbling infrastruc-
ture or the jobs created if we invested
in clean energy solutions to reduce our
dependence on fossil fuels. We could in-
vest in education to prepare our stu-
dents to compete in the new economy,
or we could invest in our veterans by
improving the care they receive at VA
hospitals.

Instead, Republicans want to waste
that money lining the pockets of mil-
lionaires and billionaires, and it is the
middle class who will pay the price.

Every day I hear from Californians
who are worried about this bill and
what it means for their family’s budg-
ets.

Here are some of their stories.

Raleigh is a middle-class retiree in
Davis, CA. He wrote me to say that his
taxes would go up nearly $4,000 a year.
He simply can’t afford such a drastic
tax increase on his fixed budget.

Mary lives in Berkeley, CA. She said
the effects of this bill will be higher
health insurance premiums because the
bill goes after the individual mandate
in the Affordable Care Act. The in-
creased costs could mean she will have
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to choose between buying health insur-
ance or paying for her daughter’s col-
lege tuition.

Michael is a senior in Los Angeles.
He is afraid he will have to sell his
house due to the elimination of the
property tax deduction.

Carol, who lives in Sacramento, tells
me that her family’s taxes would go up
almost $12,000 a year, making it harder
for her to save for retirement.

These are just a few stories about the
hardships that Americans will face be-
cause of this bill.

In fact, more than half of American
households will pay more in taxes
under the Republican plan. That is ap-
palling.

Californians will be particularly hurt
by the elimination of the State and
local tax deduction.

Since the national income tax was
created in 1913, Americans have been
able to prevent double taxation by de-
ducting state and local taxes.

In 2015, more than 6 million Cali-
fornia households claimed this deduc-
tion, and the average amount deducted
was $18,400.

Even Americans who don’t claim the
SALT deduction will be hurt by this
proposal.

Funding for critical services like
schools, and police and fire depart-
ments would be in jeopardy as commu-
nities bear the impact of the increased
tax burden on families.

This bill also renews the Repub-
lican’s assault on the Affordable Care
Act. The bill would drive up healthcare
costs by repealing the individual man-
date.

If this passes, prices in the market-
place would skyrocket, increasing by
almost 10 percent each year, making
healthcare unaffordable for many fami-
lies. The result would be 13 million
fewer people with healthcare.

One group, however, is the clear win-
ner, and that is big corporations.

The Republican tax bill permanently
slashes the corporate tax rate from 35
percent to 20 percent.

They will get to keep deductions
taken away from ordinary people, al-
lowing companies to drive their execu-
tive tax rate down further.

For instance, corporations will still
be able to deduct State and local taxes
they pay, while middle-class families
won’t be allowed to.

Under the Republican plan, corporate
tax cuts are made permanent, keeping
their tax rates low. Meanwhile, the
lower tax rates for the middle class
would disappear, further shifting the
tax burden onto American families.

The misplaced priorities in this tax
cut bill are bad for families and bad for
America. This bill is being rushed
through in large part because it is
harmful to families. It clearly skews to
benefit big corporations and the rich.
It explodes our deficit, leaving the mid-
dle-class to pay the tab.

I cannot support this bill, and I urge
my Republican colleagues to join me in
opposing it.
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Scrap this fiscally irresponsible leg-
islation, and work with Democrats on
true tax reform that puts the middle
class first.

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise to
express my support for our renewable
energy tax incentives. The production
tax credit, PTC, for wind and the in-
vestment tax credit, ITC, for solar
must remain intact as agreed to in this
Chamber 2 years ago. These two credits
are necessary to continue to create
clean energy jobs in Colorado. Al-
though the Senate tax package does
not modify the PCT and ITC, the House
version includes harmful changes to
the existing credits.

During the Finance Committee mark
up, I asked the majority if they intend
to preserve the ITC and PTC credits in
current law during conference. Senator
GRASSLEY stated that, in private con-
versations with the administration, it
indicated it would preserve the bipar-
tisan compromise on energy credits. I
urge the leadership to retain existing
law on the energy tax credits during
conference. I take this opportunity to
ask unanimous consent that our ex-
change from the Finance Committee
markup be printed in the RECORD.

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

Senator BENNET. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man. Thanks so much for having a second
round of questions.

Ms. Acuna, I would like to know if the lack
of an energy title in the Senate markup im-
plies an endorsement of the House bill which
undercuts the permanent extension of the
ITC for solar, it reduces the credit for the
wind PTC. Or does the Committee plan on
honoring the ITC, PTC commitment we
made two years ago in a bipartisan way dur-
ing reconciliation at conference? Do you ex-
pect to maintain that in the conference and
is that our position?

Ms. ACUNA. Thank you. I am not at liberty
to speak of whether or not the mark rep-
resents an endorsement or a lack of endorse-
ment of the House bill with respect to the
energy provisions. That rests with our mem-
bers and I will leave it at that.

Senator BENNET. So can silence be read to
be acquiescence to the House bill? How
should we understand it?

What is the administration’s position, Mr.
West, on this question?

Mr. WEST. I am not here to speak to the
administration’s position today, Senator, on
that particular provision.

Senator GRASSLEY. If the senator would
yield, I can speak to——

Senator BENNET. Sure, I would yield to my
colleague. You were at the heart of those ne-
gotiations.

Senator GRASSLEY. Yeah. From this stand-
point, both in the privacy of my office pre-
Mnuchin nomination and at this hearing, I
asked that very question about the adminis-
tration’s or at least his view on preserving
it. I do not know whether he get into the
pros and cons of the tax, but I brought it up
from the standpoint that two years ago we
established a transition rule phasing out the
wind energy credit in 2020. And that is three
years through that process. That transition
rule ought to be maintained and he said yes.

Senator BENNET. Well, let me say I am
grateful for your leadership as I always have
been.

That is not the position that the House has
taken in their bill.
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Senator GRASSLEY. They have done great
damage to our transition rule.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I intend
to offer the following motion to H.R. 1,
and I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD. The motion is
supported by Senators VAN HOLLEN and
WARNER.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Carper moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) reduce incentives for companies to shift
production and jobs overseas by enacting a
more effective minimum tax on foreign prof-
its that broadens the applicable income sub-
ject to this tax and that applies this tax on
a country-by-country basis.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, 1
intend to offer the following motions
to H.R. 1, and I ask unanimous consent
that they be printed in the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Van Hollen moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance of the
Senate with instructions to report the same
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) both—

(A) make business tax reform revenue-neu-
tral; and

(B) eliminate the perverse incentive cre-
ated by a delayed corporate tax cut for com-
panies to make money-losing investments.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Van Hollen moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance of the
Senate with instructions to report the same
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee;

(2) make business tax reform revenue-neu-
tral;

(3) eliminate the perverse incentive cre-
ated by a delayed corporate tax cut for com-
panies to make money-losing investments;
and

(4) redirect the resulting increase in rev-
enue to provide tax relief for households
with incomes of less than $250,000.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Van Hollen moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance with in-
structions to report the same back to the
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) require the President of the United
States to make available to the public the
President’s tax returns for not less than the
3 most recent taxable years, for the purpose
of determining whether the President would
receive a personal financial benefit as a re-
sult of the bill.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
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following motion to commit be printed
in the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Baldwin moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
with instructions to report the same back to
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day
on which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) support the President’s plan to close
the carried interest loophole.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I have
three motions to commit that I believe
the Senate should consider during our
debate of H.R. 1, The Tax Cuts and Jobs
Act.

I ask unanimous consent that my
motions to commit be printed in the
RECORD.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Merkley moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
with instructions to report the same back to
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day
on which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) raise the Federal corporate income tax
rate to 25 percent to pay for K-12 education
through block grants to States.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Merkley moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
with instructions to report the same back to
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day
on which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) increase the Federal corporate income
tax rate to 25 percent and transfer any in-
crease in Federal revenues resulting from
such increase to the Highway Trust Fund
under section 9503 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Merkley moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance of the Senate
with instructions to report the same back to
the Senate in 3 days, not counting any day
on which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) provide for a $3,000 refundable income
tax credit for taxpayers earning less than
$100,000 and fully pay for the cost of such
credit by eliminating all or a portion of the
corporate income tax rate cuts and the de-
duction for pass-through business income, by
reinstating completely the alternative min-
imum tax, and by repealing the changes to
the Federal estate tax.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of my
motion to commit, made with the sup-
port of Senator HEINRICH, be printed in
the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Udall moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources with instructions to report the
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not
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counting any day on which the Senate is not
in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee;

(2) provide for full, permanent, and manda-
tory funding for the payment in lieu of taxes
program under chapter 69 of title 31, United
States Code; and

(3) provide for the permanent authoriza-
tion of the Secure Rural Schools and Com-
munity Self-Determination Act of 2000 (16
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.).

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of my
motion to commit, made with the sup-
port of Senator HEITKAMP, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Udall moves to commit the bill HR. 1
to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) increase revenue by sufficient amounts
to provide full funding levels for all pro-
grams administered by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (including public safety and justice,
education, social services, and natural re-
sources programs), programs administered
by the Indian Health Service, and housing
programs carried out pursuant to the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of my
motion to commit be printed in the
RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Udall moves to commit the bill H.R. 1
to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) establish a tax deduction for small busi-
nesses on the first $25,000 in business income
for any small business including C corpora-
tions, sole proprietorships, partnerships and
S corporations, accompanied by a phase-out
for businesses beginning at $200,000 in income
and ending at $250,000 in income, or twice
that amount for couples filing jointly, to en-
sure that the deduction benefits the entities
most in need.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the following mo-
tions to H.R. 1, the Tax Reconciliation
Act, be printed in the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) preserve the estate tax at current levels
and devote all revenue generated therefrom
equally between military readiness and the
opioid crisis in the United States.
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Motion to Commit With Instructions

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) secure the long-term integrity of unem-
ployment compensation and related pro-
grams for individuals who become unem-
ployed during economic downturns, includ-
ing extended unemployment compensation,
disaster unemployment assistance, and work
sharing.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) would ensure that the bill does not re-
sult in any reduction in health insurance
coverage for children, including by elimi-
nating any provision that would result in (A)
a reduction in the amount or availability of
premium assistance subsidies for individuals
purchasing health insurance coverage
through an Exchange established for or by a
State under title I of the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act; or (B) a reduction
in Federal spending on the Medicaid program
under title XIX of the Social Security Act.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) would ensure that the bill does not re-
sult in any reduction in health insurance
coverage for seniors, including by elimi-
nating any provision that would result in (A)
a reduction in the amount or availability of
premium assistance subsidies for individuals
purchasing health insurance coverage
through an Exchange established for or by a
State under title I of the Patient Protection
and Affordable Care Act; or (B) a reduction
in Federal spending on the Medicaid program
under title XIX of the Social Security Act.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) include a provision requiring the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to ne-
gotiate prescription drug costs under the
Medicare program, particularly with in-
verted corporations.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and (2) provide additional weeks of
unemployment insurance, training, and
placement assistance for workers whose jobs
are lost due to automation.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Reed moves to commit the bill, H.R. 1,
to the committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
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in three days, not counting any day on which
the Senate is not in session, with changes
that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2)(A) designate a total national bond limi-
tation of $30,000,000,000 for qualified school
infrastructure bonds ($10,000,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2018 through 2020) for up-
grades, repair, construction, or replacement
of school buildings, systems, or components;
(B) allocate such bond authority to States
based on the proportion of funds received by
the State under part A of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of
1965; and (C) require that the Federal govern-
ment provide a tax credit of 100 percent of
the interest on any qualified school infra-
structure bonds, with such credit being al-
lowed to be issued as a tax credit to the
bondholder or as a direct payment to the
bond issuer; and

(3) expand qualified zone academy bonds to
$1,400,000,000 annually and remove the pri-
vate business contribution requirement for
local education agencies to participate in
the qualified zone academy bond program.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, I
intend to offer the following motion to
H.R. 1, and I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the RECORD. The
motion is supported by Senators CAR-
PER and WARNER.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. Van Hollen moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance of the
Senate with instructions to report the same
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) reduce incentives for companies to shift
production and jobs overseas by enacting a
true minimum tax on foreign profits that
does not provide an exemption for a routine
return and applies this tax on a country-by-
country basis.

Ms. CORTEZ MASTO. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the text
of my motion to commit be printed in
the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Cortez Masto moves to commit the bill
H.R. 1 to the Committee on Finance with in-
structions to report the same back to the
Senate in 3 days, not counting any day on
which the Senate is not in session, with
changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee;

(2) strike provisions in the bill that would
harm individuals ages 50 and older by reduc-
ing their access to affordable health care or
limiting coverage or benefits in the private
health insurance market; and

(3) strike provisions in the bill that would
increase taxes for individuals ages 50 and
older from the date of the enactment of the
bill until 2037.

Ms. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my motions to
commit be printed in the RECORD.

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

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
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tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) help students afford the cost of higher
education.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) protect funding for historically Black
colleges and universities.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) support Impact Aid payments to school
districts that have Federal property in their
jurisdiction.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) hold for-profit colleges and other insti-
tutions of higher education accountable
when they prey on, mislead, and defraud stu-
dents.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) protect taxpayers from identity fraud.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) strike provisions that raise taxes on
low-income taxpayers.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) strike provisions that raise taxes on the
middle class.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) strike provisions that give tax cuts to
the rich.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS
Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Rules with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—
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(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and
(2) establish an independent committee to
advise the Federal government on election
cybersecurity.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources with instructions to report the
same back to the Senate in 3 days, not
counting any day on which the Senate is not
in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) ensure adequate earthquake disaster as-
sistance funding.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) increase funding for community devel-
opment block grants.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) increase funding for affordable housing
programs.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) incentivize States to reform their
criminal justice systems, including by en-
couraging the replacement of the use of pay-
ment of secured money bail as a condition of
pretrial release in criminal cases.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) prepare the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency to respond to natural disas-
ters affecting United States territories and
islands.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on the Judiciary of the
Senate with instructions to report the same
back to the Senate in 3 days, not counting
any day on which the Senate is not in ses-
sion, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) provide a path to citizenship through
comprehensive immigration reform legisla-
tion.

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate with instructions
to report the same back to the Senate in 3
days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) provide funding to ensure that the bene-
fits of clean air and clean drinking water are
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enjoyed equally by all Americans, regardless
of economic status.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Environment and
Public Works of the Senate with instructions
to report the same back to the Senate in 3
days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that—

(1) are within the jurisdiction of such com-
mittee; and

(2) provide full funding for removal and re-
mediation at sites on the National Priorities
List developed by the President in accord-
ance with section 105(a)(8)(B) of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42
U.S.C. 9605(a)(8)(B)).

MOTION TO COMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Ms. Harris moves to commit the bill H.R.
1 to the Committee on Finance with instruc-
tions to report the same back to the Senate
in 3 days, not counting any day on which the
Senate is not in session, with changes that
provide for worker training programs, such
as training programs that target workers
that need advanced skills to progress in their
current profession or apprenticeship or cer-
tificate programs that provide retraining for
a new industry.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded 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.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate be in a period of morning business,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

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

———
WORLD AIDS DAY

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, on De-
cember 1, we mark World AIDS Day,
reflect on the more than 35 million peo-
ple who have died of HIV or AIDS, and
recommit to leading the way to an
AIDS-free generation.

For more than a decade, the United
States has been a leader in the global
fight against HIV/AIDS, and this in-
vestment has shown real returns. The
progress in treatment of both adults
and children living with HIV/AIDS has
been dramatic. According to the World
Health Organization, in 2005, only 14
percent of women received services for
the prevention of mother-to-child
transmission. By 2016, that number had
grown to 76 percent. Since 2001, the
number of children born HIV-positive
has decreased by more than half.

We should mnot interpret these
metrics of progress to mean that our
work is done or that we can afford to
pull back from our commitment to
eradicate this epidemic. Children, in
particular, remain especially vulner-
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able to HIV/AIDS. The Elizabeth Glazer
Pediatric AIDS Foundation notes that
there are still 2.1 million children liv-
ing with HIV, and these children are
receiving treatment at rates far below
that of adults. The failure to support
effective and acceptable HIV services
for adolescents has resulted in a 50 per-
cent increase in reported AIDS-related
deaths in this group compared with the
30 percent decline seen in the general
population from 2005 to 2012, according
to the World Health Organization. We
must do better.

The challenge of protecting children
from HIV/AIDS is not just about access
to treatment. We must also continue to
work to prevent mother-to-child trans-
mission, which is the leading cause of
HIV infection in children, by improving
services to pregnant mothers. We do
this by strengthening healthcare sys-
tems in the most affected countries
and by continuing to support the Presi-
dent’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Re-
lief, or PEPFAR, and local nongovern-
mental organizations in the fight
against HIV/AIDS.

The bipartisan commitment to ad-
dressing the complex challenges of the
HIV/AIDS epidemic remains strong.
However, this year, the Trump admin-
istration proposed cutting roughly 30
percent of the international affairs
budget. This is risky, short-sighted,
wrong, and will dramatically impact
our leadership on global health issues.

The international affairs budget sup-
ports programs that have been both in-
strumental in preventing and treating
pediatric AIDS and in encouraging
other donor countries and organiza-
tions to match our participation. Dras-
tic cuts will impact not only our rep-
utation and our partnerships in the
international community, but will
have long-term consequences we can-
not clearly predict today.

The international effort to combat
pediatric AIDS exemplifies the ways in
which countries, local NGOs, and the
private sector can come together to
protect the most vulnerable among us.
Last month, I was proud to work with
Senator RUBIO to introduce S. Res. 310,
a resolution to recognize the impor-
tance of a continued commitment to
ending pediatric AIDS worldwide. I
want to acknowledge the leadership of
Congresswomen ROS-LEHTINEN and LEE
on a companion resolution in the
House of Representatives and thank
my colleagues who have joined as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 310 thus far: Sen-
ators BLUMENTHAL, BOOKER, BOOZMAN,
COONS, DURBIN, FEINSTEIN, FRANKEN,
HATCH, ISAKSON, KING, KLOBUCHAR,
MARKEY, NELSON, RUBIO, and VAN HOL-
LEN.

This bipartisan effort represents one
of many steps to reinforce U.S. leader-
ship in combating HIV and AIDS and in
protecting children around the world.
On World AIDS Day, I call on my col-
leagues to redouble our support of U.S.
Government programs that fight HIV/
AIDS and build healthcare capacity to-
wards an AIDS-free generation.

S7557

TRIBUTE TO LUCY KELLY

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, today I
recognize the hard work of my Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation
Committee law clerk Lucy Kelly. Lucy
hails from Seattle, WA, and is a sec-
ond-year law student at American Uni-
versity.

While clerking for the Commerce
Committee, Lucy assisted the Sub-
committee on Consumer Protection,
Product Safety, Insurance, and Data
Security. She is a dedicated worker
who was committed to getting the
most out of her clerkship. I extend my
sincere thanks and appreciation to
Lucy for all of the fine work she did for
the committee and wish her continued
success in the years to come.

———
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REMEMBERING G. THOMAS EISELE

e Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, today
I wish to pay tribute to former U.S.
District Judge G. Thomas Eisele who
passed away on Sunday, November 26,
at the age of 94.

Judge Eisele was a native of Hot
Springs, AR. He served as a private in
the U.S. Army during World War II and
then went on to attend Harvard Law
School. Eisele then came back to Ar-
kansas to practice law in Hot Springs
and Little Rock.

When Winthrop Rockefeller ran for
Governor in 1966, Eisele became a legal
adviser to his campaign and then to
Governor Rockefeller during his ad-
ministration. Rockefeller rec-
ommended to President Richard Nixon
that Eisele be appointed to the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District
of Arkansas. Eisele was appointed to
the position in 1970 and served on the
bench for 41 years, including as chief
judge from 1975 to 1991.

Judge EHisele was widely respected by
his legal peers and was known by law-
yers who argued cases before him for
his thoughtful approach in the court-
room. An intelligent, passionate, hu-
morous, and reverent man, Judge
Eisele left a significant judicial legacy
when he retired from the court in 2011.

His colleagues, former law clerks,
and others he impacted all fondly re-
flect on and remember his profes-
sionalism, integrity, wisdom, and de-
meanor. To understand how highly re-
garded he was, we need look no further
than the establishment of the G.
Thomas Eisele Endowment for the
Study of the History of the United
States Federal Courts in Arkansas at
the University of Arkansas at Little
Rock.

I am grateful for the influence that
Judge Eisele had on our State, coun-
try, and judicial system during his ex-
traordinary career. I also want to ac-
knowledge and thank him for his serv-
ice in the military as part of America’s
Greatest Generation. He will certainly
be missed, but I hope his loved ones
take comfort in his incredible legacy
and life well-lived.e®
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