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as quickly as possible. These young
Dreamers have done nothing wrong.
They have done everything right. They
have done everything they have been
asked to do. It is time to make sure
our country stands up and keeps its
promises to them. That is what our
neighbors would do.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill 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for the quorum call be rescinded.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
HOEVEN). Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The majority leader.

(Mr.

———

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT—CON-
FERENCE REPORT—MOTION TO
PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to proceed to the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 1.

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

Ms. CANTWELL. 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.

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

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

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

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 321 Leg.]

YEAS—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

NAYS—48
Baldwin Donnelly Kaine
Bennet Duckworth King
Blumenthal Durbin Klobuchar
Booker Feinstein Leahy
Brown Franken Manchin
Cantwell Gillibrand Markey
Cardin Harris McCaskill
Carper Hassan Menendez
Casey Heinrich Merkley
Coons Heitkamp Murphy
Cortez Masto Hirono Murray
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Nelson Schumer Van Hollen
Peters Shaheen Warner
Reed Stabenow Warren
Sanders Tester Whitehouse
Schatz Udall Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
McCain
The motion was agreed to.
——

TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to proceed having been agreed to,
the Chair lays before the Senate the
conference report to accompany H.R. 1,
which will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1),
to provide for reconciliation pursuant to ti-
tles IT and V of the concurrent resolution on
the budget for fiscal year 2018, having met,
have agreed that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate and agree to the same with an amend-
ment and the Senate agree to the same,
signed by a majority of the conferees on the
part of both Houses.

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the conference report.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
December 15, 2017.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we stand
today on the precipice of the most
sweeping change to our Nation’s tax
system in over 30 years. This is a his-
toric moment, as this distinguished
body begins final consideration of the
Tax Cuts and Jobs Act—tax reform
that will help boost America’s econ-
omy, create more jobs, and leave more
money in people’s paychecks.

The last time we considered tax re-
form similar to this magnitude was
1986. To help remind us how much our
country, its economy, and the people
have changed since that time, let’s re-
view some of the events of that year.

In 1986, the Dow Jones Industrial Av-
erage closed at 1,895—sure that 20,000
would never be broken, and it wasn’t
until after the last election. It now
stands at over 24,000.

A gallon of gas cost just 89 cents.
Today it is close to $2.50. We still used
land lines to phone our loved ones.
Iconic movies such as ‘“Top Gun’ and
“Aliens’” opened. Americans were
watching TV shows like ‘“‘Dynasty’’ and
‘“‘Hill Street Blues.”” The Associated
Press chose NBA star Larry Bird as one
of the Athletes of the Year.

President Ronald Reagan signed into
law the Tax Reform Act of 1986, which
ushered in deep tax rate cuts for Amer-
ican families and an overhaul of our
complicated Tax Code. When he signed
the bill, Reagan commented on the
length of the journey and noted that
some people thought it would never
happen.

Today, too, some have asserted that
tax reform either cannot or should not
happen, but as our strongly optimistic
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President said in 1986—and as I con-
tinue to believe—the American people
“haven’t made this the freest country
and the mightiest economic force on
this planet by shrinking from chal-
lenges.” Reagan noted:

This country was founded on faith in the
individual, not groups or classes, but faith in
resources and bounty of each and every sepa-
rate human soul. Our Founding Fathers de-
signed a Democratic form of government to
enlist the individual’s energies.

For that reason, I want to remind my
colleagues about the hard work that
brought us here. It is a journey that
has been years in the making under the
leadership of both sides of the aisle. It
is one we started and will finish for the
benefit of the American people and the
health of the U.S. economy.

I am proud of the work of the Fi-
nance and Budget Committees, and I
have had the honor to play a role with
both. The Finance Committee held
more than 70 hearings on how the Tax
Code can be improved and streamlined
to work better for all Americans.

Almost 3 years ago, Finance Chair-
man HATCH and Ranking Member
WYDEN convened bipartisan tax reform
working groups to analyze challenges
of our outdated Tax Code and develop
policy recommendations for com-
prehensive tax reform. The conclusions
reached by these groups helped identify
the issues for reform and shape the
contours of the legislation we are con-
sidering now. It is worth noting that
the entire fiscal year 2018 budget rec-
onciliation process has been open,
transparent, and subject to regular
order, starting with the passage of the
Senate budget resolution.

The Senate Budget Committee
marked up the bill over 2 days and ac-
cepted amendments from both sides of
the aisle to make the resolution
stronger. In fact, for the first time
ever, the minority received a copy of
the chairman’s budget document 5 days
prior to the start of the markup. Ac-
cording to many of my colleagues, it
was one of the most transparent budget
resolution markups in history.

The budget resolution—complete
with the document reconciliation in-
structions—was then debated on the
floor. This was an open floor process
that allowed every Senator the oppor-
tunity to offer and vote on amend-
ments to improve the resolution before
its final passage.

Last month, the Senate Finance
Committee held a 4-day markup before
approving tax reform legislation de-
signed to modernize our Tax Code. The
markup lasted 23 hours and 34 minutes
over the course of those 4 days. Of the
more than 350 amendments filed, 69
were considered in committee. Amend-
ments offered by both Democrats and
Republicans were adopted.

Since then, both Chambers of Con-
gress have passed similar versions of
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, and over
the past 2 weeks, conferees worked
tirelessly to resolve and bridge the dif-
ferences between the two bills and
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come to an agreement on a final piece
of legislation.

In this Chamber, the legislation re-
flects the outstanding work and leader-
ship of Finance Chairman HATCH and
Energy Committee Chairman MUR-
KOWSKI in developing legislative rec-
ommendations that adhere to the budg-
et resolution’s reconciliation instruc-
tions, and I thank them for their ef-
forts.

I also thank my Senate colleagues
who earlier this month supported the
Senate passage of the Tax Cuts and Job
Act and whose advice and consent dur-
ing the conference has shaped the final
bill. The legislation is truly a reflec-
tion of the broad range and consensus
of Members who engaged with this
process.

Throughout my work on this bill, I
have carried with me the many lessons
I have learned from when I owned and
operated a small business or when I
worked as an accountant. I have been
led by one singular purpose, to help im-
prove the lives of millions of hard-
working American families, especially
the residents of my own State of Wyo-
ming.

I am pleased with the outcome of our
work because 1 believe it includes
meaningful changes that will help indi-
viduals and families struggling to
move up the economic ladder. The tax
plan includes reforms that will help
grow the economy, that will create
more jobs, and that will simplify taxes.
It provides American workers and fam-
ilies with an across-the-board tax cut
and puts more money in people’s pock-
ets. It lets Americans have a greater
say as to how to use their hard-earned
money. The changes will help small
businesses in our communities thrive
and encourage the largest multi-
national companies to remain in the
United States, investing profits here
instead of overseas—not a bad wish list
for Santa.

Under the plan, Americans will reap
tax savings from reduced tax rates, tax
savings from a higher standard deduc-
tion, which creates a larger zero tax
bracket for low-income individuals and
increases many people’s tax refunds. It
also includes a child tax credit that
doubles in size to $2,000 to help strug-
gling families and all this while pre-
serving important deductions for med-
ical expenses, charities, homeowners,
and State and local taxes. Our farmers
and ranchers will receive stronger pro-
tections from the reach of the death
tax to help them more easily pass on
their businesses to future genera-
tions—eliminating a double taxation.

Businesses small and large will ben-
efit from a range of tax breaks, includ-
ing lower tax rates, expanded opportu-
nities to expense the purchase of cap-
ital assets, a new 20-percent deduction
for many unincorporated businesses,
and international tax reforms to give
the U.S.-headquartered global compa-
nies a strong competitive footing in
the global marketplace. These are
changes you can take to the bank.
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Now it is time for us to act. It is time
for us to modernize our outdated Tax
Code so our Nation can remain com-
petitive in the 21st century economy.
The code, as it now stands, hurts Amer-
ican workers and hampers economic

growth.
Along with reforms to the code, this
bill will also promote economic

growth. For too long, some have ac-
cepted the presumption of a U.S. econ-
omy that will not grow as strongly as
it has in the past. As a supporter of
this bill, I reject that false narrative.

Better tax policy will boost the value
of everything we produce, and this will
mean more revenue for the Federal
Government. I am tired of the accusa-
tions that Republican budget hawks—
and that definitely includes me—are
willing to throw in the towel and ac-
cept a $1.5 trillion deficit over the next
10 years. I am still a deficit hawk. Here
is why. Claims to the contrary that
this bill will go unpaid for are based on
an incomplete analysis of the tax bill.

We have a Congressional Budget Of-
fice tasked with impartially evaluating
any legislation we do. Unfortunately,
its evaluations are tied to static scor-
ing. That means it is evaluated with-
out considering the underlying eco-
nomic effects of these changes. Let me
repeat that. The Congressional Budget
Office is tied to static scoring. That
means it is evaluated without consid-
ering the underlying economic effects
of these changes.

The problem really isn’t how much
revenue we will have under the new
bill. I believe it will increase revenue
as the tax cut did in the 1980s. The
problem is spending. We never make
budget cuts. In Washington, a cut in
the budget brings screams if an agency
or program doesn’t get as much as it
requested, even if it gets more than it
ever had before. That is not a budget
cut, but that is how it works in Wash-
ington. If we continue this way, we will
not ever get our spending in line.

For years, I have tried to institute
the Penny Plan, where we just cut one
penny in real cuts from where we have
been. It gets lip service but not votes.
It is a lot easier to give away money
than it is to take away money, even
pennies. So we need a new approach.
We need to grow the economy. We need
businesses to do well so more tax
money will come in. We need individ-
uals to make more so more tax money
will come in. That has been done before
with tax cuts. Unfortunately, when the
tax cuts performed to provide more
revenue, we spent twice what we
brought in.

So here is what I have done as Budg-
et chairman. A good economy brings in
more tax money. Our economy has
been limping along. Last year, it grew
at a mere 1.6 percent GDP—which is
private sector growth, not government
growth. The norm for the TUnited
States is 3.2 percent private sector
growth—not like we saw during the
past 8 years when this growth re-
mained below 3 percent. In fact, since
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this President got elected, the growth
has been 3.2 percent already. In the
fourth quarter of 2017, we may almost
hit 4 percent. There is a lot of hope in
America. Every tenth-of-a-percent in-
crease in GDP brings in $273 billion in
taxes over 10 years. If we could raise
that anemic 1.9 percent to a mere 2.4
percent GDP, we can recover the def-
icit effect of the tax cuts. If we can
bring up the productivity in the pri-
vate sector—the GDP—to its norm of
3.2 percent, we will pay down signifi-
cant debt over the 10-year window.

The Council of Economic Advisers
and some 130 economists have agreed
with me. They say the balancing point
of 2.4 percent is way too low, and 3.2
percent GDP is much more reasonable.
Some even predict 4 percent growth to
our economy. That is how you can be a
deficit hawk and cut taxes. You just
have to bet America can do better. Ac-
tually, we are just betting that we can
be as good as we used to be. Our Amer-
ican spirit should say: “We can do a lot
better than that.”

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act will help
our economy expand. It will provide
tax relief to hard-working Americans
and make changes to our Tax Code
that businesses large and small need to
boost the economy and create jobs.

Ultimately, we know increased reve-
nues alone are not going to solve our
long-term budget and debt problems
because Washington’s real problem
isn’t revenue; Washington has a spend-
ing problem.

I urge my colleagues today to finish
the task before us. Let’s pass this bill
to make critical and long overdue
changes to our Tax Code that will
jump-start our economy. Our country
needs it, hard-working American fami-
lies need it, and they deserve to have
the opportunity to make more choices
about how their hard-earned money
should be used.

In closing, I again remind my col-
leagues of the words of President
Reagan:

Let’s not let this magnificent moment slip
away. Tax relief is in sight. Let’s make it a
reality. . . . We can do it. And if you help, we
will do it this year.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

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

Mr. President and colleagues, today
the Republican Party officially turns
its back on America’s middle class. Our
constituents believe Congress must re-
quire multinational corporations to
pay their fair share, ensure that the
middle class has the chance to truly
get ahead, and protect Medicare, Med-
icaid, and Social Security. Instead, Re-
publicans are doling out new giveaways
to the multinational corporations,
raising taxes on the middle class after
a brief sugar high, and taking away the
Medicare and Social Security guaran-
tees for the future.

It takes hard work to muscle a tax
plan this unpopular and destructive
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through the Congress. Writing it is the
easy part, especially when you are just
checking off the far-right tax policy
wish list. Normally, the hard part is
sticking to your baseless talking
points, ignoring the public outcry, and
turning a blind eye to the loads of evi-
dence that your plan is designed to fail.

This process has certainly been as far
from normal as it can get. The bill
comes at an enormous cost and rep-
resents a huge missed opportunity. For
some perspective, the $1.5 trillion Re-
publicans plan to borrow for their tax
bill would fund the Children’s Health
Insurance Program for 915 years—915
years of a lifeline for families who are
walking on an economic tightrope with
CHIP. That is what you could get for
the $1.5 trillion Republicans are bor-
rowing to pay for their tax bill. Spent
on infrastructure, it would build tow-
ering, new monuments in the tradition
of the Hoover Dam, the Golden Gate
Bridge, and the Interstate Highway
System. Aimed permanently at helping
the middle class, it would give long-
struggling Americans a meaningful
chance to get ahead.

But this isn’t real tax reform or a se-
rious solution to the major policy chal-
lenges of our time; this is a stimulus
plan for shareholder goodies and execu-
tive compensation. Today, Republicans
are ignoring decades of evidence that
trickle-down economics is a fantasy.
Republicans have cut taxes bit by bit
for multinational corporations and
high-flyers, but we have seen wages
stay flat. The benefits of those pre-
vious tax cuts never trickle down.

In this debate, Republicans seized on
a talking point about workers getting
a $4,000 average raise if the bill be-
comes law, but that figure is based on
a made-up, revenue-neutral plan that
was never on paper. It is fake math,
plain and simple.

I want to issue a warning to the pub-
lic today. Passing this bill guarantees
years and years of instability in our
Tax Code and painful, drawn-out bat-
tles over tax policy here in the Con-
gress. Because of the pure partisanship
and the recklessness of the process
that went into drafting this legisla-
tion, the bill is already full of mistakes
that are going to have drastic, unin-
tended consequences.

Down on K Street, they are already
working overtime to exploit new spe-
cial interest loopholes. The giant pass-
through tax loophole, which has been
widely covered in the business pages, is
just the beginning. There are going to
be big new incentives for multinational
corporations to ship jobs overseas, and
with that, more factory towns and mill
towns are going to go dark. Fewer
Americans will have the kinds of reli-
able manufacturing jobs that support a
family. There are going to be extraor-
dinary new pressures on State and
local finances, and that is going to
hamper their ability to build new roads
and bridges and schools. There are
going to be new and annual fights over
the stop-and-go tax policies. Around
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here, they are called tax extenders.
And what they do is ensure a lack of
the predictability and certainty we
need for innovation and growth.

All the evidence says that many of
the policies in this bill are going to be
a nightmare to administer. This means
that with this bill, tax cheats get a
holiday gift and have the opportunity
to create new rip-offs. What this means
for the typical family who just wants
to file and get a refund on time is that
there are going to be more hassles be-
cause the government is going to have
to devote more time to trying to catch
the cheats.

The defining economic challenge of
our time is guaranteeing that the mid-
dle class and those who strive to be
middle class have a chance to get
ahead. Our country is home to the
world’s most powerful economic en-
gine, and it generates levels of pros-
perity that have never been seen be-
fore, but working families and the mid-
dle class have been on the outside of
the winner’s circle for generations. The
Republican plan isn’t an answer to that
challenge. In fact, it almost certainly
makes the problem worse.

At a time when the middle class
needs fundamental, permanent reforms
to give them a chance to get ahead, the
best—the best the Republican plan of-
fers is a sugar high. The fact is, it will
not be long before the sugar high wears
off and tens of millions of hard-work-
ing Americans will find themselves
paying higher taxes—higher taxes—as
a result of this bill. Corporations, on
the other hand, reap the benefits of
permanent tax breaks and a loophole-
ridden system that, in my view, just
begs to be gamed.

The trail of broken promises that Re-
publicans have left behind in this proc-
ess is long and unforgettable. The
President said his tax bill would not
benefit his family or people like him.
That is untrue. The Treasury Sec-
retary said there would be no tax cut
for the upper class. He was happy to
have that called the Mnuchin rule.
That is untrue. Republicans in Con-
gress said the principal feature, the
main feature of their plan, would cen-
ter on a middle-class tax cut. That is
untrue. Republicans said their bill
would make the system dramatically
simpler. That is untrue. Republicans
said their bill would allow families to
file their taxes on a postcard. That is
untrue. Republicans said their plan
would pay for itself. That, too, is un-
true.

Even many of the promises Repub-
lican leaders made to their own col-
leagues have been broken, but there is
one that they are not trying to hide.
The deficit hawks have flown back to
town, and they are already stirring up
a battle over entitlement reform, and
they are going to look at a variety of
health programs and programs that are
a lifeline to millions of Americans.

Our people are not thrown off by the
Washington Ilingo. They know that
when Republicans say they are coming
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after entitlement reform, they have
the knives out for Medicare, Medicaid,
Social Security, anti-hunger programs,
education funding, and more.

Our distinguished colleague from Wy-
oming, Chairman ENZzI, was talking
about how dynamic scoring would take
care of things and that it was just off
base to be concerned about these defi-
cits because dynamic scoring would
make everything turn out fine. The re-
ality is that all of the independent
analyses have shown that this bill
comes up way short in terms of pro-
jected revenue. The Tax Foundation,
for example—which is not exactly a
leftwing operation—says the Repub-
licans were hundreds of billions of dol-
lars short. What the Joint Committee
on Taxation said is that the Repub-
lican plan was $1 trillion short.

Let’s put it in context. Remember
that Steve Mnuchin said that this plan
would not only pay for itself but that it
would leave $1 trillion left over. Yet
both the Tax Foundation and the Joint
Committee on Taxation said that this
bill comes light years away from pay-
ing for itself.

I say to my colleagues, it didn’t have
to be this way.

I see the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Committee on the floor.

As I have indicated, Democrats be-
lieve that the Tax Code is a rotting
mess and has to be fixed. For years,
there has been bipartisan interest in
getting tax reform done right. Seven-
teen Democratic Senators came to-
gether, even in a last-ditch effort to
try to bring some bipartisanship into
the process, and laid out ideas for some
common ground. I commend that
group, led by our colleague from West
Virginia, Senator MANCHIN, and our
colleague from Virginia, Senator
KAINE. I have written two comprehen-
sive, bipartisan tax reform bills, first
with Senator Judd Gregg and then with
a member of the President’s Cabinet,
Dan Coats. The majority leader always
likes to talk about how nobody on this
side is interested in bipartisanship.
When Democrats laid out their prin-
ciples, the first thing we said was how
important it ought to be that we focus
on bipartisanship. That letter was
shared with the Republican leadership.
Then you have the group of moderates.
Then you have the actual bills that
were written. So this idea advanced by
the Republican leadership that there
was no interest in bipartisanship does
not resemble reality.

By the way, a lot of Senators here
know that we have a pretty current ex-
ample—the 2015 tax bill. It is kind of a
model of what you can do. Both sides
had good ideas. Bipartisanship is not
about taking each other’s dumb ideas;
anybody can do that. But in the 2015
bill, my colleagues on this side said
that the earned-income tax credit
ought to be expanded, and we wanted
the child tax credit and the American
opportunity tax credit.

The Republicans, led by my distin-
guished colleague, Senator HATCH, had
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some pretty good ideas too. They want-
ed to make the research and develop-
ment credit permanent and the expens-
ing provisions, which are so important
for farmers and rural communities, and
they had some ideas on business incen-
tives. So we said: We are going to find
some common ground here. We are
going to take good ideas from both
sides.

The tragedy of this bill is that Re-
publicans wouldn’t build on the good
work of the 2015 tax legislation, where
good ideas were accepted from both
sides. This time around, there was zero
outreach from Republicans on this
issue. There was not one moment when
Republicans actually shared even a
piece of paper or a document about
ideas that might bring both sides to-
gether. In fact, we can go all the way
back to November 2016. They were still
putting the voting machines back into
storage when the first whispers began
about tax reform happening through a
completely partisan process.

Now, in coffee shops across America,
most folks are not talking about budg-
et reconciliation. Budget reconcili-
ation is Washington lingo for saying:
We aren’t going to do this right; we are
just going to make it our way, par-
tisan, with no effort to try to bring
people together. And after those whis-
pers in November of 2016, within days,
Chairman ENZI, the chairman of the
Budget Committee, and my good
friend, Senator HATCH, the chairman of
the Finance Committee, and everybody
is on board.

Then, the majority leader, in Decem-
ber of 2016, made it official: We weren’t
going to build on the history of suc-
cessful tax reform, which required
bringing both sides together; the ma-
jority leader said that we are going
with reconciliation and partisanship.
Reconciliation is a full-on rejection of
the history of successful tax reform,
and it is a full-on rejection of biparti-
sanship. It is the majority saying to
the minority, as was the case: We just
don’t want your ideas because we don’t
need your votes. When you look at the
way this debate played out, it is obvi-
ous that has been exactly the approach
my Republican colleagues have taken.

The administration’s first tax out-
line, which was shorter than your typ-
ical drugstore receipt, didn’t contain
an ounce of Democratic input. Then,
what we had with the Republicans were
the closed-door meetings of what they
called the Big 6, a Republican-only
group who turned their outline into a
framework for a bill. The framework
they released, which was roughly the
same size as your typical drugstore re-
ceipt, still reflected no Democratic
ideas.

Everybody knew that if we did it this
kind of way, the public was going to
catch on. They were going to see this
as a con job and they were going to
catch on that this is going to give the
middle class the shaft, so they decided
that they just have to move at the
speed of light. That is what the House
did.
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Here in the Senate, the Republicans
dropped their plan late at night, just
before the Veterans Day weekend, and
the Finance Committee was supposed
to start the process of voting on it a
few days later.

There was a whole new bill intro-
duced in the middle of our markup that
turned the tax bill into a healthcare
bill—a healthcare bill—with a fresh at-
tack on the Affordable Care Act. There
was another set of last-second changes
introduced literally minutes before the
final committee votes happened. The
bill makes $10 trillion in tax policy
changes, and there was never a single
hearing on the specifics of the legisla-
tion.

Let me just repeat that. I want the
public to know that. There was never a
single hearing—not one—on the spe-
cifics of this legislation.

We are going to hear on all points a
push by my colleagues on the other
side to say that there were 70 hearings.
Well, sure, there were people who
would come in from time to time and
talk about issues. There wasn’t one
hearing—not one—on the specifics of
the legislation.

On the Senate floor, the Republicans
played hide the ball for days until they
dropped the final version of their bill
late at night on a Friday. Two full days
of debate had already passed, and the
final bill was a mystery.

I stood here hour after hour asking
where the bill was—an economy-trans-
forming bill, a tax hike on tens of mil-
lions of middle-class Americans. Yet
Republicans kept it hidden until the
very last second. When it was revealed
to the public, we saw my colleague,
Senator DURBIN from Illinois, holding
it up with illegible notes scrawled in
margins. It wasn’t anywhere near
enough time for any Member of this
body to read the bill and grasp each of
its provisions.

Even the conference committee was
an exercise in reckless partisanship.
News reports said that Republicans had
agreed to a final bill, but they were
empty-handed at the only official con-
ference meeting. So what was going on
at this so-called conference meeting?
This was, I guess, a reality show
version of a conference committee. The
conferees were supposed to ask ques-
tions about out-of-date plans from the
other body, in the Senate, when the ac-
tual, final bill was still locked behind
closed doors.

The chairman didn’t allow any mo-
tions or any amendments. Just like
every other step in the process, this
was a sham debate, and now the bill is
a few hours away from passage.

I close with this: This bill has the
power to reshape the American econ-
omy in far-reaching and unforeseen
ways. It has the power to send families
into economic hardship. It has the
power to threaten this country’s abil-
ity to uphold the special promises of
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity. And this bill was written in the
shadows, written in the dark, with bil-
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lions and billions of dollars’ worth of
changes tumbling out at the last sec-
ond, the result of special interest influ-
ence and hushed conversations in back
rooms.

There were no public hearings on the
specifics of this legislation, and people
wonder why the American people op-
pose it. Republicans have chosen to ig-
nore them. They have chosen to ignore
them. What is happening is un-Demo-
cratic. It is wrong. I am here to say
that this vote will not be forgotten.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
STRANGE). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate will soon vote on the conference re-
port for H.R. 1, the Tax Cuts and Jobs
Act. I have waited a long time to give
this final statement in support of tax
reform legislation.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

The Senator will suspend.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this fel-
low has a very interesting way of try-
ing to get his point of view across. It
shouldn’t be done here in this august
body.

Let me just start again.

The Senate will soon vote on the con-
ference report for H.R. 1, the Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act. I have waited a long time
to be able to give this final statement
in support of tax reform legislation.

I have been in the Senate for a little
while. I have been party to a number of
major legislative achievements, like
the passage of the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act, the creation of the CHIP
program, the Child Health Insurance
Program, and the Religious Freedom
Restoration Act, to name just a few.
These are landmark bills, and I have
had a lot to do with them.

The legislation before us is as impor-
tant and as far-reaching as anything I
have been privileged to work on. It is
beyond gratifying to see the Senate
reach this point, and I look forward to
finally seeing real tax legislation
signed into law.

I apologize for this type of intem-
perate action and mouthing off inside
of this august Chamber. People feel
very deeply about these things on both
sides of the issues.

Passage of this important bill will be
historic. It is the combination of years
of work by people in both parties, in
both Chambers, and on both sides of
Pennsylvania Avenue. Many of us in
this body have been waiting for years
for this opportunity, and millions of
Americans outside of this body have
been waiting even longer.

It is no secret that our Tax Code is
broken. Members of both parties have
acknowledged this. If you walked
across the country and asked Ameri-
cans of all backgrounds and ideologies,
you wouldn’t find many who would be
willing to defend the status quo. I don’t
think you would find anybody.

(Mr.

Gal-
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There is one apt phrase my good
friend Senator WYDEN uses to describe
our Tax Code. He calls it ‘‘a dying car-
cass.” Indeed, our Tax Code is dying
and rotting. It has hampered job cre-
ation, wage growth, investment in the
United States, and it has chased Amer-
ican companies to foreign shores. I
don’t know how it could be more harm-
ful than it has been. It has also given
foreign companies a leg up on U.S.
businesses in the global marketplace,
leading to a record number of foreign
takeovers and inversions. The bill be-
fore us will address these problems and
help us turn the ship around.

Our legislation will reduce the cor-
porate tax rate to 21 percent—some-
thing that is long overdue—the lowest
level in the modern history of the
United States, placing our country
slightly below the average of industri-
alized countries. These changes will
once again give American companies a
competitive edge and bring more busi-
nesses back home instead of losing
them the way we have been.

Hundreds of economists have said
that our bill will boost economic
growth, and numerous companies have
indicated that once our bill becomes
law, they will invest heavily in expan-
sion and job creation right here in the
United States of America.

In addition, as the Joint Committee
on Taxation has made clear, reducing
the corporate tax rate has distribu-
tional effects that go beyond the com-
panies themselves, their high-ranking
officers, or even their richest share-
holders. In fact, JCT—the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation—estimates that
workers bear 25 percent of the cor-
porate tax rate and other economists
have found that this number can reach
as high as 75 percent. This means that
no matter how you slice it, Americans
will see their wages go up when cor-
porate tax rates go down.

Further, over the last few decades,
we have seen a massive expansion of
pension and retirement assets, much of
which are invested in corporate stocks.
While many of my colleagues like to
decry any business from merely earn-
ing a profit, the truth is that the con-
tinued rise in corporate profits has sig-
nificantly expanded the wealth of mid-
dle-class workers and taxpayers who
have continually set aside funds for the
future.

A representative from the Tax Policy
Center testified before the Finance
Committee in the spring of last year.
At that hearing he stated that 37 per-
cent of corporate stock ownership was
held in retirement plan accounts—37
percent. That was the largest share of
overall stock ownership, and that sta-
tistic syncs up with the distribution
tables put out by the nonpartisan Joint
Committee on Taxation.

For all of these reasons, lowering the
corporate tax rate has been a bipar-
tisan goal for over a decade now. I have
said it before: Presidents Clinton and
Obama, Senators WYDEN and SCHUMER,
and most of the other Democrats on
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the Senate Finance Committee have at
some point in the recent past endorsed
a significant reduction in the U.S. cor-
porate tax rate.

Our bill will achieve this bipartisan
goal and place our country well within
the mainstream among our inter-
national competitors. This is a good
thing—not just for businesses and rich
stockholders but for working, middle-
class families as well.

Let’s be clear. This bill’s chief focus
is about helping the middle class. I
know there is a tendency among some
in this Chamber to act and speak as
though all money in this country in-
herently belongs to the government. I
won’t speak for everyone, but those of
us who have worked on this bill tend to
think differently.

Aside from business reforms that will
grow our economy, increase wages, and
create jobs, our bill will lower indi-
vidual tax rates across the board, al-
lowing hard-working Americans to
keep more of their money. In our bill,
we also nearly double the standard de-
duction for individuals and married
couples. This feature will significantly
reduce the burden of tax filing for mil-
lions of middle-class families and de-
crease even further the overall tax li-
ability of millions more. For the first
time in more than 30 years, nearly
every American will get more money
back by just filing out an EZ form.
This, without a doubt, fulfills our goal
of simplifying the Tax Code.

For individuals who are concerned
about being able to itemize—again, we
believe the number of people with this
concern will decrease dramatically
under our bill—we retain a number of
key provisions that benefit many in
the middle class. For example, this his-
toric legislation will allow individuals
and families to continue to claim de-
ductions for State and local taxes, up
to $10,000 a year. It will keep in place,
with relatively minor adjustments, the
deduction for mortgage interest. And
Americans who itemize and want to de-
duct their charitable deductions will be
free to do so. This has made America
great, and it has helped us at the same
time to be more charitable. We are also
expanding the child tax credit with
this bill, doubling it from $1,000 to
$2,000 per child and making the credit
far more refundable than ever before.
The adoption credit will stay in place.
The deduction for medical expenses
will still be available. Credits and as-
sistance for students and their families
will be untouched. We have made all of
these changes and, when necessary,
preserved current law, with an eye to-
ward helping the middle class.

I know a number of my colleagues
like to argue that this bill will have
different results. Let’s look at the
numbers.

Under this bill, a typical family of
four, earning the median family in-
come of $73,000, will see their taxes go
down by more than half—about 58 per-
cent. That number means something
more than just a simple percentage; it
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means that an average American fam-
ily will be able to keep $2,058 more of
their own earnings next year. That is a
mortgage payment, a downpayment for
a car, or several months’ worth of gro-
ceries.

What about a single parent? Under
our plan, a single parent with one
child, making $41,000, will see their
taxes slashed by nearly 73 percent.
That is almost a three-quarter reduc-
tion in tax liability. That means a sav-
ings of more than $1,300 over the course
of a year. That could be a month of
daycare expenses, multiple car pay-
ments, or a family vacation.

These are things that matter to
American families, and they well
should. But our friends on the other
side have been so caught up in partisan
politics that they decided to ignore the
Americans who will benefit from this
legislation. I think it started with the
election of President Trump and the re-
tention of Senate control by Repub-
licans. Their base protested, occupied,
and disrupted the transfer of power
from President Obama to President
Trump. Here on the Hill, the ‘‘resist-
ance” was in full effect right off the
bat, with a coordinated effort to stall
nominations in committee, which in-
cluded unprecedented boycotts and re-
fusals to meet with nominees. It has
only gone downhill from there.

While we heard words from our
friends on the other side about partici-
pating in tax reform, their actions
showed otherwise. I don’t know how
they can stand here and make some of
the arguments they do. Unprecedented
process demands were made. Resist-
ance was the plan, and that plan was
carried out. Now we hear about mas-
sive tax cuts for the very rich and huge
breaks for corporations, but these
claims fall apart when you look at the
facts.

Again, this isn’t unchartered terri-
tory for my friends on the other side.
Accusing Republicans of hating the
poor and loving the rich is one of their
go-to moves. I have seen it for over 40
years. Hvery time you turn around,
there is one of their go-to moves, and it
has nothing to do with reality. I do
think they are getting more desperate
and vicious in their attacks because
they regret their own decisions to sit
out of this endeavor. That is precisely
how it happened. Our colleagues were
apparently so preoccupied with deny-
ing President Trump and congressional
Republicans any success, they chose
not to engage and instead to sit in the
peanut gallery throwing out baseless
attacks.

As I have said literally dozens of
times over the past few years, I wish
the Democrats had joined us in this
process, put aside their ultimatums
and preconditions, and helped to ad-
vance policies that they have claimed
to support for years now. But we are
where we are, and while the bill before
us includes a number of ideas and pro-
posals Democrats have supported, we
are prepared to pass it without their
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votes, if that is what it takes. There
have been some Democrats who have
worked with us, but they have been few
and far between.

Once again, this is a historic bill. I
am proud of the work we have done in
the Finance Committee, here on the
floor, and in conference to get us to
this point. I again invite our friends on
the other side to also support the bill.
I am proud of our colleagues who have
put in so much effort to get us here. I
am proud of the staff on Capitol Hill
who have labored day and night to as-
sist in this endeavor.

As 1 said, this legislation has been
years in the making. I urge all of my
colleagues to support the conference
report and help us send it to the Presi-
dent’s desk. You will not regret it.
Those who support this will not regret
it.

I think we ought to get rid of this ha-
tred for Donald Trump that currently
exists in this country and in this body.
I think we should give the man a
chance. He hasn’t even been President
for a year yet. Give him a chance. Even
though he hasn’t been President for a
year yet, we have had some amazing
changes in this country for the better,
and I think we could have many more.

What really interests me is that Don-
ald Trump, 6 or 7 years ago, was work-
ing with Democrats as well as Repub-
licans. He offered to work with the
Democrats on these matters, and they
have not taken up the offer. Instead, it
is as though they are still bitter be-
cause he beat their candidate for Presi-
dent.

I would like to have us get over that
type of petty politics and see what we
can do to work together. Heaven
knows, on the Finance Committee, I
believe we have good Democrats on
that committee, as well as good Repub-
licans, and I think we can work to-
gether. I have to say, I don’t think we
have as well as we should, but I think
we can, and I am hopeful that we will.

This is an important bill. It is a bill
that really does need to pass. It is a
bill that will help this country. It is a
bill that will help the middle class. In
fact, it is going to help everybody, but
it will certainly help the middle class
most of all.

I hope our colleagues put aside their
petty politics on both sides and come
together to support this bill, which lit-
erally can help save this country an
awful lot of pain over the next number
of years and give the government the
kinds of resources that it needs to be
able to do what the Federal Govern-
ment needs to do for its people. I think
we can.

People in this body know that I have
spent years here. I am the most senior
Republican. I have been here longer
than any other Republican that I know
of, and I have the legislative record to
back it up—a record that has included
working with Democrats almost every
step of the way. I am offering to make
sure we work together, but I haven’t
seen it on the other side. Can they get
over the bitterness they have?
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We heard this loudmouth in the Gal-
lery who has no good sense and a total
lack of etiquette and a total lack of re-
spect for this government and this Sen-
ate. If I were on his side, I would be hu-
miliated because he was just a big
loudmouth who didn’t mean a doggone
thing. Unfortunately, I think there are
more people like that who are so bitter
that they will raise these types of
issues without really trying to work
together.

I am one who has a reputation for
working together. I am chairman of
the Finance Committee. I have enjoyed
my work with the distinguished Demo-
cratic leader on the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator WYDEN. I care for him.
I care for the other Democrats on the
committee, as well as all of our Repub-
licans. We work pretty well together.
It is getting harder and harder to work
together when all we see are screaming
and shouting because they can’t get
their way because they are no longer in
the majority. I hope they get over that,
and I hope they start working with us.
If they will, we can do an awful lot of
good things for this country, and we
can bring people together across this
whole country—people who right now
are divided because they don’t know
what to do. They see us screaming and
shouting around here and a total lack
of willingness to get together. I would
like to change it. I am open to chang-
ing it.

This bill that we have is a very, very
important bill, and we need to pass it.
My friends on the other side need to re-
alize that, and I hope we will get some
of them to vote for it. They know it is
right. Deep down, they know it is right.
It might not be everything they like
themselves. It is not everything I my-
self would like. But it is a doggone
good bill, and it is something that
could really help this country pull out
of the mess that it is in.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSON). The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, am I
next?

I see the distinguished Senator from
Washington on the floor. I ask unani-
mous consent that after I speak, she be
recognized to speak.

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

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I would
like to take a moment to commend
Senator ORRIN HATCH. I listened to the
debate over this bill not just today but
for the better part of 3 years I have
been a member of the Finance Com-
mittee. I have never heard a more dig-
nified, deliberate, intelligent delivery
on any subject than we all just heard
from ORRIN HATCH on the tax bill. Re-
gardless of your politics, regardless of
where you are from, it is good to know
that America has dignified statesmen
like ORRIN HATCH to take the tougher
issues, simplify them, get people to
join hands, work together, and pass
what is right for the American people.
I am glad the American people are
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going to get to see that over the next
couple of days.

I publicly want to thank Senator
HATcH for all he has done and all I
know he has done in Washington dur-
ing the last 3 years. In the 3 years on
this committee, I have seen us—Repub-
lican and Democratic committee and
subcommittee alike—work on every
facet of the Tax Code to try to simplify
changes down to doable amounts and
doable jobs. I have seen everybody have
input. I have seen everybody work to-
gether. Sure, we have had differences.
Senator HATCH has always kept the
mainstream there, kept his hand on
the tiller, and saw to it that we never
lost sight of doing what we need to do,
which is to reform our Tax Code.

I want to commend Senator HATCH
and Senator ENzI, as well, for the work
they have done on the Budget Com-
mittee to get us to this point and the
unsung heroes that all of us know
about, our staffs, whom we cannot do
without. Jay Khosla and Mark Prater
on the Finance Committee have been
outstanding and have made this thing
work, and I commend them for their
work. On my staff, I could not have
done what I have done without Amanda
Maddox, Trey Kilpatrick, Monica
McGuire, and Jay Sulzmann, who have
all worked hard to see to it that we
made the right decisions for the right
reasons for the people of Georgia.

I am very proud to be a part of this
Senate today and of what is going to
prove to be a historic day in the future.
There are a lot of naysayers saying
that this is not going to work. There
are a lot of people who have come up to
me today and have asked questions
that have bad connotations to them.
Yet I want, for just a minute, to talk
about what I think this tax bill really
means for the American people—for the
folks who voted for me to represent
them—and for what is going to happen
in the years ahead.

I had a reporter stop me today while
I was coming up to the floor.

He asked: Senator ISAKSON, where are
you going to find the $1.478 trillion
that you all are costing us by passing
this tax cut?

I said: First of all, we have not lost
the money. Second of all, that is a
static score. Third of all, I will be will-
ing to bet you that we will take in a
lot more money because of our having
a dynamic economy than we will ever
lose with a single tax cut.

There are some people whose thought
process is one of tunnel vision. They
can’t see outside the blinders. They
don’t understand that tax policy drives
economic decisions.

There are companies that in the last
few years had been thinking about
leaving America because of our tax
rate that are now deciding to stay be-
cause of the new change. Don’t under-
estimate the power of the territorial
tax change that this makes for Amer-
ican business.

A 1ot of CEOs who go to their annual
stockholder meetings for C corpora-
tions in America have to go with a
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game plan to raise the return on their
stocks in order to have people invest in
their companies. Unfortunately, the
easiest way to raise the return on their
stock today would be for a domestic
American company to move their head-
quarters out of the United States to
Ireland or to some other place that had
a lower tax rate. If you put more
money on the table for the stock-
holders, it will be bad for the country,
bad for your company, and bad for the
American people as jobs leave America.

Now that we have a territorial sys-
tem that we are going to, there is an
incentive to stay in America if you are
located there and to come to America
if you are not. We are not going to
have any more fast food companies
that are buying doughnut makers in
Canada and then moving their head-
quarters to Canada to get a lower tax
rate. We are going to have a lot of new
companies that will think about be-
coming doughnut makers and will do it
right here in the United States because
the new tax system we will have will be
fair and equitable for economic devel-
opment and building growth.

On the personal side, you really can-
not argue with doubling the standard
deduction. You can’t argue with dou-
bling of the child tax credit. You can’t
argue with simplifying the tax process
itself and the filing of taxes. You can’t
argue with lowering rates—having
seven different rate categories that are
all lowered. You can’t really argue
with all of that because you know that
is better for the American people and
their pocketbooks in the short run, but
in the long run, it will be better for
them and their children and their
grandchildren in terms of employment.

I have eight grandchildren. My oldest
just graduated from college, and the
youngest is 9. In the years ahead—and
I hope that I will get to see a lot of
them—they are going to get jobs, and
they are going to work. They are going
to raise their families.

What we have done today is going to
make it easier for them to find employ-
ment for their kids, opportunity to de-
velop businesses, and peace of mind be-
cause they will live in a country that
will be vibrant and true.

For those who want to ask what we
are going to do about the money that
we are giving up, I don’t deal with stat-
ic scoring; I deal with dynamic scoring.

When I ran a company for 25 years, 1
made investments where I knew I had a
place to grow. I made business deci-
sions where there was positive growth
ahead if I made the right decision. This
Tax Code—this change in the Tax Code,
this opportunity that we have—does all
of those things.

Do I know exactly what is going to
happen? No, but I am willing to bet—
and I have bet my vote already in com-
mittee and will later on tonight on the
floor of the Senate—on the American
people and the American worker and
the American entrepreneur. I will bet
on their taking advantage of a tax code
that is fair to them and that gives
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them a chance to expand their personal
opportunities. I will bet on them that
they are willing to move forward with
a better tax code for all of the country.
I will make my bet on them that they
will want to see to it that their chil-
dren and their grandchildren will have
the opportunities that they have had
as well.

I thank Chairman HATCH for what he
has done in the last 3 years to make
this opportunity come about.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Washington and the Senator from
Alabama, whom, unfortunately, we are
losing in the next few weeks, for what
they have put in this legislation. I
thank them for what they have done in
their looking out for their people.

Did we make any mistakes? Maybe,
but you never make mistakes when
you are trying to do the right thing.
You never make mistakes when you
are trying to do a good thing. You
never make mistakes when you take a
risk because when you take a risk, at
the end of that rainbow is a reward.
When you take a risk in lowering
taxes, the greater reward is more jobs,
more opportunity, and a better Amer-
ica for our children and our grand-
children.

I thank Senator HATCH for his work
and for all that he has done to make
America a better country and, in par-
ticular, for giving us the chance today
to make our tax system fairer for all of
the American people.

May God bless him.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to speak about this
legislation.

At the outset, I thank my colleague
from Georgia and the Senator from
Utah for their work on the affordable
housing tax credit. The Senator from
Utah said: Let’s work together. I stand
ready to work with him on affordable
housing in the future, and, hopefully,
with the Senator from Georgia, we can
make progress on what is a crisis in
America.

I come to speak in opposition to the
legislation before us today, the tax rec-
onciliation bill.

One of the requirements of the legis-
lation that I most ardently oppose is
including the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge for oil and gas development.

Basically, this bill pays for the tax
cuts for corporations and millionaires
by raising taxes on the middle class,
undermining healthcare, and requiring
0il drilling in one of our Nation’s most
iconic national wildlife refuges.

Everyone should understand that a
vote for this reconciliation bill is a
vote that will go to the biological
heart of the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge and require drilling. I believe
that opening up the Arctic Refuge to
oil drilling is being done as a supposed
revenue raiser to offset the soaring
costs of this tax bill for corporations
and the wealthy, but the process that
it went through is a sham.
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The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that drilling for oil in the Arctic
Refuge will raise less than $1 billion
over 10 years. This doesn’t even meet
the $1 billion reconciliation instruc-
tion, and it certainly doesn’t represent
a serious offset to the huge deficits in
the bill. To put this in perspective, less
than seven one-hundredths of 1 percent
of the $1.5 trillion increase in the na-
tional debt will be from this policy in
this legislation.

Drilling in the Arctic really has
nothing to do with serious budgetary
policy, but it has everything to do with
evading regular order to pass some-
thing that could never pass in the reg-
ular order of the legislative process.

In addition to drilling in the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, this bill
would sell 7 million barrels of oil from
our Nation’s Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve. A portion of that sale is simply
to meet the reconciliation instruc-
tions—that is to say, to make this bill
work. Yet the sale of oil from our pe-
troleum reserve would also provide a
$300 million windfall to four States—
Texas, Liouisiana, Mississippi, and Ala-
bama. So this bill is selling off oil in
order to pay for oil drilling in the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. I do not
believe that that makes sense.

Under this sham process, the bill will
turn one of our Nation’s wildest and
most pristine areas into an oil field.
The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is
the largest refuge in our Nation and is
one of the crown jewels for us in the
United States for wildlife refuges. I be-
lieve it is a U.S. Serengeti.

We received a letter from Jane
Goodall, who basically said:

Around the globe so many indigenous peo-
ple have been harmed in the name of
“‘progress’’—let us not add one more tragedy
to the list. We have other sources of energy.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire letter we received from the Jane
Goodall Institute be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE JANE GOODALL INSTITUTE,
Vienna, VA, November 14, 2017.

DEAR UNITED STATES SENATOR: It seems
that each day brings ever more dire news
about what we humans are doing to harm
our planet, the animals that share it with us
and, by doing so, harming ourselves also.
You have an important opportunity to make
a difference both now, and for future genera-
tions, by voting to oppose 0il development in
one of the world’s most spectacular wilder-
ness areas—the Arctic National Wildlife Ref-
uge.

t’This Refuge is a truly wonderful place—
nearly 20 million acres of pristine and eco-
logically significant habitat. There is com-
pelling scientific evidence as to why it is
truly important to protect this place. For
one thing, it provides key breeding habitat
for the millions-upon-millions of birds that
migrate there from six of our planet’s seven
continents. It is also a calving ground for the
200,000-strong Porcupine caribou herd. And it
is one of the most important denning habi-
tats on earth for polar bears. Moreover it
plays a significant role in helping to protect
us from the onslaught of climate change.
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But the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is
more than that. Its very wildness speaks to
our deeply rooted spiritual connection to na-
ture, a necessary element of the human psy-
che. The Gwich’in people understand this
and call the area ‘““The Sacred Place Where
Life Begins’’.

If we violate the Arctic Refuge by extract-
ing the oil beneath the land, this will have
devastating impact for the Gwich’in people
for they depend upon the caribou herds to
sustain their traditional way of life. Around
the globe so many indigenous people have
been harmed in the name of ‘progress’—let
us not add one more tragedy to the list. We
have other sources of energy.

And so I beg you: Please use your voice and
your vote as a U.S. Senator to protect the
Gwich’in people and the American treasure
that is the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

America has helped lead the world in the
conservation of wildlife and your voice has
been so meaningful in this regard, your ex-
ample so powerful. Please take this oppor-
tunity to demonstrate your commitment to
the natural world and to future generations
and stand with me to protect the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge.

Please vote against oil development in the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge.

Sincerely,
JANE GOODALL, DBE, PhD,
Founder—the Jane Goodall Institute,
& UN Messenger of Peace.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which
manages the refuge, describes it as
‘““the only conservation system unit
that protects, in an undisturbed condi-
tion, a complete spectrum of the Arctic
ecosystems in North America.” It is
home to an incredible diversity of wild-
life—47 different species of mammals,
including polar bears, grizzly bears,
wolves, Dall sheep, moose, musk ox,
and caribou. The Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge also provides important
habitat for over 40 species of fish and
more than 200 species of migratory
birds.

So why would we want to destroy
this refuge?

It was first established by the Eisen-
hower administration. Congress later
protected this amazing Arctic area and
its ecosystem in order to protect the
wildlife and protect the habitat be-
cause of its incredible diversity. The
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is real-
ly known as the ‘‘last great wilder-
ness’ in our country, one of the great,
last wild places, but this legislation
turns that on its head.

It would make o0il and gas develop-
ment one of the statutory purposes of
the Wildlife Refuge, and under this leg-
islation, this Refuge would become the
only Refuge where oil and gas develop-
ment is required by law. It opens up
the entire 1.5 million-acre coastal plain
for oil and gas exploration and requires
the leasing of at least 800,000 acres. It
requires the leasing of areas with the
highest o0il and gas potential, no mat-
ter the consequences for the wildlife or
the environment.

The bill requires that the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge be managed as a
petroleum reserve, which is unprece-
dented, and it undercuts managing the
Refuge for wildlife.

The bill includes no clear require-
ments to comply with environmental
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laws or to protect wildlife. Its spon-
sors, however, say that they are not
preempting environmental laws and
that, in fact, laws like the National
Environmental Policy Act will ‘“‘fully
apply.” Yet this bill undercuts those
assurances of compliance with environ-
mental laws by adding oil development
as a purpose of the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge. Adding oil develop-
ment as a purpose is contrary to the
purpose of a wildlife refuge.

The purpose of a wildlife refuge is to
protect wildlife and to make sure that
the managers of wildlife do so in a
sound fashion.

At every other wildlife refuge in the
country, development within the ref-
uge is only permitted to the extent
that it is compatible with protecting
wildlife. This bill tries to waive one of
the most important management pro-
tections that applies to every other na-
tional wildlife refuge—that develop-
ment must be compatible with pro-
tecting wildlife. They have to do this
because they know that oil and gas de-
velopment in the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge is not compatible. It is just
the opposite.

It is important to note also that this
bill does not provide any energy secu-
rity. There is no prohibition in the bill
against exporting oil from the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, and in all
likelihood, much of the oil will be ex-
ported.

In addition to opening up the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge to develop-
ment, the bill also requires the sale of
7 million barrels of oil from the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve to give $300
million, as I mentioned earlier, to sev-
eral States—Texas, Louisiana, Mis-
sissippi, and Alabama.

So at the same time as we are being
told that we must ruin a national wild-
life refuge because we need the oil, we
are selling oil out of the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. It does not make
sense for America. It just doesn’t add
up.

The impact of oil and gas exploration
in the wildlife area and the danger to
our wildlife cannot be overstated. The
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge’s
coastal plain and nearby waters are
designated as critical habitat for polar
bears, which are listed as a threatened
species under the Endangered Species
Act. Female polar bears head to the
Arctic Refuge’s coastal plain so that
they can create snow dens, where they
give birth to their young. The Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge has a higher
concentration of polar bear denning
habitat than any other area on Alas-
ka’s North Slope.

The refuge is also the summer
calving grounds for the porcupine car-
ibou herd. This herd’s range extends
into Canada, and we actually have a
treaty between both of our countries to
protect this herd. The almost 200,000-
member herd has an annual migration
of hundreds of miles—and in some
cases, thousands of miles—wintering in
the south of the Refuge.
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I think that this herd of caribou is so
important because scientists say that
it has an entirely different kind of mi-
gration pattern than other caribou in
Alaska, that it has been adept at deal-
ing with the adaptation that comes
along with climate change.

Why not, instead of ruining their
habitat, study and understand this mi-
gration that has been studied since the
1950s? It has been part of our national
investment in understanding wildlife.
It has been supported by both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations,
to understand the science and back-
ground of this caribou herd. These car-
ibou are an important food source for
many Alaska Natives but in particular
the Gwich’in people who live south of
the Refuge. Wildlife biologists argue
that the risk to the caribou herd and to
those who rely on them could be quite
significant.

So why are we doing this? Why are
we doing this?

The last few years have been a dif-
ficult budget situation in Alaska. Rely-
ing on oil for 90 percent of the budget,
I agree with many others, is
unsustainable. Every dollar the price of
oil per barrel drops, reduces the State
budget by $30 million, or close to 1 per-
centage point per dollar. The general
revenue fund in Alaska dropped over 80
percent after 2012, and that situation
caused Alaska’s $4 billion deficit pro-
jection last year. Difficult choices had
to be made about taxes, savings, spend-
ing, and what the State government
should do. Thankfully, their economy
hasn’t collapsed, but in the last big oil-
driven recession in the 1980s, Alaska’s
banks failed, housing prices collapsed,
and 15 percent of the population left.

Why am I bringing this up? Because
the good news is today’s Alaska econ-
omy is more diverse than it was 30
years ago. I know this because I talk to
my colleagues and because we are
interacting in a lot of ways in the Pa-
cific Northwest.

Alaska is well known for its tourism.
Two million visitors to Alaska spend
$1,000 per person in the State, sup-
porting a $7.3 billion outdoor industry.
My colleagues here may not realize
what my colleagues from Alaska and
Washington know, and that is that the
State of Alaska and Washington have a
lot of interdependence. A recent study
found that 113,000 jobs in Puget Sound
are tied to Alaska’s economy, and this
number has doubled in the last 30
years.

What are those jobs? One-quarter of
those are in the seafood industry. Al-
most 1,000 commercial-vessel owning
fishermen who work in Alaska’s fish-
eries are part of the trade between us.
The Alaska trade accounts for one in
five containerized shipments through
the Port of Seattle and the Port of Ta-
coma. Another 14,000 jobs are tied to
passenger transportation to Alaska, in-
cluding 430,000 cruise ship passengers
who come through Puget Sound every
year. That is just one way of saying the
Washington-Alaska economies are tied
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together, and as a hub for Arctic com-
merce, I have worked with my col-
leagues Senator MURKOWSKI and Sen-
ator SULLIVAN on issues such as new
Coast Guard Arctic icebreakers that
are so needed for the future. I have sup-
ported more funding for demonstration
programs for renewable energy and
microgrids in an effort to help the
local economy. I feel the same way
about rural broadband across the Na-
tion, and we want to make sure we are
deploying and helping with everything
we can to bring more connectivity to
Alaska, but I really question how open-
ing the Arctic Wildlife Refuge is a solu-
tion to these problems.

Even under CBO’s aggressive view, if
leasing occurs in the Refuge, it will be
many years before Alaskans see any
significant revenue. So my colleagues
should be aware that doubling down on
oil by sacrificing one of the great wild-
life refuges will not, in my opinion,
help close Alaska’s budget deficit, and
it will not help them diversify for the
future.

This Arctic Wildlife Refuge is too
special, too important. It is one of the
crown jewels of our National Wildlife
Refuge system. We should be pre-
serving it. We should not be destroying
it. We should not be turning it into an
oilfield.

I am reminded that many people over
many decades have fought for this
great area of our country, to maintain
its environmental stewardship, start-
ing with Olaus Murie, who went there
and did great explorations and con-
vinced many people here in this Wash-
ington that it was something so special
and worth preserving.

After decades of his scientific explo-
ration in Alaska, Olaus testified in 1959
in support of creating the Arctic Wild-
life Refuge. He said: ‘“We long for
something more, something that has a
mental, a spiritual impact on us. This
idealism, more than anything else, will
set us apart as a nation striving for
something worthwhile in the uni-
verse.”’

So what is setting us apart today?
Some very short-term gains. In 100
years, when this economic tax bill will
long be forgotten, the question will be
whether something important in the
universe still exists in the Arctic wild-
life area. We didn’t create the Arctic
Coastal Plain, but I can state this: We
cannot recreate it. What we are doing
today is taking a step toward destroy-
ing it.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
reconciliation bill. Do not sacrifice the
Arctic Wildlife Refuge to oil develop-
ment. Don’t take one of the great,
wild, pristine places on this planet and
turn it into an oilfield. We can do bet-
ter as a nation. I know we can do bet-
ter as a region, and we can do better
with a better Arctic strategy for our
Nation’s future.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, thank
you, and I thank the great Senator
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from Washington State for her leader-
ship on this incredibly important issue.

If this tax bill weren’t terrible
enough, it goes after one of the most
beautiful places on Earth, the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge. Drilling in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge is
nothing more than a Big Oil polar pay-
out. This isn’t about drilling oil; it is
about drilling for votes. This isn’t
about crude oil; it is the crudest of pol-
itics.

We now have 41 cosponsors of my leg-
islation with Senator BENNET to per-
manently protect the Arctic Refuge by
designating it as a wilderness. That is
enough to sustain a filibuster, and that
is precisely why they are circum-
venting the normal legislative process
by including it as a rider on a tax bill.

In reality, drilling turns this pristine
wilderness into an industrialized
wasteland. The Coastal Plain is the bi-
ological heart of the Arctic Refuge, and
allowing o0il and gas drilling would
drive a stake right through the heart
of it.

We are currently sending nearly 1
million barrels a day of American
crude oil overseas, but Republicans and
the their oil industry allies are saying
we need to allow drilling in the wildest
place left in America so we can export
even more oil to China and other for-
eign nations. It is an abomination. It is
a disgrace. Drilling in a wilderness area
in order to send oil to China—it is a
disgrace. If the Republicans persist in
passing this monstrosity of a tax bill
and pass this Big Oil polar payout,
they are the ones who are going to be
left out in the cold in 2018.

If the Republicans want to see what
real wilderness looks like, they don’t
need to travel to the Arctic Refuge, the
wilderness is about to come to them.
They are about to be sent deep into the
political wilderness if they pass this
tax scam legislation.

If the Republicans are successful in
ramming through the Arctic drilling
rider in the dead of night, we will never
give up. We will keep fighting because
the Arctic Refuge should forever be the
home for caribou, not crude; bears, not
barrels of oil; sandpipers, not pipelines.
We will never stop fighting.

They may win tonight in the dark of
night, but this fight is not over. This is
a crime against the environment which
is being committed here tonight. We do
not have to sacrifice this wilderness.
We are exporting oil out of our coun-
try—exporting it. We don’t have to go
here. Export more oil, and that is
where it is going? It is just wrong.

Just remember that this is all a part
of the so-called Republican reconcili-
ation process. Now that we have the
final product, that process is being ex-
posed as the giant con game it truly is.
The key phrase in reconciliation is
“‘con.” It is a con job. The whole thing
is nothing more than a masquerade, a
Trojan horse in order to get a tax cut
for the upper first percentile. It is a
con job.

The polling in our country says the
American people are not buying it.
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They are seeing right through it—
through all the political noise, all of
the incredible distractions, all the red
herrings. The American public knows
this is a tax break for the wealthiest
people in our country and not for the
middle class. Republicans are not even
trying to hide what they are doing any-
more. They are moving ahead with
reckless speed to pass this disaster of a
bill in the middle of the night, so that
is why we will all be back here in a few
hours, yet again, voting in the dead of
night on a 500-page bill that has no
hearings, no amendments, no real de-
bate because that is the only way you
can get a tax break for the upper first
percentile and the wealthiest corpora-
tions in the country while trying to
market it as a tax break for the middle
class, when they know it is not. They
know it, by the way. They know what
they are doing.

It is the height of irony that we will
be here tonight ramming through legis-
lation before the Senator-elect from
the State of Alabama can be seated.
Just 8 years ago, Republicans called on
Democrats to stop progress on the Af-
fordable Care Act until Senator Scott
Brown was sworn in. They said at the
time: Stop progress. Don’t do anything.
We need to wait for Scott Brown to
show up. Back then, Democrats lis-
tened to those calls, but when Douc
JONES gets elected, it is just put your
foot to the accelerator, move as fast as
you can, no hearings, no anything, and
Alabama will not be represented with
their new Senator out here. Back then,
Democrats actually listened to those
calls, and today our concerns are com-
pletely ignored by the Republicans, all
so0 they can continue playing their con
game on the American people.

The American people are waking up
to the fact that they have been sold a
bill of goods. They are seeing that this
plan is simply a Trojan horse of give-
aways to the wealthy corporations and
Republican political donors.

What are some of those giveaways?
Front and center is the massive cut in
tax rates for megacorporations. We
know this will not create jobs or trick-
le down to their employees because we
have tried it before. In 2004, we gave a
massive tax holiday for huge corpora-
tions on the money they held overseas,
but the 15 companies that benefited the
most from those giveaways cut more
than 20,000 jobs and decreased their re-
search spending.

Mark Twain said: ‘‘History doesn’t
repeat itself, but it does tend to
rhyme.” This tends to rhyme. The tax
cuts in this bill are even more egre-
gious. Corporate tax cuts flow to CEOs
and stockholders. Those stockholders
are not all American taxpayers. For-
eigners hold 35 percent of U.S. cor-
porate stock. That means the Repub-
lican tax bill is a giveaway of $48 bil-
lion to foreigners in 2019 alone.

Think about this. The Republicans
can find $48 billion to give away to for-
eign shareholders but in the same bill
raise taxes on millions of middle-class
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families. By 2027, this bill will raise
taxes on over 53 percent of American
households. At the same time, a full 83
percent of the tax cuts will flow to the
top 1 percent of Americans. So the
more the American people see what is
in this bill, the more they realize they
will have to foot the bill, and the
American people are saying ‘‘No way.”’

New polls today show that over half
of the American public opposes this
bill; two-thirds of the people recognize
that the bill will benefit the wealthy
over the middle class; and, according to
the polls, the only thing more unpopu-
lar than this tax plan is President
Trump himself. But the Republicans
will push ahead anyway since this is all
part of the bigger con game. When
these tax giveaways pass, the deficit
will explode by over $2 trillion.

Republicans aren’t even waiting for
those deficits to become reality before
using them as an excuse to move to the
next phase of the con game. They are
already using future deficits to justify
a brutal, vicious cut to programs for
the poorest, for the sickest, for the
neediest people in our country. Earlier
this month, Speaker RYAN said, ‘“We’re
going to have to get back next year at
entitlement reform, which is how you
tackle the debt and the deficit.”” We
know exactly what Republicans mean
when they talk about entitlement re-
form. They mean taking a machete to
the programs that working and middle-
class families in America rely upon.
Republicans want nothing more than
an excuse to slash Medicare and make
it harder for Grandma to buy her medi-
cine. They want the ability to gut Med-
icaid because, in their opinion,
healthcare is only a right for the
wealthy. They want to cover their his-
torical enmity toward Social Security
so that they can steal benefits from
every American who has paid into that
system, and they are doing this be-
cause the modern Republican Party
has a sacred obligation to their do-
nors—to the Koch brothers, to the mas-
sive corporations that help fund their
campaigns. They promised them tax
breaks, and it will be average working
families who will end up footing the
bill. When the bill becomes due, the
American people will not forget who
sent it to them.

Here we are at the end of the year.
We have truly important issues to ad-
dress. We need to fund healthcare for 9
million children, ensure that commu-
nity health centers can keep the lights
on, secure the dreams of 800,000 young
Dreamers, and combat the crises that
American communities face from
opioids and natural disasters. Sadly,
we are doing none of those things. In-
stead, we are looting America’s middle
class to give away massive amounts of
money to the rich, which will then cre-
ate deficits, which will then have them
going after Medicare, Medicaid, and
Social Security—Grandma and
Grandpa, who built this country. That
has always been their plan. They have
an ancient animosity toward all of
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these programs, and now they believe
they can leave them as debt-soaked
relics of what they are today by cre-
ating this huge debt in this tax bill and
then turning on the very programs for
the very people who made this country
what it is today.

I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on this bill. It will
go down in history as one of the worst
single pieces of legislation ever to be
considered by the U.S. Senate.

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, relief for
Americans is on the way. This evening,
we will vote on the first comprehensive
overhaul of our Tax Code since 1986. In
1986, I was a young Senate staffer. I
watched as that tax bill passed on the
floor of the U.S. Senate. I was a 25-
year-old staffer back then.

In a couple of weeks, my wife and I
will welcome our third grandchild into
the world, so it seems only fitting,
after 30 years, that we go about the
business of reforming the Tax Code be-
cause a lot has changed in this coun-
try. A lot has changed in this country
in the past 30 years, but the one thing
that hasn’t changed is the Tax Code.
Our Tax Code needs to be updated and
modernized to reflect the times in
which we live.

Since President Reagan signed the
last overhaul into law, our Tax Code
has ballooned into an unwieldy, com-
plex maze that costs American tax-
payers an incredible amount of time
and money and acts as a drag on eco-
nomic growth and job creation.

I will say that when I was elected to
the Senate, I came here, as most of us
do, wanting to do big things. We want
to do consequential things. We want to
do things that will impact the Amer-
ican people in a beneficial and a posi-
tive way, and that is certainly the case
with tax reform. I sought to get on the
Senate Finance Committee for that
reason. The Senate Finance Committee
has jurisdiction over tax, trade,
healthcare, and issues that really im-
pact and affect the American people’s
everyday lives.

In 2011, I had the good fortune of get-
ting on the committee, and ever since
that time we have been working ag-
gressively, planning for this very day.
The suggestion by our colleagues on
the other side that somehow this
cropped up all of a sudden, overnight,
is absolutely inconsistent with the
facts. Since I got on the Finance Com-
mittee in 2011, we have had no fewer
than 70 hearings on tax reform and tax-
related issues.

In 2015, the chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator HATCH, created five
working groups. I was fortunate
enough to chair one of those working
groups. They were bipartisan, and they
were tasked with looking at all aspects
of the Tax Code, broken down into five
different sections, and making rec-
ommendations for tax reform. We went
about that in a very diligent way. We
spent weeks and months developing
ideas, reported those recommendations
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to the full committee, and those rec-
ommendations today serve as the foun-
dation for the legislation we are con-
sidering. That was a bipartisan process,
and the Democrats participated in
that. A lot of the suggestions are bipar-
tisan ideas. The foundation for this leg-
islation frankly, in many respects,
originated with those working groups
that were worked upon by both Repub-
licans and Democrats. So we stand here
today with a piece of legislation that
has a lot of bipartisan substance in it,
even though the Democrats have re-
fused to participate in the process.

We started out with two major goals
on tax reform. One was to put more
money in the pockets of hard-working
Americans and to create a tax code
that would foster economic growth and
make American companies competitive
again in the global marketplace. Those
are the two goals. The bill before us
today—the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act—
succeeds on both fronts.

The bill provides immediate, direct
relief for hard-working Americans,
starting next month. It lowers tax
rates for Americans in every income
bracket. It nearly doubles the standard
deduction, simplifying the code, mean-
ing that fewer people will have to
itemize. Across the country, it varies
State by State, but, on average, less
than one-third of the people across the
country itemize today. Well, this will
reduce that number even further. Less
than 10 percent of the people in this
country will have to itemize because of
the doubling—or near doubling—of the
standard deduction. It doubles the
child tax credit and significantly in-
creases the refundable portion of the
credit, which will provide important
additional help for low-income fami-
lies, and it maintains the earned-in-
come tax credit.

All of this means that American fam-
ilies are going to see a significant drop
in their tax bills for next year. Just as
a case in point, a family of four with a
combined annual income of $73,000 per
year will see a tax cut of over $2,000,
and that represents a 58-percent reduc-
tion over what they are paying today
under current law. If you are a single
parent with one child and have an in-
come of $41,000, you are going to see a
$1,300 reduction in your taxes, which
represents a 73-percent reduction over
what you are paying today under cur-
rent law.

So the idea, as has been advanced by
the other side, that somehow middle-
income taxpayers don’t benefit from
this is absolutely false. It is inaccurate
because these are objective facts. A
doubling of the standard deduction, a
doubling of the child tax credit, and a
reduction in rates mean that people in
all income groups are going to see sig-
nificant tax relief. Just to put a fine
point on that, this is based on the lat-
est analysis by the Joint Committee on
Taxation. They assess and look at how
these proposals will translate in terms
of income groups and who gets im-
pacted by that.
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I want to point out that if you look
at income by level here—different
groups and their incomes—as you can
see, every income group receives a sig-
nificant tax cut. In fact, lower income
Americans receive the largest tax cuts,
and that, again, is according to the
Joint Committee on Taxation. The
point made earlier by my colleague
from the other side was that somehow
this was going to be a huge tax shift in
terms of who is going to pay taxes
after all this is said and done. Well, if
you look at the tax burden—and by
that I mean who pays taxes in this
country, the share of taxes currently
borne by each different income cat-
egory—as you see from this chart,
which is broken down by quadrant, 25
percent of the filers are in this cat-
egory, 25 percent in this category, and
25 percent with $50,000 to $100,000 in in-
come, and then the final quadrant of 25
percent is those making $100,000 and
above. Well, if you look at those in the
lower income categories—and this is
according to the Joint Committee on
Taxation—their share of the tax bur-
den relative to what it is today is actu-
ally the same or lower. So those in
lower income categories, those making
$20,000 to $50,000 a year—and that rep-
resents about 25 percent of filers
today—pay 4.3 percent of total taxes in
this country. After implementation of
the bill, they will pay 4.1 percent of
total taxes in this country. Their over-
all tax burden will have decreased after
passage of this legislation.

If you take the next category, from
$50,000 to $100,000, they pay today,
under current law, 16.9 percent of the
total tax burden in this country. After
this legislation has passed, they will be
paying 16.9 percent of the total tax bur-
den in this country.

What about those making $100,000 a
year and more, which represents about
25 percent of all filers? Well, according
to the Joint Committee on Taxation,
on which these distribution tables are
based, those in that income category
who are paying today 78.7 percent of all
the taxes in this country—after this is
passed, they will pay 79.1 percent. So
their overall tax burden actually goes
up after this legislation is passed and
enacted into law.

Interestingly enough, this is the
most recent analysis by the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation. This is the dis-
tribution table that they just put out.
The category that has the biggest in-
crease in terms of overall tax burden is
those making a million dollars a year
and more. Today they pay 19.3 percent
of all the tax burden, all the tax liabil-
ity in this country. After this is all
said and done, they will pay 19.8 per-
cent. So their taxes—those with a mil-
lion and more—are going up under this
legislation.

So this idea—they keep saying it on
the other side, but just because they
keep saying it doesn’t make it true.
The facts tell a completely different
story. These are the facts. Again, I
have come back to the point I made

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

earlier; that is, let’s put it into lan-
guage that people in this country un-
derstand. When they do their taxes,
they are going to see a doubling of the
standard deduction and they are going
to see a doubling of the child tax cred-
it. If you are a family with kids in this
country, that means that for every
child you have, instead of getting a
$1,000 child tax credit, you will get a
$2,000 child tax credit. Couple that with
the lower rates—and the marginal
rates are going to be a 10-percent rate,
a 12-percent rate—and where those
kick in at different brackets, you are
going to see a significant reduction in
taxes across all income groups. That is
just the reality. I think it is important
that we at least, as we are talking
about this subject, talk about it in
terms of the facts.

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act also pre-
serves elements of the current Tax
Code that have been working for Amer-
icans. Under this bill, homeowners and
those aspiring to own a home will still
be able to deduct their mortgage inter-
est if they itemize on their taxes. Indi-
viduals who donate to charities, to
churches, and educational institutions
will still be able to claim those con-
tributions as an itemized deduction.
Working Americans will retain all the
current options for saving for retire-
ment, from individual retirement ac-
counts to the various types of em-
ployer-provided retirement plans, like
401(k)s.

This bill also provides families with
permanent relief from ObamaCare’s
burdensome individual mandate, which
is a tax on lower income Americans.
Under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act,
Americans will no longer be required to
buy health insurance that they don’t
want and can’t afford or face signifi-
cant financial penalties, which today
disproportionately fall on those who
make less than $50,000 a year.

This bill also restores the deduction
for major medical expenses to where it
was before ObamaCare. For this year
and next, Americans facing the burden
of significant medical expenses will
once again be able to deduct any ex-
penses that exceed 7.5 percent of their
adjusted gross income. I hope that
eventually we will be able to make
that change permanent.

That is not all this is going to do.
This is not just going to help Ameri-
cans now; it is going to help them for
the long term. It is going to give them
access to the kinds of jobs, wages, and
opportunities that will set them up for
a secure future. How does it go about
doing that? By rebuilding our broken
Tax Code into a modern tax system de-
signed for a 21st-century economy.

In order for individual Americans to
thrive, American businesses need to
thrive. Thriving businesses expand.
They hire new workers. They can af-
ford to offer those workers higher
wages. But our current Tax Code has
not been helping businesses thrive. On
the contrary, it has been strangling
businesses large and small with high
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tax rates and provisions that discour-
age growth and drive those good-pay-
ing jobs overseas. Plus, our outdated
tax structure has left American busi-
nesses at a competitive disadvantage in
the global economy.

This legislation changes all of that.
This bill lowers tax rates across the
board for small and medium-size busi-
nesses, farms, and ranches. It provides
a 20-percent deduction on passthrough
income, reducing the top effective tax
rate on this income to no more than
29.6 percent. It permits businesses with
gross receipts of up to $25 million to
use the cash method of accounting and
to expense their inventory costs. It al-
lows businesses to expense new invest-
ments in machinery, equipment, and
building improvements. And it expands
the amount of startup and organiza-
tional expenses that new businesses
can write off up front, freeing up cash
flow to get the business up and run-
ning.

Accelerating businesses’ ability to
recover the money they invested in
things like property, equipment, and
inventory will encourage new business
growth and help existing businesses—
including farms and ranches—expand
their operations, create new jobs, and
grow the economy.

The bill also helps family-owned
businesses, farms, and ranches by pro-
viding substantial relief from the death
tax. I would have preferred to elimi-
nate what I think is a confiscatory tax
once and for all. But in this legislation,
we double the current exemption to
over $11 million, and by doing that,
this bill will take a vast majority of
family-owned businesses, farms, and
ranches out of the tax’s crosshairs. Too
many of these businesses have wasted
tens of thousands of dollars a year on
costly estate planning simply to avoid
the death tax and preserve that family
business for another generation. That
is money that these individuals would
rather be investing in their businesses
and their workers. This legislation al-
lows these businesses to save critical
capital for their businesses instead of
forcing them to spend it to protect
themselves from the heavy hand of the
government.

In addition to improving the playing
field for small businesses, the Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act will boost our economy
by lowering the tax rate for larger
businesses. Right now, America’s glob-
al businesses pay the highest corporate
tax rate in the industrialized world. By
reducing the corporate tax rate to 21
percent, this bill will allow American
businesses to compete and win in the
global economy. Just as important,
this bill brings the U.S. international
tax system into the 21st century by re-
placing our outdated worldwide tax
system with a territorial tax system so
that American businesses are not oper-
ating at a disadvantage next to their
foreign competitors.

We haven’t talked a lot about this,
but one of the most important reforms
in this bill is the changes we make to



December 19, 2017

the international tax system. This bill
also eliminates the incentives in our
current Tax Code that encouraged com-
panies to shift jobs, profits, and manu-
facturing plants overseas. This bill
makes it easier for American busi-
nesses to bring home foreign earnings
to invest in growing jobs and pay-
checks in our local communities here
in America.

Lowering the corporate tax rate and
transitioning to a territorial tax sys-
tem will boost wages, jobs, and oppor-
tunities for American workers em-
ployed by our Nation’s global compa-
nies. It will also increase wages, jobs,
and opportunities for workers at the
countless small and medium-sized busi-
nesses throughout our country that
make up the supply chain for Amer-
ica’s global companies. That is a re-
sounding win for American workers
and businesses and for our economy
overall.

As I said earlier, this bill is the prod-
uct of literally years of work by Mem-
bers of both parties. I am excited to be
here as we get an opportunity to take
this bill across the finish line later
today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. DAINES. Mr. President, the Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act will keep over $700
million per year in Montanans’ pock-
ets. That is not a number that I cal-
culated; that came right from the Mon-
tana Department of Revenue. And that
is just for the individuals in Montana.
That $700 million will be moved from
Washington, DC, back to the people of
Montana.

I can tell you something: Hard-work-
ing Montanans could use a pay raise. In
fact, in Montana, we have some of the
lowest per capita wages in the Nation.
Contrast that with what is going on in
Washington, DC. In fact, if you Google
“‘wealthiest counties in the U.S.A.”—I
challenge you to do that. Take your
smartphone and Google ‘‘wealthiest
counties in the U.S.A.” and look at
what you find. The top three wealthi-
est counties in America are suburbs of
Washington, DC. In fact, 6 out of 10 of
those counties are counties adjacent to
Washington, DC. Montanans don’t need
to send an additional $700 million of
their money back to Washington, DC.
In fact, according to the Montana De-
partment of Revenue, nearly 99 percent
of Montanans will see a tax cut under
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. On average,
Montanans will keep approximately
$1,600 of their hard-earned money each
year.

Moreover, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
repeals once and for all ObamaCare’s
poverty tax—the so-called individual
mandate. This tax has systematically
penalized the low-income for not being
able to afford health insurance. Frank-
ly, repealing this tax is one of the most
compassionate things we could do as
part of this legislation.

Adding insult to injury, when you
peel back what is going on with this
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poverty tax, 42 percent of those paying
that poverty tax, that ObamaCare
mandate tax, make less than $25,000 a
year. In fact, 82 percent of the penalty
payers paying this tax make less than
$50,000 a year. Repealing this tax is the
right thing to do.

At the end of the day, the question
here is pretty simple: Who deserves
more money? Who deserves more con-
trol? Is it right here in Washington,
DC, or is it the American people? Is it
the people of Montana? I think the an-
swer to that question is pretty easy. I
believe Montanans do. So I will be vot-
ing for hard-working Montana families
so they can keep more of their own
money. As we debate what we should
do with the cash here in Washington,
DC, whose money is it anyway? It came
from the people of this country. It
came from the people of Montana. I
will be voting for Montana Main Street
businesses, for the hard-working mid-
dle class of Montana so we can grow
wages—some of the lowest in the Na-
tion—and grow jobs. I will be voting to
return some of Montanans’ hard-earned
money back to the people who sent it
here in the first place.

Mr. President, I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, a few
moments ago, my friend from South
Dakota was speaking about the bill. He
made one statement that I do agree
with, and that is, just because you say
something over and over again does not
make it true. Unfortunately, much of
what he said is just not accurate. The
truth is that what we are seeing today,
in an unprecedented way, is the looting
of the Federal Treasury.

Today marks a great victory for the
very wealthy campaign contributors
who have contributed hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars over the years to the
Republican Party. These billionaires
will see a huge tax break for them-
selves at the same time as the deficit
of this country is driven up by about
$1.5 trillion.

Today is also a victory for the larg-
est, the most profitable corporations in
America, companies such as Apple,
Microsoft, Pfizer, and General Electric,
which, despite recordbreaking profits,
will now see hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in tax breaks.

At a time of massive income and
wealth inequality, where the people on
top are becoming wealthier while the
middle class shrinks and 40 million live
in poverty, this legislation—according
to the nonpartisan Tax Policy Center—
will provide 83 percent of the benefits
to the top 1 percent, while increasing
taxes on 92 million middle-class house-
holds by the end of the decade. Let me
repeat that. By the end of the decade,
this legislation will provide 83 percent
of the benefits to the top 1 percent and,
incredibly, 60 percent of the benefits to
the top one-tenth of 1 percent, while,
at the end of the decade, 92 million
middle-class households will be paying
more in taxes.
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Does anybody really believe that
when we have such a massive gap in in-
come and wealth inequality, we should
be giving 60 percent of the benefits in
this bill to the top one-tenth of 1 per-
cent?

It says a lot about the priorities of
the Republican Party when the tax
breaks for corporations in this bill are
permanent, while the tax breaks for
working families expire at the end of 8
years.

Furthermore, I hope that every
American is listening to what Speaker
of the House PAUL RYAN is saying, and
other Republicans, when they talk
about how they are going to offset the
$1.5 trillion in deficits they just cre-
ated by giving massive tax breaks to
the wealthy and large corporations.
What RYAN is saying and many other
Republicans are saying is that they are
going to come back and offset that $1.5
trillion in deficits by cutting Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. And
if T am wrong on that assertion, I
would hope that some of my Repub-
lican colleagues would come down to
the floor and say that I am wrong, but
I do not suspect that will be the case.

During his campaign for the White
House, Donald Trump said over and
over again to the American people,
quote after quote, day after day, that
he would not cut Social Security,
Medicare, and Medicaid. Well, I say to
the President: For once in your life,
keep the promises that you made, and
tell the Republican leadership now that
you will veto any legislation that cuts
Social Security, Medicare, or Medicaid.
I suspect we will not be seeing a tweet
from the President on that issue.

Moving toward passing this very un-
fair piece of legislation, the Republican
leadership—which controls the House
and the Senate—will move soon to shut
down the Congress and head home for a
holiday break. After massive tax
breaks for the rich and large corpora-
tions, they believe their work is done,
and they are ready to head home.

Well, I respectfully disagree. Maybe,
just maybe, before Congress adjourns
for the holidays, we should start pay-
ing attention to the needs of the work-
ing families of this country, to the
middle class of this country, and not
just the billionaire class.

We need to address the crisis that
faces some 800,000 young people who
are currently in the DACA Program.
Without the legal protections afforded
by the DACA Program, these young
people today are living in constant fear
and anxiety that they may lose their
legal status and, in fact, be deported
from the only country they have ever
known.

Imagine somebody who is 20 or 25
years of age, has lived in the United
States virtually his or her entire life,
went to school here, now has a job, now
is in college, now is in the military,
and because of Trump’s disastrous at-
tack on DACA, repealing DACA, 800,000
young people are worried about wheth-
er they are going to be able to even
stay in this country.
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The American people are very clear
about how they feel about this issue. I
believe just today there was a
Quinnipiac poll that appeared on this
very issue, and this was the question:

Which comes closest to your view about
undocumented immigrants who were brought
to the U.S. as children? A) They should be al-
lowed to stay in the United States and to
eventually apply for U.S. citizenship. B)
They should be allowed to remain in the
United States, but not be allowed to apply
for U.S. citizenship. C) They should be re-
quired to leave the U.S.

That was the question asked of the
American people.

Here is the answer. Seventy-seven
percent of the American people—77 per-
cent—say that these young people
should be allowed to stay in the United
States and move toward citizenship.
Seven percent say they that should
stay in the United States but not gain
citizenship. Twelve percent say that
they should be forced to leave the
United States.

Republicans, by overwhelming num-
bers, say that these young people,
these Dreamers who have spent their
entire lives in this country, who know
no other country, should be allowed to
stay in America and apply for citizen-
ship. Ninety-one percent of Democrats
say that, and 81 percent of Independ-
ents say that.

As we speak, young people are losing
their legal status. We have to act on
that and act on that now, before we ad-
journ for the holidays. Put yourself in
the place of a 20-, 25-year-old person
living in extraordinary anxiety. We
have to act now to address those con-
cerns. We have to do what the Amer-
ican people want us to do.

As I think most people know, the
Koch brothers are the major funders of
the Republican Party. They have prob-
ably given billions of dollars over the
years. Even Charles Koch acknowl-
edges that the right thing to do is to
provide legal status for the Dreamers.

Let me quote from a recent op-ed in
the Washington Post by Charles Koch
and Tim Cook, the head of Apple:

The United States is at its best when all
people are free to pursue their dreams. Our
country has enjoyed unparalleled success by
welcoming people from around the world who
seek to make a better life for themselves and
their families, no matter what their back-
grounds. It is our differences that help us to
learn from each other, to challenge our old
ways of thinking and to discover innovative
solutions that benefit us all. To advance that
prosperity and build an even stronger future,
each successive generation—including,
today, our own—must show the courage to
embrace that diversity and to do what is
right.

We have no illusions about how difficult it
can be to get things done in Washington, and
we know that people of good faith disagree
about aspects of immigration policy. If ever
there were an occasion to come together to
help people improve their lives, this is it. By
acting now to ensure the dreamers can real-
ize their potential by continuing to con-
tribute to our country, Congress can reaf-
firm this essential American ideal.

This is from Charles Koch. He funds
the Republican Party. They might
want to listen to him as well.
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But it is not just the need to address
the crisis facing our Dreamers. As you
know, community health centers pro-
viding health insurance, healthcare, for
27 million people have not been reau-
thorized or refunded. We have to ad-
dress that issue, and we have to address

it now.
Nine million children are in the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program.

While we are busy giving tax breaks to
billionaires, we have not had time to
reauthorize a health insurance pro-
gram for the children of this country.
We should be ashamed of ourselves.

We have disaster relief out there.
Folks in Congress will go home to cele-
brate the holidays, and will light up
our homes. In Puerto Rico and the Vir-
gin Islands, they can’t light up their
homes because many of them still
don’t have electricity as a result of the
recent disasters they have experienced.
We need to do disaster relief. We need
to do it now for the people of Puerto
Rico, for the people of the Virgin Is-
lands, for the people of Texas, and for
the people of Florida.

There are 1.5 million workers who are
about to lose the pensions they were
promised, and those pensions, after a
lifetime of work, will be reduced by 60
percent if we don’t address the multi-
employer pension plan crisis. We have
to do that.

Over 40 million people in this country
are dealing with student debt. They
leave college deeply in debt. Many of
them are in despair because of their fi-
nancial situations—because of their
outrageous levels of student debt. We
have to address that.

We have an opioid epidemic that is
killing people from coast to coast. We
have to start investing in treatment
and prevention.

We have 30,000 vacancies in the VA
today. Our job is to make sure that
every veteran in this country gets the
quality healthcare he or she needs.
They don’t get it with 30,000 vacancies
in the VA. We have to invest in the VA.

There were 10,000 people on disability
who died last year while waiting for
the Social Security Administration to
act on their applications; 10,000 people
died last year because the Social Secu-
rity Administration is greatly under-
staffed—massive cuts to the Social Se-
curity Administration. The elderly and
the disabled in this country are enti-
tled to have prompt process when they
apply for benefits. They are not getting
that. We have to pay attention to that,
and on and on it goes.

The bottom line is that the U.S. Sen-
ate should be doing more than pro-
viding 83 percent of the benefits in a
tax bill to the top 1 percent. We cannot
go home unless we address the very se-
rious crises facing the working families
and the middle class of this country.

With that, I yield to my colleague
from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I thank
Senator SANDERS.

I want to pick up for a moment on
his eloquent points and then pose a
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question to him about what we will be
doing here in a few minutes.

Senator SANDERS has eloquently spo-
ken to the needs of the American peo-
ple, our veterans, the Dreamers, the
disasters. Those are bipartisan efforts.
Mr. CRAPO and I want to fix the broken
system of fighting fires.

Senator SANDERS mentioned chil-
dren’s health insurance. This bill bor-
rows $1.5 trillion and is going to end up
borrowing a lot of it from foreign inter-
ests. That would fund the Children’s
Health Insurance Program for 915
years. So what the Senator from
Vermont is doing is saying: Look at all
the constructive areas where we can
really meet the needs of the people,
and, instead, we are working on a tax
bill that is going to betray the middle
class. It is going to betray the middle
class, and in my view, as the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont and I
have discussed, this bill—this tax bill—
is a textbook case of writing legisla-
tion in an undemocratic way, in a se-
cret way, with provisions that were
airdropped for lobbyists into this legis-
lation in the middle of the night.

Senator SANDERS and I were part of
the so-called conference committee
last week where we didn’t even have
the relevant bill in front of us. We were
asking questions about bills that really
didn’t exist.

Mr. SANDERS. If I could ask my col-
league from Oregon a simple question—
he is the ranking member of the Fi-
nance Committee. This is a bill that
deals with trillions of dollars in our en-
tire economy.

Mr. WYDEN. $10 trillion.

Mr. SANDERS. It impacts every per-
son in America. Would he mind telling
the American people just how many
public hearings there were to hear from
economists, to hear from the business
community, to hear from labor, to hear
from senior advocates, to discuss this
rather long and complicated bill?

Mr. WYDEN. There was not one sin-
gle hearing to discuss the specifics of
the legislation before us today. The
legislation before us today involves $10
trillion worth of changes in tax policy.

Our colleagues on the other side
trumpet this idea that there were 70
hearings. I think what they are talking
about is that over the years, people
would come in and talk about this idea
or that.

Mr. SANDERS. Talk about taxes in
general——

Mr. WYDEN. Right, that is correct.
But there was not one single hearing
with respect to the specifics of the bill.

I would like to turn, if I could, to
this work that my colleague—and I am
happy to have partnered with him—has
played such an important role in; that
is, the consequences of all this reckless
haste and secretive process, which he
and I have been working on. In my
view, it is really is legislative mal-
practice. We have a bill that is full of
mistakes that are going to have unin-
tended consequences, opening many
new loopholes for the wealthy and
crafty accountants and lawyers.
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The Senator and I have been working
to try to weed out of this legislation
violations of what is called the Byrd
rule, which, in English, basically
means you can’t stuff provisions into a
bill that really don’t deal with tax and
spending. By my count, the Senator
and I have already pushed that there
are more than 20 Byrd rule violations
that had to be corrected.

Before I ask my question, I just want
to give people a little bit of the idea of
the work the Senator and I have been
doing over the last few days. Late Fri-
day night, we were able to remove a
particularly offensive provision that
would have turned some churches in
America into partisan, political orga-
nizations. Specifically, there was an ef-
fort here to overturn what is called the
Johnson amendment, named after Lyn-
don Johnson, that barred churches
from endorsing partisan political activ-
ity with political candidates. The way
that the bill was written—and the Sen-
ator and I fought to get it struck and
were successful—it would have turned
churches and sham charities into polit-
ical machines where they could be con-
duits for billions and billions of dollars
in dark money.

Mr. SANDERS. Let me translate that
into English. In other words, as I un-
derstand what the Senator is saying,
billionaire campaign contributors
could then legally put money into
churches, which would then do the po-
litical work that they otherwise would
have been doing.

Mr. WYDEN. Absolutely. I think we
need to tell America about this because
we have won this round, but the Sen-
ator and I are going to be back at this
fight with our colleagues again. In ef-
fect, this would have been Citizens
United 2.0. This would have been an-
other version of the push to have unac-
countable, dark money—billions of dol-
lars poured into elections through
churches and sham charities.

Turning to the question now of this
evening, it looks to me as though we
have now found several other Byrd rule
violations that would seem to me to be
further indications of rash and reckless
legislating that does not serve the
American people well.

So I would wrap up by asking my col-
league from Vermont—and I want to
tell him it has been a pleasure to work
in partnership with him on this—aren’t
these Byrd rule violations that we have
been going after and that you are going
to discuss again tonight, aren’t these
just a textbook case of what happens
when you legislate with reckless haste?

Mr. SANDERS. Absolutely. It is not
only that mistakes are made; it is that
when you don’t open the doors to the
American people, to economists, to
mayors, to Governors, to
businesspeople, and to leaders in the
labor movement to see what do you
want in tax reform—when you don’t do
that—and when you conduct your busi-
ness behind closed doors, you end up
with legislation that represents the
needs of the billionaire class, which
also makes a number of mistakes.
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In that regard, I would tell my friend
that this afternoon, the Senate Parlia-
mentarian advised that certain provi-
sions of the Republican tax legislation
violate the Byrd rule, including a pro-
vision allowing for the use of 529 sav-
ings accounts for home schooling ex-
penses; the short title—the Tax Cut
and Jobs Act—and part of the criteria
used to determine whether the endow-
ments of private universities are sub-
ject to the legislation’s new excise tax.
These provisions may be struck from
the conference report absent 60 votes.

With that, I raise the following
points of order against the pending
conference report:

That subsection 11000(a) violates sec-
tion 313(b)(1)(A) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974; that subparagraph
(B) of section 11032, starting on page 75,
line 17 and all through page 76, line 9,
violates section 313(b)(1)(D) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; and that
the phrase ‘‘tuition-paying” as it ap-
pears on page 309, line 12, and page 309,
lines 14 through 15, violates section
313(b)(1)(D) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RUBIO). The Senator from Wyoming.

MOTION TO WAIVE

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, pursuant to
section 904 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 and the waiver provisions of
applicable budget resolutions, I move
to waive all applicable sections of that
act and applicable budget resolutions
for purposes of the conference report to
accompany H.R. 1, and I ask for the
yveas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
waiver is debatable for 1 hour, equally
divided.

Who yields time?

If no one yields time, the time will be
equally divided.

The Senator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
was proud to be a conferee for H.R. 1,
the Tax Cut and Jobs Act, and I am
pleased to join many of my colleagues
in strong support of the conference re-
port for it.

I think, really, the title says it all.
This bill will deliver tax cuts and new
jobs for hard-working Americans. I
think it will be good for our economy,
it will be good for jobs and for growth,
and it will be good for families and our
businesses.

As a starting point, we have tax re-
form—a huge and a complicated under-
taking that really happens once in a
generation around here. It has been 31
years since we have successfully re-
formed the Tax Code. I think we would
all say it is long overdue.

This bill reduces taxes in every in-
come bracket, letting Americans keep
more of their money. It doubles the
standard deduction to put even more
money back in the pockets of hard-
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working Americans. It doubles the
child tax credit, which is so important,
making more of it refundable to help
parents and our families. It helps our
small businesses. In the State of Alas-
ka, about 99.6 percent of the businesses
in Alaska are small businesses, and it
allows owners to do even more by being
able to deduct 20 percent of their busi-
ness income from their taxes. It also
cuts our corporate rate, currently one
of the highest in the world. We all rec-
ognize this is a move that is long over-
due and one that will make us more
competitive, help bring jobs back to
this country, and increase investments
in America.

I support tax reform, and I am also
very proud to be the lead author of the
second title, the energy title, in this
bill, which I believe contains the single
most important step that we can take
to strengthen our long-term energy se-
curity and create new wealth—creating
new wealth—rather than moving
things around.

This has been long fight for us. It has
been a fight that has been going on for
about 38 years, give or take. It has
been a multigenerational fight for
some of us. What we are doing is au-
thorizing a program for responsible en-
ergy development in Alaska’s non-
wilderness 1002 area. This is an area
Congress specifically set aside for its
evaluation for its potential for oil and
gas.

I have put a lot of charts about Alas-
ka up, but here is Alaska laid over the
United States of America, just to kind
of put in context what we are talking
about here with the 1002 area. The area
of ANWR itself is an area of about 19.5
million acres. It is the combined size of
Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Vermont,
and New Hampshire, in this area, and
in this portion of the State of Alaska.
Contained within ANWR is additional
wilderness acreage. There are about 7
million acres of wilderness contained
in the ANWR area.

I also want to remind colleagues who
say we need to keep this 1002 area in a
wilderness status—let me tell my col-
leagues, the 1002 was never in wilder-
ness, is not in wilderness, and that is
not what we are talking about here.

We have 48 wilderness areas in the
State of Alaska, with a total of about
56.6 million acres of designated wilder-
ness in the State, but the 1002 is not
wilderness. This is what we are talking
about opening up for oil and gas explo-
ration.

This is an area—this small area up
here—that contains an estimated 10.4
billion barrels of oil. We know we can
produce it safely. We know we are
going to need this oil in the years
ahead.

Now, some of my colleagues have
suggested that somehow or other we
don’t need any more oil; that we are
exporting oil now. Well, the reality is
that world oil demand is rising; it is
not falling. We need to bring more sup-
ply online, and we need to open up our
most prospective areas. So, again,
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when we have a small area that has
enormous potential, why would we con-
tinue to deny that opportunity?

The International Energy Agency be-
lieves—and they stated it this year:
“Global o0il supply could struggle to
keep pace with demand after 2020, risk-
ing a sharp increase in prices unless
new projects are approved soon.”’

So to suggest that somehow, just be-
cause we are exporting oil, we no
longer need to produce it, just doesn’t
make sense. Exports are making our
markets more efficient, but they don’t
mean we are suddenly more energy
independent or permanently energy se-
cure. Making sure we are doing more
where we have high prospects makes
sense.

Our energy title also includes a bi-
partisan proposal from Senators CAS-
SIDY, STRANGE, and KING that will in-
crease revenue sharing for the gulf
coast for priorities like coastal res-
toration and hurricane protection.
Overall, the bill—our title—is pro-
jected to raise nearly $1.1 billion over
the next 10 years. Once production be-
gins in the 1002 area, we will likely
raise tens, if not hundreds, of billions
of dollars for the Federal Treasury.
Again, this is new wealth and new pros-
perity at a time when our Nation needs
both.

Those are not the only benefits this
energy title will bring. We are also
talking about jobs—creating thousands
of jobs—in Alaska and around the
country; jobs that pay high wages, put
food on the table, and put the Kkids
through college.

We are in a tough place right now in
Alaska. We have the highest unemploy-
ment in the country. I appreciated the
fact that my colleague from Wash-
ington talked about jobs and, in fact,
noted that in the ties that bind the
State of Alaska and the State of Wash-
ington, we do have a lot when it comes
to sharing of jobs. I will remind my
colleagues that when it comes to jobs,
it is an estimated 12,000 Puget Sound
jobs and $780 million in labor earnings
that are connected with refining Alas-
ka oil. So our jobs—our resource bene-
fits not just us in Alaska but those
around the country as well.

What we are able to do by accessing
this 1002 area also will help us keep en-
ergy affordable, effectively providing
families and businesses with an energy
tax cut. That, too, is important in con-
text with this tax bill.

We also protect national security by
reducing foreign oil dependency, espe-
cially in west coast States. Ironically,
California and Washington State, as
they see less 0il coming from Alaska,
as our throughput is declining, what is
happening is that, in order to keep
their refineries going and their jobs
continuing, they are having to import
oil. Where is California getting more of
their oil from? From the Middle East.
Tell me how that makes any sense.

I appreciate that colleagues come to
the floor with a passion about our
State, but know that as Alaskans and
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as an Alaskan who is the author of this
title, none of what we are doing in this
effort to open the 1002 area will come
at the expense of our environment or
the local people. Some of the local peo-
ple are here in Washington to watch
the vote today. Hearing the voices of
those who live there—there is a town,
there is a village, there are peobple,
there is a school, there is an airport in
the 1002 area—a town, residents, com-
munity. This is not an area that is un-
touched, but it is an area we care
about. We care about the people, we
care about the land, and we care about
the wildlife, but we know how to
produce energy while protecting our
environment. We have been doing it for
decades, and we will continue to do it
going into the future.

Thanks to new technologies, the
footprint of our development up north
is smaller than ever before. The
amount of land that development pads
occupy now on our North Slope is now
80 percent smaller than in the 1970s
when we first began operation in
Prudhoe Bay—80 percent smaller. At
the same time, the subsurface reach
from those smaller pads is going to be
more than 4,000 percent larger than
where we were in the 1970s—more than
4,000 percent.

What we are able to do is access more
resources underground directionally in
an area of 125 square miles. What the
technology allows us to do is almost
too hard for people to believe, and so
they continue the same tired rhetoric
we have heard for years. The fact is, we
need less land to produce more energy
than ever before.

We are going to take care of our land.
We are going to take care of the people
who live on our North Slope. We are
going to take care of the environment,
and we will protect the wildlife on the
Coastal Plain. The Central Arctic herd
of caribou increased sevenfold in the
years since we have been producing in
Prudhoe Bay. That is the Alaskan way.
That is what we do there. That is why
we have written our language to be
fully protective, and that is why we do
not waive any environmental review
process or consultation requirements
with Alaskan Natives in any way. In
fact, the only thing that we limit here
in this bill is surface development. In
this area of the 1002, in this 1.5 million
acres, this provision, title II, says that
2,000 surface acres will be open—one
ten-thousandth of all of ANWR. That is
all we are seeking to do, and we will do
it with care and concern for the envi-
ronment.

I have listened to colleagues say that
we are destroying the Refuge, that we
will turn it into an industrialized
wasteland. I am offended, I am horri-
fied, and it is wrong. It is wrong for
those from the outside looking in, who
have taken a nice trip into an area and
said: This must be protected. Your jobs
don’t matter.

That resource that we rely on for
jobs in my State doesn’t matter; we
will get it from somewhere else. Well,
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where are you going to get it from?
Why not work with people who are
going to care for the land, care for the
people, care for the wildlife, do it with
a level of commitment to a resource
and to a cause that is strong and
sound?

For those who come in and say they
know best and their idea is to just lock
it up, that is not right. For 40 years,
Alaskans have stood up and said: That
is not right.

We will continue in our effort to
demonstrate to the rest of the country
and the rest of the world how we are
able to operate, how we are able to be
responsible stewards of the environ-
ment, to produce jobs, to help Alaskan
people, to help the country, and to help
our allies. This is what we are asking
for.

As I close my comments, I recognize
that tomorrow is coming up on the
shortest day. We have had some very
short days in Alaska. It is pretty dark
there right now. I was home over the
weekend. With the passage of this bill
and the long-awaited opportunity to
access our resources in the 1002 area for
the benefit of Alaskans and for the ben-
efit of our country, the days ahead
look brighter for all of us.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, tonight,
the Republican leadership intends to
force a vote on their tax bill. President
Trump has called this tax bill historic.
Indeed, it will make history, but not
for the right reasons. It is a historic
transfer of wealth from students, sen-
iors, and working families to the
wealthiest corporations and individuals
in America and, indeed, throughout the
world. Historians and voters will look
at the way this bill was written, in a
rushed and sloppy manner, without
thoughtful debate—indeed, we have to
send it back to the House of Represent-
atives so they can vote again—and
with a reckless and willful disregard
for facts and independent analysis.

In forcing this massive restructuring
of our economy through Congress, Re-
publican leaders have permitted no
real amendments and ignored every
nonpartisan analysis of their bill that
does not fit their worldview. As a re-
sult, this trickle-down tax bill is quite
possibly the most fiscally irresponsible
piece of tax legislation to have ever
been railroaded through Congress over
the objections of the American people.

Some will say: Wait, what about the
Affordable Care Act? Let me remind
you, the ACA was paid for. It had to
get 60 votes. It was on the Senate floor
for 25 consecutive days. There was a
full committee process, and Democrats
accepted many Republican amend-
ments in the House and in the Senate.
That is not the case with this historic
bill.

The Trump tax will adversely affect
my home State, Rhode Islanders, in so
many ways. The temporary benefits
will not cover the long-term damage
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from this bill or offset the increased
costs for things like childcare, edu-
cation, healthcare, and housing. The
reason the American people oppose this
bill is simple—and they do oppose it—
it forces the middle class to accept yet
another Republican tax giveaway to
corporations and the richest 1 percent
with little or nothing for them.

It also gives trillions of dollars in
permanent tax cuts to corporations
while raising taxes on over half of
American families over the next dec-
ade. In doing so, it gives $48 billion to
the foreign investors who own roughly
35 percent of American company stock.
That is right. Many of these tax bene-
fits will go through corporations by ei-
ther dividends or stock redemptions to
foreign owners, amounting to $48 bil-
lion to foreign investors. That is not
putting the American working man
and woman first; that is putting them
at the end of the line. It makes the Tax
Code more, rather than less, com-
plicated and very clearly incentivizes
and rewards multinational corpora-
tions that send jobs and stash money
overseas.

Moreover, special loopholes for pass-
through entities will create a bonanza
for tax lawyers and accountants and
people figuring out ways to get out of
paying their taxes. It will not help
working men and women who come in
and punch in every morning, work
hard, and then go back to their fami-
lies. It will not help them at all.

And there is not a single respected
economist or tax scholar on the left or
right who concludes that this bill sim-
plifies the Tax Code and pays for
itself—not one.

Republicans know all these facts.
They have heard the public’s objec-
tions, and they still plan to send this
bill to President Trump for his signa-
ture. The President will try to tell the
American people that his great polit-
ical victory is a win for working peo-
ple, but they see all the benefits going
to his type of businesses—real estate
passthroughs. In fact, at the last mo-
ment, the conference committee put in
a special provision to make sure that
real estate entities could benefit from

this bill. That means President
Trump’s organization benefits from
this bill.

It is not fair. It is not wise. It is not
good policy. The American people
know this instinctively. They look at
what is going on, and they see this as
it is—a giant gift to the wealthiest cor-
porations and individuals at the peo-
ple’s expense in so many different
ways.

The consequences of this legislation
are going to be staggering and genera-
tional. We will not quickly overcome
this historic mistake. The total abdica-
tion of fiscal responsibility in this bill
is stunning. Adding trillions more to
the deficit will put massive budget
pressure on national defense, Medicare,
Medicaid, Social Security, and other
vital programs that keep our commit-
ments at home and abroad. These are
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the programs that allow us to keep
faith with the American people who
sent us here and also to ensure that we
are moving toward a more peaceful and
prosperous world. For future genera-
tions facing an economic crisis, or the
challenge of their time, or cyclical eco-
nomic downturns that we cannot al-
ways foresee, those future generations
will look back on this unnecessary tax
giveaway and wonder why today’s Con-
gress was so irresponsible.

In 2001, I was here, and I opposed the
Bush tax cuts. At that time, however,
we had an estimated $5 trillion surplus,
and we didn’t anticipate the 9/11 at-
tacks. We were at a time where Russia
was turning away from its Communist
past to what we thought was a demo-
cratic future. China was just emerging
as an economic power in Asia. It is a
totally different situation today. We
all know it. My colleagues on the other
side know it. We are challenged by 16
years of war, which we have made no
attempt to pay for, and we are putting
our national security behind benefits
for the wealthiest Americans that are
enshrined in this bill, adding $1.5 tril-
lion to pay for tax cuts for the most
wealthy in this Nation and in the
world.

Many of the recipients of our lar-
gesse—Republican largesse—this
evening will not be Americans. As I
noted, a significant portion of Amer-
ican stock in our companies is held by
foreigners. When stock buybacks take
place—and that is what corporations
have announced they will do—a huge
amount of these tax cuts will go out-
side of the United States, and not help
our economy. Maybe it will help some
people buy expensive yachts overseas
and expensive French Impressionist
paintings, but it will not help working
people in Pawtucket, RI, or Cranston,
RI—not at all. This is a bill that is full
of loopholes that will be exploited for
years to come. Indeed, we are already
hearing rumors that we can expect
more legislation to ‘‘fix the bill.”

This would be different if we were
talking about real tax reform—real tax
reform that benefitted the middle
class, real tax reform that raised the
earned-income tax credit, real tax re-
form that benefited people who work
every day, wage workers particularly—
but this bill doesn’t do that. Real tax
reform comes as a result of an open and
bipartisan process. It is ideally rev-
enue-neutral, like the 1986 law under
President Reagan, which took a bipar-
tisan consensus, which made major re-
form, and which is something that was
not only procedurally but economically
sound.

I hope, going forward, that we can
work together to prevent and undo the
damage from this bill and enact real,
responsible tax reform that boosts
take-home pay, spurs job growth,
closes loopholes, expands opportunity,
and strengthens the long-term finan-
cial stability and security of our Na-
tion. But that is not this legislation.

One final point—this Monday, the
President announced his national secu-
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rity strategy, his overarching vision of
what will make this country safe, se-
cure, and strong as we go forward. Part
of that national security strategy is to
reduce the debt through fiscal responsi-
bility. My Republican colleagues are
about to increase the debt through fis-
cal irresponsibility. This national secu-
rity strategy isn’t even 24 hours old,
and it is being abandoned. It is being
abandoned before literally even the pen
is dry on the paper. When it comes to
tax cuts, national security places far to
the rear, and we know what is going to
happen. As this deficit grows—and it
will grow much larger than the $1.5
trillion that is projected—it will
squeeze out spending. It will squeeze
out defense spending, despite the ef-
forts on both sides to try to increase
support for the military. It is impos-
sible to create a deficit of this mag-
nitude and not see the consequences
both on the defense side and the non-
defense side.

In fact, I am baffled because we have
heard so much—particularly from my
Republican colleagues—talk about the
need to support our men and women in
the field after 16 years of war. Why
aren’t we at least saying: If we are
going to borrow $1.5 trillion, let’s give
it to the men and women in uniform.
No. We are here tonight saying: Let’s
give it to the richest people in America
and in the world. There is lots of re-
joicing going on throughout the world
tonight because when shareholders’
stock is redeemed in the companies
they own, they are going to be wealthi-
er, and they are going to use that
wealth not for America but for what-
ever reason they want. Again, is it a
new yacht or a new painting?

I just hope that in the waning few
hours of this debate, we can move the
consciousness of colleagues and reject
this legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. HELLER. Mr. President, we are
nearing the finish line this week on
providing Nevadans and all Americans
the real tax relief that they deserve
and that they have been promised. As a
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, I have been fighting every day
for the Senate to stay in Washington—
even 24/T—until the job gets done.
Today, we are getting the job done.
That is because I know just how crit-
ical middle-class tax relief is for the
people in my home State of Nevada.
Let me tell you why.

The majority of Americans are not
only struggling to get ahead, they are
struggling to just get by. It has been
reported that nearly 8 in 10 Americans
who work full time are living paycheck
to paycheck. That is a slight increase
from previous years.

If you live in Nevada, you are more
likely to be living paycheck to pay-
check than if you were to live in most
other States. To put that into perspec-
tive, housing costs are reported to con-
sume nearly a quarter of Nevadans’
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paychecks. One report suggests that
after the cost-of-living expenses are
taken out of their paychecks, the aver-
age Nevadan has a little more than $700
left. During a recent telephone town-
hall, T heard from a teacher in Las
Vegas who spoke about her stagnant
wages. This teacher, like most Ameri-
cans, has not seen a meaningful pay
raise in years.

But right now, for many Americans,
it is not so much about getting a raise
as it is getting back to where they once
were. In Nevada, the real median
household income is $7,000 lower today
than it was in 2007. Let me repeat that.
In Nevada, the real median household
income is $7,000 lower today than it
was 10 years ago. At the same time,
childcare expenses have skyrocketed.
In this country, the average cost for an
infant in center-based care can be as
high as $17,082 per year. By the way,
that is more than a semester at the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas. It is
more than a semester at the University
of Nevada, Reno. In Nevada, that
means that the average single parent
could spend as much as 36 percent of
his or her annual income to send an in-
fant to center-based care.

Given rising housing and childcare
expenses alone, middle-class families in
Nevada and around this country are
having a hard time covering day-to-day
expenses and planning for their fu-
tures. Nearly one in five Americans has
nothing set aside to cover an unex-
pected emergency, while nearly one in
three Americans doesn’t have at least
$5600 to cover an unexpected emergency
expense. So it is fair to say, in Nevada
at least, that the recession has never
really ended.

Under the failed economic policies of
the Obama administration, Nevadans
suffered through 8 years of historically
low economic growth. Think about
that. In those 8 years, the average eco-
nomic growth was less than 2 percent.
As a result, wages and workers suf-
fered, job creation suffered, and mid-
dle-class Americans suffered.

We are now at a crossroads. We have
a chance to change course. We have the
opportunity to pass meaningful tax
cuts that will lift middle-class fami-
lies, our communities, and our econ-
omy.

If you are against this bill, you are
satisfied with the anemic 2-percent
economic growth that was ushered in
by the Obama administration. You ac-
cept this dismal growth as the new nor-
mal, but I will never accept this as the
new normal. I think we can do better.
In fact, I know we can do better. We
have already seen improvement since
President Trump has taken office.

If you are against this bill, you are
against giving small businesses the
chance to actually get off the ground
and hire workers. You are against giv-
ing them better opportunities to ex-
pand, to invest, to increase wages, and
to hire more workers. I know that our
small businesses employ nearly half of
all U.S. workers, and I know that this
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bill will make it easier for them to
continue doing what they do best, and
that is creating jobs.

Lastly, if you are against this bill,
you are against tax cuts for the middle
class because that is what this bill is
all about, and if you know that nearly
one-third of Americans don’t have $500
to cover an emergency expense, then
you know just how important a few
extra dollars per month are to them. I
do, and that is why I have been fight-
ing to get this bill to the President’s
desk.

Earlier today, I was pleased to see
the House pass the conference report
that reconciles our two tax reform
bills, and I look forward to soon having
the opportunity to vote in support of
this pro-growth package that delivers
critically important tax relief to
America’s middle class and small busi-
nesses—a pro-growth package that will
help boost jobs, a pro-growth package
that will increase wages, a pro-growth
package that will drive growth in our
local communities, and a pro-growth
package that will give a Nevada family
of four, making $85,000 per year, a tax
cut of $2,254 or, roughly, a relief of 20
percent of its tax liability, according
to the nonpartisan Tax Foundation.

Today, our small businesses and mid-
dle class suffer under an outdated and
unfair Tax Code that crushes job cre-
ation and makes it harder for Nevadans
and people all across this country to
get ahead.

The fact is simple: After 30 years of
disrepair and neglect, our current tax
system needs to be fixed. Everybody
knows that it doesn’t work, that it is
rigged against our job creators, and
that it should be overhauled. These are
the very problems our tax relief pack-
age helps to address.

I also recently spoke with an ambi-
tious and hard-working Nevadan, an
entrepreneur who started his own busi-
ness while going to school full time.
This young job creator brought up the
enormous amount of money that he is
paying in taxes, as well as how com-
plicated it is to navigate the current
system. He also spoke of an uneven
playing field that tipped the system in
favor of his foreign competitors. He
wanted to know when Congress would
deliver on reforms to boost the com-
petitiveness of all American job cre-
ators.

Lastly, just this past weekend, I ran
into a small business owner who said
that he paid $160,000 in taxes last year.
He said that $160,000 amounted to two
pieces of machinery that he could have
installed at his small manufacturing
facility—machines that would have ne-
cessitated the creation of two highly
paid jobs—jobs that would have been
created but for our unfair tax system.

From their perspectives and from
mine, Nevada has been waiting too
long for a fairer, simpler Tax Code that
they can enjoy. Nevadans, like most
Americans, know how important pass-
ing this tax relief package is to our
country’s economy. Nevadans have
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seen the increased levels of economic
growth under the new administration
and know that this tax relief bill will
add to it.

Let’s talk about what this tax bill
does and does not do.

This tax bill lowers individual tax
rates across the board and let’s tax-
payers keep more of their hard-earned
money.

This tax bill roughly doubles the
standard deduction that is used by
most taxpayers, which gives a massive
tax cut to the roughly 90 percent of Ne-
vadans who are expected to use it.

This tax bill includes my amendment
to double the child tax credit—an in-
crease of $1,000 per child over current
law—which will go a long way toward
addressing the skyrocketing costs of
childcare in my State and across the
country.

This tax bill also includes my amend-
ment to make it easier for startups and
businesses to give lower level employ-
ees ownership stakes in their compa-
nies’ successes by awarding stock op-
tions.

This tax bill protects and expands
the medical expense deduction for our
Nation’s most vulnerable, as well as
preserves popular retirement savings
options, such as 401(k)s and individual
retirement accounts.

This bill does not change the tax
treatment of the student loan interest.
It does not change graduate tuition
waivers. It does not change the tax
treatment of employer-paid tuition or
the teacher deduction.

It preserves the tax exemption for
private activity bonds that are used to
finance private projects with a public
benefit. These bonds benefit a wide
array of individuals and organizations,
such as charter schools, and are of
great importance to the homeschool
community.

Overall, this tax bill accomplishes
my three major goals of, one, creating
jobs; two, increasing wages; and three,
boosting American competitiveness.

Regardless of the tales that my
friends from across the aisle want to
tell you, this bill not only cuts taxes,
but it also increases wages.

We have a prime opportunity today
to provide real tax relief to Nevadans
and other Americans who have been
waiting for a fairer, simpler Tax Code,
real relief that lets the middle class
keep more of its hard-earned money
and makes our Tax Code easier to un-
derstand. There is less paperwork and
more money in people’s back pockets.
There is real relief that also produces
more quality jobs, higher wages, and
growth in our communities.

This tax relief bill is a positive step
toward restoring Nevadans’ faith in the
American dream by providing tax cuts
for middle-class families and jump-
starting job creation, higher wages,
and economic growth.

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues in both Chambers to ensure
that this desperately needed legislation
makes it across the finish line to the
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President’s desk before the end of this
week.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DAINES). The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, I rise
to discuss the tax bill.

I am disappointed. You see, I am one
of the many Americans who believe
that we need to reform our Tax Code to
benefit middle-class families. I also be-
lieve that we need to make those re-
forms in a commonsense, responsible
way. Sadly, that is not the approach
that was taken with this legislation.

From the very beginning of this ef-
fort, I have been willing to partner
with Republicans or Democrats and
with President Trump and his team. In
fact, when President Trump unveiled
his tax priorities in my home State of
Indiana, I traveled with him on Air
Force One. I wanted him to know that
I was listening to his priorities and
that I agreed with his stated goals of
supporting the middle class and Kkeep-
ing jobs right here in America. I also
wanted Hoosiers to know that I was
committed to working with the Presi-
dent to reform our Tax Code in a way
that helped Hoosier families and busi-
nesses.

After that trip with the President
and in every meeting with the adminis-
tration, including two meetings at the
White House, my attending Vice Presi-
dent PENCE’s speech in Anderson, IN,
and in multiple discussions with top
administration officials, I left feeling
optimistic that we could work together
to reform our Tax Code to achieve
those goals we had agreed upon. I ex-
pected a proposal that was focused on
cutting taxes for middle-class families.
I expected a proposal that would help
keep jobs in America and take away
tax incentives from corporations that
flagrantly outsource jobs to foreign
competitors in foreign countries. Un-
fortunately, that is not the bill that
the majority leader pushed through the
Senate, nor is it the final bill that he
and the Speaker of the House agreed
upon.

The reasons I oppose this bill are
plain and simple, clear, and make com-
mon sense. Instead of providing a tax
cut that overwhelmingly benefits the
middle class, this bill cuts taxes for the
wealthiest Americans while it raises
taxes on a majority of families who
will be making less than $75,000 in the
coming years. Instead of closing tax
loopholes like the shameful one that
allows Wall Street hedge fund man-
agers to pay a lower tax rate than a
Hoosier firefighter, than a Hoosier
teacher, than a Hoosier policeman, or a
Hoosier steel worker—imagine a hedge
fund manager’s tax rate being lower
than that man’s or woman’s who is
fighting a fire in Evansville this year.
This bill preserves these giveaways.
Think of that. It is outrageous.

Instead of protecting American jobs
by adopting provisions from my End
Outsourcing Act—an effort that Presi-
dent Trump has told me on numerous

(Mr.
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occasions that he is all-in on and sup-
ports—this tax bill does zero to claw
back tax breaks and incentives award-
ed to corporations that later decide to
outsource American jobs. It also re-
tains loopholes that allow corporations
like Rexnord and Carrier to continue
deducting the moving expenses when
they ship those American jobs to other
countries. Imagine that. There is a tax
deduction for moving expenses to ship
American jobs to other countries. They
left it alone.

Perhaps, there is no better example
of an issue on which the President and
I agree than preventing the outsourc-
ing of American jobs. Right now in my
home State of Indiana, nine companies
have outsourced or will outsource the
jobs of 2,200 Hoosiers. This is impacting
moms and dads, sisters and brothers,
wives and husbands, our neighbors, and
our friends. This is our opportunity to
stand up for American workers and
make it clear that if corporations want
a lower tax rate or special tax deduc-
tions, if they want the American tax-
payer to invest in them, then, they
must invest in American workers. That
is the conversation I had with the
President when we talked about our
shared goals for tax reform, and these
are the issues where I know there is
common ground.

Gene Sperling, formerly the chief
economic adviser to two different
Presidents recently, wrote:

If there is one thing the Republican inter-
national tax bill was advertised to accom-
plish, it was that it would favor locating jobs
and profits in the United States. It does just
the opposite—expanding the degree our tax
system tilts the playing field against Amer-
ican taxpayers and American workers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD this
article by Gene Sperling, recently pub-
lished in The Atlantic, titled ‘“How the
Tax Plan Will Send Jobs Overseas.”

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

[From the Atlantic, Dec. 8, 2017]
How THE TAX PLAN WILL SEND JOBS
OVERSEAS

COMPANIES ARE GOING TO BE ABLE TO SAVE A

TON OF MONEY BY LOCATING FACTORIES ABROAD
(By Gene B. Sperling)

Despite Donald Trump’s ‘‘America first”
rhetoric, many suspected that the tax plan
he would support would actually increase the
incentives for U.S. multinationals to move
both profits and operations overseas. I wrote
about this inevitability a few weeks ago, be-
fore the details of the Trump-GOP tax plan
emerged.

Now that the bill is advancing, it’s clear
that things aren’t as bad as many feared.
They’re worse.

As discussed in the previous piece, Trump
administration economic officials argue that
by lowering the corporate tax rate from 35
percent to 20 percent and moving to what is
called a territorial system—mainly, compa-
nies pay taxes on foreign earnings only to
the foreign nation where those profits are
booked and never owe anything to the U.S.
no matter how low the foreign nation’s tax
rate is—would lead to more jobs and profits
staying in or coming back to the United
States.
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Yet, it is clear that a territorial system
could have just the opposite impact: It could
give a permanent preference to foreign in-
come and lead companies to shift more prof-
its to tax havens knowing that they could
permanently avoid virtually all taxation on
such profits. One crucial safeguard against
that perverse impact is to apply a strong
minimum tax on the profits of U.S. multi-
nationals in each country (a ‘‘country-by-
country” minimum tax). If a U.S. company
had to pay a minimum tax of, let’s say, 19
percent (as President Obama had proposed),
even if they engaged in complex tax planning
to book $100 million in profits in zero-tax
Bermuda, they would have to pay $19 million
in U.S. taxes to ensure the 19 percent min-
imum tax was enforced. Under such a coun-
try-by-country minimum tax, you can run,
you can shift profits to tax havens, but you
cannot hide from paying a 19 percent min-
imum no matter where you are. Under this
type of true minimum tax on foreign earn-
ings, U.S. multinationals would have little
incentive to engage in the ongoing race to
the bottom.

As discussed in my previous Atlantic piece,
the GOP plan was rumored to use only a 10
percent minimum tax, and to make it worse,
would make the minimum tax determination
based on the average of a company’s total
global profits. What was problematic about
this design was that it not only encouraged
companies to move profits to tax havens, but
it actually encouraged them to simulta-
neously move jobs and operations such as
manufacturing to industrialized countries
that had typical tax rates and to shift more
profits to tax havens. Why? Because if you
had $100 million of profits in Bermuda facing
no tax, you might have still had to pay $10
million in U.S. taxes to meet the new global
minimum tax. But if you moved a factory to
Germany that made $100 million and paid 20
percent in taxes there, you could still pay
zero on your profits in Bermuda because the
average taxes paid on your global profits
(from both Bermuda and Germany) would be
the global minimum rate of 10 percent. This
perverse design means the more a U.S. mul-
tinational shifts jobs and operations to in-
dustrialized nations with similar tax rates to
the U.S., the more it can get away with
shifting more and more profits to tax ha-
vens.

So how did it look in the fine print? As
several tax experts including the Tax Policy
Center’s Steve Rosenthal, Brooklyn Law
School’s Rebecca Kysar, and Reed College’s
Kimberly Clausing have written, it is even
worse than anticipated on at least two addi-
tional grounds. First, it turns out that the
Republican idea of a minimum tax is that it
only taxes what you make over what they
think is a ‘‘routine’ profit, deemed to be 10
percent in the Senate bill, on ‘‘tangible’ in-
vestments (think factories and equipment,
including for manufacturing). As Rosenthal
notes, ‘‘because ‘routine’ returns are not sub-
ject to U.S. tax, this definition of ‘routine’
returns could give U.S. firms a perverse in-
centive to shift more tangible assets to
lower-taxed overseas locations.” That
means, under the GOP bills, if you shift less
profitable operations to a tax haven you
would pay zero taxes on those operations as
long as you are only making 10 percent a
year—whether that is $10 million or $100 mil-
lion—while you would pay 20 percent if the
operations were located in the United States.
So, the “minimum” tax is really a much
lower rate than 10 percent, and would essen-
tially be an invisible, non-existent tax ex-
cept on highly profitable operations and in-
come from intangibles.

Second, this limitation to only excess prof-
its encourages even more shifting of oper-
ations and jobs overseas through complex ef-
forts to blend different income streams.
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How? Profits from ‘‘intangibles’’ like patents
do not receive the 10 percent exemption for
“routine’” returns, so the minimum tax is
seemingly designed to at least capture those
well-known cases where major technology
companies shift intangibles to low-tax na-
tions and book their profits there. If a com-
pany does that and earns extraordinary prof-
its, a global minimum tax would capture
some piece of that. But again, here is where
the GOP bill’s global ‘‘averaging’ actually
creates the incentives to move jobs and oper-
ations overseas.

Let’s say a U.S. multinational has highly
profitable intangibles located in a tax haven
that earn $50 million in income without any
tangible investment. If the company has no
other foreign profits or operations, then that
income would face a mere $56 million in U.S.
taxes from the 10 percent minimum tax
under the GOP plan. But if the company de-
cides to build a new $1 billion factory over-
seas that earns profits of only 5 percent ($50
million) from the factory, the company will
not pay a penny in U.S. taxes on its income
from the factory or the intangibles. Why?
Because when you add the income together,
the $50 million from the intangibles plus the
$50 million from the new factory, it equals
the ‘“‘routine’ profit of 10 percent on the $1
billion of new tangible investment, which
will allow it to completely avoid paying
taxes on any of the above mentioned profits.

This shows how deeply the tax plan fails
when it comes to incentives to shift profits
and operations overseas and to curtail the
obsession of major multinational companies
with international tax arbitrage that has
nothing to do with innovation, productivity
or job creation. Indeed, the ability to blend
income from intangibles and routine profits,
and from investment in higher tax nations
with tax havens with zero taxes, leads to a
worst of all worlds scenario: an even greater
corporate focus on international tax mini-
mization through a careful mixture of shift-
ing profits and operations overseas.

If there was one thing the GOP inter-
national tax bill was advertised to accom-
plish, it was that it would favor locating jobs
and profits in the United States. It does just
the opposite—expanding the degree our tax
system tilts the playing field against Amer-
ican taxpayers and American workers.

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. President, the
majority leader’s bill before us today
continues the same broken tax system
that incentivizes companies to move
jobs to foreign countries, hurting more
American communities and undercut-
ting thousands of working American
families.

In Indiana, we know there is no such
thing as a free lunch. In the Hoosier
State, we work hard and we expect ev-
eryone else to pay their fair share. The
tax bill we are considering cuts taxes
for corporations and the wealthy by
asking some middle-class families to
pay more and by making healthcare
more expensive for millions and mil-
lions of Americans.

According to the nonpartisan Com-
mittee for a Responsible Federal Budg-
et, if we account for budget gimmicks,
the cost of this bill could reach $2.2
trillion—not billion but trillion dol-
lars.

Here is what that means. This means
our Kkids’ and our grandkids’ pay-
checks, the hard-earned money they
make in the years ahead, will be sent
to China to pay for tax cuts that will
be given today to the wealthiest people
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in America. Our kids and our grandkids
will be paying the bill for this tax cut
that puts money in the pockets of the
very, very wealthy. That is almost be-
yond belief.

We need tax reform that actually
benefits Hoosiers who go to work in the
dark and come home in the dark. These
are the folks that I run into at church
or who stop by my office or I see at the
gas station or at the diner. They look
me in the eye, and they tell me they
are working hard to make a decent liv-
ing, to pay the bills, to raise their fam-
ilies, and to have a shot at retiring
with dignity. They are not looking for
any handouts. They simply want a
good-paying job and a fair shake. Un-
fortunately, this bill is a significant
missed opportunity to provide relief to
middle-class families and to protect
American jobs.

From the very, very beginning of this
debate, I have engaged in a good faith
effort to exchange ideas and priorities
for what we would like this tax bill to
look like and to work together in a bi-
partisan manner. I worked to improve
the bill that my colleagues have rushed
through in a largely closed and par-
tisan process. That includes my sup-
port for Senator RUBIO’s effort to ex-
pand the child tax credit for hard-
working families, for which I give him
much credit.

Our country is stronger when we
work together and when we pass legis-
lation that focuses on the middle class
and on regular families and that leaves
a better future for all our children.
Sadly, that is not what this bill would
do. This bill raises taxes on many mid-
dle-class families, makes healthcare
more expensive, does not address out-
sourcing, and significantly increases
our national debt.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
today we have the opportunity to pass
the most sweeping changes to our Tax
Code in more than 30 years. This his-
toric moment is long overdue, and my
constituents in Iowa will benefit from
it.

Since the last tax reform effort in
1986, the Tax Code has grown out of
control in both length and complexity.
All told, taxpayers spend over 6 billion
hours annually just complying with
the dictates of the Internal Revenue
Code. Moreover, our outdated cor-
porate tax system puts American com-
panies at a competitive disadvantage
as they try to compete in the 21st cen-
tury global economy.

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act will make
good on our commitment to provide
significant tax relief to middle-income
taxpayers both in my State of Iowa and
in the entire United States, while mak-
ing the Tax Code simpler, fairer, and,
obviously, more pro-growth.

The bill provides significant tax sim-
plification for the vast majority of tax
filers. Most taxpayers will find that
they are better off simply by taking
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the standard deduction. No longer will
they have to spend hours sifting
through receipts and forms to deter-
mine what they can and cannot deduct.

Middle-income taxpayers can also ex-
pect to see significant tax cuts. A me-
dian income family of four could see
their tax bill reduced by over $2,000.
This is relief that families will see al-
most immediately, as less tax is with-
held from their paychecks. This tax re-
lief stems from many pro-family and
pro-middle-class income tax provisions
in the legislation.

First, there is the nearly doubling of
the standard deduction. For families,
this means the first $24,000 of their in-
come will be exempt from tax alto-
gether. As a result, a significant num-
ber of lower income Americans will be
removed from the tax rolls entirely.

Second, the middle-income tax
brackets are significantly lowered and
expanded to include more taxpayers.
This includes reducing the current 15
percent bracket to 12 percent, and the
25 percent bracket to 22 percent.

Third, the tax bill specifically recog-
nizes the costs associated with raising
a child by doubling the child tax credit
from $1,000 to $2,000. Furthermore, to
ensure that lower income families with
children are able to benefit from this
expansion, the refundable portion of
the tax credit is increased from $1,000
to $1,400.

While my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle have attempted to
claim that this tax bill is all out to
help the wealthy, I want to make very
clear that this is simply not true. This
is evidenced from the features of the
bill that I just discussed, but, also, if
you need more evidence, look no fur-
ther than the distribution analysis of
the bill by the nonpartisan Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation of the Congress of
the United States. According to the
analysis of the Joint Committee on
Taxation, on average, every income
group will experience a tax cut, with
the largest percentage tax cuts going
to the middle-income groups. More-
over, the tax bill would make the Tax
Code more progressive, with taxpayers
earning more than $1 million shoul-
dering a larger share of the tax burden
than they do under current law.

The bill also enacts much needed tax
relief for job creators. It provides a sig-
nificant deduction on business income
for small businesses, effectively low-
ering the top tax rate to under 30 per-
cent. All small businesses down to the
smallest family-owned corner store and
the family farmer stand to benefit
from this provision. As small busi-
nesses are responsible for creating the
majority of new jobs, this is a key pro-
vision promoting economic growth and
job creation.

Additionally, the bill lowers the stat-
utory corporate rate down from the
highest in the developed world to 21
percent. The highest rate in the devel-
oped world at 35 percent makes our
current corporate tax rate on Amer-
ican companies the highest of those in-
dustrialized nations and puts us at a
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competitive disadvantage
costing American jobs.

Moreover—and this is important for
the John Deere workers in Waterloo,
IA, or in any other corporation—econo-
mists generally agree that a significant
portion of the corporate tax falls on
workers in the form of reduced wages.
Estimates of this burden of the cor-
porate tax on workers ranges from a
low of 25 percent to a high of 70 per-
cent. While the exact amount may be
debated by economists, one thing is
very clear. A corporate rate reduction
will result in bigger paychecks for
hard-working Americans.

These business tax reforms are cru-
cial to getting our economy growing.
We can’t continue to settle for the ane-
mic growth of less than 2 percent that
we have experienced since 2010. Lower
tax rates, coupled with greater expens-
ing of depreciated equipment under the
bill, will encourage new capital invest-
ments that are necessary to increase
productivity, generating both higher
wages and higher growth.

The bill before us signals the faith we
have in the ingenuity and entrepre-
neurial spirit of the American people,
rather than putting our faith in gov-
ernment to grow the economy. We do
this to get our economy on the right
track, and this legislation will put us
on the right track. In all, tax reform
will put more money in the pockets of
middle-class Americans, make U.S. in-
dustry and workers more competitive,
and get the economy growing again
after 8 years of stagnation—the most
stagnation in any decade since World
War II.

This is a historic opportunity to help
Americans from every walk of life. I
look forward to joining my colleagues
to pass this once-in-a-generation tax
bill and have it signed into law before
the new year.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, little
more than a month ago, the Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act was unveiled in the Sen-
ate. Just a few short weeks later, we
are on the verge of passing a colossal
bill, publicly available for just 4 days,
that makes sweeping changes to every
aspect of our economy. We are moving
so fast that the American people would
be forgiven for thinking we were ad-
dressing a national emergency; yet
fires are still blazing in California,
power in Puerto Rico is still not fully
restored, and victims around the gulf
of Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, and Maria
are still struggling to pick up the
pieces and rebuild. There are indeed
national emergencies we should be ad-
dressing, but instead of doing so, Re-
publicans in Congress are focused first
on passing tax cuts for corporations
and billionaires—tax cuts that will add
an estimated $1.5 trillion to the deficit.

The process that led to the bill we
are voting on today has been fun-
damentally flawed from the outset.
From the beginning, this bill has been
written behind closed doors by Senate
Republicans. No hearings were ever

globally,
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held on this bill, denying the American
people an opportunity to add their
voices to the debate. When the Senate
voted on its version of this bill in the
dead of night, Senators only received
the text a few hours before the vote,
and even then, the text was hastily put
together, with scribbles written into
the margins. We discovered that lobby-
ists knew more about what was in it
than those of us who had the responsi-
bility to vote on it. No wonder that it
was loaded with last-minute special in-
terest giveaways.

There is serious doubt this bill will
benefit the middle class, as Repub-
licans claim. What we do know is that
it will result in millions of fewer in-
sured Americans and higher healthcare
premiums for millions more. At the
same time, corporations will receive a
windfall in permanent tax cuts that
will bust our budget for decades to
come. Even more appallingly, it in-
cludes special provisions that will di-
rectly benefit the President and some
Members of Congress. It doesn’t end
there. Republicans have yet to address
the $1 trillion in cuts to Medicare, So-
cial Security, and other programs vital
to the American people, which will be
spurred by the passage of this bill. This
bill cynically and surreptitiously sets
the stage for those slashing cuts.

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. If he wants to dispute
that, he should finally release his tax
returns and prove to the American peo-
ple that the ‘‘Christmas present’” the
President talks about will not, in fact,
benefit his bottom line.

What we do know is this bill does not
advance the common good. It offers lit-
tle but crumbs on the table and coal in
the stockings of hard-working Ameri-
cans, 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 already are pulling in
record profits, which they are not in-
vesting but salting away. More than 400
millionaires have urgently told Con-
gress that they don’t need more tax
cuts.

Republicans will continue to claim
that their bill represents serious tax
reform, but the public isn’t fooled. Poll
after poll shows that the American
people see this bill for what it is: a be-
trayal of the middle class and a be-
trayal of American values. They have
seen enough of trickle-down economics
to know that the benefits never flow to
them. At the end of the day, it is clear
that this bill was never really about
the middle class; it was about the Re-
publican donor class.

I wish we had gone down a different
path, one where both parties worked
together to provide real relief to the
working families we all represent. It
belies the storied history of this insti-

S8107

tution to rush through such a sweeping
bill, through an arcane process of rec-
onciliation intended to secure the low-
est possible number of votes to suc-
ceed, without the benefit of public
opinion, or even public review.

After one of the least productive ses-
sions of Congress that I can recall, Re-
publicans are so desperate for a win
that they will mortgage away our fu-
ture. This bill is not tax reform. This is
a cartoonish caricature of what real
tax reform should look like. It is dis-
honest to its core. It is cynical, and it
can only breed more cynicism by the
public. It is bad policy, it is indefen-
sible policy, and it is wrong.

It is said that every generation has a
responsibility to leave our Nation bet-
ter, brighter, and stronger for the gen-
erations that follow. This tax bill ac-
complishes none of those goals.

I strongly oppose—I reject—this con-
ference report, and the crass, partisan
path that brought us here.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, as in
many other industries, the insurance
sector, both property/casualty and life,
have become more globalized than any
time in history. Disasters such as 9/11
transformed the property and casualty
industry. The life insurance industry
has followed, with an increasing
amount of insurance risk transferred
to affiliates and nonaffiliates around
the globe.

This business model is impacted di-
rectly by the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act,
which moves the United States from a
mostly global international system,
where we tax American companies and
individuals on their worldwide income,
toward a territorial system. Under the
new system, companies are to be taxed
in the United States on the income de-
rived here and are to be taxed on their
foreign earnings by the nations in
which that income is derived.

What we are seeking to do here is to
encourage enterprises to start in the
United States, to expand in the United
States, and to bring as many foreign
operations home as they can while re-
maining not only competitive, but in-
novative leaders in creating new prod-
ucts and services. The new 2l-percent
corporate rate will help do just that.
However, this bill does not take us
fully to a territorial system. The bill
applies a minimum tax on certain pay-
ments to foreign affiliates. At 21 per-
cent, the U.S. can compete with vir-
tually any nation in the world, but if
some nations have a corporate rate of,
say, b percent or less, then the new sys-
tem will incentivize companies to
move their operations overseas, so the
bill includes a minimum tax. It is
called the base erosion antiabuse tax.

The first year, the base erosion tax is
essentially a minimum tax of 5-percent
tax without deduction for certain pay-
ments made by a U.S. company to its
foreign affiliates. Starting in 2019, that
minimum tax increases to 10 percent.

We do not want companies moving
mobile assets around the world to find
the lowest corporate tax rate. However,
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I do not think we should be taxing en-
terprises on payments that never actu-
ally leave the U.S., but instead are ob-
ligations that are combined with obli-
gations from the foreign affiliate to
the U.S. parent. That is where clari-
fication is needed as to how this base
erosion tax will work in the context of
U.S. insurance policies that are rein-
sured overseas.

Under current law, reinsurance is al-
ready subject to a gross premium ex-
cise that serves as an antibase erosion
tax of sorts. Adding the base erosion
tax on top of that could be detrimental
to these U.S. insurance companies.
However, how the base erosion tax is
computed may be determinative of
whether the tax is tolerable. I believe
that, with respect to reinsurance, the
base erosion tax was intended to apply
only on net payments actually made.

Under certain forms of reinsurance
that are commonly used in the life in-
surance industry, called modified coin-
surance or funds withheld coinsurance,
underlying investments are retained by
the U.S. insurer, which is subject to
tax on the earnings from the invest-
ments. Under these arrangements, the
reinsurance payments are taken into
account for purposes of the base ero-
sion tax only when the U.S. insurance
company actually makes payments to
its foreign affiliate.

My understanding of the conference
report is that it intended to limit the
base erosion payment to the net
amount paid to the foreign reinsurer,
taking into account the amounts owed
by the reinsurer to the U.S. party.
That result is consistent with one of
the fundamental principles underlying
the Tax Cut and Jobs Act of 2017: As-
sets generating income should be taxed
where those assets are sited. In deter-
mining the amount of base erosion pay-
ments, the amount of premium paid to
the reinsurer must be offset by any re-
turn premium, ceding commission, re-
insurance recovered, or other amount
received the insurance company with
respect to the reinsurance for which
such premium is paid to the reinsurer.
Moreover, this treatment is consistent
with the regulatory accounting regime
imposed by the National Association of
Insurance Commissioners.

Consistent with those principles,
base erosion payments do not include
amounts paid to a foreign affiliate that
are subject to U.S. income tax. For ex-
ample, payments to a foreign partner-
ship by a U.S. taxpayer that the for-
eign partnership certifies are effec-
tively connected income are not base
erosion payments. The income has not
been shifted offshore, and there has
been no erosion of the tax base.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President,
today we are voting on the motion to
adopt the conference report on H.R. 1,
the Tax Reconciliation Act. I will be
voting against adoption of the con-
ference report.

I have long called for tax reform. We
should bring down the business income
tax rate. We should bring back the
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money being held overseas to fund the
infrastructure improvements we need
across the country. We should simplify
the code and help middle-class Ameri-
cans pay their bills.

But I have been disappointed by the
most recent effort, which has not been
bipartisan at all and has resulted in a
bill that will add to the debt, create
huge new loopholes that will encourage
companies to move money around and
move jobs overseas to avoid taxes, and
will have huge unintended con-
sequences for our economy.

One of the most troubling develop-
ments of this bill was the inclusion of
a provision to repeal a key part of the
Affordable Care Act that would kick 13
million people off their insurance by
2027 and increase premiums by 10 per-
cent in the individual market. That
means less money in the pockets of
American middle-class families. The
American people want us to work to-
gether to make fixes to the Affordable
Care Act, not move backwards with a
partisan approach to healthcare added
into a tax bill.

This bill also hurts middle-class fam-
ilies by doing a bait and switch. Under
the bill, millions of middle-class Amer-
icans would end up paying more in
taxes in the long run. Many of the tax
cuts they receive, if they receive a tax
cut at all, would only be temporary.

This bill would allow a one-time op-
portunity to bring back some of the
trillions of dollars of earnings held
overseas by U.S. companies. I have
long supported this, but I also would
like to see at least part of any of the
billions in taxes raised by this provi-
sion to be used to fund infrastructure.

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers’ 2017 report card gave our Na-
tion’s infrastructure an overall D-plus
grade. There is an economic imperative
to fixing our infrastructure: Businesses
rely on our transportation network to
move goods to market. If our deterio-
rating infrastructure goes unaddressed,
it will cost our economy nearly $4 tril-
lion by 2025, leading to the loss of 2.5
million jobs. That is a crisis that we
have an opportunity to address through
a tax bill, but we aren’t. It is a missed
opportunity.

If done right, we can close loopholes,
bring back money U.S. companies are
holding overseas to fund infrastructure
projects here at home, give local busi-
nesses the ability to compete against
out-of-State Internet retailers, support
our rural communities, and provide in-
centives to keep jobs in America.

I have always said we could bring
down the corporate tax rate, but not by
adding $1.5 trillion to the debt. We need
to work together to pass a tax plan
that works for everyone, one that helps
middle-class families and Main Street
businesses, and without blowing up the
deficit.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in opposing this conference report.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
listened to the comments of my friends
on the other side for several hours.
Frankly, it has tried my patience.
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If you boil down the inaccurate asser-
tions, you come up with two basic
points. One, that the bill before us cuts
taxes for wealthy taxpayers propor-
tionately more than it does for middle-
income taxpayers. Two, this bill raises
taxes on middle-income taxpayers.

Nothing like some old-fashioned non-
partisan light to cut through the par-
tisan fog created by my friends on the
other side.

I refer to a set of tables developed by
the nonpartisan official congressional
tax scorekeeper, the Joint Committee
on Taxation, which I will ask consent
to have printed in the RECORD.

The tables show significant tax cut
for middle-income taxpayers.

Let’s take a look at taxpayers in
which the median U.S. income reside. 1
am talking about taxpayers at income
levels between $50,000 and $75,000. In
2019, two-thirds of taxpayers receive a
tax cut of greater than $500. In 2021,
61.7 percent receive a tax cut of greater
than $500. In 2023, 54.8 percent of tax-
payers will receive a tax cut of greater
than $500. In 2021, 53 percent of tax-
payers receive a tax cut of greater than
$500. The individual income tax cuts
sunset in 2026.

Let’s take a look at another middle-
income group, those in the $75,000 to
$100,000 cohort. In 2019, 77.8 percent of
those taxpayers receive a tax cut of
greater than $500. In 2021, that figure is
72.2 percent. In 2023, that figure is 63.1
percent. In 2025, that figure is 61.4 per-
cent. The individual tax cuts expire in
2026.

I ask my friends on the other side to
shut down their rhetorical fog ma-
chine. Stop the phony characterization
of this bill as a tax cut for the wealthy.
Recognize it for what it is, a tax cut
for Americans that is focused on mid-
dle-income families.

Mr. BURR. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak on the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act and the significance of this
historic legislation to all Americans.

It has been more than 31 years since
comprehensive tax reform was passed
by Congress and signed into law by
President Reagan, and it has been
nearly two decades since the United
States has experienced a period of sus-
tained economic growth of 3 percent or
more.

Similar to the Tax Code prior to the
last major overhaul, today’s Tax Code
is overly complex and burdensome on
American families and businesses. The
current code is riddled with nearly 200
tax deductions, credits, exclusions, and
tax breaks that ‘‘cost’ the government
nearly $1.5 trillion in lost revenue each
year. These costs unnecessarily burden
hard-working Americans, who spend
more than 6 billion hours each year to
understand their tax liability and com-
ply with filing requirements.

The Finance Committee began to lay
the groundwork for tax reform years
ago, during which time the committee
held over 70 hearings on how to reform
the Tax Code and promote economic
growth. In the 113th Congress, the com-
mittee also formed five bipartisan
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working groups to examine options for
reform. This years-long process has en-
abled us to produce the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act, and I am confident this legis-
lation, based on ideas from both par-
ties, will benefit all Americans by en-
suring our Nation remains competitive
in the global economy.

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act will make
American businesses competitive again
by permanently lowering the corporate
rate to roughly the average rate that
our competitors have already adopted.
This legislation will also end the lock-
out affect many American businesses
face today by adopting a territorial
system. This will encourage American
companies to invest their profits here
at home and hire more people.

On the individual side, this legisla-
tion will lower individual income tax
rates for all Americans and greatly
simplify the code by roughly doubling
the standard deduction. According to
the Joint Committee on Taxation, this
will result in fewer than 10 percent of
Americans itemizing deductions, mean-
ing the vast majority of Americans will
benefit from tax simplification.

I am especially pleased the Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act preserves the child and
dependent care tax credit and depend-
ent care flexible spending accounts, en-
hances the ABLE Act, and sharply re-
duces the number of Americans who
are subject to the Alternative Min-
imum Tax, a parallel tax system that
adds layers of complexity.

This is historic legislation that hard-
working Americans across the country
have long deserved, and I look forward
to passing this legislation tonight to
ensure all Americans have more eco-
nomic opportunity and prosperity for
years to come.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, today I
wish to discuss an important provision
in the tax conference agreement that
relates to the 20-percent deduction for
certain passthrough income for agri-
cultural cooperatives.

I was pleased to see that the con-
ference report fairly treats certain dis-
tributions from farmer cooperatives to
their patron. This treatment will en-
sure that farmers will not see a tax in-
crease at a time of depressed agricul-
tural prices.

I would like to clarify a drafting
change that occurred in moving from
the Senate language to the conference
report language. Specifically, section

199A(c)(1) provides that the term
“‘qualified business income’ does not
include any ‘‘qualified cooperative

dividends,” as defined by the bill. I
would like to clarify that in this sen-
tence, the terms ‘‘qualified business in-
come’ and ‘‘qualified cooperative divi-
dends” are mutually exclusive and that
the intent is that these terms are to be
treated separately under sections
199A(a)(1) and (2), as they were under
the Senate bill.

Also, I believe that the definition of

““‘qualified cooperative dividends” in-
cludes ‘‘per unit retains paid in
money,”’ PURPIMs, paid under

1382(b)(3).
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Mr. TILLIS. Mr. President, when we
pursue tax reform, invariably those im-
pacted will voice concerns along the
way. I know this from experience, hav-
ing done tax reform in North Carolina.

Everyone was for tax reform until it
came to protecting their individualized
interests. However, reform was not
about protecting tax benefits for the
rich or the like, as some of my col-
leagues have suggested—understand-
ably, for political purposes.

Tax reform is what we can do as a
Congress to help spur economic
growth. Without growth, we cannot
solve our Nation’s problems. Having an
uncompetitive tax code hampers the
ability of the middle class to grow and
prosper.

Through this process, we have fought
to ensure that there are appropriate
transition rules and protections for
various strategic sectors in our econ-
omy, and I am proud of the work that
both Chambers of Congress have done
through the conference process.

When we debated the Senate’s tax re-
form package on the floor, some of my
colleagues offered amendments on dis-
crete issues, and I believe that, for
many of these issues, we attempted to
embrace, as a body, a process that de-
fines problems and works to solve
them.

I also believe that the conference
committee did a good job working with
JCT and the Finance Committee to ad-
dress issues, without jeopardizing the
underlying tax reform measure.

For other issues that were not able to
be addressed in theconference report, 1
believe that legislating is an exercise
of continued and systematic work.
That means we need to come back next
year in a reconciliation process and
continue to improve upon this legisla-
tion.

As an example of some of the work
that we must still do, I do not believe
that we should penalize companies for
voluntary repatriation and believe that
there should be targeted transition
rules in place to consider those who
have a history of voluntary repatri-
ation and are not simply doing so late
in the year as tax reform became a re-
alistic possibility. That said, I under-
stand that some things are not always
achievable, and it is tough to treat
some companies differently than others
when everyone is making sacrifices.

Another area that I think needs to be
worked on in future iterations of tax
reform are tailored transition rules for
different strategic sectors like the en-
ergy sector, manufacturing sector, and
other industries that have foreign tax
credits stranded overseas. Addition-
ally, as we evaluate how the tax treat-
ment for passthrough entities unfolds,
we need to ensure that we are appro-
priately regulating and taxing capital
deployers so that we are fully realizing
their potential contributions to eco-
nomic growth.

In its totality, I was happy to see
that there was common ground found
on issues such as: how JCT scores and
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evaluates insurance reserves; how the
limitations on business interest de-
ductibility affects different sectors,
particularly those that rely heavily on
debt to operate; ensuring that there is
continued parity for pass through enti-
ties in the new territorial system by
preserving appropriate export incen-
tives in the Tax Code; and many others
that are so important to State and
local economies.

When I did tax reform in North Caro-
lina as the speaker of the North Caro-
lina State House, I received many of
the same criticisms that I have re-
ceived as we have gone through this
current reform process. Our hard work
paid off in North Carolina, and I be-
lieve that it will pay off for America—
as a global competitor and for all
Americans.

Thank you. I look forward to sup-
porting this conference report, and I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues in the future as we continue
our collective pursuit to make America
the most competitive it can be and as
we continue to help America achieve
its economic potential.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. President, we
commend Senator HATCH for his efforts
on this most important bill. We would
like to ask for confirmation on a ques-
tion that will be of considerable impor-
tance to millions of seniors housing
residents, including those living in as-
sisted living and memory care resi-
dences and in continuing care retire-
ment communities, CCRCs.

As you know, capital for seniors
housing, including assisted living and
memory care residences and CCRCs, es-
sentially comes from the same lending
sources that fund other types of real
estate. HUD, Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac,
and commercial banks finance seniors
housing through their respective hous-
ing related programs. Seniors housing
competes with other real estate based
investments for both equity and debt
and it is critical that our tax law treat
these seniors housing units in a man-
ner that is comparable to other hous-
ing.

Provisions relating to the deduction
for business interest and to the deduc-
tion for depreciation in the bill include
rules governing a ‘‘real property trade
or business,” as that term is currently
defined in the tax law. Under these
rules, the conferees stated that they
intended that a real property operation
or a real property management trade
or business includes the operation or
management of a lodging facility. We
would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Finance
if he agrees with us that the operation
or management of residential rental
property housing the elderly, such as
an assisted living residential facility,
memory care residence, or a continuing
care retirement community, are not
excluded from the definition of a ‘‘real
property trade or business’ merely be-
cause they provide necessary supple-
mental assistive services that meet the
needs of aging seniors.
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Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I agree.

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, I rise
today to engage in a colloquy with my
friend and colleague, the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, Senator HATCH.

I would like to confirm my under-
standing of the modification of the sec-
tion 958(b) stock attribution rules con-
tained in the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.
The Senate Finance Committee expla-
nation of this bill, as released by the
Senate Budget Committee, definitively
states, “This provision is not intended
to cause a foreign corporation to be
treated as a controlled foreign corpora-
tion with respect to a U.S. shareholder
as a result of attribution of ownership
under section 318(a)(3) to a U.S. person
that is not a related person (within the
meaning of Section 954(d)(3)) to such
U.S. shareholder as a result of the re-
peal of section 958(b)(4).”

I would like to confirm that the con-
ference report language did not change
or modify the intended scope this
statement. As you know, I filed an
amendment to the Senate bill, Senate
amendment No. 1666 would have codi-
fied this explanatory text of the Fi-
nance Committee report.

I also want to confirm that the
Treasury Department and the Internal
Revenue Service should interpret the
stock attribution rules consistent with
this explanation of the bill.

Mr. HATCH. The Senator is correct.
The conference report language for the
bill does not change or modify the in-
tended scope of the statement he cites.
The Treasury Department and the In-
ternal Revenue Service should inter-
pret the stock attribution rules con-
sistent with this explanation, as re-
leased by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I would also note that the rea-
son his amendment No. 1666 was not
adopted is because it was not needed to
reflect the intent of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee or the conferees for
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act.

I thank my friend from Georgia for
his leadership on this issue to ensure
that the stock attribution rules oper-
ate consistent with our intent and do
not result in unintended consequences.
I look forward to continuing to work
with him on this important issue.

Mr. PERDUE. I thank the chairman
for the clarification and appreciate his
outstanding leadership and work on
this important and historic legislation.

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

DACA

Mr. UDALL. Mr. President, thank
you for the recognition. I rise also to
talk about the tax issue and this hor-
rible tax cut, but I can’t help but men-
tion a little bit about what I went
through the last hour or so with some
wonderful young people in my office.

First of all, there are 7,000 Dreamers
in my home State of New Mexico. Here
is one of them, shown in this picture.
This is Carlos. Carlos was brought to
New Mexico from Mexico when he was
less than 1 year old, and New Mexico is
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the only place that Carlos has known
as his home. I had the opportunity to
visit with a number of young people
who are very much like Carlos. They
have gotten in a bus, they have come
to Washington, they call themselves
the New Mexico dream team, and it is
a remarkable story. They told many
stories to me about their situations
that sounded very much like Carlos’s
story. They urge us to protect them.
They are fearful, they are emotional,
but they are also strong and coura-
geous. Let’s remember these are some
of our very best and brightest young
people. We cannot lose them. We must
continue to fight for a clean Dream
Act—no doubt about it—and we need to
remember the 11 million undocumented
immigrants who are here in the United
States and strive and fight for true im-
migration reform.

Mr. President, working families in
New Mexico want good jobs and good
wages. They want affordable
healthcare and retirement security.
They want a job and educational oppor-
tunities for their children, but the Re-
publican’s latest tax plan does nothing
for regular families in New Mexico or
across the country. It will not create
good-paying jobs, not now nor for our
children. It will kick 13 million people
off healthcare and raise insurance pre-
miums. Their plan threatens Medicare,
Medicaid, and Social Security, and it
does nothing to improve public edu-
cation or bring down the high cost of
college.

The Republican tax plan overwhelm-
ingly benefits the rich by giving huge
tax breaks to their campaign donors,
to the superwealthy, big corporations,
multinational businesses, and hedge
funds. One of the biggest problems is,
the Republican plan will drive up the
debt by $1.5 trillion, and that means
they will have to take a hatchet to pro-
grams working families rely on. This is
not a responsible or a fair tax plan. It
is a hocus-pocus tax sham, and I oppose
it.

I have to reflect a little on this first
year that we have seen under President
Trump and the Republican majority—
what a year of lost opportunities. If the
Republicans had worked with us during
this year, we could have had at least
two big bipartisan achievements. We
could have had a bipartisan improve-
ment on healthcare, built on the suc-
cesses of the Affordable Care Act, and
we could have had a fair tax bill for all
Americans. How sad partisanship and
politics got the upper hand.

The Senate and the House majority
are pushing this tax scam as fast as
they can to hide it from the American
people. We have not had proper hear-
ings. We have not heard from expert
witnesses or had adequate independent
analysis. Even the Republicans don’t
know what is in it. My office has met
with many New Mexicans raising red
flags on the unintended consequences
of this bill. No Member of Congress—no
Democrats or Republicans—has had
enough time to digest and understand
this plan.
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When it comes to legislation this im-
portant, we must follow the regular
order. We must see a full analysis by
the Congressional Budget Office and
the Joint Committee on Taxation. We
must hear from the best tax experts in
the country. The American people
must understand the plan, and every
Member of Congress must fully under-
stand its impacts. We are not there.

Republicans and the President are
not being straight about what this plan
will mean for the average American.
They aren’t talking about how it will
affect the President’s own personal
taxes. He touts it as a tax cut for the
middle class and working Americans,
but not one single objective analysis
says it is designated to help the middle
class, and his Treasury Department’s
one-page so-called analysis predicting
a $300 billion surplus is built on unreal-
istic growth assumptions that no seri-
ous economist accepts. Even Repub-
licans have said the bill is about help-
ing their donors and cutting taxes for
big corporations.

The American people are not blind.
They aren’t fooled by the administra-
tion’s fake numbers, and they oppose
this plan. Recent polling, as recent as
December 13, shows that 55 percent of
Americans disapprove of the Dbill.
Sixty-five percent say the wealthy ben-
efit the most, and almost all pollsters
come out somewhere in that range.

Now, let’s look at some of the hard,
cold numbers. First, we know the Re-
publicans propose adding $1.5 trillion
to the debt over the next 10 years. This
chart shows the difference between the
Federal deficit under current law and
the massive increase in the deficit
under the Senate Republicans’ plan.
Current law is in blue, as you can see
here, and the Republicans’ plan is in
red. It is pretty dramatic—pretty dra-
matic. Republicans represent them-
selves as the party of fiscal responsi-
bility, but incurring this amount of
debt to give big tax breaks to the rich
is patently irresponsible.

To pay for this debt, the government
will have to borrow by selling Treasury
bills, notes, bonds, securities, and sav-
ings bonds. Based on estimates from
the JTC and the CBO, the govern-
ment’s cost to borrow to pay for this
debt will be over $40 billion over the
next 10 years and even more after that
unless we pay off the debt. The Amer-
ican people will be on the hook for $1.5
trillion. That is $12,742 for each and
every American household today. My
colleagues have come to the floor say-
ing this tax bill will provide an average
tax cut of around $2,000 for 1 year in
2019. What they aren’t telling you is,
they are also opening a line of credit
on you and your family of $12,000.

This is the new Federal debt that
would be taken out in every Ameri-
can’s name every year by the GOP. So
much additional borrowing by the Fed-
eral Government can also drive up in-
terest rates. Higher interest rates
mean higher costs for the government
to borrow. The Congressional Budget
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Office estimates that if interest rates
are 1 percent higher annually than pro-
jected through 2027, the debt will be
$1.5 trillion higher—that is 6 percent of
gross domestic product—and the
amount each American owes on their
new forced Federal credit card would
g0 up even more.

Increased Federal interest rates have
real consequences for the average
American. A rise in rates can price out
a first-time home buyer; it can deter-
mine whether a young person can af-
ford to buy a car. The average Amer-
ican consumer does not want to see in-
terest rates go up. Increased govern-
ment borrowing and interest rates can
take up the economy’s lending capac-
ity and discourage the very private in-
vestment Republicans say they want to
encourage.

Giving massive tax cuts to the
wealthy also will force massive cuts in
revenue coming into the Federal Gov-
ernment. When I first arrived in the
Senate, Senator Kent Conrad from
North Dakota was chair of the Budget
Committee. He was a master on the
Federal deficit and on the Federal
budget, and he understood the danger
of racking up huge deficits. In 2011, the
Budget Committee was concerned that
the debt threatened the national secu-
rity. The committee majority devel-
oped a budget framework that Senator
Conrad presented on the floor that
July. He showed us many charts that
day. One showed that the government
had a budget surplus for only 5 of the
last 50 years—that was in 1969, 1998,
1999, 2000, and 2001. In those years, reve-
nues were close to 20 percent of gross
domestic product.

Around the same time, the bipartisan
Simpson-Bowles budget commission
concluded that the Federal Govern-
ment needed revenue equal to 21 per-
cent, but the Republicans’ current tax
cut legislation would leave the Federal
Government with revenue of only 17
percent of GDP.

Former Treasury Secretary Larry
Summers sounded alarm bells in an op-
ed in the Washington Post on Decem-
ber 10, and Larry Summers isn’t alone.
Bruce Bartlett was an economic ad-
viser to Presidents Reagan and George
W. Bush. In a September Washington
Post op-ed, he freely acknowledged
that he ‘“had a hand in creating the Re-
publican tax myth.” He is referring to
the myth that tax cuts lead to robust
economic growth. Mr. Bartlett now
says: ‘‘Republican rhetoric around tax
cutting” is ‘“‘wishful thinking. ... In
reality, there’s no evidence that a tax
cut would spur growth.”

In other words, tax cuts will not spur
economic growth. They will create
more debt, squeeze consumers, and
mean steep cuts to vital government
programs. So why is the majority push-
ing so hard for them? Why do they
want this tax cut bill so badly?

There is really only one reason—for
their donors. Representative CHRIS
CoLLINS of New York was honest about
why he has to deliver tax cuts. He said,
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“My donors’’—and this is his quote,
Congressman COLLINS—‘‘My donors are
basically saying, ‘Get it done or don’t
ever call me again.””’

Making the superrich even richer
doesn’t justify burdening our kids with
huge government debt. It doesn’t ex-
cuse threatening American healthcare,
retirement security, and other vital
programs, but cutting vital Federal
programs is exactly the price the mid-
dle class and working Americans will
be expected to pay under the Repub-
licans’ tax sham. Their plan calls for
$500 billion worth of cuts, and Speaker
RYAN is already talking about where
they will cut. He said:

We are going to have to get back next year
at entitlement reform, which is how you
tackle the debt and the deficit. Frankly, it’s
the healthcare entitlements that are the big
drivers of our debt, so we spend more time on
healthcare entitlements—because that is
really where the problem lies, fiscally speak-
ing.

He wants to starve the Treasury to
benefit the wealthy, and then he wants
to slash critical programs that create
jobs, support innovation, secure our
Nation, and help people pay for hous-
ing, food, and medicine.

I want to support tax cuts for middle-
class families. I want to help make
sure that working people can take
home more of their pay. I also want to
make sure we can pay for roads,
bridges, schools, scientific research,
and national defense. This bill doesn’t
do that; it does exactly the opposite. It
takes money from the middle-class
families and gives it to the ultrarich.
Then it leaves us with little to support
our communities, little for infrastruc-
ture, little to make the United States
of America continue to lead the world
in innovation, science, and economic
might, and little to ensure that we
take care of those in need.

This bill also fails Indian Country.
While giving billions of dollars of tax
breaks to corporations, this bill does
nothing to spur economic growth or at-
tract investments in our Native com-
munities—not even basic, low-cost pro-
visions to ensure that Tribes receive
the same tax benefits as other govern-
ments, like State governments. Once
again, Tribes have been overlooked by
the majority, despite early and vocal
Tribal input on tax parity in Indian
Country.

I am prepared to roll up my sleeves
and work with Republicans on tax re-
form that is fair, simplifies the Tax
Code, and keeps American businesses
competitive, but I cannot support tax
cuts that Ilopsidedly benefit the
ultrarich, hurt working families, ne-
glect Indian Country, and balloon the
Federal deficit.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, tonight,
once again, Congress is proving to the
American people that Washington is
broken. This bill is not a product of de-
liberation of the world’s most delibera-
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tive body. It is a not a product of
meaningful public hearings. It is not a
product of compromise or months of
hard work among multiple commit-
tees. It is certainly not the product of
a grand legislative idea that was des-
perately needed to meet the demands
of the public. The bill in front of us is
the product of dysfunction, partisan-
ship, and political desperation.

Thirty years ago, the Senate passed
President Reagan’s tax reform 97 to 3.
After the conference committee had
worked it over, it passed overwhelm-
ingly with 74 votes. That could have
been the case today, but there was
never an attempt to have an honest de-
bate about this bill, and there was no
attempt to get bipartisan buy-in. I
reached out to lend my perspective and
Montana’s perspective—the perspective
of rural America—but my offer fell on
deaf ears, and I never heard back.

I asked the President to work with
me. I raised my concerns early, and
they have never made an attempt to
address those concerns. There was no
effort to reach across the aisle and
build consensus for this bill.

Once again, the leadership of this
body chose to draw a line in the sand.
They chose to empower the fringes and
leave those in the middle out in the
cold. As a result, the first major tax
bill in Congress in a generation will
likely pass with the support of only
one party. That is not what the Found-
ing Fathers had in mind.

As for me, I wanted a tax bill that
would ensure that hard-working Mon-
tana families and businesses had a say
in this process. I wanted to construct a
bipartisan bill that provided folks with
tax relief without adding to the debt. I
wanted to simplify the Tax Code with-
out gutting provisions that would help
build our middle class. Today, we are
stuck with this final bill that does
none of those things, and our options
are yes or no.

There are some things in this bill
that are good—three, to be exact. This
bill keeps in place important medical
deductions that benefit seniors and
help them pay for care as they age. It
expands the child tax credit to provide
a boost to families across the country.
It lowers income tax brackets to keep
a few extra bucks in your pocket each
year. But when we look at the bill, we
have to weigh the good and the bad.

Speaking of those individual tax
cuts—the ones I just talked about a few
seconds ago—well, they are only tem-
porary. They are short-term promises
that will disappear with the wind. Esti-
mates show that more than 80 percent
of this bill’s benefits will go to the top
1 percent; 60 percent will go to the top
one-tenth of 1 percent of our popu-
lation. In fact, hard-working families
will actually see a tax hike within 10
years.

But for this country’s biggest cor-
porations, this bill makes their tax
cuts permanent. So at the same time
that taxes start rising for teachers and
farmers and electricians and nurses
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and working folks, large corporations
and big businesses will still be reaping
the benefits from the giveaways in this
piece of legislation. On top of huge ben-
efits, this bill makes no attempt to en-
sure that these corporations will use
the savings to create more good-paying
jobs.

This bill also destroys the foundation
of our healthcare system. Because of
this bill, 13 million Americans will be-
come uninsured, and everyone else’s
premiums will go up by about 10 per-
cent. It will be more expensive to see
your doctor. It will be harder for rural
hospitals and clinics to keep their
doors open. More folks will end up in
emergency rooms—the most expensive
medical treatment. They will be sick-
er, their treatment will be more expen-
sive, and the rest of us will be forced to
pay for it.

The bad list doesn’t stop there. It
forces a $25 billion cut to Medicare.
This bill pushes millions of people out
of itemizing their deductions—reducing
incentives to buy a home or donate to
a charity. It caps State and local in-
come tax deductions, and this targets
middle-class families. It changes the
way we adjust tax brackets for infla-
tion, which will force future genera-
tions to play catchup. It will force
State budgets into the red and put crit-
ical healthcare, education, and law en-
forcement initiatives on the chopping
block. It opens up the Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge for oil drilling, but
that is not the worst thing about this
bill. The worst thing about this bill is
it saddles our kids and grandkids with
more crushing debt.

In 2008 and 2009, this country was
going through one of the worst eco-
nomic crises since the 1930s. The debt
was increased in that period of time.
People often say that the government
needs to be run like a business. Well, if
you have a business, and income is not
coming in, you have to borrow some
money. That is what happened. With
the economic downturn, the money
wasn’t coming in, so our debt went up.
On the other side, if you are in business
and you are making a few bucks and
times are better—and they are good—
you pay that debt down. Well, this
country is in a lot better shape now
than it was in 2008 and 2009. We should
be paying that debt down at this mo-
ment in time, not adding $1.5 trillion
to it.

I am going to tell you, as sure as I
am standing here today, within the
first quarter of 2018, there will be folks
standing up on the other side of the
aisle saying that we need to cut Medi-
care, we need to cut Social Security,
and we need to take away subsidies for
everyone, whether they be farmers,
mothers, young families, the disabled,
or veterans. Money that is used to keep
our public lands in public hands, dol-
lars that are used to make education
more affordable, dollars for healthcare
overall—they will tell us that we sim-
ply cannot afford them because our
debt is so high. But today we are going
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to tack on $1.5 trillion for the sake of
giving the richest of the rich a tax ben-
efit and middle-class families a tem-
porary benefit that will go away over
the next 10 years.

How they have so quickly forgotten
the fiscal restraint that we talked
about when Democrats controlled this
body. Our national debt is already
above $20 trillion. This is more than
$64,000 for every man, woman, and child
in this country. The path we are on is
truly unsustainable.

It is not the first time we have been
down this road. Bush tax cuts were sold
to the American people, and we were
told that they would pay for them-
selves. Guess what. Today those Bush
tax cuts are directly responsible for
one-third of that $20 trillion debt. We
know this to be true. Yet here we are,
about to swipe the credit card one
more time for over $1.5 trillion—to put
our kids and our grandkids on the hook
to pay it back while we get temporary
relief and the large corporations get
permanent relief.

For those of us who were ignored dur-
ing this process, this is what we are
stuck with. There are some good things
but a whole bunch of bad things—more
than I can count on my hands. We can’t
celebrate the good things and ignore
the bad. Just because we ignore it
doesn’t mean that it is not going to
come true.

This bill will not strengthen the mid-
dle class. It will not improve our
schools. It will not lower the cost of
healthcare.

Let’s call it what it is. It is a tax
giveaway to the wealthy masked as tax
reform, and those who vote yes on this
bill will do so at the expense of our
kids and our grandkids. They will be
paying this tab long after we are gone.
What is ironic about this is that most
of the people who serve in this body
say: I am here to make sure the next
generation has an opportunity. We are
taking away their opportunity with
this bill. It will limit their oppor-
tunity. It will cap their potential—all
for what? I am not really sure because
when I go back to Montana every
weekend, folks aren’t stopping me on
the streets and telling me that the cor-
porations and the wealthy need a tax
giveaway. What they do tell me is this:
We need to make sure programs like
CHIP are around. We need to make
sure Medicare and Social Security are
there for future generations. We need
to protect our public lands. We need to
pass a farm bill that works. We need to
invest in infrastructure. Folks, this tax
bill takes away all of that potential.

We have been at war for 16 or 17
years. The military needs rebuilding. It
makes it much tougher. Everyone
knows what is going on in North Korea.
The potential to have to spend a bunch
of money there is real. Infrastructure—
whether it is broadband, highways,
bridges, or water systems—is in dire
need of help.

The fact is, the tracks are greased;
this bill is going to pass. Rather than
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working on the pressing issues around
here, the next excuse is going to be en-
titlement reform, which means we are
going to do our level best, in the name
of the debt, to gut Medicare and Social
Security. Who knows what else will be
put on the chopping block to be ripped
away from working families?

This bill ties our hands and prevents
us from making the Kkinds of invest-
ments we need to build a strong middle
class, which has been the envy of the
world, and it puts our most vulnerable
at risk.

I am going to vote no on this bill be-
cause it is a step backward. It raises
the debt. It does nothing to solve the
income inequality in this country, and
it pushes the American dream further
out of reach.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. SCHATZ. Mr. President, I want
to cover what I think are the seven
worst aspects of this tax bill.

The first thing is that this is not a
middle-class tax cut. Credible, inde-
pendent analysis of this bill found that
the richest 1 percent of the United
States will get $85 billion of the bene-
fits in the year 2019. These Americans
will get a tax cut of more than $55,000
per person while taxpayers who fall in
the middle of the road will get a couple
of hundred bucks. Many in the middle
class will pay more because of this bill.

People making $30,000 or less will see
a tax increase of about 10 percent. Even
foreign investors will do better than
the middle class in this bill. What do I
mean by foreign investors? I mean for-
eign investors. I mean people who don’t
live in the United States but who own
stock or are investors in American
companies. In 2019, they will get a $48
billion tax benefit. That is a bigger
benefit than more than half of the rest
of the country will get from this bill.
You have to work hard to design a tax
plan that helps the middle class less
than this one does. In fact, the Wash-
ington Post looked at this plan a few
weeks ago and found that it is the
worst tax plan for the middle class in
50 years. Here is the thing. It shouldn’t
be that hard to do a middle-class tax
cut; you just do a middle-class tax cut.

The No. 2 reason this bill is horrible
is it is primarily written for special in-
terests. Republicans couldn’t give the
middle class a bigger tax break because
they needed all of that money for spe-
cial interests. Real estate firms will
see an immediate 16 percent decrease
in taxes next year. For families who
own multimillion-dollar hotels, that
makes this a great bill.

Big banks and financial firms also
win. Over the next 10 years, financial
firms will save $2560 billion. Over the
next 10 years, financial firms will save
$250 billion.

The biggest single beneficiary is
Wells Fargo. What I remember from
the last election was that the lesson
the voters were teaching us across
America was a populous lesson, that
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they were sick of financial institutions
and the very powerful politically and
the very powerful economically run-
ning us. Here we are giving a massive
tax break to Wells Fargo, an estimated
18-percent boost in earnings just for
Wells Fargo. This is not a bank that
has been a good player recently. They
were mired in scandal after they bilked
customers into buying auto insurance
and created thousands of fake credit
card and bank accounts.

People are not getting a tax cut. Cor-
porations are getting a tax cut, and no
one knows how we are going to pay for
all of this.

This brings me to No. 3. If passed,
this bill will increase the Federal def-
icit by a minimum of $1.5 trillion. With
$1.5 trillion, we can pay down every
single student loan in the country and
still have enough money left over for
middle-class tax cuts. Instead, we are
going to make sure that Wells Fargo
investors have another banner year.

There was an entire group of Repub-
licans elected to the Congress on the
premise that the Federal debt and def-
icit were too high and that we needed
fiscal discipline and fiscal responsi-
bility, and now they are adding $1.5
trillion to the deficit.

No. 4, this bill is just bad economic
policy. It is premised on the idea that
if you provide a tax cut for corpora-
tions, they will share it, essentially;
that if you give money to a corporation
and they take that money and they re-
invest it in their physical plant, they
make additional developments—maybe
they build a new factory, or maybe
they pay their people more. That
sounds great. Here is the problem: The
corporate sector is sitting on an un-
precedented amount of cash already.
The corporate sector has lots of cash
already. So we have a lesson in what
they will do with extra cash, right? If
they were going to use extra cash to
pay their people more or invest more in
physical infrastructure or expand their
businesses, they would already be
doing that because they are already
sitting on record amounts of capital.
But they are not doing that. What they
are doing is stock buybacks and divi-
dends. In other words, they are paying
off their shareholders.

When a group of American CEOs was
asked what they were going to do with
the windfall money they are about to
receive, they did not say they are going
to pay their people more; they did not
say they are going to invest more in
expanding their businesses; they indi-
cated that they are going to do what
they have been doing with their record
amounts of cash, which is pour it back
into stock buybacks and dividends.

This is bad economic policy. Forget
the moral part for a moment. Even at
the macroeconomic level, this is not
smart.

No. 5, this is bad policy because it is
a bad process. This bill was written in
secret. It was rushed, and it was 100
percent partisan. We Kknow it didn’t
have to be that way.
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One of the things I said to some of
my colleagues with whom I have a
strong relationship is, listen, why don’t
we try to do this subject to a 60-vote
threshold? Why don’t we try to find bi-
partisan agreement? And then, listen,
if you find that we are operating with
you in bad faith, if you find that there
is no room for compromise, drop the
threshold down and do it with a 51-vote
margin, but at least you will have ex-
hausted the possibility of bipartisan-
ship.

They started with 51 votes. What
does that mean? That means they
never wanted to listen to Democrats.
That is why this process is so flawed.
And now the House just sent over a bill
that is so messed up, they are going to
have to vote again tomorrow. To fix
the garbage they sent over this after-
noon, they are already talking about
an additional technical fixes bill to do
next year. This is the product that you
get when you don’t have public hear-
ings, when you don’t have bipartisan-
ship, and when you don’t take your
time.

No. 6, this bill is bad for healthcare.
People’s premiums are going to sky-
rocket, and 13 million Americans are
going to go without health insurance.

No. 7, this bill increases income in-
equality. This bill changes our tax sys-
tem to reward wealth over work. For
me, American capitalism is about, you
work hard, you have a good idea, and
you are rewarded. It is not about, your
dad was rich, he passed the money
down, and you are rewarded. American
capitalism is about pulling yourself up
by your bootstraps. But what we are
doing with the Tax Code is unprece-
dented—except for during the gilded
age. What we are doing with the Tax
Code right now is saying: We value al-
ready being rich more than we value
someone who is climbing that moun-
tain.

That is a foundational moral ques-
tion—do we value work, or do we value
wealth? The problem with this bill—
and we can go through process and pol-
icy and politics, but the foundational
problem with this bill is that, through
this document, we are declaring that
we value people’s wealth that already
exists. We value passive income more
than we value earned income. And that
is not good for the United States of
America. That is the problem with this
bill. We are telling people that we
value people who already have money
more than people who are climbing
that hill. That is why I oppose this bill
so strongly, and I think that is why
people across America—for the very
first time, at least in recent history
but maybe in American history, we
have a tax cut bill that is so deeply un-
popular because people understand
what a rotten piece of legislation this
is. I urge my colleagues to oppose it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.
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I rise to speak about the conference
report we will be voting on later this
evening. Before I do that, I want to
mention a few folks by name who de-
serve a big thank-you for the incredible
work they did to get us to this terrific
point we are at today.

I wanted to start with Leader McCON-
NELL. His vision and leadership made
this possible, and I am grateful for
that. I want to mention Chairman
HATCH, who also helped to guide the Fi-
nance Committee, which has jurisdic-
tion over our Tax Code; Chairman
ENzI, the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee—without a proper budget reso-
lution, this moment would not have
been possible; Chairman MURKOWSKI,
who has fought for so long to open up
this little tiny postage stamp in an in-
credibly remote part of Alaska to pru-
dent energy development, and finally,
tonight we are going to pass the legis-
lation to do that; Senator CORNYN, our
whip, who is also a member of the Fi-
nance Committee and played a very
important role; Senators THUNE,
PORTMAN, and ScoTT, with whom I
worked very closely for a very ex-
tended period of time to try to find the
consensus that I think we have reached
among Republican Senators.

I want to mention Senator CORKER. I
had many long and ultimately very
fruitful conversations with Senator
CORKER, who approached this in a very
thoughtful and responsible way. I am
very grateful for him.

I want to mention some of the staff
who worked incredibly hard on this:
Mark Warren, who handles tax policy
for Senator THUNE; Zach Rudisill, who
works for Senator PORTMAN; Shay
Hawkins, who handled this brief for
Senator SCOTT; Andrew Siracuse, who
works for Senator CORNYN; and Bart
Massey, who handled this responsi-
bility for Senator ENZI, and Matt
Giroux. They all did terrific work.

A big special thanks to some of the
guys on my staff who did an amazing
job. Randy Herndon joined my team
earlier this year and did an absolutely
extraordinary job. Fortunately, he has
an incredible wealth of knowledge
about tax policy, and he was able to
put that to work for Pennsylvanians
and for Americans in a tremendously
constructive way. Brad Grantz, my leg-
islative director, also helped to guide
this process. Dan Brandt, who is my
chief of staff, did some great quarter-
backing.

I should point out the Senate Fi-
nance Committee staff who worked in-
credible hours and did a great job—Jay
Khosla, Mark Prater, Jen Acuna, and
the rest of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee staff, and also Brendan Dunn in
the leader’s office, who played a very
important role.

Speaker RYAN and Chairman BRADY
in the other Chamber played an indis-
pensable role in getting us here, as did
Tom Barthold, who leads the Joint
Committee on Taxation, quantifying
every wrinkle along the way in the
final product, as well as his team.
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I should also mention that the Presi-
dent provided constructive leadership
along the way, and we worked exten-
sively with Treasury Secretary
Mnuchin and the Director of the Na-
tional Economic Council, Gary Cohn,
from the White House.

This took a long time to put together
and involved an enormous amount of
work, but I am so proud of what we
have brought to this floor and what I
believe we are going to pass later this
evening. The process started over a
year ago when members of the Finance
Committee began to tackle what
seemed like a very daunting chal-
lenge—the most ambitious tax reform
in 31 years. Could we really overhaul
the entire Tax Code and achieve two
very important accomplishments and
do it with the very narrow majority we
have, knowing that our Democratic
friends did not want to participate in
this process, and try to get this all the
way across the goal line?

I am thrilled to be able to report that
I think we have accomplished those
two big things. What are they? No. 1,
we were determined from the very be-
ginning that we would not even at-
tempt to bring a bill to the floor unless
it lowered the tax burden on the fami-
lies we represent—individuals, fami-
lies, middle-income and lower income
families. That was No. 1. No. 2, we
wanted to fundamentally restructure
the business side of our Tax Code so
that American workers and businesses
can compete and win in a global econ-
omy against anybody. I have to tell
you, we did those things, and I think
that is why this is going to pass to-
night.

First, on the individual side, this is
absolutely a direct tax cut for the vast
overwhelming majority of low- and
middle-income taxpayers. They will
simply pay less in Federal taxes. That
is the reality.

By the way, most high-income tax-
payers will have some tax savings as
well. I don’t apologize for that. I am in
favor of lowering the tax burden on ev-
eryone. While not every last individual
is going to have a tax cut, the vast ma-
jority of people will.

We do it through a variety of mecha-
nisms. I will not go through all of
them, but a couple of the mechanisms
that I think people understand and ap-
preciate are, one, we doubled the stand-
ard deduction—what does that mean?
That means that a couple filing joint-
ly, as most married couples do, the
first $24,000 of income they earn doesn’t
get taxed at all—zero, nothing. They
don’t owe a dime to the Federal Gov-
ernment on the first $24,000 that they
earn. That one step alone results in a
tax reduction for many millions of
Americans. In addition, we lower mar-
ginal tax rates so that the income peo-
ple earn above $24,000 gets taxed at
lower rates under our bill than under
current law. We also dramatically in-
crease the child tax credit so that fam-
ilies with children get this additional
benefit on top of the ones I just men-
tioned.
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The net effect of all of this is that
every single income category pays less
in taxes. You don’t have to take my
word for it; that is the joint tax non-
partisan review of our bill. And low-in-
come earners receive the largest per-
centage of benefits of all.

For people who are listening to this
debate, whether in the Chamber here or
watching C-SPAN, I can understand
that they could be a little frustrated
because they hear our Democratic col-
leagues say: This is a terrible deal for
the middle class. Some have even said
it is a tax increase. And they have
heard me and other Republicans say
this is absolutely a tax cut for the mid-
dle class. Who are they to believe? I un-
derstand that frustration.

Let me suggest that there is a simple
way to cut through all of this—there
are two, actually.

No. 1, look what happened on the
Senate floor during debate on this. The
same sort of argument was taking
place when a Democratic Senator of-
fered an amendment to take our tax
policy for low- and middle-income fam-
ilies and individuals and make it per-
manent. If this were a bad deal for the
middle class, presumably all the Demo-
cratic Senators would vote no, but
they did not. They voted yes. It was
really quite an extraordinary com-
pliment to our work that they offered
an amendment to take what we did—
which is not yet permanent; we weren’t
able to do that; we are going to come
back and revisit that, and I hope we
will make it permanent—and said: This
is so good, we should make it perma-
nent right now. So I appreciate the
compliment. I appreciate the valida-
tion of the tax cut, that this is for low-
income and middle-income families,
and I want to work with them to make
sure it is permanent. We should be able
to do that.

The second way we know where the
truth lies in this debate is in late Janu-
ary, early February, just check your
paycheck. Take a look. Withholding is
going to go down because you are going
to owe less money to Uncle Sam, so
you are going to get a take-home pay
raise. It is as simple as that. So the
mystery will be all gone when people
take a look at their check and discover
that, yes, look at that, I actually got
the pay raise those Republican guys
said we were going to get. I am looking
forward to when that happens and, at
that point, I think this debate will
shift to other topics. That is my guess.

I also want to touch on the tax re-
form on the business side because I
think that is what is likely to drive the
economic growth and the opportunities
I want to see for the people I represent.
It comes in a context. The context is
the weakest economic recovery in the
history of the Republic. After a very
severe recession in 2008, we never really
had the booming recovery we have al-
ways had in the past. It is not a huge
mystery why. Our Democratic friends
had complete control of the elective
government, and they did all of the
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things they wanted to do. They had the
ability—and they did—huge, repeated
tax increases with no reforms, a virtual
takeover of healthcare, an avalanche of
new regulations, and a massive spend-
ing binge. They did all of those things
and, unsurprisingly, we got a weak
economy, not a strong economy.

One of the specific problems we have
had and that has plagued us ever since
that recession is a collapse in the
growth of the capital stock, which
caused a collapse in the growth of pro-
ductivity, and without productivity, it
is not at all surprising that workers
aren’t getting raises. The path to high-
er wages for workers is allowing work-
ers to become more productive. To be
more productive, they need better
tools, and better tools are acquired
through investment.

So that was lacking, and that is the
heart of what we are fixing. Our reform
goes right to this challenge of lowering
the cost of deploying capital. What do
I mean by deploying capital? What I
mean is investing in the very kind of
equipment that makes workers more
productive and allows them to earn
higher wages.

A simple example is, you go to a con-
struction site and there are two guys
working and one of them is working a
backhoe and the other is working a
shovel. They are both digging a hole.
They are both moving dirt. Which one
do you think is getting paid more? The
guy operating the backhoe is always
making more money because he is able
to be so much more productive than
any human can be with just his bare
hands and a shovel. So when we make
it more affordable for businesses to go
out and buy new tractors, new equip-
ment, new machinery, that gives them
the chance to put those more valuable
tools into the hands of their workers.

By the way, someone also has to
build those things. Someone has the
job at Caterpillar of making that trac-
tor. Someone has the job of making
that vehicle. Someone has the job of
making the machinery.

So all of these things coming to-
gether are a very powerful driver of
economic growth—not the only one.
Not only do we lower the cost of ac-
quiring that equipment, we also lower
the top rate that businesses pay.

We have arguably the most uncom-
petitive Tax Code in the world—the top
rate of 35 percent. What we do in our
bill is we lower that rate to 21 per-
cent—slightly below the average of the
nations we compete with; pretty close
to the average. This is going to free up
American workers and businesses to
compete and win in all kinds of fields
where we are getting beaten today.
That is going to come to an end be-
cause when we have a chance to com-
pete on a level playing field, American
workers and American business, we
compete and we usually win. We are
going to get back to winning.

We also recognize that most busi-
nesses in America are not organized as
C corps, they are organized as
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passthroughs—small, subchapter S
companies, partnerships. So we have a
corollary, a reduction in tax rates for
them. It comes as a deduction against
their earnings. It doesn’t apply to all
partnerships. Professional services
partnerships, for instance, don’t get
this treatment. I would like to revisit
that. I think we want to revisit that
because I personally would like to see
this treatment expanded to that cat-
egory, but the vast majority of busi-
nesses—partnerships, S corps, C corps—
are going to experience a significant
tax cut that is going to allow them to
compete.

Another big, important feature is
moving away from this global taxation
system we have. We have all been so
disturbed by the stories we have read
about of American companies being ac-
quired, sometimes by a much smaller
company overseas, not because the eco-
nomics of the transaction make a lot of
sense but because the Tax Code drives
them. It just makes very little sense,
from a tax point of view, to have a
multinational company headquartered
in the United States.

So we have been driving these trans-
actions that are terrible. They usually
cost us jobs. They cost us growth. This
comes to an end with this reform. We
are not going to have this system
where we punish business for bringing
money back home to the United
States. This punishment ends, and it is
going to encourage a huge inflow of
capital, of accumulated profits back
into the United States, because no
longer will companies be facing a pen-
alty tax unique in the world. That is
over. It is a very constructive develop-
ment.

What does it mean when you take
one of the world’s worst business tax
codes and you turn it into arguably one
of the best? It means more investment.
It means more people all around the
world are going to want to invest in
America. It means more Americans are
going to want to invest in starting a
new business or expanding an existing
business. It means more business will
be able to afford the tools and the
equipment and the vehicles I referred
to earlier. That is the source of eco-
nomic growth.

Some of our colleagues on the other
side don’t seem to acknowledge that
this is a reality, but there is no great
mystery here. When you lower the cost
of something, you get more of it, and
when we lower the cost we impose on
businesses becoming more productive,
we will have more productivity.

All of this comes at a very inter-
esting time in the economic cycle.
What I am referring to is the fact that
we are arguably close to what econo-
mists think of as full employment—4.1
percent, 4 percent. Very seldom does
the American economy go below 4 per-
cent for extended periods. It means
that when this money gets put to
work—when companies go out and
start buying this equipment—they
need workers to fill the orders, but
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then they need workers to operate the
equipment. Demand for workers is
going to go up.

What happens when demand for
workers goes up at a time when there
is a relatively small number who are
not employed? It means upward pres-
sure on the wages of those workers.
This is exactly the dynamic we have
been waiting for and we are going to
trigger that and we are going to watch
this happen. I think it is going to start
relatively quickly—probably next
year—that we will start to see upward
pressure on wages. That means the peo-
ple I represent are going to find that
they have options, they have higher
compensation, they are getting a pay
raise because their employer—it is not
because employers suddenly wake up
one day and decide: Oh, I will just be
more generous today. It is nothing of
the sort. This is the only way they can
hold on to their workforce, hold on to
the employees they need.

So it is very likely we are going to
see an increasing share of the total
economic output in the hands of the
workers who produce it, and I think
that is a terrific development.

A couple of other points I want to
touch on briefly. One is that this legis-
lation also effectively repeals the indi-
vidual mandate of ObamaCare. Tech-
nically, what we do is we zero out the
penalty. The penalty for noncompli-
ance goes to zero, and so that is equiv-
alent to repeal.

First of all, this is a great strike for
freedom, in my view. It is appalling to
think that the Federal Government has
the right to force an American to buy
a product against his or her will—a ter-
rible infringement on the freedom of
Americans.

Our Democratic colleagues have de-
scribed this repeal as a stake through
the heart of ObamaCare. Think about
what a damning indictment that is
about ObamaCare. It is a stake through
the heart. If the only way ObamaCare
can survive is if people are forced to
buy the product against their wishes,
what kind of product could that be?
What kind of business model depends
on forcing people to buy your product
because they will not buy it if it is vol-
untary?

So not only is it a significant strike
for freedom, it is also tax relief for low-
income folks. This ObamaCare penalty
in Pennsylvania, in my State—and I
think my State is typical—83 percent
of the people who get hit with this tax
penalty are in a household that earns
less than $50,000 a year. So this is more
direct relief for low- and middle-in-
come folks.

The last point I want to make—and I
see my colleague from Ohio on the
floor. He did amazing, great work get-
ting us to this point. He was a pleasure
to work with and enormously knowl-
edgeable, and I just want to congratu-
late him for where we are today.

A quick word about the deficits. Let
me start with a very simple observa-
tion. I am convinced that when we pass
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this legislation and it is signed into
law, the Federal budget deficits will
shrink as a result of this legislation. It
is very simple. The reason I say that is
the economic growth, the response to
the reforms, the very profound reforms
we are making are going to give us a
bigger economy to tax, and the extra
growth, the bigger economy, means
more revenue to the Federal Govern-
ment. So you could reasonably ask:
Well, OK, how much more growth do
you really need, though, in order to off-
set the lost revenue that comes from
some of the changes you are making?
Fortunately, that is a simple exercise
in arithmetic.

We know what the answer is. Wheth-
er it is Joint Tax or the Congressional
Budget Office, the nonpartisan analysis
is, we will need to average between
two- and four-tenths of a percent of
extra GDP growth—extra economic
growth—each year, on average, for the
next 10 years. If we do that, then we
will have a smaller deficit as a result
of this legislation, not a larger one.

So, for me, what this bill comes down
to is a simple question: Do you believe
in America? Do you believe in the ca-
pacity of the American people to re-
store the vibrant growth we used to
take for granted, decade after decade of
annual growth of over 3 percent that
caused people’s wages to rise and the
standard of living to grow?

We have had this period that has
been stagnant, and some of our friends
think, Well, that is what America is
now. Just get used to it. Accept it.
That is the new normal—barely 2 per-
cent growth, if you are lucky. I think
that is nonsense, and it is not true.

I still believe in America. I still be-
lieve in American workers. I still be-
lieve in our system. I still believe we
are capable of restoring the kind of
growth that has always been our birth-
right.

I think this legislation takes a huge
step in that direction. It is a direct,
immediate tax cut and, therefore, a
pay raise for the hard-working people 1
represent, and it is a series of reforms
that is going to encourage economic
growth that will result in higher wages
and a better standard of living as well.

I am thrilled with the opportunity we
have tonight, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to this special interest, tax
breaks for the rich, trickle-down eco-
nomics bill that history shows doesn’t
work.

I want to start by thanking Senator
WYDEN from Oregon, the leader on our
side—the Finance Committee has done
very good work—and Gideon Bragin in
my office who has been one of the tax
reform experts in this body. I want to
thank both of them.

This bill should have been an oppor-
tunity for all of us to work together to
put money in the pockets of working
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people. It is pretty simple. Instead of
cutting taxes for the middle class,
though, Washington chose to cut taxes
for millionaires and corporations and
pay for it by cutting Medicare and
kicking people off their health insur-
ance.

It ought to be pretty simple. If we
want to cut taxes—if we want to talk
about cutting taxes for the middle
class—if we want to cut taxes for the
middle class, then let’s pass a bill to
cut taxes for the middle class instead
of giving the money to corporations
and the richest CEOs and relying on a
bank shot, hoping it trickles down. Cut
out the middleman. That is what my
colleagues claim to want. That is what
the President said to us and the coun-
try that he wanted, but that is not
what this bill does. This isn’t a middle-
class tax cut—not even close.

According to the Tax Policy Center,
83 percent—you see a Monopoly man
here on this chart—83 percent of the
benefits in this tax bill by the end of
the decade go to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent in this country. Imagine, 83 per-
cent of the benefits go to the richest 1
percent of people in this country. That
is even worse than the Senate bill
passed—which wasn’t that great—ear-
lier this month. It was already pretty
bad. Sixty-two percent of the bill’s ben-
efits would have gone to the top 1 per-
cent of households by the end of the
decade. Apparently, 62 percent wasn’t
good enough for the Republican mem-
bers of the conference committee. They
thought 83 percent of the benefits—83
percent of the benefits—should go to
the richest 1 percent in this country, so
the bill has actually gotten worse and
worse and worse for middle-class fami-
lies.

How did the bill get this bad? It got
this bad through massive, permanent
tax cuts for the wealthy, for so-called
passthrough businesses and corpora-
tions, which mostly benefit the richest
people in this country. It got this bad
through paltry tax cuts for some mid-
dle-class families that expire after a
few years.

Get this. The corporate tax cuts are
permanent. They last forever. The tax
cuts for individuals, inadequate and
immodest as they are, expire after a
few years. Gee, I wonder why they did
that. It was through a new way of cal-
culating inflation called Chained CPI,
which will primarily hurt middle-class
families. That doesn’t even take into
account the millions of Americans—my
colleague from Pennsylvania was part
of it; in the middle of the night they
put a new provision in this bill that
will cost 13 million Americans their
health insurance. So 13 million Ameri-
cans will lose insurance under this bill.

All kinds of elected officials, all
kinds of us in the House and Senate
have insurance paid for by taxpayers,
and my colleagues are willing to take
insurance away from 13 million people,
most of whom have jobs. They don’t
have jobs that pay what we make.
They don’t have health insurance like
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we have. They don’t get pensions like
we have. They are making $8, $10, $12
an hour and can’t afford insurance. We,
as privileged elected officials, are going
to take insurance away from 13 million
people, and at the same time it will
raise insurance premiums 10 percent—
not 10 percent over time, but 10 percent
a year. If you are paying $500 a month
in insurance now, you will pay $550 the
next year, and you will pay more than
$600 the following year.

It didn’t have to be this way. Our
door, as Democrats, has always been
open. Democrats represent half this
country. Democrats wanted a seat at
the table and wanted to help write a
bill. Let me illustrate.

A number of us in the Finance Com-
mittee in both parties, including my
colleague from Ohio, Senator PORTMAN,
and Senator TOOMEY, Senator WYDEN,
and others, were invited to the White
House to meet with the President to
talk about the tax reform bill. I pre-
sented the President two bills I have
been working on. One was the Patriot
Corporation Act, which was pretty sim-
ple. It says that if corporations do the
right thing—if they pay good wages, if
they provide good health insurance and
pension benefits for their employees,
and if they keep their production in
the United States of America—they get
lower tax rates.

The other bill, called the Working
Families Relief Act, is also pretty sim-
ple. It puts money directly in the pock-
ets of people making $25,000, $50,000,
and $75,000 a year. The President of the
United States looked at me and said: I
like the Patriot Corporation Act, and I
like the Working Families Tax Relief
Act.

After the hour-and-a-half meeting,
which was witnessed by a dozen Sen-
ators in both parties and a number of
his Cabinet officials, including Sec-
retary Mnuchin in the Cabinet room at
the White House, I walked up to the
President and said: Thank you for your
interest. I handed him and his chief
economic adviser, Gary Cohn—whom I
am proud to say is from Cleveland—
copies of the bill.

Then, something started to happen.
Then the meetings started in MITCH
McCONNELL’s office. For people who
don’t work here and live here and see
this, I would point out that down the
hall, 100 feet, is Senator MCCONNELL’S
office. Pass the Ohio clock—that is my
State; pass the Ohio clock, and 100 feet
down the hall is Senator MCCONNELL’S
office.

The meetings started in Senator
McCONNELL’s office. The President of
the United States said that he liked
the idea of the Patriot Corporation
Act, liked the idea of the Working
Families Relief Act, but then he turned
it over to Senator MCCONNELL. Do you
know what happened? Wall Street lob-
byist after Wall Street lobbyist walked
in that door and out that door; tobacco
lobbyist after tobacco lobbyist walked
in that door and out that door; oil com-
pany lobbyist after oil company lob-
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byist walked in that door and out that
door; drug company lobbyists from all
over the country walked in that door
and out that door.

They walked in that door. They
didn’t literally carry bags of money
out that door after they made their
points and made their pitches, but they
carried provisions in the tax bill that
will make their employers bags of
money. They didn’t carry bags of
money themselves. That would be un-
couth. But they sure wrote provisions
in this tax bill that provide bags of
money for their companies—for the to-
bacco companies, for Wall Street, for
the oil companies, for the drug compa-
nies.

Over and over and over, Republicans
made clear—not that they would pass
the Patriot Corporation Act even
though the President had said that he
liked it, not to pass legislation like the
Working Families Tax Relief Act even
though the President had said that he
liked it; they made clear that they are
benefiting one class of people—the
wealthiest Americans, corporate CEOs,
board members, and stockholders who
see their profits rise and grow their
businesses when they ship jobs over-
seas.

Remember, we have said many times
here as we have tried to end this tax
loophole that if you shut down produc-
tion in Mansfield, OH, or you shut
down production in Hamilton or Zanes-
ville or Chillicothe or Lima and you
move it overseas, you get a tax break.
They open a factory there and ship it
back into the United States of Amer-
ica.

This bill didn’t fix it. It didn’t close
that loophole. It didn’t fix that. It
made it worse. It greased the skids for
those companies to shut down faster in
Mansfield, Lima, Chillicothe, and
Zanesville, OH, and move their produc-
tion overseas. They get bigger bonuses,
they make bigger profits, and they get
bigger stock dividends.

Republican leaders like to claim that
somehow, if you give a big corporate
tax increase, if you cut corporate taxes
as this bill does, about 40 percent,
$4,000 would end up in the pockets of
every working man and woman in this
country; workers would get a $4,000
raise. Of course, nobody believed them,
but that is what they said: They would
get a $4,000 raise.

Do you know why I know that is not
true? Because history shows that any-
time they get big tax cuts, anytime
they bring dollars from overseas, the
money doesn’t go into employees’
pockets. It doesn’t usually go to create
jobs. It goes to give more benefits to
the executives.

The other reason I know that is not
going to happen—that these dollars
will not go to employees and not go to
investing in more jobs—is that their
corporate pals let the cat out of the
bag and made clear they won’t. CEOs
from the largest corporations, already
on record, state plainly that they are
not raising wages; they are not going
to hire more workers.
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What are they going to do with this
windfall? I know this will come as a
shock. They are going to keep it for
themselves.

Imagine, these CEOs in and out of
Senator MCCONNELL’s office—the drug
companies, Wall Street, tobacco com-
panies, oil companies, all the others.
Believe it or not, the CEOs of these
corporations are already making $8
million, $10 million, $12 million—some
are making $20 million a year. That is
not enough for them. Why would that
possibly be enough? If you are making
only $20 million a year, you have to do
something to juice it a little bit, so
they will keep that money for them-
selves. They will do bigger bonuses,
they will do stock buybacks, and they
will do dividends.

End this charade. I have heard all
this happy talk on the floor about how
this is going to make Americans more
competitive and how it will trickle
down to the middle class. If you want
to do a middle-class tax cut, do a mid-
dle-class tax cut. Don’t bank-shot it.
Don’t take out the middleman. Don’t
give it to corporations and say: Please,
oh please, oh please, give us a middle-
class tax break. It never works that
way.

Republican leaders had a chance to
work across the aisle. I heard Senator
TOOMEY say that Democrats didn’t
want to be involved. I heard Senator
CORNYN say that Democrats didn’t
want to be involved. I like those two
gentlemen. I have worked particularly
with Senator CORNYN on a number of
things. We are working on a couple of
issues right now. They know that is
not true. They sat in that White House
meeting. They heard the President of
the United States say to me and to
Senator CASEY and to Senator McCAS-
KILL and to Senator STABENOW and to
Senator WYDEN and to a couple oth-
ers—they heard us offer reasonable pro-
posals. The President was agreeable.
Many of them were part of his cam-
paign. Candidate Trump was saying a
lot of these things during the cam-
paign. But then, lo and behold, they
said: Democrats don’t want to be a part
of this. Well, not exactly.

We had a bill to expand the child tax
credit. We had a plan to reward compa-
nies that create jobs here. All that got
jettisoned down the hall in Senator
MCcCONNELL’s office. Down this hall,
down this hall in Senator MCCONNELL’S
office, 100 feet away, is where these
deals were cut—these deals with the
drug companies and oil companies and
tobacco companies and Wall Street 1ob-
byists going in and out of his office. I
didn’t see all of them come out, but I
am guessing they had really big smiles
on their faces.

These massive cuts for corporations
come at a heavy price for the middle
class. When 1 percent gets richer and
richer and richer, we know the middle
class shrinks. These massive cuts come
at a heavy price.

This bill will explode the deficit. We
know that. Even my colleagues call
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themselves deficit hawks when there is
a Democratic President, but following
the enforcer in chief, the Wall Street
Journal editorial page—they call them-
selves deficit hawks when there is a
Democratic President, but all of a sud-
den, they say: We will grow out of the
deficit.

We know this bill will explode the
deficit. We know what the plan is to
deal with the deficit. Do you know
what they will do? They will steal the
money Americans have paid into So-
cial Security and Medicare. How do we
know that? I am not just saying it. As
a progressive Democrat in this body, I
am not just saying: Of course they are
going to cut Social Security and Medi-
care. I think that, but do you know
why I am sure of it? I am always pretty
sure of it because that is what they do.
But I am sure of it because they said
that. They made their plans crystal
clear. Speaker RYAN said that he wants
to turn next year to what he calls enti-
tlement reform.

There are retirement and health ben-
efits that people earn over a lifetime of
work—social insurance. You pay into
Medicare over the course of your life.
When you need Medicare, when you are
65, you get this insurance. You pay into
Social Security your entire life. You
either get survivors benefits for your
children or you get disability or you
get retirement when you reach the age
of 66, more or less. You pay into unem-
ployment insurance. If you need it—
God willing, you don’t, but if you need
it, you get help. That is what social in-
surance is. You pay for it, and you get
help from society. It is societywide so-
cial insurance. But the Ways and
Means chairman, KEVIN BRADY, said
that the next stop for Republicans is to
tackle entitlements.

Here is what we know. This bill is
going to cause huge deficits. We know
that. They have acknowledged it, and
2, 3, 4 years from now, Republican
Members will come to us—after the
lobbyists have been down the hall in
Senator MCCONNELL’s office, they will
come back and say to us: We have this
huge budget deficit. We are going to
have to raise the eligibility age to
maybe to 70. Some of them have talked
about that. We are going to have to
privatize Medicare. They will say: We
have to make these programs stronger
and sustainable. Nobody thinks they
want to make them stronger. They
want to cut them. That is how you save
money, even though you don’t in the
end.

Here is what is aggravating about
this. Think about it. All of us—a num-
ber of people here in this body are past
what society has designated as retire-
ment age, 656. A number of Members of
this Congress, particularly in the Sen-
ate, are over 65.

I work in my garden. I work outside.
I do things. But I am not working in a
diner, I am not working construction,
and I don’t use my arms and shoulders
and brain and legs to do my work. We
work here. We work in jobs we are priv-
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ileged to have, and we get good com-
pensation. We get a good salary, and
we get good benefits. But we are going
to tell a bunch of people who work with
their hands and work with their brains
and work with their bodies and work
with their arms and shoulders and
whose knees break down over time—we
are going to tell the barber in Bar-
berton, we are going to tell the truck-
driver in Evendale, we are going to tell
the construction worker in Conneaut,
we are going to tell the waitress in
Warren, we are going to tell the nurse
in Newark that they are going to have
to work until they are 70, sorry. Is that
what we are going to do?

Follow this simply. This tax cut
causes a huge budget deficit to give
money to the wealthiest people in the
country and creates a huge hole in the
budget. Who is going to fill the hole in
the budget? Not the lobbyists walking
in and out of Senator MCCONNELL’S of-
fice 100 feet down the hall. They are
not going to pay for it; they are not
going to have to pay for it. It is going
to be the nurse in Newark who has to
work until she is 70; it is going to be
the waitress in Warren who has to
work until she is 70; it is going to be
the carpenter or construction worker
in Conneaut; it is going to be the bar-
ber in Barberton and the truckdriver in
Evendale.

If we pass this bill, 83 percent of the
benefits go to the top 1 percent, and
this 83 percent, a lot of which blows a
hole in the budget deficit, is going to
be paid for by working families. So cut
out all the crap about this being some-
thing for working families. It is not.

I will say this for Republicans in
Congress: They are making it pretty
easy for the American people to see
whose side they are on. You are either
on the side of everyday working Ameri-
cans, who are working more hours than
ever before and getting too little pay
for the hours they are working—they
are either working for them or they are
working for the people in Senator
McCONNELL’s office down the hall.

I want my colleagues to just pick
through this. I want my colleagues to
think about this picture, this stream of
lobbyists in and out of Senator McCON-
NELL’s office, this stream of lobbyists
from America’s largest, richest cor-
porations—the drug companies, the to-
bacco companies, the insurance compa-
nies, the companies that tend to run
this government. I want you to think
about that.

Are you on the side of the workers
who are doing the heavy work and
can’t work until they are 70 or are you
on the side of CEOs and politicians who
do the bidding of these CEOs? It is a
pretty clear case. It is a picture that is
pretty obvious. Americans deserve bet-
ter. We can do better for them by start-
ing from scratch with one goal in mind:
If we want a middle-class tax cut, I say
to the Senator from Utah, don’t talk
about a middle-class tax cut, don’t do
trickle-down economics. If you want a
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middle-class tax cut, then give a mid-
dle-class tax cut. Give a tax cut to the
middle class. It is pretty simple.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. President, I want
to talk tonight about a once-in-a-gen-
eration opportunity we have in this
Senate tonight to help middle-class
families, to help grow our economy. I
am going to talk about the facts. I am
not going to be making stuff up. I am
going to talk about the real middle-
class tax cuts that are in this legisla-
tion. I am going to show you charts
that indicate not just what kind of tax
relief is going to be there for you and
your family but who is going to pay,
where the burden is.

Despite what you are hearing on the
floor tonight from some on the other
side of the aisle, the burden of taxation
actually increased in this tax bill for
the wealthiest Americans. In terms of
defending the status quo, which is a
situation now where jobs and invest-
ment are going overseas, I think it is
an outrage that this body has sat and
watched company after company go
overseas because of our Tax Code. To
say we shouldn’t fix it, I don’t get that.
If we don’t lower the rate on businesses
and workers who are competing every
day when you have the highest rate in
the industrialized world and you have
an international system that rewards
revenues being kept overseas—$2.5 tril-
lion to $3 trillion of earnings overseas
instead of bringing that back—that
status quo is not acceptable.

We can engage in all kinds of rhet-
oric here tonight, but if we stick to the
facts, I think we might be able to see
why this legislation is not only going
to pass tonight but why so many Amer-
icans who are struggling because they
are living paycheck to paycheck are
going to be happy with this legislation.
The proof is in the paycheck. People
say the proof is in the pudding. The
proof is in the paycheck when people
see their withholding changing—Iless
money being taken out of their pay-
checks for taxes—when they see they
have a little more take-home pay and
the family’s budget is a little
healthier, when they see the economy
begin to take off, and when they see
the end of this exodus of U.S. compa-
nies going overseas. In the last 13
years, 4,700 American companies have
left our shores and gone overseas—
being bought by foreign companies—
that would not have gone if this Tax
Code we are promoting tonight had
been in place. That is based on an
Ernst & Young study. Check it out. It
is a big accounting firm. So 4,700, and
when they leave our shores, guess
what, they take their jobs and invest-
ments with them.

You might wonder why wages have
been flat in this country for the past
couple of decades. It is because people
who are supporting the status quo and
don’t want to change this Tax Code are
leaving workers in America with no op-
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portunities to get ahead because not
only are wages flat but expenses are
up. That is called the middle-class
squeeze. It is very real, and it is hap-
pening.

I would ask folks, when they are
thinking about what you are hearing
tonight on the floor, remember, one
side is supporting the status quo. The
status quo is not working. It isn’t
working for people in America and peo-
ple in my State of Ohio who tell me:
Rob, I am working hard. I am playing
by the rules. I am not getting ahead.

The statistics bear that out. Yes,
some people are getting ahead, but it is
not the guy or the woman working on
the shop floor in a factory in Cleve-
land, OH, or Columbus, Toledo, Day-
ton, or Cincinnati because their wages
have been pretty darn flat. Again, their
expenses are up, especially healthcare,
which is the largest single one of those
expenses. They want some help.

This legislation gives them that help
in two ways: One, real middle-class tax
cuts. We will talk about that in a sec-
ond. Second, letting them be competi-
tive instead of competing with one
hand tied behind their backs because
they are competing in a global econ-
omy, and they know that.

Give them a chance. Give them a tax
code that actually is up-to-date and
competitive and lets them have the op-
portunity to build a better life, not
just for themselves but for their kids
and their grandkids because that is
what they really care about.

Again, I am happy to talk about that
opportunity we have tonight, and it is
a rare opportunity because we have not
reformed this Tax Code in any substan-
tial way in 31 years. Think about that.
I celebrated my 62nd birthday today.
That means we have not reformed the
Tax Code in 31 years. That is half of my
life. By the way, 31 years ago, Ronald
Reagan was President. Pete Rose was
still playing for the Cincinnati Reds.
“Top Gun” was at all the box offices. It
was a big hit. That is how long ago
that was. During that time, I will tell
you that every other country we com-
pete with, all of them, have reformed
their Tax Code, except us. We have sat
back and had this debate. We have had
this gridlock, partisan gridlock, in
Washington because we can’t get our
act together.

By the way, if you are a worker try-
ing to get ahead, you can’t do it on
your own because the Tax Code has you
competing with that one hand tied be-
hind your back. Only this place, Wash-
ington, Congress, a President, can pro-
pose, develop, and sign legislation that
can help address this problem. This is
our job. I sure hope we will do it.

In 1986, when that tax reform was
passed 31 years ago, it led to two
things: one, more economic growth. In
the 1980s and 1990s, we did have eco-
nomic growth—3, 3.5 percent, even 4.5
percent growth. Think about that. We
are now living, over the last 10 years,
with growth, on average, at about 1.5
to 2 percent. That is a big difference.
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The second thing it did is, it got wages
up. Wages actually increased during
that period after that tax reform.

We need to do it again. Our economy
needs a shot in the arm again, not just
to improve the economy but to im-
prove take-home pay. That is what this
tax reform proposal is designed to do.

We have heard, on the other side of
the aisle, how this has moved too
quickly, somehow there hasn’t been
enough thought put into this. I think it
is long overdue. I think we should have
done this years ago. I also know, from
being involved in these issues over the
past couple of decades on the House
Ways and Means Committee and now in
the Senate Finance Committee, there
has been a lot of thought put into this
issue. Just since I was elected to the
Senate in 2010, there have been 70 hear-
ings on tax reform.

Chairman HATCH is in the Chamber
tonight. He will tell you, 2 years ago
we had five bipartisan working groups
covering every part of the Tax Code.
The bipartisan working group that I
cochaired with the Democratic leader,
CHUCK SCHUMER, focused on the inter-
national side. Do you know what we
decided? We decided we have to have a
lower business rate because it has to be
competitive; otherwise, we will con-
tinue to lose jobs in investment over-
seas, and we decided we have to have
an international system that is com-
petitive and bring back some of that
$2.5 trillion to $3 trillion that is stuck
overseas back to this country for more
jobs and investment. Guess what. It
was bipartisan then, and it is in the tax
bill now.

Those are the ideas that are in this
tax bill before us. They make sense. In
fact, for years, there has been a bipar-
tisan agreement that our Tax Code is
broken, and it is Congress’s responsi-
bility to fix it.

I would like to commend tonight
Speaker RYAN; Leader MCCONNELL; Fi-
nance Chairman ORRIN HATCH, who is
on the floor; Ways and Means Com-
mittee Chairman KEVIN BRADY, who
has been a strong and fair negotiating
partner with the Senate. I also want to
thank my colleagues who have spent so
many hours on this effort: Senator
TOOMEY, whom you heard a little while
ago talking about the economic bene-
fits, as he does so well, Senators SCOTT,
THUNE, CORNYN, ENZzI, and MURKOWSKI.
They were all on the conference com-
mittee, but many others too. Senators
COLLINS, JOHNSON, RUBIO, CORKER, who
all helped us get to this point and im-
prove the legislation.

The bill that passed the House earlier
today, and we are going to vote on to-
night, is the result of years and years
of research and debate. It makes good
on the promise we have made to create
a tax code that provides tax relief to
hard-working families but also posi-
tions America for leadership in the 21st
century global economy.

While we have seen some improve-
ments in the economy recently, we
have seen better economic growth
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numbers. Again, a lot of people I rep-
resent are not seeing the benefit of
that. That is why we have to pass this
bill.

For years, colleagues on both sides of
the aisle have called for middle-class
tax cuts to help ease the burden. This
legislation will finally actually deliver
that middle-class tax relief. We have
the opportunity to provide it tonight.
Starting January l—less than 2 weeks
from tonight—that tax relief goes into
effect. People are going to see how this
tax reform helps them as soon as the
IRS can adjust withholding in pay-
checks, which I would hope would hap-
pen before the end of February. Again,
the proof is in the pudding. The proof is
in the paycheck. People are going to
see it.

People can go online now and use a
tax calculator to see how it will affect
them and their families. This is going
to happen, and it is going happen soon
if we pass this legislation tonight.

Again, the most immediate benefit is
for working families and for the middle
class. This bill doubles the child tax
credit. It also increases the
refundability of the child tax credit.
For those families with kids, you have
the opportunity now to save a little
more money to deal with the expenses
of raising a child. It doubles the stand-
ard deduction from $12,000 per family
to about $24,000 per family. This, in ef-
fect, creates a $24,000 zero income tax
bracket for families and simplifies the
Tax Code. Probably 90 to 95 percent of
Americans are going to take that dou-
bling of the standard deduction, I am
told, and that will simplify their re-
turns but also give them tax relief
right away. It lowers tax rates for fam-
ilies across the board, with the largest
proportional benefit going to those at
the lower end of the income ladder,
those who need it the most.

In fact, the combination of these tax
cuts for lower income Americans
means that at least 3 million Ameri-
cans who have income tax liability now
are going to pay nothing in taxes. They
will be off the tax rolls altogether.

I have a letter from the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation that affirms that.
At our meeting last week of the con-
ference, you can see where the Joint
Committee affirmed that again. Over 3
million are going to pay no income
taxes at all who pay income tax now.
For those who say there is no benefit
there, talk to those 3 million people.
They feel the benefit. In fact, those
people are going to be off the tax rolls
altogether because of the tax relief we
are passing tonight.

As this chart shows, every income
group will receive a tax cut. This one is
for the year 2019, so it is a year after
the tax cuts are put in place, which
starts in just a couple of weeks. We
have heard a lot from opponents that
the top end, those making $1 million or
more, as we just heard a little while
ago, get all the benefits. It is simply
not true. This shows that the biggest
percentage cut is among folks making
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between $20,000 and $30,000 a year. That
is the biggest, a 16.3-percent cut.

It also shows that the smallest per-
centage cut is among those making $1
million or more, a 5.9-percent cut.
Again, there is tax relief across the
board here, but the bigger benefit is
among folks at the lower end of the
economic scale. In fact, when you look
at who pays the income tax, you will
see that those at the top are going to
pay a slightly bigger share of the tax
burden under this bill. Today, those
making between $20,000 and $50,000 a
year pay 4.37 percent of the income
taxes. Under this bill, they are going to
pay a little less, 4.1 percent of the in-
come taxes.

Those who make over $100,000 will go
from paying 78.7 percent of the tax bur-
den to 79.1 percent of the tax burden. If
you make over $100,000 a year, you are
paying 78.7 percent of the tax burden
today, and that is going to go up. Your
share of the burden is going to go up.
The Tax Code is pretty progressive
right now, and it gets even more pro-
gressive under this tax legislation.

These are not my numbers. These are
the numbers from the Joint Committee
on Taxation, which is the nonpartisan
group that scores these things. Check
out the numbers yourselves. Go on the
Joint Committee on Taxation’s
website, jet.gov, and check it out.

When you don’t consider not choos-
ing to buy healthcare insurance to be a
tax increase, which is how the Joint
Committee on Taxation scores ending
the individual mandate, every income
group of taxpayers gets a tax cut under
this plan every year, for the next 8
years, during the time this tax cut is in
place. Yes, it does expire, as did the tax
cuts in 2001 and 2003. Congress took
those up, and for 95 percent of Ameri-
cans, we extended that tax relief. I
hope we will do that again—I expect we
will—but during these next 8 years,
this is real tax relief, and it is needed.

I reject the premise that choosing
not to buy healthcare insurance under
the Affordable Care Act’s individual
mandate is somehow a tax hike, and I
think most Americans do too. Take a
look at the Rules Committee’s website
at rules.house.gov, and you will see
how a typical family of four at the me-
dian income level will save more than
$2,000 a year on its taxes as a result of
this plan. The median-income family in
Ohio—and in your State wherever you
are—is going to be saving more than
$2,000 a year on its taxes.

Some have told me, as I walk down
the halls here, that is not much money.
Do you know what? For families who
are living paycheck to paycheck, that
is a lot of money, and it does help. It
can be used to pay for healthcare, to
buy gas, to buy groceries, to maybe add
a little more to one’s retirement.

Of course, beyond the middle-class
tax cuts that are in this legislation,
families and workers are going to ben-
efit from more jobs and higher wages,
as we talked about earlier. This is
going to be because there will be new
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investment and because there will be
more productivity, which is the thing
that is really lacking in our economy
right now. Our productivity is weak.
All of the economists agree on this
whether they are right, left, or center.
You have to do something to boost
that productivity because that is going
to result in higher wages, and more
competition for workers is going to re-
sult in higher wages. That is going to
happen because this Tax Code is fo-
cused on increasing wages through
more investment.

We have talked about how companies
are going overseas now and how the
status quo is not working. It is crazy
that Congress allows that to happen,
and fixing it is long overdue. We have
talked about the $2.5 trillion, $3 tril-
lion that is stuck overseas right now.
We want to bring that home. We want
to add more jobs and investment in
this country.

We did a study in the Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations—a bi-
partisan effort. We studied these com-
panies that go overseas through what
is called inversions or by being pur-
chased by a foreign company. What
happens? Do they just move their head-
quarters overseas? No. We found out
they also move jobs and investment.

This is real. It is happening now. We
can fix it. That is what this bill is in-
tended to do, and I believe you are
going to see not just middle-class tax
relief to help with the take-home pay
and the family budget, but you are
going to see this increase, finally, not
just in economic growth but in wages.
That also makes the family budget a
whole 1ot more healthy.

I see Senator CASSIDY has just come
to the floor. Let me address an issue
that has been misrepresented on the
floor this afternoon.

I heard one of my colleagues say this
bill gets rid of the historic tax credit.
It does not, thanks to the efforts of
some of us who strongly support it, in-
cluding Senator CASSIDY. We actually
retain the current 20-percent credit in
the Senate-passed bill and in the final
legislation. By the way, this historic
tax credit has been very helpful. It has
been instrumental in generating more
private funds to restore historic build-
ings across my State of Ohio, including
in my hometown of Cincinnati, as well
as in Cleveland, Columbus, and else-
where.

We also preserve the important tax
credit for urban redevelopment
through the new markets tax credit
and the private activity bonds, which
are still in this legislation just as they
are in current law. In Ohio, again,
these tax incentives have leveraged a
lot more private sector dollars, spurred
economic growth, job creation, afford-
able housing, and I think have ulti-
mately increased the tax revenue be-
cause, as people are working and as
you get these buildings up and going,
economic growth is generated, and so
is tax revenue. They pay for them-
selves, in my view. I have shared some
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of those success stories in my home
State throughout this process, and,
again, we have successfully maintained
those provisions in our final bill.

The result is, we have a good tax re-
form bill that achieves the things that
Republicans and Democrats alike have
long supported—tax cuts for the middle
class and a more competitive Tax Code
for American workers and companies.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle tonight have talked about
this being bad for the deficit. I just
have to tell them I respectfully dis-
agree.

The most important thing we can do
right now to get the deficit down is to
get this growth back because economic
growth results in more revenue. One
point in economic growth alone puts
$2.7 trillion more in revenue into the
coffers of the Federal Government.
That is based on the numbers from the
nonpartisan Congressional Budget Of-
fice. Think about that—$2.7 trillion
more with just one point of economic
growth.

The budget score we were forced to
use for this legislation estimates a
very conservative level of economic
growth—at a weak 1.9 percent over the
next 10 years. That was the last 10
years. We don’t want to repeat that.
We don’t have to repeat that. The aver-
age economic growth over the past 30
years has been more than 2.5 percent,
and over the last two quarters, we have
had economic growth of 3.1 percent and
3.3 percent. The Federal Reserve’s and
private forecasts are both above the
CBO’s growth projections for next year,
as an example, to show you why I think
the CBO’s numbers are way too small,
too weak.

That 1.9-percent growth is not only
wrong, but I believe it is unacceptable.
It cannot be the new normal. With the
strength of our economy right now,
paired with the pro-growth changes in
this tax reform plan, I believe eco-
nomic growth will surpass this rel-
atively low projection that we are
forced to use by increasing economic
growth at just 0.4 percent more than
this 1.9 percent, this weak projection.
In growing the economy at about 2.3
percent rather than at 1.9 percent, on
average, there is sufficient revenue to
pay for all of the tax relief in this plan
plus to begin to pay down the debt.

That is what I believe will happen if
you do the right kind of tax reform. It
has to be the right kind. It has to be
pro-growth. I believe what we have
done in this bill is exactly that. There
is no question that we are going to
have more economic growth and more
investment in America. The current
Tax Code is so broken that it is pretty
easy to do that, honestly—to create a
more efficient and effective and pro-
ductive Tax Code. I believe a more con-
fident America, with rising wages and
stronger economic growth, by the way,
is much more likely to address the
very real fiscal challenges we face as a
country.

This tax reform bill is not just about
dollar amounts and bottom lines,
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though; it is about the investment we
are making in American families,
American workers, and American busi-
nesses. We are giving families the free-
dom to spend more of their own money
how they see fit, we are putting faith
in American entrepreneurs and work-
ers to compete and win in the global
market, and we are creating a fairer
tax system that levels the playing field
and creates jobs and investment here
in America rather than overseas.

Our constituents deserve this; they
deserve better than the status quo.
They deserve more than just hollow
promises; they deserve a brighter fu-
ture. I believe the Tax Cuts and Jobs
Act will reopen our economy as the
best place in the world to do business
and create that brighter future for all
Americans.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ROUNDS). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I, person-
ally, congratulate the distinguished
Senator from Ohio. He is one of the
most intelligent people in this body. He
has had all kinds of experience outside
of the Senate. He is a person whom ev-
erybody should listen to. He makes a
lot of sense. He is one of the most val-
ued members of a very strong com-
mittee, with all kinds of valued mem-
bers on it, but he is one of those valued
members on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, and I have nothing but respect
for him.

Everything he has said here this
evening is true. It is mind-boggling to
me that we even have arguments from
the other side. We are talking about
pulling this country out of the mess it
is in, and it is going to take this.

I just want to compliment the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio. He is a ter-
rific human being, with a tremendous
ability, who has had a lot of experience
outside of the U.S. Senate, and who has
been successful everywhere he has
gone. He is one of the most distin-
guished members of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. He is not talking po-
litically; he is talking factually. I just
wish everybody in this body were on
the floor to listen to him. I have tre-
mendous respect for him. That is one
reason I am getting up here right now.

We can turn this mess around, but if
we don’t do it soon, it may be impos-
sible to turn it around. We have been
spending this government into bank-
ruptcy. That is where we are. We keep
making excuses so we can go back and
beat our breasts and claim we are
doing so much for the people when we
are just spending them right into bank-
ruptcy. It is making it more difficult
for the committees to do their work. I
just wish we could get both sides to-
gether once in a while instead of hav-
ing all of this inner conflict on every-
thing that comes up.

It is almost like, if a Republican says
something, it has to be contradicted,
and I might add, if a Democrat says
something, he has to be contradicted. I

(Mr.
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don’t mind good arguments. I don’t
mind people having different points of
view. That is what makes this place a
great place. That is what helps the
United States of America to be a great
country and a great government, but
we don’t even listen to each other any-
more.

Where is this bipartisanship that this
country really, drastically needs?

We happen to be in the majority
right now. It seems to me that a decent
minority would want to find ways to
work with the, hopefully, decent ma-
jority. I think we can be very decent on
our side, and I believe my colleagues on
the other side can be very decent. Let’s
get rid of the politics, and let’s do what
is best for America. Let’s get this
country out of the mess it is in. The
distinguished Senator from Ohio has
shown us some ways here.

Our tax policy is for the birds. We
know what we need to do, but every
time you raise a solution, you have
somebody saying: Well, that is not the
answer. Then we have the conflicts be-
tween the two Houses. That is good be-
cause that is what helps us to refine
some of this legislation.

All I can say is, I just wish all of us
would put the country first, put poli-
tics second, be politically astute but at
least be open to rational reasoning,
whether it comes from the other side
or our side. I am just amazed at how we
can sit and belabor these things day in
and day out and never really get to-
gether. We are hurting the country be-
cause we are unwilling to get together.
We are hurting the Congress of the
United States because we are unwilling
to get together.

I could go on and on as to our unwill-
ingness to get together. I think it is
time for us to wake up and start say-
ing: Look, let’s find common ground.
Let’s find ways of getting together in-
stead of constantly fighting each other
on every stinking issue that comes up.
There are reasons for differences in
politics and reasons for differences in
tax policy, but we ought to be able to
at least discuss these differences with-
out there being total partisanship,
which is what we are, unfortunately,
suffering from. I believe we can turn
this mess around. If we do, it will be a
banner for everybody to march behind,
and it seems to me it will be an exam-
ple for the whole world. I would like to
see us do it.

I know there are people on the other
side who cannot stand the President.
Yes, he won an election they didn’t
think he should have won, but he did
win. He has thrown his hands open to
the other side and, I believe, would do
more. It was only 7 or 8 years ago when
he was much more moderate than he is
now. I think all they need to do is to
reach out and grab his hands and say:
Look, we will find some common
ground here in the best interests of our
country and in the best interests of ev-
erybody.

It is not bad to fight things out. I
don’t have any problem with that.
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That is part of this body, part of what
we do. But we actually have to come to
some conclusions that will push the
country forward, and we are not doing
that, except on a limited basis that
really doesn’t amount to all that
much.

We are coming to the end of a very
difficult year. The Democrats thought
they were going to win the Presidency,
and they didn’t. They especially feel
badly about losing to somebody like
Donald Trump, who, I think, has held
out his hands and his arms to them and
would do so if they would just embrace
a little bit more of what he is trying to
do. I would like to see us do this. I be-
lieve he would throw his arms out to
whomever in this body would work
with him, and by working with him, we
may be able to get some of our ideas on
both sides actually put into law that
may help this country.

I really particularly enjoyed and ap-
preciated the comments from the dis-
tinguished Senator from Ohio. I think
he is one of the most distinguished peo-
ple in this body. Earlier, I heard the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. He is a brilliant guy who works
his butt off to try to get us into good
places. We ought to listen more to
these folks. There are folks on the
other side who are brilliant, too, who,
I think, make a real difference.

I particularly enjoy my counterpart
on the Senate Finance Committee,
Senator WYDEN from Oregon. We are
different. We have different philoso-
phies, but I have never seen a day when
he wasn’t willing to sit down and work
out our problems, and that to me is
pretty important.

Our leaders are good people. I have
watched CHUCK SCHUMER for all the
years he has been in the Senate and be-
fore, and he is a better leader than
what we are getting here lately. I have
watched MITCH MCCONNELL. Mitch is
one of the shrewdest people I have seen
in this body since I have been a Mem-
ber, and he is open. I would like to see
our leaders get together a little bit
more. I would like to see a little less
fighting and a little more constructive
work together. I don’t expect miracles
because I have been here only 41 years,
but I do expect that we can do much
better than what we are doing, and it is
going to take both sides getting to-
gether to do it.

We happen to be in the majority
right now, and the Democrats should
give us an edge. We should give them
the edge when they are in the major-
ity. I think that I, for one, have done
that.

I hope we can put aside our dif-
ferences and start working together in
the best interest of the country. I be-
lieve in this country. It is the greatest
country in the world. People all over
the world are praying that the United
States will get it together. They know
that we can lead. They know that we
have leadership in the Congress of the
United States. We can get it together if
we will.
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I appreciate my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle. I appreciate that we
have differences. I appreciate that
sometimes those differences put us into
pitched battles. That is not all bad, ei-
ther. But it is bad if we don’t work
things out and if we don’t look for the
good on the other side in both ways.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CASEY. Mr. President, I wish to
commend the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee for his hopes
for more bipartisanship and his con-
cern about the way the Senate is work-
ing today. I appreciate that. I think we
all hope that in the new year there will
be more bipartisanship. I think there
are some areas where we can work to-
gether.

On this issue, though, I think we
have some basic disagreements, and we
are still debating those and articu-
lating our differences before we cast a
vote tonight. I have said for a number
of weeks now—not months but cer-
tainly weeks—when describing the bill
that is before us, the prior iteration of
the bill in the Finance Committee and
the version in the House, that I
thought that each one of them had a
few things in common, in my judg-
ment. This is my sense of the overall
bill.

First of all, I think every one of
these bills has been a giveaway to the
rich or the superrich and a giveaway to
profitable corporations. I think it is ex-
cessive. We have a difference of opinion
on that.

This is a tax bill, and yet it will have
a substantially adverse impact on
health care because of one basic provi-
sion that was added in the last couple
of weeks. That provision alone will
cause healthcare premiums to increase
by an additional 10 percent a year, and
it will cause 13 million people to lose
their healthcare, according to the Con-
gressional Budget Office, including, by
one estimate, 5 million fewer Ameri-
cans benefitting from Medicaid. At a
time when we should invest substan-
tially in the middle class and invest in
our children, roads, bridges, schools,
scientific research, skills training, and
broadband in rural communities—we
can make the list even longer—this tax
bill prevents that from happening in a
significant way because of the give-
aways that I talked about to profitable
corporations and the superrich.

This bill will literally pay for a per-
manent corporate tax cut on the backs
of middle-class families in the next
decade. Congress’s official scorekeeper,
the nonpartisan Joint Committee on
Taxation, tells us that in the next dec-
ade, meaning the second 10 years that
this bill is in effect, the bill uses hun-
dreds of billions in tax increases on
working families to pay for a perma-
nent corporate rate cut. I will say that
again. In the next decade, taxes go up
for you across America, working fami-
lies, to pay for a 14-percentage-point
cut for profitable corporations.
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This kind of result, where we have a
corporate tax break which increases
debt and someone else has to pay for it
down the road, is a result that only a
swamp dweller could support, but un-
fortunately that is where we are today.

How about for children? There has
been a lot of discussion about the child
tax credit. Thankfully, there was de-
bate about that. We don’t talk about
children in this body nearly enough or
that tax credit, but, unfortunately,
even the proposals by some on the Re-
publican side weren’t adequate enough.
Even the ones rejected may not have
been enough. Under this legislation
parents of 10 million children in the
lowest income working families will ei-
ther receive no improvement in the
child tax credit or a token increase of
$1 to $75. The last minute changes to
the bill, which got a lot of publicity in
the last couple of days—those last-
minute changes to the bill—will do
nothing additional for these families.

Another 14 million children in low-
and middle-income working families
would get something by way of the
child tax credit but less than the full
$1,000 per child increase that a family
making $400,000 a year would receive.
For a fraction of the hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars going to the very
wealthy and profitable corporations,
we could have, in this bill, made sure
that every low-income parent gets the
full $2,000 per child tax credit, but be-
cause of the way the bill is written, it
doesn’t allow that to happen for every
low-income parent. I think that would
have been a worthy goal of the legisla-
tion, but that is not where we are. To
say that is unfair is a vast overstate-
ment. The families who need it the
most aren’t getting the full benefit of
the child tax credit increase, but those
who are wealthy get an extra $2,000 of
child tax credit.

I mentioned the Joint Committee on
Taxation. Let me give you another way
to look at the bill according to the
Joint Committee on Taxation. The JCT
estimates that in 2019 alone, the second
year the bill is in effect, were it to
pass, more than $36 billion in tax cuts
will go to households worth more than
$1 million. That is in the document en-
titled JCX-68-17 of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation. It is a $36 billion
cut for the wealthiest Americans, while
over 57 million middle-class house-
holds—my definition for those making
under $100,000—will see a tax increase
or tax cut of less than $9 a month in
2019. So for 57 million middle-class
households, they will see a tax increase
or a tax cut of less than $9 a month in
2019.

Instead of lining the pockets of the
rich with $36 billion in tax cuts in 2019,
that money could have been used to
connect Americans to the internet, es-
pecially Americans who live in rural
areas. Let me be precise: 39 percent of
the people living in rural America
don’t have high-speed internet.

Mr. WYDEN. Will my colleague
yield?
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Mr. CASEY. Yes.

Mr. WYDEN. My colleague is making
a very important point, and I think it
would be great if he would repeat those
figures, because all night we have had
Republican Senators come to this floor
and say: Hey, middle class, just wait
until February. Wait until February,
and your paychecks are going to be
bulging.

From what my friend from Pennsyl-
vania has just said, using this new data
that we just got from the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, what we have
picked up—and my friend from Penn-
sylvania has clearly done his home-
work—is that something like 60 million
taxpayers with an annual income of
$200,000 or less will get practically
nothing—maybe $100 a year in tax re-
lief or a tax increase. So I think what
my colleague is talking about—I would
like him to walk me through the num-
bers he used—is that it directly con-
tradicts what we have been hearing
last night, where one Republican Sen-
ator after another was saying: It is just
going to be good times come February
because your paycheck is going to
bulge.

Would my colleague just repeat what
he found?

Mr. CASEY. I want people to make
sure that people know the document.
This is the document, JCX-68-17. If you
look at the category of Americans who
are making $100,000 or less—that is 57
million households who make under
$100,000—they would see either a tax in-
crease of one kind or another or a tax
cut of less than $9 a month in 2019.

I don’t think that is much help when
we consider that it is not as if that is
the only revenue available—that all we
can come up with is $9 a month—be-
cause I just walked through the other
number which is relevant—the $36 bil-
lion that will come in 2019, the second
year that the bill is in effect, going to
households worth more than $1 million.

If T had to choose, I would say that
we should give all of that $36 billion to
middle-income families or folks trying
to get to the middle class or at least a
substantial percentage of the $36 bil-
lion. I have been asking for months:
Why do people making more than $1
million, that category of Americans,
need $36 billion in tax cuts? I don’t
think they do.

It is interesting—I want to commend
the work of the ranking member of the
Finance Committee. In some of our de-
bates, one of the numbers that came
out in the last couple of weeks was
what has happened to the top 1 percent
since 1980. I said several times that
they have had a bonanza. I didn’t have
an exact number when I said that; now
I do. Since 1980, the share of national
income for these folks in the top 1 per-
cent, which is less than $1 million a
year, but it is about $730,000 and up, so
that is—the 1 percent goes beyond the
millionaires and up. But since 1980, the
top 1 percent have had their share of
national income go up from 11 percent
to 20 percent, from 1980 to 2014, so it
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has almost doubled. So my point is,
they have done pretty well since 1980,
so why do a big share of them—mean-
ing the million-dollar-and-up crowd—
why should they get $36 billion in this
tax bill? It doesn’t make a lot of sense.

So that is one way to look at it.
What we could invest these dollars in—
a bigger tax cut for the middle, a big-
ger tax cut for those struggling to get
to the middle, working families trying
to get to the middle, or other prior-

ities, such as infrastructure. I men-
tioned just one idea on rural
broadband. I think rural America

should get some help being connected
to the internet. That is one way we
could focus on priorities.

Let me give another example—the es-
tate tax. As many people know, once
fully implemented, this bill doubles the
estate tax—it exempts the first $22 mil-
lion of inheritance from the tax, which
is $11 million per individual. The cost
of doing that will be roughly $9 billion
a year. In the earlier versions of the
House and Senate bills, that number
was a lot higher. There was a lot high-
er revenue loss from the elimination of
the estate tax, but even with the
changes, there is still a revenue loss of
an estimated $9 billion a year.

Well, what could we do with $9 bil-
lion? Well, in the midst of this debate
about the Children’s Health Insurance
Program, just for 5 years of the Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program, that
is roughly the number that we need. So
1 year of revenue losses from the estate
tax equals b years, roughly, of paying
for the Children’s Health Insurance
Program. And that is not done yet. The
Children’s Health Insurance Program
expired September 30, and I hope that
in the midst of all of this work on tax
policy, we are going to get that done. I
know that the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee, for years,
from the beginning, has been a strong
advocate of the Children’s Health In-
surance Program, and I commend him
for that, but we have to get it reau-
thorized in a few short days.

I wanted to talk as well—I know I
probably am limited on time, and I will
move quickly—on the Republican budg-
et because you can’t really read the tax
changes in isolation; you have to also
consider them in the context of the Re-
publican budget resolution that passed.
That budget proposal, which did pass,
proposes to cut Medicaid by $1 trillion
over the next 10 years. So that is $1
trillion with a “‘t”’ for Medicaid. The
Republican budget also proposes to cut
Medicare by over $400 billion over the
same period, over 10 years. So the pro-
posal roughly proposes to cut about
$1.5 trillion from just Medicare and
Medicaid. All the while, this Repub-
lican tax bill contains almost the same
amount of unpaid-for tax cuts.

We heard recently from Speaker
RYAN that he wants to ‘“‘reform’ Medi-
care, Medicaid, and Social Security.
Well, my view of that is, when they
talk about reform in that context, that
means cutting—cutting funding for
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programs that working men and
women of my home State of Pennsyl-
vania and the country have paid into
to ensure that they have some retire-
ment savings and a safety net for when
tragedies and unforeseen events occur.
Some people refer to Social Security
and Medicare as earned benefits be-
cause they are. They have earned those
benefits for Social Security and Medi-
care.

How about outsourcing? The Repub-
lican tax bill gives U.S. companies that
offshore jobs a large tax cut on old
profits that is unavailable to compa-
nies that kept jobs and production in
the United States. This means that a
company that outsourced to Mexico to
take advantage of cheap labor will pay
less taxes on accumulated profits than
a domestic company that kept jobs in
the United States. In fact, once the bill
is enacted, some profits from an over-
seas factory may never be taxed in the
United States, while a company that
keeps those jobs here could be taxed at
the U.S. corporate tax rate. This dis-
parity could actually encourage com-
panies to move production and jobs
overseas.

We mentioned earlier the tax cut for
major corporations. One of the great
leaders of corporate America for many,
many years, Jack Bogle of Vanguard,
said the following a few weeks ago. I
don’t know what political party Jack
Bogle is in, but he said this most re-
cently about corporate profits:

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 think-
ing 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.

Those are not my words; those are
Jack Bogle’s words.

So corporations will have a tax wind-
fall to spend on increasing executive
compensation if they want or increas-
ing stock buybacks or increasing divi-
dends. All this is with absolutely no
guarantees that workers will see bene-
fits from this tax cut, despite asser-
tions by many here in Washington
about what would happen on wages and
other benefits.

Mr. President, I have maybe 3 more
minutes. I know we are maybe a little
over time.

There has been a little bit of discus-
sion—not enough—about what happens
to the Consumer Price Index, which is
used as a baseline for measuring pro-
grams over time. Maybe the most per-
nicious tax—and that is the best word
for it—in the bill is the so-called
Chained CPI, which alters the way in-
flation is measured. This bill raises an
estimated $134 billion on the backs of
hard-working Americans by changing
how the Tax Code measures inflation—
so-called Chained CPI. So it is the
measurement of inflation that is going
to change, and that is going to have an
adverse consequence for untold mil-
lions of Americans. This number grows
over time. The Joint Committee on
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Taxation told us that this single provi-
sion increases taxes by at least three
times as much in the next decade as it
did in the first decade—potentially as
high as $400 billion in the second 10
years. This will be in full force when a
lot of young people are entering the
workforce. Someone who is just start-
ing their professional life will see this
tax increase haunt their paychecks for
the next 50 years.

There is a lot we could talk about in
terms of missed opportunities here, but
let me conclude with this: There is
nothing in this bill that invests in re-
building America. I thought we would
have an opportunity to do that, as we
seemed to be headed that way a couple
of years ago, but we don’t have that op-
portunity with this bill. We could be
using this opportunity to make a sub-
stantial investment in roads, bridges,
schools, water systems, or the like, but
that won’t happen. In our State, we
have 4,500 structurally deficient
bridges, and we wish that we would get
some more help in addition to State
dollars going for those.

There is nothing in the bill to expand
college affordability and nothing to en-
sure that workers’ wages increase.
Amendments like that were offered in
the committee. It was all Democrats
for the amendment and all Republicans
against it.

Those in the middle class and those
working to join the middle class con-
tinue to tread water in this bill, while
the superrich zoom ahead.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act. We know the world has
changed a whole lot in the last 30
years—the way we travel, how we com-
municate, the way we work, our hair-
styles, the clothes we wear, the movies
we watch, the music we listen to—but
one thing hasn’t changed: Our outdated
Tax Code hasn’t kept up. We simply
can’t afford to wait any longer. Now is
the time to act.

Hoosiers need a raise. Working fami-
lies across America need a raise. Amer-
ican businesses need to remain com-
petitive in what is an increasingly
global and hypercompetitive economy.

The bill we are voting on today will
provide real relief to all Americans, es-
pecially middle-class families and
those of modest means. The Tax Cuts
and Jobs Act will creates a Tax Code
that is simpler, that is fairer, and that
allows Hoosiers to keep more of their
hard-earned money, and that is what
they want.

This bill we are voting on today will
help create an environment where jobs
and businesses can grow by making
permanent a corporate tax reduction to
21 percent. We have the highest cor-
porate tax rate in the industrialized
world. That is no way to remain com-
petitive.

We will lighten the burden on small
businesses with this legislation. I come
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from a small business family. My dad
worked 6, 7 days a week growing up. He
sold HVAC equipment and spent a lot
of time on the road. I know because he
told me that it irked him that when he
added up his profits, he discovered to-
ward the end of the year that over half
of what he earned he paid to various
forms of government. We provide relief
to businesses like that.

We shift the structure of the inter-
national tax system so that foreign
profits from U.S.-based companies will
be invested right here in American
communities, not overseas.

Throughout this process, I have lis-
tened carefully to extensive feedback
from the people of Indiana, and I have
to say that I am grateful for all the
Hoosiers who weighed in over the
course of this effort. They helped me
shape this work product in a way that
will more benefit the people of Indiana
today and for future generations.

I heard, for example, from Susan
from Indianapolis. Susan said:

Our tax system has become so com-
plicated—the average person needs to hire
someone with expertise to help. If most of us
didn’t have to hire help—right there we’d be
saving money.

Susan, you are right, and that is why
we have lightened the burden for mil-
lions of Americans with this proposal.

Under this act that we will be voting
on this evening, 9 out of 10 Americans
can take the standard deduction. We
have doubled the standard deduction,
vastly simplifying compliance with a
convoluted, unfair Tax Code that picks
winners and losers. We undo so much of
that with this bill we will vote on this
evening.

I heard from Debbie from Clark
County. Debbie contacted my office
about her business’s challenges. Debbie
said the following:

We are constantly striving to reinvest in
our company through new equipment and in-
creased wages to hire and retain good em-
ployees. A lower corporate tax rate will
allow us to buy more equipment and offer
. . . better wages.

It is common sense, and I am glad
that Debbie contacted me to reinforce
what is on the mind of so many Hoosier
business owners.

This bill continues and expands the
support for Indiana’s highest priorities,
and that is why I will be supporting it.
Among these priorities are deductions
for contributions to benefit our chari-
table organizations essential to com-
munities throughout Indiana and
throughout our country and Kkeeping
tuition waivers for graduate students
untaxed. I again thank the graduate
students and all the stakeholders
throughout Indiana who had concerns
related to this issue. They weighed in.
We made changes to the legislation to
accommodate their concerns, and this
will enable Hoosiers to be better
equipped to thrive in this ever-chang-
ing global economy in which we live.

We managed to maintain the earned
income tax credit so that work pays
more than joblessness. We expanded
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the child tax credit for families trying
to make ends meet. We protected the
adoption tax credit so that caring
adults can become loving parents. We
preserved private activity bonds. These
benefit low-income housing and help to
build hospitals and schools and other
essential programs in the communities
that need them most.

Now, the bill also makes good on our
promise to repeal what many regard as
the most oppressive aspect of
ObamaCare—the individual mandate
tax. I promised Hoosiers for years and
years that I would get rid of the indi-
vidual mandate. Tonight we will be ful-
filling that promise.

In Indiana nearly 140,000 Hoosiers
chose to pay this tax instead of buying
insurance they either don’t want or
can’t afford. In my home State, 81 per-
cent of those who paid this tax made
less than $50,000 per year. This comes
from the IRS. And 40 percent of the
people who pay this tax make less than
$25,000 a year. Tell me this isn’t a tax
on the working poor.

This bill lifts the burden for families
in Indiana and across the country, and
it is one of the many reasons that I
will be proudly supporting it. Collec-
tively, this is a no-brainer. This legis-
lation will lead to an increase in cap-
ital investment, which will lead to an
increase in economic growth. This bill
will make workers more productive so
that they earn higher wages. This bill,
across every income category, will
cause Americans to see a reduction in
their tax rates and more take-home
pay—more of their hard-earned money
in their pockets. So many Americans
haven’t seen an increase in take-home
pay in well over a decade. It is time to
provide relief to hard-working Amer-
ican families. It is time to create cer-
tainty for our job creators so that they
can create more jobs.

I look forward to helping to move
this legislation across the finish line
this evening. I hope we get some bipar-
tisan support in that effort.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, today
is a terrible day. It is a terrible day for
millions of working families in this
country. They just want Congress to
work for them. It is a terrible day for
people who just want to get on with
their lives and not have Congress cost
them even more money.

It is a terrible day for millions of
hard-working people, but it is a great
day for giant multinational corpora-
tions and billionaires who fund Repub-
lican campaigns across this country.
Today is their day. Every fundraiser,
every fat check from a billionaire, and
every champagne-and-caviar party has
been about getting to this day—the day
when the politicians whom they put in
charge of Washington would pay them
back with a $1.5 trillion giveaway.

Supporters of this bill call it tax re-
form. It is not tax reform. It is a
heist—a heist that steals from millions
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of middle-class families and hands that
money over to the wealthy; a heist
that will hurt Medicare and Social Se-
curity and reduce healthcare coverage
by 13 million people in order to hand
over money to giant corporations that
are already rolling in profits; a heist
that will hurt our economy and blow a
hole in our national debt.

The American people have seen
through this scam. They see through
every lie that has been pushed forward.
They know this bill doesn’t provide
middle-class tax relief. It ultimately
raises taxes on more than 60 percent of
working families in this country. They
know this bill does not promote eco-
nomic growth. Nonpartisan projections
have shown that it will have a neg-
ligible impact. Even former Republican
officials admit it. They know this bill
will not raise wages for working peo-
ple. Corporate CEOs have already said
s0. Those CEOs have told everyone who
would listen that when they get their
truckloads of money from the GOP tax
bill, they will turn right around and
funnel that money to their wealthy
shareholders.

They know this bill isn’t even to help
Americans. A third of those share-
holders who will get truckloads of
money from the GOP bill don’t even
live in the United States.

Over the last month and a half, we
have all watched as one Republican
Senator after another has cast aside
every single one of their supposed prin-
ciples to get behind this monstrosity of
a bill. Real relief for the middle class is
gone. Concern about the national debt
is gone. Concern about economic
growth is gone.

There is only one principle left: Re-
ward billionaire campaign donors. This
is not a conspiracy theory. It is not a
partisan attack. It is what Republicans
in Congress are saying in public to re-
porters. As one of my Republican col-
leagues said in a moment of honesty, if
they don’t pass this tax giveaway bill,
“financial contributions will stop.”
And a Republican House Member said
big donors told him to pass the tax bill
or ‘“‘don’t ever call”’ them again.

Let’s call this out for what it is. It is
government for sale. That is how you
end up with a $1.5 trillion tax giveaway
to corporations at a time of record cor-
porate profits. It is not supposed to be
this way. Congress is elected by the
people. It is supposed to represent their
interests, not those of the people and
companies rich enough to fund cam-
paigns.

Boy, there is a lot of work for us to
do. Over the last 30 years, corporate
profits have skyrocketed while wages
for working people have stayed flat.
But even though corporations—not
families—have been getting richer and
richer, Congress has forced families to
pick up more and more of the cost of
our military, our roads and bridges,
and our schools.

Corporations used to pay about 30
percent of the cost of running the gov-
ernment. Now, it is under 10 percent.
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But today, the politicians who run
Congress will slash corporate taxes
even more and shift even more of the
burden onto working families. Working
people will pay more so that giant cor-
porations can pay less.

There is no better example of this
than the bill’s treatment of Wells
Fargo. Last year, we found out that
Wells Fargo had opened millions of
fake accounts so that executives could
goose their sales numbers, drive up
stock prices, and rake in bigger bo-
nuses. It turns out that Wells Fargo
had also charged half a million cus-
tomers for auto insurance they didn’t
need, which meant that a lot of peo-
ple—including soldiers and sailors and
marines—got their cars repossessed.
That sounds pretty sleazy. But instead
of holding them accountable for cheat-
ing their customers, this Congress is on
the verge of passing a tax bill that will
shower more free money on Wells
Fargo than any bank in the country.
That is right. When this bill passes, the
punishment to Wells Fargo for cheat-
ing millions of Americans will be a big
gift-wrapped present worth billions of
dollars in tax giveaways.

This tax bill is shameful, and it is the
result of a shameful process. There
were no hearings on the bill that over-
hauls the Tax Code and shifts around
trillions of dollars, no input from a sin-
gle Democrat, and no time for vetting
by actual tax experts.

Big-time donors are very happy with
this outrageous tax heist, but the
American people are angry, and they
are right to be angry. Over and over,
again and again, they watched this
Congress ignore their pressing prob-
lems, ignore children’s health insur-
ance, ignore flat wages, ignore an
opioid crisis, ignore hurricanes and
wildfires, ignore working families who
are ripped apart by greedy politicians
and politics built right here in Wash-
ington. Over and over, again and again,
they watch, instead, as Washington
jumps to do more favors for billion-
aires, more favors for giant companies,
and more favors for campaign donors.

Today is just one more terrible day
for hard-working Americans, just one
more terrible day in Washington where
Washington works great for those at
the top and will not lift a finger to help
anyone else. People’s anger is under-
standable. I share it. Sooner or later, a
reckoning is coming, and I promise you
this: When it does—when the politi-
cians who lead this Congress and vote
for this tax heist are held accountable
for turning their backs on the Amer-
ican people who sent us here—then we
will be the kind of country we want to
be. Then we will be the kind of country
we were meant to be—a democracy
where everyone, even the richest and
the most powerful, pay a fair share,
and where we all work to build a better
future for all of our kids.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant Democratic leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, C-SPAN
is an interesting phenomenon. When I
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go back home to Illinois, I run into
people who say: I saw you on C-SPAN.

I often joke and say: Do you have
trouble sleeping? Why are you watch-
ing C-SPAN?

I wonder who it is that really watch-
es C-SPAN. It could be a lot of people
who are really fascinated by politics. It
could be folks who are finding it dif-
ficult to sleep. It could be some older
folks who just pass the time by watch-
ing what happens on the floor of the
Senate and the House.

Tonight, I think we have a special
audience of C-SPAN. Tonight, I think
it is entirely possible that we are going
to have the wealthiest section of audi-
ence and television viewers in the his-
tory of C-SPAN. Do you know why?
They have a bill coming up—a bill that
is designed for the wealthiest people in
America. So they are probably at this
point trying to figure out how to live-
stream C-SPAN onto their yachts so
they can see if this tax bill is going to
pass. Why would they do that? Why
would they be tuned in? Because this is
the biggest tax break for the wealthi-
est people in the history of Tax Code
reform. It is.

It turns out that in 2027, 83 percent of
the tax breaks in this bill go to the top
1 percent of wage earners in America.
Boy, how can you sit down and write a
tax bill that is so lopsided for the
wealthiest people in America? You had
to have said to the staff first: Find out
what taxes are left that the wealthy
might pay and get rid of them—reduce
them right and left. And they did.

Imagine that that is your starting
point for Tax Code reform in America—
that you are ignoring working families
and the reality of the life they lead,
you are ignoring small and medium-
sized businesses, and you are focusing
on the wealthiest people in America
and the biggest corporations.

Do you know what I found in Illinois?
When you travel around my State and
meet the business leaders and ask them
point-blank: Tell me about Federal
taxes, the biggest corporations never
complain because the Tax Code is load-
ed with escape hatches for the biggest
and wealthiest corporations and indi-
viduals. It is small and medium-sized
businesses that pay the most taxes.
They are the ones that should have
been the biggest beneficiaries on the
bill. Secondly, there are the working
families. People who are struggling
paycheck to paycheck, who can’t save
money for their kids’ future, are wor-
ried about their kids’ student loans.
Wouldn’t it have been great if the Tax
Code reform really focused on them in-
stead of on the wealthiest people in
America?

It is a stereotype, I know, that the
Republicans worry about the rich in-
stead of the working folks, but when
you look at this bill, sadly, that is the
reality.

Here is the good news, if there is any
good news in that terrible story I just
recounted. The American people get it.
They understand it. How in the world
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could you write a bill and call it tax re-
form and tax cuts, and have two-thirds
of America hate it instantly? They did
it. Congratulations. You put together a
bill, which, instinctively, the American
people knew was a bad deal for them.
And it is.

When you take a look at this bill,
you realize why we are asked to vote
on this Republican tax plan—a plan
written behind closed doors and rushed
through Congress on a last-minute
rush this year. It is because the Repub-
licans are bound and determined to
have something that they passed this
year. In all fairness, they passed the
Defense authorization bill, but they
spent month after month on repeal and
failure to replace our healthcare sys-
tem, and now, before they leave town
at the end of this calendar year, they
are bound and determined to get this
done, whatever it takes, their so-called
tax reform plan.

After a year in control of Congress
and the White House and extraor-
dinarily few legislative achievements
to show for it, Republicans are forcing
through this partisan tax plan only a
few short weeks after it was unveiled.

You may not remember unless you
were watching C-SPAN that night—I
came to the floor when we were finally
given the Senate tax bill. It was about
500 pages long. As I was going through
it, on page 257—I remember the page—
I looked at it, and I thought, what is
this? There was a page in the middle of
the tax bill with all sorts of scribbled
handwriting that was absolutely im-
possible to read. Now, remember, this
is a Tax Code that is going to have an
impact on individuals, families, and
businesses to the tune of millions of
dollars, and here was a page in it that
no one could read. Do you know why I
know no one could read it? I submitted
it to the RECORD, and the clerk of the
Senate came and found me afterward
and said: Senator, you can’t put this in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD because we
can’t read it. That is what was going
on here in writing the Tax Code of the
United States of America. It was a
slapdash, hurried effort that sadly does
not reflect the best of this institution
or the best of the Members who are
part of it.

Why would they do this? Because if
this bill were subject to proper scru-
tiny, as it should have been—you only
really reform the Tax Code once every
several decades—a monumental give-
away to corporate America would have
emerged, a tax break or giveaways to
the wealthiest Americans.

So while most families are focused on
getting ready for the holidays, my Re-
publican colleagues and friends are
hoping most Americans will be too
busy to notice them passing a tax bill
that will raise taxes on middle-income
families.

This is supposed to be the greatest
deliberative body in the world, the U.S.
Senate, and my Republican colleagues
threw regular order and bipartisan
input right out the window of the Cap-
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itol. They have spent the past 2 weeks
behind closed doors writing the final
version of this tax bill. Only last Fri-
day evening—last Friday—we finally
saw the text of this tax plan fully re-
leased, fully revealed. There are more
than 1,000 pages of new Tax Code, and
that is what we are expected to under-
stand and to vote on in a matter of
days.

Are the memories of my Republican
colleagues so short that they have for-
gotten their repeated calls of ‘‘read the
bill” when we considered the Afford-
able Care Act? Did they forget their
criticism of that process, which took
place, incidentally, over many months,
characterized by transparency, mul-
tiple bipartisan hearings, and included
well over 100 Republican amendments?
Have they forgotten all the criticism
they leveled on that effort to try to
provide health insurance for more
Americans?

This is no way for major legislation
to be written, this tax bill before us. It
certainly reflects the best wishes and
hardest work of many of the lobbyists
and corporate donors who benefit my
Republican colleagues.

Is it any wonder that after this
rushed process, the initial analysis of
the final bill shows that millions of
working families in Illinois and across
the Nation will be hurt, while the
wealthiest 1 percent of wage earners in
America receive a massive windfall?
Sadly, it is no surprise.

In their plan, Republicans chose to
make essentially all individual provi-
sions to the tax bill temporary in order
to pay for massive, permanent cor-
porate cuts that will overwhelmingly
benefit the wealthiest investors. The
result? As I said, when the bill is fully
phased in by 2027, more than half of all
Americans will see their taxes increase
under the Republican plan. These are
tax increases that will be felt particu-
larly hard by those households in the
bottom 60 percent and those families
with kids. By 2027, while middle-in-
come families pay a higher tab, the
richest 1 percent of Americans will re-
ceive a whopping 83 percent of all the
tax cuts under this plan. I just can’t
believe they pulled this off, that the
Republicans figured out how to give 83
percent of the tax breaks to the top 1
percent of wage earners in America and
sell it as tax reform to help working
families. It is indefensible.

This devastating result was baked
into the DNA of this Republican plan
from the start. There is no greater ex-
ample of this than Republicans’ deter-
mination to erode State and local tax
deductions. It used to be a standard
principle in American taxation that
you wouldn’t tax people on the money
they paid in other taxes. We didn’t tax
a tax until this bill came along. We
used to say that if you pay a State in-
come tax or State sales tax or State
property tax, we are not going to im-
pose a Federal tax on your tax pay-
ment—no tax on the tax. They didn’t
buy it. They changed it. They put lim-
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its on the amount of deductions that
you could take for this. What does it
mean? Ask the Realtors in my State,
the homebuilders, and they will tell
you that this is going to be a damper
on economic growth in the State of Il-
linois—a growth that we desperately
need in my State to create jobs and op-
portunities.

This deduction is taken by nearly
one-third of all taxpayers, and tax-
payers in my home State benefit from
it among the most in the Nation. The
principle is simple: Under the new Re-
publican plan, Illinoisans will start
paying Federal taxes on the Ilocal,
State, and property taxes that they
pay, and they don’t receive the deduc-
tion that historically has been there.

Republicans apparently feel dif-
ferently because in the face of weeks of
warnings from Realtors, homebuilders,
local school districts, State and local
officials, and first responders about the
increased difficulty that the elimi-
nation of this deduction will create, it
didn’t deter them one bit, and every
single Illinois Republican Congressman
ignored all of this and voted for this
terrible plan. It means higher tax bills
for middle-income families in my State
and many others and a strain on cru-
cial State and local investments in
education, infrastructure, and public
safety.

That isn’t the only hit to middle-in-
come families. Here is the one that I
find the most reprehensible. Millions of
people will lose health insurance be-
cause of this tax reform bill. It guts
one of the major provisions of the Af-
fordable Care Act.

After failing miserably to achieve
one of their campaign promises to re-
peal the Affordable Care Act and take
away healthcare from millions of fami-
lies, Republicans slipped into this tax
bill a provision that undermines the
Affordable Care Act. The net result of
it is an increase of 10 to 20 percent for
health insurance premiums for those
buying in the marketplace, and—this is
a Kkicker—13 million Americans are
going to lose health insurance because
of this health reform bill that is
brought to us by the Republicans.

I don’t see how you can go home to
any State and say: Good news. I gave a
tax break to the wealthiest people in
America and the biggest corporations,
and average working folks here are
going to lose their health insurance.
How can you stand up and say that is
good for your State or for this country?

Republicans’ efforts to take away
healthcare from families and give tax
cuts to the wealthy shouldn’t surprise
us. The surprise here is that so many of
the so-called fiscal hawks—how many
times have I heard my Republican col-
leagues come to the floor and pose for
holy pictures when it comes to the na-
tional debt. Oh, it goes over and over
again, the speeches they give when
there is a Democratic President. Now
that there is a Republican President,
political amnesia has set in.

It turns out that this Republican tax
reform—giving tax breaks to the
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wealthy and not to the middle-income
families of America—will add $1.5 tril-
lion to our national debt. Who will pay
off that debt for these tax breaks to
the wealthy? I am afraid it is our kids
and our grandkids. Somehow these fis-
cal hawks are able to convince them-
selves that cutting taxes on the
wealthy is worth a new burden on our
kids.

When you get past all the fancy rhet-
oric, the bottom line is, Republicans
believe that we can afford to add $1.5
trillion to the debt if it means giving
tax cuts to the wealthy but that we
can’t afford it as a nation when we
know we are going to need it to make
massive investments in things that
mean a lot to working families.
Shouldn’t we have put more money
into fighting the opioid crisis that
claimed almost 2,000 lives last year in
my home State of Illinois? Shouldn’t
we have put more money into helping
kids go to college so they aren’t bur-
dened with student loans that change
their lives? Shouldn’t we have put
more money into medical research?
Couldn’t we have put more money into
investing in our infrastructure? No.
The Republicans say there is a much
higher priority—tax cuts for wealthy
people.

What does make sense to my con-
stituents and millions more across
America is that $1.5 trillion increase in
national debt poses a real threat to our
economic future and a threat to the fu-
ture of Medicare and Medicaid.

PAUL RYAN, Speaker of the House,
Republican leader, said they are going
to take care of the added deficit and
debt by cutting entitlement programs
like Medicare and Medicaid. I would
say to PAUL RYAN, my neighbor from
Wisconsin, you are in for a fight, my
friend—and it will not be just the
Democrats; it will be a lot of folks in
Wisconsin who aren’t going to stand
for that outcome.

Americans deserve better than what
the Republican leaders in Congress
have brought to us in this bill—rushed
through without bipartisan consider-
ation and without review by experts.
This may be a ‘‘big political win for the
Republican Party and their donors,”
but it is on the backs of hard-working
families.

Some of these consequences that we
face are already dangerously clear, oth-
ers, which we will only discover as we
pore through the fine print of this
1,000-page bill—we can only guess what
they will mean.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. PERDUE. Mr. President, I come
from a different world. I come from the
real world. I have been here just a cou-
ple of years, but this sort of rhetoric
that we have heard on the floor of the
Senate over the last few weeks is amaz-
ing to me. The disinformation, the
known misleading statements that are
made—that doesn’t exist for very long
in the real world because there are
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rules and regulations out there where
that is taken care of. But it seems that
if you are good at it in this body and
can get away with it long enough, that
what Vladimir Lenin once said is true,
and that is this: It doesn’t matter what
you say is true; it only matters that
you say it and say it and say it, and
pretty soon, to the common folks in
your country, it becomes true.

Well, I think we have lived through a
century where we have done nothing
but disproved that as a free society
here and as a leader of the free world.

I think what is at stake tonight in
this vote is bigger than just a few
changes in our Tax Code. Good grief.
We can work for the next 10 years and
not clean up every detail in this Tax
Code, but this is a first step to bringing
sanity back to our country.

Let me put a little perspective on
this. Let’s talk about what President
Trump inherited when he took office in
January of this year.

We had 8 years of the lowest eco-
nomic growth in the history of the
United States—1.9 percent. We had the
lowest workforce participation rate in
over 40 years.

In the last 8 years, we borrowed 35
percent of every dollar that was spent
by the Federal Government—this body
borrowed before you and I got in the
Senate.

Under the last administration, for 6
years of those 8 years, the opposing
party in this body had a supermajority
for 2 years and they had a majority for
4. So for 6 years, that party had the
White House and they had a majority
in the Senate at least. In those 8 years,
they doubled our national debt from
$10 trillion to $20 trillion this year,
even though last year—or the last year
of the last administration, 2016—our
Federal Government collected more
Federal tax than any other year in our
history, and the last few years have
been the same.

With all that borrowing, even when
the last administration said: OK, we
need to fix infrastructure, we need to
get the economy going—they put $1
trillion into fake infrastructure invest-
ments, and none of these parameters
moved. We still had no economic
growth.

This is the same party that liberal-
ized Social Security and Medicare to
the point where they are not sustain-
able. And in just 14 years—14 years—
both those trust funds go to zero. This
is not about going to Medicare and So-
cial Security and finding money to
give to the rich; this is trying to figure
out how to get the economy going so
we can save Social Security and Medi-
care. It is no more complicated than
that.

But what we are hearing here are
words like ‘‘shameful”’ and ‘‘ridicu-
lous.” I think what President Trump
walked into was shameful and ridicu-
lous. For the United States—the
wealthiest country in the history of
the world—to have those sorts of per-
formance parameters is ridiculous. It is

December 19, 2017

shameful. There will be a day of reck-
oning, and it is today. Our President
took that seriously, and he said that
job No. 1 is growing the economy.

Let’s put that in perspective. He said,
in the first year of his administration,
he wanted to focus on three things that
would grow the economy. One is he
wanted to pull back on regulations. I
am here to tell my colleagues that over
860 of the most onerous regulations and
rules have been reversed so far this
year.

The second thing President Trump
said was he wanted to work on energy.
Well, we got the Keystone Pipeline
working. He actually moved on stop-
ping the Clean Power Plan that was
thwarting the energy production in
this country, and, in this bill tonight,
we will open up ANWR production to
give us capability on the energy side of
our economy.

The third thing the President said he
wanted to do was to change our archaic
tax plan; not to give money to the rich
but to open our companies and our
workers to be more competitive with
the rest of the world.

For the last decade—maybe even the
last 30 years—I have lived this in my
career. For 40 years, I have watched
U.S. competitiveness decline and de-
cline and decline. Why? Because of two
reasons. Our Federal Government grew
out of any proportion. In 2000, the size
of our government was $2.4 trillion.
Last year, it was $4 trillion. That is
under one Republican administration
and one Democratic administration.
We have put regulation on top of regu-
lation. We liberalized all of our social
programs to the point we cannot afford
it.

The other thing we did is we loaded
onto this tax situation where we lost
our competitiveness with the rest of
the world. The rest of the world low-
ered their tax rates while we actually
increased ours, they reduced their reg-
ulations while we increased ours, and
we just simply lost our competitive
edge, such that today, two out of every
three acquisitions regarding a TU.S.
company are U.S. companies being
bought by a foreign company. Now,
that is a C corporation. In many cases,
it is an S corporation. Why is that? It
is because of the difference between
our 35 percent corporate tax rate and
the average of 18 percent in Asian
countries and 21 percent in Europe. All
we are doing is trying to reach some
point of being reasonably competitive
with the rest of the world.

This President walked into a dis-
aster, and what we have seen in the
first year are dramatic results: Two
million new jobs have been created this
year, 860 regulations reversed, and ille-
gal crossings on the southern border
are down 60 percent.

We passed a bill in this body 97 to 2
that allows a department head in the
Veterans’ Administration to remove
people for cause, for lack of perform-
ance. Guess what. So far this year, over
500 people have been asked to leave be-
cause of performance reasons in our
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Veterans’ Administration. That is
something both Democrats and Repub-
licans should be proud of.

We also see a Department of Hdu-
cation that has removed 300 people for
the same reason. CEO competence is at
a 20-year high. Consumer confidence,
despite what the other side wants to
tell us, is at a 16-year high, and many
studies are proving that today.

Tonight I want to clear up some of
the absolute, unbelievable mistruths
and myths about this bill that are
being perpetrated. We heard several
just in the last hour on this floor. The
first, the great one—I love this: This
tax plan is only going to help the
wealthy. We are going to tax the low-
income people in America, and we are
going to give it to the billionaires.

Let me just give some examples here.
A median-income family today—a fam-
ily of four who works, with two Kkids,
who makes a median income of $73,000
a year is going to get a $2,200 tax re-
duction. That is a 60-percent reduction
in their Federal tax rate.

A single working mother, as an ex-
ample, with one child at home—now,
this is a parent who has to find
childcare, has to find a way to work,
gets very little help from family or
friends, doesn’t own a home—I know
many people like this—that person is
going to get a 75-percent tax cut in this
bill.

Beyond that, today, 52 percent of
households in America—this is before
this bill—pay zero Federal income tax,
but this bill goes further. Up to 6 mil-
lion people will potentially be removed
from the tax rolls because of this bill.
I am just a simple business guy, but I
just look at the facts. These are mathe-
matical facts here. There is no projec-
tion, no opinion. This is part of this
bill that belies half of the mistruths we
just heard in the last hour on this
floor.

The second one is a process question.
Of course, this is what we always hear
the minority party say. I dare say, as
an outsider, I heard Republicans say
this in the last 6 years. There is no
transparency, no regular process, no
regular order. Well, in the last few
years, there have been over 70 public
hearings—Senate hearings in com-
mittee—about tax reform. This par-
ticular bill has been in full regular
order. Yes, it was done in reconcili-
ation, but that is regular order. I per-
sonally would have preferred not to
have done that, but it is within regular
order.

It went through committee. Amend-
ments were put up and debated and
passed in committee. Then the bill was
brought to the floor. We voted on
amendments on this floor, and then it
went to a full vote and was passed—or
will be passed tonight.

The third myth: This tax plan will
not generate economic growth. This is
a really rich one because most of the
people saying that have never written
their signature on the front of a check.
They just simply haven’t been in busi-
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ness. Yet these are now the newfound
experts in this body who say: Well, this
is not going to grow the economy. Of
course, it is not; we need bigger gov-
ernment to grow the economy. Haven’t
we proven that?

No, we have disproved that. If any-
thing, over the last 8 years, we have
proven that bigger government does
not correlate with a better, growing,
competitive economy. What this bill
simply does is it gets government back
out of the way, to some degree, helps
us become competitive with the rest of
the world, and ignites this economy.

Let’s just look at what is being said
about this. First of all, it has been esti-
mated that nearly 1 million new jobs
will be derived because of this bill. It is
estimated that annual incomes of
working Americans will go up some-
where between $4,000 and $9,000. That is
in addition to the tax cuts. That is be-
cause the demand for labor in a grow-
ing economy will create rising wages.

The other side says: Well, to get ris-
ing wages, you need to increase min-
imum wage. That is the wrong way to
look at this. This bill, I can tell from
personal experience, will create de-
mand for labor, and that labor will in-
crease in price.

GDP will grow somewhere between 3
and 5 percent over the next decade. I
actually believe it will be much more
than that. The big one, in my mind, is
by eliminating the repatriation tax,
and, by the way, we are the last coun-
try in the world to still have this ar-
chaic tax, which we collect no tax on
today, but eliminating that brings over
$2.6 trillion back into this economy.

The other side says: Well, that is not
going to go to the economy, it is going
to dividends or to pay down debt. Guess
what. In a capitalistic society, it is all
contributory. It all adds to the benefit
of growing the economy.

Capital formation is part of what cre-
ated this miracle in the first place. The
last 70 years in America has been, I
would argue—as a 40-year experienced
veteran of the business community
here, as the only Fortune 500 CEO in
the Senate and in all of Congress, I
would argue that this economic wind-
fall we have experienced over the last 7
yvears in America is based on three
things: On the top of the best work-
force in the history of the world, it is
innovation, capital formation, and the
rule of law. Quite frankly, because of
regulations in this body over the last
15 years and because of our Tax Code,
we have taken those for granted. To-
night we begin to reverse that.

The next claim I want to debunk is
that this tax plan adds $1 trillion—I
love this one—will add $1 trillion to the
debt. This is from the other side that
administered more than doubling our
debt in the last decade. No other Presi-
dent in the history of our country,
prior to the last administration, added
$10 trillion to the debt of this Nation.

There is no bigger debt hawk in this
body than I, and I can tell you this is
what brought me into the political
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arena. This $20 trillion in debt is the
beginning, it is not the end of the
story. Unless we do something today
about our Federal debt, it is going to
grow $11 trillion, is the latest estimate,
over the next decade. Most of that is on
the mandatory side.

To solve this debt crisis, clearly we
have to grow the economy, but we will
not solve the debt crisis only by grow-
ing the economy. We will not solve it
unless we start by growing the econ-
omy.

We are told by the Joint Committee
on Taxation and by the Congressional
Budget Office—and both of these mod-
eling groups I have personal problems
with—but even if you take their worst-
case scenarios, you only have to grow
the economy two-tenths of 1 percent
per year. That is going from 1.9 per-
cent, which is the average baseline of
the last 8 years, growing it by two-
tenths of 1 percent to 2.1 percent over
the next decade. There has only been
one time in one decade in the last 70
years where this economy didn’t grow
more than 2.5 percent, and in that dec-
ade it grew 2.3 percent. So in no decade
since World War II have we grown less
than 2.3 percent.

In addition, CBO says we have to
grow 2.2 or 2.3 percent. The last two
quarters are already over 3 percent.
The fourth quarter looks like it will be
as well if we pass this tax bill tonight.

It just seems to me that people who
have experience in the real-world econ-
omy know that investing in our work-
ers is the best investment we can
make, and that is what this tax bill
does. Don’t be confused by the rhetoric.

Members of the other body in the last
hour say there is going to be a day of
reckoning. There is, because I believe
that the other side has failed the work-
ing poor in this country. The best ex-
ample is ObamaCare, perpetrated by
the supermajority, 60 votes on the
other side, and we know it is now col-
lapsing under its own weight, but this
is what they have done to the working
poor in America.

In 2014—and it has been that way
over the last 3 years as well—but 2014 is
the last year we can get from the IRS.
Under ObamaCare, the IRS fined 8 mil-
lion people in America $2 billion, and
the irony is, half of those people make
less than $25,000. Now, that is out-
rageous, and for those same people to
beat their chests now about this being
for the rich, it is even more out-
rageous.

I will close with this. The biggest ar-
gument they make is that this is for
the rich, and the rich are not paying
their fair share. The top 1 percent
today pay about 40 percent of all tax
revenues that we have, and the top 10
percent pay over 70 percent. That was
true before this bill, and that is going
to be true after this bill.

What is going to also be true is the
fact that the working men and women
of America will find that their place of
employment, whether it is a one-man
self-proprietorship, a one-woman self-
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proprietorship, or a major corporation,
those companies, in a global economy,
are going to find themselves more com-
petitive because of what President
Donald J. Trump is doing in this tax
bill and what we are backing up to-
night. I argue that this is a historic
day, not just because of tax relief for
the working men and women of Amer-
ica, or building competitiveness for
those same people around the world,
but for our kids and grandkids so we
can begin to deal with this huge grow-
ing debt.

People say: Well, you are adding
debt. No, this is an investment, and, by
the way, it is not $1.5 trillion. They
know that $500 billion of that—one-
third of it—is this policy versus law.
They know that, but it still makes a
better story. They also know that $200
billion of that are fake costs because it
says if you eliminate the way it is
scored right now, if you eliminate the
repatriation tax, the Joint Committee
on Tax and the Congressional Budget
Office, in their infinite wisdom, say
that is going to cost you $200 billion.
We don’t collect $200 billion in repatri-
ation tax. As an outsider, I cannot be-
lieve we sit here and talk about these
fake numbers that way.

The President of the United States
has a vision for our country. We need
to rise up and be competitive again in
order to deal with this long-term tax
situation but, more importantly—or as
importantly—to be able to afford to do
the right things for our people. When
we have hurricanes, when we have
fires, we don’t have the resources to do
that. Every dime we are spending be-
hind these hurricanes and behind the
fires and behind all of the things we are
doing is borrowed. Every time we spend
on our military, it is borrowed money.
The only way to eventually change
that is to begin to grow our economy.
This is only one of many steps that are
required, but this tonight becomes his-
toric because you can’t do the others
unless you make this economy com-
petitive.

I want to praise our President to-
night for having the guts to stick
through this process. We are going to
pass this bill tonight and make Amer-
ica great again because we are going to
make America competitive again.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, the
American people understand this bill.
They understand this bill will hurt
middle-income families, and they know
this bill will add to the deficit. They
understand the Joint Committee on
Tax has scored the bill as adding to the
deficit. I hear so many of my Repub-
lican friends talk about these deficit
hawks. We follow the recommendations
of our professionals. This bill will add
to the deficit. That is why the Amer-
ican people believe this tax bill, which
has been advertised by Republicans as
a tax cut, is not good for America. It is
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an extraordinary thing to get the ma-
jority of Americans against a bill that
is purported to be a tax cut, because
they understand it is not a tax cut for
middle-income families.

Let me give one number. The cor-
porate tax rate under this bill will be
reduced from 35 percent to 21 percent.
That is a substantial reduction in the
corporate tax rate. Now, understand
that only about 5 percent of the largest
businesses in America pay the cor-
porate tax rate. It isn’t a rate paid by
small businesses. This is paid by
megacorporations. They are getting a
tax cut.

When we look at the cost of that tax
cut as scored by the Joint Committee
on Taxation—the professionals—it is
about $1.5 trillion of business tax relief.
Guess who pays that $1.5 trillion. It
goes on our national debt, and middle-
income taxpayers are going to be asked
to foot the bill.

They get that. They understand this
doesn’t help middle-income families.
You are not helping middle-income
families when you raise the estate tax
limits so fewer families pay the estate
tax, which already affects only the 0.2
percent wealthiest in America. They
are getting a break. Already, we have a
concentration of wealth in America.
The top 1 percent owns close to 40 per-
cent of the wealth in America. They
understand that doesn’t help middle-in-
come families because they understand
that we have seen in America the
shrinking of the middle class and that
we have had an increase in income and
wealth disparity in America.

That is not good for our economy.
That is not how you grow an economy
or how you grow a middle class. This
bill will not grow a middle class. This
bill will make even more extreme the
income and wealth disparities in this
country.

They also get it when we talk about
what is temporary and what is perma-
nent. I really appreciate my friends
talking about the deficit. Of course,
they don’t include the fact that many
of these tax provisions are only tem-
porary, such as the major tax relief for
individuals. That is temporary in na-
ture. The business tax is permanent.

I hear my Republican friends saying
that we will just extend it. If you ex-
tend it, the deficit is even larger than
the $1.5 trillion. As to the individuals
and the middle-income families who
get some of the benefits of this bill,
when we add it all up, they lose. The
benefits they get are temporary, but
business tax relief is permanent. This
bill is an assault on middle-income
families.

When we take a look at how we are
going to have to pay off that deficit
and who is going to pay off that deficit,
it is going to be middle-income fami-
lies left holding the bill. We know that.
That is why this bill is not popular.
That is why we know that it is not
good for middle-income families and it
is not good for our economy.

But they even go further. It has been
pointed out in the Senate that they
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have added a provision that is now in
the conference report which takes out
an essential part of the Affordable Care
Act on individual responsibility that
would ultimately leave about 13 mil-
lion Americans without health insur-
ance.

Why was this done? It was done for
two reasons. First, Republicans have
been trying to repeal the Affordable
Care Act, and these 13 million people
who have benefits today are going to
lose it. But a second thing is that you
can use those savings—and they are
not real savings; we are talking about
less money being used to help people
get health insurance—to provide addi-
tional tax cuts for wealthy Americans
and corporations. So you are knocking
13 million people out of health insur-
ance and using that money in order to
extend these tax breaks for higher in-
come and businesses. That is uncon-
scionable.

What is going to come next when you
are not even subtle about this? They
now are going to say that the deficits
are bigger than previously expected. I
hear my friends on the Republican side.
They are deficit hawks. Well, you are
not deficit hawks when you deficit-fi-
nance a tax cut. That is not helping
this country.

So what comes next? Well, we are
going to have to cut Medicaid and
Medicare. Who suffers when you cut
Medicaid and Medicare? It is going to
be middle-income families again.

Then we have to take a look at the
Federal budget. We have heard some of
my colleagues already talk about this.
I see plans right now that we are going
to take it out on the Federal work-
force—the Federal workforce, which
has already contributed about $182 bil-
lion to the deficit, through getting pay
adjustments below the cost of living,
having freezes, going through con-
tinuing resolutions, sequestration, and
government shutdowns, asked to do
more with less.

We are talking about critical services
to the American people, whether it is
research done at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, whether it is food safe-
ty, whether it is veterans services, or
whether we are talking about dealing
with the opioid crisis in America. All
of that is in jeopardy, and we Kknow
that. We know they are coming back
with cuts in these programs because we
now have a bigger deficit as a result of
giving corporations these big tax
cuts—not all businesses, just the big-
gest businesses—and giving the high-
income people this tax relief. That is
why the American people do not like
this bill.

We talked about creating jobs. I
heard my friend again talking about
creating 1 million jobs under this tax
bill—spending $1.5 trillion and creating
1 million jobs. We had bipartisan legis-
lation in the last Congress that took a
couple hundred billion dollars of one-
time only revenues and said the re-
sponsible thing would be to use that to
seed infrastructure. If we could get
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that up to about $300 billion, we create
4 million jobs. So that is 4 million jobs
for $300 billion. Here we have 1 million
jobs, by their own number, and spend-
ing $1.5 trillion. It is a terrible invest-
ment for the American people. We can
do better.

This bill is also an attack on our
States. It is an attack on Marylanders.
It is an attack on the State of Mary-
land. Marylanders will come out much
worse under this bill. There are many
reasons for it, but one of the major rea-
sons is that the bill eliminates the de-
duction for State and local taxes. I am
going to talk for a moment about that
because I did serve in the State legisla-
ture, as did many of the Members of
this body. I believe we should respect
State and local government. It is the
same taxpayer who pays local taxes,
pays State taxes, and pays Federal
taxes. Ever since we adopted a Federal
income tax, one of the only provisions
that remains intact throughout the en-
tire history of the income tax is to say
that we are not going to tax on tax. We
are not going to impose taxes on State
and local taxes. That, of course, was
one of the reasons why a constitutional
amendment was changed, to allow in-
come taxes, and now we are breaking
that commitment on Federalism.

We are really breaking the constitu-
tional spirit to tell our State and local
governments that we are going to im-
pose taxes on taxes and make it more
difficult for them to raise the revenue
they need in order to finance State and
local services.

In Maryland, about 45 percent of
Marylanders use the State and local
tax deduction. We happen to rank No. 1
in the Nation on the number of tax-
payers that use State and local tax de-
ductions on their Federal income tax
returns.

The average amount in Maryland on
deductions for State and local taxes is
$12,900. That is the average. So the av-
erage taxpayer in Maryland is going to
pay more taxes as a result of the $10,000
limit imposed in this bill. But it even
gets worse for Marylanders, and I think
this is going to be typical in a lot of
States around the Nation. Maryland
has an itemized deduction. It has
standardized deductions on their in-
come taxes, as many States do. But I
think Marylanders are going to be sur-
prised to find out they may not qualify
for itemizing their deductions at the
Federal level because, as a result of the
changes that have been made here,
only about 5 percent of the people in
this country will still use the itemized
deduction.

So go and do your Federal taxes,
then go do your State taxes, expecting
to be able to deduct the State items,
only to find that if you haven’t de-
ducted at the Federal level, you can’t
deduct at the State level because we
harmonize in our enforcement with the
Federal Government. You didn’t think
about that when you put this provision
in the bill.

I heard my friend say we had hear-
ings. We didn’t have hearings on that
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provision. We have never had a hearing
on that provision. We never brought
State people into our committee and
say: What happens if we raise the de-
duction? What impact does it have on
the States? What are the impacts on
the States if we eliminate State and
local tax deductions? We haven’t had
those discussions.

Quite frankly, it is going to be more
challenging for our States and local
governments to meet their needs. They
have the primary function for edu-
cating our children and keeping our
communities safe. That is a primary
function of local government, and sani-
tation and dealing with public health.
It is going to be much more chal-
lenging for our State and local govern-
ments to be able to do their finance.
Did we consider that when we took up
this bill? The answer is no. There are
so many consequences to this bill that
have not really been thought out. Let
me just give a few.

There is a reason why people con-
cerned about the real estate industry
are concerned about this bill. The limi-
tations we put on the deductions of
property taxes and the limitations that
have been increased on the amount of
interest you can deduct on mortgages
will all have an impact on property
values. Properties that Americans own
will be less valuable with the passage
of this bill because they will not be
able to get the same tax advantages as
they had prior to it. Have we thought
about that impact? Have we thought
about what that does to wealth and
middle-income families? Have we
thought about what impact that has on
assessed evaluations on local govern-
ments that depend upon property
taxes? There has been no consideration
of that.

I met this week with leaders in our
nonprofit community in Baltimore. We
went over some of the issues they deal
with in providing help to our commu-
nity. Several were faith-based-type
charitable groups. I went over what im-
pact it is going to have with the re-
strictions on the number of people who
are now going to be using itemized de-
ductions.

One of the charitable faith-based
groups I met with told me that the
overwhelming majority of their givers
are in the middle income. Today, they
are able to take a deduction because
they use itemized deductions. Under
this bill, most of those families are
going to fall within the standard de-
duction and will no longer be itemizing
their deductions on their Federal tax
returns.

Now, they don’t know what impact
that is going to have. But when their
givers find out there is no tax advan-
tage to that gift, you know it is going
to have an impact. We know that.
Charitable giving is going to be down.
I hear my colleagues talk frequently
that a lot of what we do to help people
is that we rely upon the private sector.
We rely upon the charitable groups.
Did we have the courtesy to bring them
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into a hearing to understand the im-
pact this is going to have? No, it is
going to have a negative impact on our
nonprofit charitable groups, and that is
another consequence of this legisla-
tion, that we don’t have the full impact
to understand.

Let me talk just a minute about this
20 percent deduction on passthrough
income. Just so people in this country
understand, this is a rather com-
plicated provision that was added to
the bill. It provides additional tax re-
lief for businesses that do not use the C
tax rate. These are our partnerships,
our S corporations, our limited part-
nerships, and our sole proprietorships.
Understand what we are trying to do
here. Because we have cut the cor-
porate rates so low—down to 21 percent
from 35 percent—we recognize that
other businesses now are going to be at
a disadvantage. That is true. So we are
trying to figure out some way to give
them tax relief.

Now, I have heard my colleagues talk
about simplifying the Tax Code. This
provision does anything but simplify
the Tax Code. It has what is known as
guardrails as to how we calculate how
much you can take, up to the 20 per-
cent of the distribution, as a non-
taxable event. That guardrail affects
the type of business you are doing, it
affects the amount of assets you have,
it affects the amount of salaries you
give, the labor that is done within it,
whether it is actually services per-
formed by the partnership or not. My
goodness, it is a minefield for account-
ants and tax lawyers to now develop
shelters.

I am old enough to remember the 1986
tax debates here in the United States
Congress. I was not part of the Con-
gress. I was in the State legislature at
the time. I remember the effort to get
rid of shelters, because shelters are an
inefficient way that you set up busi-
ness structures in order to minimize
taxes. Well, this passthrough provision
is going to be used as shelters. There is
no question about it. We have had no
hearings at all as to how we are going
to deal with that problem.

Then I heard one of my colleagues on
the Republican side talk about how
this is going to bring all these jobs
back home.

Let me make this clear. What this
bill does is move toward a territorial
tax system. What does that mean?
That means companies today that
outsource some of their work to an-
other country will be able to pay only
that country’s tax rate rather than the
U.S. tax rate. That means that in some
cases they will be able to pay less in
taxes. What they can now do—because
we are harmonizing to a territorial tax,
we are rewarding some companies to
outsource.

Do we understand what the lower tax
rates for corporations—what the net
impact will be on jobs in America? All
we hear is: Oh, we are going to create
new job opportunities because we have
lower rates for businesses. But we don’t
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tell the American people that they can
keep those jobs overseas and pay a
lower tax rate. Let’s be honest about
that.

Why didn’t we have a hearing on that
part? The consequences are far from
understood.

I have heard several of my colleagues
talk on the floor of the Senate about
preserving credits, that we preserve
this credit—like you are getting credit
for leaving something in the Tax Code.
Let me say something. Credits are im-
portant. In the city of Baltimore, we
have used low-income housing tax cred-
its, historic tax credits, and new mar-
ket tax credits to generate a lot of eco-
nomic activity. It is very difficult to
put together a major economic pro-
gram within our urban centers. I could
point to West Baltimore and how we
have used all those tools for urban re-
development. I could point to our arts
district and how that has been used.

I know this. Credits are not going to
be worth as much under this bill as
they were before because we have
changed the value of a tax credit. What
impact is that going to have? I don’t
know. The problem is, none of us know,
but it is going to have a consequence.
It is going to affect economic growth,
and it is not going to be positive. We
haven’t taken steps to try to counter
that.

I noticed there were some changes in
the renewable energy sector. I don’t
fully understand all the changes, but I
do know those who are involved in
wind and solar believe that what we
have done will make it more difficult
for them to get investors. It sort of
looks as if, perhaps, this was an effort
to help the fossil fuel industry.

When you look at the ANWR provi-
sion, which opens up the pristine areas
of the Arctic to drilling in Alaska, you
know that this bill is tilted toward fos-
sil fuels rather than having a level
playing field for America’s energy. I
worry, is this the first step to mid-At-
lantic drilling off the Atlantic coast off
of Maryland? I worry about the impact
it could have on the Chesapeake Bay.

I must confide that I have been in
conversations with some of my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, ask-
ing whether we will cooperate on a cor-
rections bill. I find that amazing. We
haven’t passed this bill yet, and we are
talking about the process to correct
the mistakes that are clearly in this
bill. That is not the way we should be
legislating. We know that we are going
to have to revisit the passthrough pro-
visions because we know they are not
drafted right. We know the tax credits
are going to need additional time. We
know the energy provisions are going
to have to be revised. We know we have
done damage to middle-income families
who are going to demand we correct
this. Why don’t we get it right the first
time? Why do we have to look at pass-
ing a bill that we know is badly flawed?

The last point I want to make is,
there has been a commitment that
when we take up a tax bill—don’t we
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want to simplify the Tax Code, so
Americans understand it better and
feel more comfortable that everyone is
being treated fairly? Secondly, the one
argument I hear from all stakeholders
is: Make the Tax Code predictable so
that we can plan. Give us the rules.
Don’t change the law all the time.
Don’t put temporary provisions in
there because Congress has a habit of
missing extender dates. We have al-
ready missed extender dates in this
Congress, and now we are talking
about leaving town this week while we
have provisions that have expired, such
as the Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram.

What does this tax bill do? It has nu-
merous provisions that expire, some
within a short period of time, adding
uncertainty to our Tax Code and the
planning of our Tax Code. This bill is
anything but simplifying the Tax Code,
and it is certainly not providing pre-
dictability.

The American people get it. That is
why they believe this bill should not be
passed. It is an assault on middle-in-
come families. It is dangerous to our
national security because it increases
our deficit. It will hurt millions of peo-
ple who will lose their health coverage,
and it should be defeated.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
WICKER). The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. President, I
would like to spend a few moments
talking about why my colleagues and
why the American people should be
supportive of this very important legis-
lation, historic legislation, that we are
debating on the Senate floor. It is par-
ticularly historic for my State, the
great State of Alaska. There has been a
lot of misinformation on this bill, and
we are seeing a robust debate, which is
fine.

I don’t need to repeat all the argu-
ments on both sides, but I will say that
my colleagues on the other side have
seemed to focus on one particular
point. They are coming here and mak-
ing this point again and again; that is,
the point that this bill will supposedly
raise taxes on the middle class. We are
hearing it, and everyone is saying it.
The problem with that argument is, it
is fundamentally untrue. The truth
will be in the paychecks of the Amer-
ican people, which they will see in a
few months.

Let me talk about some of the provi-
sions that are in the bill. The bill will
be a middle-class tax cut for the vast
majority of Americans.

Here are some of the provisions.
These are in the bill. These are the
facts. The bill doubles the standard de-
duction. For an individual, the stand-
ard deduction goes from $6,300 to
$12,000. For married couples, it goes
from $12,700 to $24,000. That is in the
bill. That is important for middle-class
families. It doubles the child tax cred-
it. The child tax credit is doubled from
the current $1,000 to $2,000, so more
parents can claim it. It is in the bill.

(Mr.
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That is a fact. And it lowers rates. In
fact, it not only lowers rates for mid-
dle-income Americans, it lowers rates
on every single income bracket in the
IRS code. That is a fact.

Bottom 1line, an average family of
four making $75,000 a year will have
about 200 more dollars per month in
take-home pay under this bill—$2,400 a
year. A single parent making $41,000 a
year will see their tax bill decrease by
$1,300. That is a T73-percent decrease.
That is a fact. It is in the bill.

Let me mention one other critical
way in which this tax bill will bring
middle-class and working-class tax re-
lief. It will get rid of the very regres-
sive and unfair individual mandate of
the Affordable Care Act. About 20,000
hard-working Alaskans and over 6 mil-
lion Americans have to pay a tax, a
penalty to the IRS for not buying
something—health insurance—that
they cannot afford. Let me repeat that.
They are penalized for not buying
something that they can’t afford.
Think about the absurdity of that.

Here is why this is such an important
middle-class tax cut. When we get rid
of that penalty, close to 80 percent of
the 6 million Americans who pay the
ObamaCare individual mandate tax—
close to 80 percent of them—make
$50,000 or less. Think about that. To-
night, we are getting rid of that tax,
that unfair penalty, and that will un-
doubtedly bring tax relief for the mid-
dle class.

This bill also decreases taxes on
small businesses and companies so that
they can reinvest at home in our great
Nation, hire American workers, give
pay raises, and help grow our economy.

Many of these ideas, doing these
kinds of things, have been bipartisan
policy ideas for years when we have
talked about tax reform. Let me give
you one. In 2012, President Obama said
that our current business tax structure
hurt American business and inhibited
growth. He said that the tax system
“provides tax breaks for moving jobs
and profits overseas and hits compa-
nies that choose to stay in America
with one of the highest tax rates in the
world.”

That is from President Obama. It was
true then, and it is true today.

Something has to be done, and we are
doing it tonight. The bill will also give
small businesses and large companies a
chance to help grow our economy. You
have heard Senator after Senator come
to the Senate floor. My colleague from
South Carolina has talked about this
eloquently for years. It is an issue I
care deeply about. But here is the
issue. We have had a lost decade of eco-
nomic growth. For over 10 years, we
have not hit 3 percent GDP growth
once in a year.

It is an issue I care deeply about. As
a matter of fact, I come to the floor
and I talk about it a lot. One thing I
have noticed in my 3 short years in the
Senate is that I am not sure I have
seen my colleagues from the other side
ever come here and talk about the need
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to rev up the economy or about the
fact that 1%, 2 percent growth, which is
what we have had for almost the last 13
years, is not good for the country. I
think, unfortunately, a lot of them be-
lieve in this idea of the new normal—
that America hitting at 1'%, 2-percent
GDP growth is America hitting on all
cylinders. Don’t believe it.

We talk about GDP growth. What is
that? It is really a proxy for the health
of the U.S. economy. It is a proxy for
the American dream. In the last 10
years, that economy has been sick. For
millions of Americans, the American
dream, which is based on a strong
American economy, has been a mirage.
We have to change this. This should be
a bipartisan issue. Getting back to tra-
ditional levels of 3 percent or higher
GDP growth should be something 100
Senators agree on. This bill is going to
help us do that.

Finally, I would like to talk about
something in the tax bill that will
greatly benefit my State and our coun-
try; that is, opening the 1002 section of
the nonwilderness Arctic National
Wildlife Refuge for American energy
development. A lot of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle have talked
about this, but I am going to tell you
this. I can’t begin to describe the ela-
tion that will be felt by many—so
many—in my State when this passes.
The vast majority of Alaskans support
this provision and have supported it for
decades. Hundreds, if not thousands, of
Alaskans have worked tirelessly to get
it passed since the 1002 area was set
aside by this body in 1980 for possible
energy development.

Don’t believe all the rhetoric about
“‘Oh, that area is off-limits.”” That area
is actually on-limits. In 1980, the Con-
gress said: We know there is a lot of en-
ergy there, and we should look at the
opportunity to explore it. Congress,
come back and make the call someday.

Hundreds, thousands of my constitu-
ents, my fellow Alaskans—and I know
some are in the Gallery right now,
right above me—have been working on
this for decades, and I want to thank
all of them. But we have been stopped.
We have been repeatedly stopped. You
are seeing some of the arguments,
many of which are truth-challenged. So
I am being polite to all of my col-
leagues.

Year after year, we have tried. The
last time that we made a big effort in
this, my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle killed this provision in 2005. It
was a crushing evening in 2005 when
this provision did not pass. It was a
crushing evening for the late, great
Senator Ted Stevens, particularly
when then-Senate Minority Leader
Harry Reid said that killing the ANWR
provision and beating Ted Stevens was
““one of the joys of my life.” That is
from the former Senate minority and
majority leader.

Voting for the provision to unlock
ANWR tonight will be one of the joys
of my life, and I am certain that Ted
Stevens will be joyfully watching from
above, smiling.
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Last month, a group of Alaskans
came to DC to testify before Senator
MURKOWSKI’s Energy and Natural Re-
sources Committee about the impor-
tance to America, to Alaska, and to
our communities of the energy provi-
sion in this bill.

Matthew Rexford, who lives in
Kaktovik, AK, which is a village that
is actually in the Arctic National Wild-
life Refuge, provided riveting testi-
mony. Let me quote from that testi-
mony:

My fellow Inupiat and I firmly believe that
attempts to permanently block development
in the 100—an area intentionally NOT des-
ignated as wilderness because of its oil and
gas potential—is a slap in the face to our re-
gion and its people. It’s exactly the same
thing as saying ‘‘It’s okay for everyone else
in this country to have a THRIVING econ-
omy, but you can’t have one at all.”

To you people living on the North
Slope and you people living in
Kaktovik: Sorry, you can’t do it.

Matthew went on to talk about how
responsible o0il and gas development
supports local communities by pro-
viding jobs, business opportunities, and
infrastructure investments, like
schools and hospitals and clinics—
things that most communities in
America have in abundance. We don’t
have those in abundance in my great
State.

He said that the industry ‘“‘has moved
our people away from third-world liv-
ing conditions—we refuse to go back-
ward in time. It has provided other
basic services most Americans may
take for granted” that communities
like his don’t have.

Increasing domestic energy produc-
tion will not only be good for my State
and for communities like Kaktovik,
but it will also boost our country’s
economy, and—this is a very important
point—it will strengthen America’s na-
tional security.

My colleague from Maryland, for
whom I have a lot of respect, just
talked about how this is going to hurt
our national security. I couldn’t dis-
agree with him more. Producing more
energy responsibly—oil, natural gas,
renewables—and making the TUnited
States the world’s energy superpower
once again will dramatically increase
our Nation’s national security. This is
something that we should all agree on.

I have served in the Marines for over
two decades, and I have served as a
U.S. Assistant Secretary of State,
whose portfolio included global energy
issues. I have seen how energy can be
used as a tool for good, productive di-
plomacy and for troublesome power
grabs by our Nation’s foes. When we
don’t have to import energy from coun-
tries that don’t like us or when we
have the opportunity to actually ex-
port energy—American energy—to our
allies, this dramatically strengthens
our Nation’s national security.

The Presiding Officer and I both sit
on the Armed Services Committee. We
have heard for years from the Depart-
ment of Defense’s military and civilian
leaders. Whether he be Secretary Car-
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ter, a Democrat, or Secretary Mattis, a
great Marine general, they have all
consistently emphasized this point:
Making America the world’s energy su-
perpower will help with jobs, will help
with our economy, and it will dramati-
cally help our Nation’s national secu-
rity.

Let me conclude by telling a story
that really emphasizes this point.

Last year, I attended the Halifax
International Security Forum. Na-
tional security leaders throughout the
world attended. I was in a meeting
with a great national security leader of
this body, Senator JOHN MCCAIN, and
we were meeting with a senior-level
Russian dissident.

We asked him at the end of the meet-
ing: What more can we do in our coun-
try to help push back against the Putin
regime and the activities that it is un-
dertaking to undermine U.S. interests
around the world and in our own coun-
try? What more can we do?

He looked at us and said: The No. 1
thing that you can do is to produce
more American energy.

Let me repeat that. In terms of na-
tional security, the No. 1 thing that we
can do is to produce more American en-
ergy. We do it more responsibly and
with the highest environmental stand-
ards of any place in the world. Opening
the 1002 area in using those high stand-
ards—the world’s highest standards—
with the most advanced technology,
will produce more American energy for
the betterment of my State, my con-
stituents, and for the whole country.
We are on the cusp of passing a bill
that will put more money in the hands
of the middle class, grow our economy,
and fulfill a 40-year-long dream for
Alaska.

The might of America has always
been and will always be in the inge-
nuity of our people—the ability of
Americans to make decisions for them-
selves, to live their lives as they see
fit, to build, to grow, and to make a
better tomorrow for the next genera-
tion.

The American dream does not have a
price tag, but it can be stymied. It can
be stymied and stunted by an over-
bearing Federal Government that
wants to hinder the freedom of the in-
dividual and an overbearing Federal
Government that crushes economic
hope and opportunity through overtax-
ation or overregulation. It does this by
telling someone like Matthew Rexford,
who is from a small village more than
5,000 miles from here, that he and his
people cannot make better lives for
themselves and for their children by
developing resources on their own land.

That is going to end tonight. At long
last, that is going to change, and the
vast majority of Alaskans—Democrats
and Republicans, Native and non-Na-
tive—are going to celebrate. I believe,
when the American people realize and
experience the positive benefits of this
bill through stronger economic growth,
better jobs, and more take-home pay,
that they are going to celebrate too. I
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urge my colleagues to vote for this his-
toric legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure to be on the floor tonight with
my friend the Senator from Alaska.
The Navy salutes the Marine Corps and
salutes him for his service before.

Now I just want to follow up on a
couple of things that he mentioned. He
need not stay on the floor if he doesn’t
want to, but he is more than welcome
to as he spent a little bit of time criti-
cizing the individual mandate.

Harry Truman used to say that the
only thing new in the world is the his-
tory that we forgot and never learned.
So I just want to take a minute and
talk about the history of the individual
mandate.

The individual mandate was not in-
vented by Barack Obama. ObamaCare
was never invented by Barack Obama—
the idea for exchanges in all 50 States
and the sliding scale tax credit to buy
down the cost of healthcare in those
exchanges. The idea to have an indi-
vidual mandate so that everybody has
to buy healthcare and that if you are
not eligible for Medicaid or Medicare,
you need to get healthcare and that, if
you don’t, there is a fine was not
Barack Obama’s idea. The idea that
employers of a certain size and with a
certain number of employees have to
provide healthcare coverage for their
folks was not a Barack Obama idea.
The notion that the insurance compa-
nies could not deny coverage to folks
who had preexisting conditions was not
an idea that was invented by Barack
Obama.

ObamaCare with those five provi-
sions—exchanges in every State, a slid-
ing scale tax credit to buy down the
cost of the care, the individual man-
date to make sure that everybody is
getting coverage, the employer man-
date by which the employer has to
cover the employees, the prohibition
against insurance companies in their
not providing coverage for those with
preexisting conditions—had its origin
from right here in the U.S. Senate in
1993—right here in 1993.

The legislation was introduced by a
Republican Senator from Rhode Island,
Chafee. It was cosponsored by 22 other
Republican Senators, including the
chairman of the Finance Committee—
one of the people I most admire here in
this body.

Those five ideas didn’t go anywhere
in 1993, but do you know who took
them? A Governor of Massachusetts
took those five ideas and said: Maybe
we could use those five ideas to cover
everybody in the State of Massachu-
setts. Governor Mitt Romney created
RomneyCare. Do you know what? For
the most part, it worked. It covered
just about everybody there. Initially, it
had problems with affordability, but it
has done better over time.

When we worked on the Affordable
Care Act, we took that Republican
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Senate proposal from 1993. We took
RomneyCare from 2006, and we in-
cluded it in the Affordable Care Act be-
cause it was a market-based approach
to making sure that everybody who
didn’t get coverage from their employ-
ers and who were not eligible for Med-
icaid and were not eligible for Medicare
could get coverage.

We see in this legislation before us
tonight not just changes to the Tax
Code but also a further effort to desta-
bilize the exchanges, which is some-
thing that the current administration
spends a lot of time trying to do. It is
a Republican idea. It is a market-based
approach. They happen to be good
ideas. They happen to work in Massa-
chusetts, and they could work in the 49
other States if we didn’t have an ad-
ministration and my colleagues here in
this body and in the House who were
trying to destabilize the exchanges.

I hope that when this legislation
passes and we repeal the individual
mandate that we will not just repeal it.
Why do we have it in the first place? It
is to make sure that young, healthy
Americans are going to be getting cov-
erage in the exchanges. You can’t just
have sick and elderly people in the ex-
changes. You have to have some young,
healthy people in there too. That is
why we have the individual mandate. If
we are going to get rid of it, we need to
replace it with something that works
at least as effectively. That is one of
the things that we need to work on in
our going forward between now and
2019 when the individual mandate is re-
pealed under this legislation.

I had the privilege of serving as the
Governor of my State of Delaware for 8
years. During those 8 years, we cut
taxes in 7 out of the 8 years. We also
balanced our budgets for 8 years in a
row. We paid down some of our debt.
We earned AAA credit ratings for the
first time in the State’s history. We
still have them. For those 8 years, we
had a general assembly whose majority
was Republican in the House and whose
majority was Democrat in the Senate.
Do you know what we did? We actually
worked together. We worked together
in that we used sound budgeting prac-
tices, and we used sound economic
analyses and forecasts. We worked to-
gether, but neither side got everything
it wanted.

In Delaware, we have something that
we call the Delaware Way. I describe it
with the letter C—four Cs—commu-
nicate, compromise, collaborate, civil-
ity. That is it. That is the Delaware
Way—communicate, compromise, col-
laborate, and use some civility. We
don’t do much of that around here, and
we are the worse for it.

During those years that I was privi-
leged to be Governor and we cut taxes
for 7 out of the 8 years, I would read
each tax proposal with four questions.
One, is it fair? Two, does it foster eco-
nomic growth or impede it? Three, does
it simplify the Tax Code or make it
more complex? Four, what does it do to
the deficit? Do we end up with a def-
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icit? Do we end up with a balanced
budget? Do we end up with a surplus? I
asked those four questions.

Twenty years later, as we took up
tax reform here in the U.S. Senate, I
asked the same four questions. Is it
fair? Does it foster economic growth?
Does it simplify the Tax Code? What
does it do to the budget or to the def-
icit situation that we face? Those are
the four questions.

Others have already talked about
fairness. Let me just say that when you
look at what is going to happen in the
first couple years after the passage of
this legislation, lower income folks,
families, are going to get a tax cut too.
It is not just the wealthy; low-income
families will get a tax cut, too, for a
couple of years. Families making
$30,000 will benefit. They will end up
lowering taxes for the first 2 years
after the implementation of this legis-
lation. After 3 or 4 years, families mak-
ing $40,000 or less will be on the losing
side. After 5 years, families making
$560,000 will be on the losing side. After
8 or 9 years, families making as much
as $75,000 will not be paying less taxes,
they will actually be paying more
taxes.

Meanwhile, folks whose income is
half a million, $1 million, or more, for
the most part will realize very substan-
tial reductions in their taxes—very
substantial reductions—and as that in-
come goes up, the greater those reduc-
tions will be in their tax obligation.
Some people ask: Is that fair? It de-
pends on whom you ask. If you happen
to ask people who are making $30,000 or
$40,000 or $50,000 a year, maybe not. It
is fair for a while but not for long
enough.

I mentioned the 8 years I served as
Governor of our State and how we bal-
anced our budget to pay down debt and
got an AAA credit rating. More jobs
were created in those 8 years than any
8 years in the history of the State of
Delaware. I did not create any of them.
I did not create one of them. I helped
create a nurturing environment for job
creation in our State so that little
businesses could get started and grow
into bigger businesses and bigger busi-
nesses could make a profit and hire
more people. The Tax Code is an impor-
tant ingredient in nurturing an envi-
ronment for job creation and job pres-
ervation—not the only ingredient but
an important ingredient.

Senator CARDIN stood right in front
of me a little while ago and talked
about how important it is to have cer-
tainty and predictability. That is al-
most as important as the tax rates, to
actually know what we are going to
face and not face, the uncertainty of
rates going up or down and the rules
changing in the years to come. But I
would like to run through a short list
of other ingredients needed in the nur-
turing environment that I don’t believe
we are addressing in these changes to
the Tax Code.

One is commonsense regulations, reg-
ulations that protect us, protect our
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health, our environment, and do so in a
way that is cost-effective.

Another way to create a nurturing
environment is to make sure that we
are producing, out of our high schools,
colleges, universities, and community
colleges, people who can read, write,
think, use math and have technology
skills in science and engineering. The
inability to come out of these schools
and go to work in the millions of jobs
that are going unfilled these days is be-
cause the skill sets that are demanded
by employers for these millions of jobs
are not met by the people who are
looking for work, for the most part, ex-
cept for about 800,000 people—the
DACA folks who fill 800,000 of those 3
or 4 million jobs that are unfilled.

What is another ingredient? Access
to capital, the ability of a business to
get money, to raise money to be able to
invest in plant and equipment and in
employees in the workforce.

Another is access to foreign markets
to be able to sell the products or the
services we provide to other countries
around the world, get into those mar-
kets.

Another is energy costs. My col-
league from Alaska said in his com-
ments that one of the things we ought
to be in America is the superpower of
energy. Who invented nuclear energy?
We did. We are the Saudi Arabia of
coal. We are the Saudi Arabia of nat-
ural gas. We create, as far as I know, as
much electricity from wind and solar
as I think any nation on Earth, and we
need to do a whole lot more, and we
can.

With regard to healthcare costs, we
pay way too much money for
healthcare in this country. Actually,
we have a pretty good idea of how to
bring it down. One of those good ideas
is the exchanges, and if we stop under-
mining them and degrading them and
destabilizing them, they would actu-
ally work like they do in Massachu-
setts and a bunch of other States.

Public safety is a Kkey ingredient
among the forces and factors that are
helpful in creating that nurturing envi-
ronment.

Investing in research and develop-
ment that could be commercialized in
terms of jobs and economic oppor-
tunity is hugely important.

There is also protecting intellectual
property, protecting against cyber at-
tacks, transportation, infrastructure.
Earlier this year, the Nation’s Society
of Civil Engineers evaluated our trans-
portation infrastructure in this coun-
try, and again this year, D—d” as in
dog—because our roads, highways, and
bridges are in deplorable shape in many
parts of this country. Did we invest
any money in that in this tax bill? If 1
had $1 trillion to invest in this country
to strengthen our economy, I would put
it in infrastructure, roads, highways,
bridges, ports, airports, broadband, just
deploying broadband in vast areas of
the country and rural areas of the
country where we don’t have access to
the internet. That is what I would do.
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We don’t do any of that in this legisla-
tion.

In terms of economic growth and job
creation, what we are told by most
economists is, sadly, a lot of companies
will make extra money from—realize
greater profits from the changes in the
Tax Code, the majority of them. Ac-
cording not to me but to economists
who are a lot smarter than I, a good
deal of that money is not going to fur-
ther investments in plant and equip-
ment, not into their workforce, it will
be turned into dividends and stock
buybacks and not to create the kind of
economic growth we all want.

Let me talk a minute about the third
question I always ask about tax reform
proposals; that is, does it simplify the
Tax Code or make it more complex?

During our markup, our vote, and de-
bate in the Finance Committee on the
proposals, one of my colleagues—I
think it was Senator MCcCASKILL—had a
stack about this tall of the Federal Tax
Code. One of our expert witnesses from
the Joint Tax Committee was asked:
Will this legislation that is before us
tonight actually make that stack of
books that make up the Tax Code—is it
going to make it smaller?

He said: No, quite the opposite—it is
going to make it larger. Now, the idea
of doubling the standard deduction, en-
abling more people to not have to
itemize their taxes—that makes the
Tax Code simpler. That is a good idea.
But overall, when you look at all the
other changes in this legislation, that
stack which represents the Tax Code is
not going to go down; ultimately it is
going to go up.

Those are not my words but the testi-
mony from the Joint Tax Committee.

Lastly, what is going to be the effect
of these tax changes? What is going to
be the effect on the budget deficit? And
here is where I think we really missed
the boat. When Bill Clinton became
President in 1993, we were in a deficit.
We were in a recession, and he became
President. Eight years later, when he
turned the reins over to George W.
Bush—in those 8 years, more jobs were
created than in any 8-year period in
the history of the United States. On
top of that, in the last 4 years of that
administration—1998, 1999, 2000 and
2001—we had a balanced budget and a
surplus. When the reins of leadership
were turned over to the next adminis-
tration, George W. Bush’s, I think CBO
was forecasting a budget surplus of at
least $56 billion, probably more. There
was a concern that we were actually
growing the surplus too fast.

Well, it didn’t take too long for the
surpluses to be eliminated, and when
that administration came to an end, we
were in the worst economic recession
since the Great Depression. We called
it the great recession. We went from 4
years of surpluses to the worst econ-
omy since 1930. That is what Barack
Obama and Joe Biden and a new Con-
gress in 2009 inherited.

I know some of my colleagues think
that there has not been any kind of
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economic recovery. Just look at where
we were in 2008 and 2009. For the last 8
years, we have had economic growth
and job creation for 8 consecutive
years. I don’t think we have ever seen
that kind of sustained economic
growth in the history of our country.

Instead of paying down debt after 8
years of economic growth and job cre-
ation, we actually, last year, increased
the deficit by $666 billion. With this
legislation, we are going to add an-
other roughly $2 trillion to our debt
over the next 10 years.

This is a missed opportunity, folks.
It doesn’t have to be this way. There
are good ideas in this legislation. The
corporate tax rate is too high. Let’s
bring it down. I am for that. The stand-
ard deduction ought to be doubled. I
think Democrats are for that. The
child tax credit ought to be increased,
maybe doubled, made refundable to
help lower income families too. I am
for that. The capital gains rate main-
tained where it is—I am for that. The
repatriation of overseas profits—I am
for that. There are a lot of things I
think could actually serve as a founda-
tion on which we could come to an
agreement on bipartisan legislation. As
far as I am concerned, we never really
had a fair chance.

I will close with an African proverb.
My friend Senator ScoTT is about to
follow me, and he has heard me say
this before. The old African proverb
says: If you want to go fast, travel
alone. If you want to go far, travel to-
gether.

If you want to go fast, travel alone. If
you want to go far, travel together. We
should have traveled this road to-
gether. If we had, we would have maybe
some short-term pain but long-term
gain. But I fear that with this legisla-
tion, it will be just the opposite. There
will be some short-term gain but I fig-
ure, in the long run, long-term pain.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor and will pass it on to my friend
from South Carolina.

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
been listening to this debate for a long
time, and I have to admit it has been
interesting, but it has been prolonged
way beyond where it should have been.

My friends on the other side make
much about this process, demeaning
the Members and staff who really put
it together.

This bill was marked up in the Fi-
nance Committee. It is the first rec-
onciliation bill to be processed in com-
mittee in the Senate in over 12 years.
During that period, Democrats held
power for 8 of those years; Republicans,
4 of those years.

The reconciliation bill that made up
part of the Affordable Care Act never
went through the Finance Committee.
That reconciliation bill never went
through any real Senate process. To be
fair, the Affordable Care Act repeal bill
that my side proposed didn’t go
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through the Finance Committee either.
As difficult as it was, as chairman, I
put out a chairman’s mark, modified
it, permitted debate and amendments,
and put it to a vote, all in conformity
with committee rules. We had a full
Senate debate, amendments, and votes.
So I don’t want to hear tonight or at
any time that the process deteriorated.
It didn’t deteriorate.

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

Mr. HATCH. No, not just yet. I am
going to finish these remarks.

I am going to insert in the RECORD an
analysis of winners and losers. The
analysis is dated today. It was pro-
duced by the nonpartisan Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have it printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BROWN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, I would just like
to ask Senator HATCH a question.

Mr. HATCH. I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. BROWN. I want to state my ob-
jection. There is objection, Mr. Presi-
dent. I would like to state my objec-
tion. May I state the reason for my ob-
jection?

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, then I
will withhold the unanimous consent
request.

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

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, may I
state the reason for my objection?

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
just withdrawn the request. I will in-
sert it later when it is more expedi-
tious to do it.

The announcements I have been talk-
ing about is dated today, and it was
produced by the nonpartisan Joint
Committee on Taxation. I would like
to put it in the RECORD. We will do
that, if we can. I hope my colleague
will allow me to do that, and I will ask
consent that it be put in the RECORD.
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That analysis shows that middle-in-
come taxpayers are winners. That non-
partisan data shows—sorry, my writing
is not too good here—well, it shows
that they are winners, and that is the
clear impact of this bill. That data cuts
through the rhetorical fog generated
by my friends on the other side.

My friends on the other side focus on
the year 2027—10 years from now—
when, guess what, that is the year past
the sunset of tax cuts on the individual
side. Focus on the years the cuts are in
effect, and you will see the middle
class are really winners. There is no
question about it if you focus on it.

I ask unanimous consent that this re-
port, ‘A Distribution of Returns by the
Size of the Tax Change for the Con-
ference Agreement for H.R. 1, the ‘Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act,””” by the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation be printed in the
RECORD.

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

A DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY THE SIZE OF THE TAX CHANGE FOR THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR H.R. 1, THE “TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT”

[Calendar Year 2019]

INCOME CATERGORY (2)

Percentage of Returns

Tax Decrease Tax Increase

Tax Change

Less than
oy s T s Sy

Less than $10,000 0.7% 3.5% 95.6% 0.1% 0.1%
$10,000 to $20,000 5.6% 38.9% 52.4% 0.4% 2.7%
$20,000 to $30,000 17.2% 30.5% 47.1% 1.0% 4.1%
$30,000 to $40,000 30.1% 32.0% 32.4% 1.9% 3.7%
$40,000 to $50,000 51.2% 21.7% 20.2% 2.8% 4.2%
$50,000 to $75,000 67.7% 14.7% 10.2% 2.8% 4.6%
$75,000 to $100,000 71.8% 10.4% 4.1% 3.0% 48%
$100,000 to $200,000 87.0% 4.1% 1.7% 2.0% 5.1%
$200,000 to $500,000 93.0% 1.8% 0.6% 0.9% 3.7%
$500,000 to $1,000,000 93.5% 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 5.9%
$1,000,000 and over 85.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 13.8%

48.3% 17.2% 28.9% 1.7% 3.8%

Total, All Taxpayers

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

(1) This table is a distributional analysis of the proposal in revenue table JCX—67—17, excluding the following sections: I. Tax Reform for Individuals: D.4.—.7., E.1ID.—E.2., F., and 1.2-1.13. Under section H., the distributional analysis
does not income the effect of the cost-sharing reductions and change in Medicaid spending.
(2) The income concept used to place tax returns into income categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, [3] employer share of FICA tax, [4]
worker's compensation, [5] nontaxable Social Security benefits, [6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, [7] alternative minimum tax preference items, [8] individual share of business taxes, and [9] excluded income of U.S. citizens living

abroad. Categories are measured at 2017 levels.
(3) The categories reflecting the size of tax change are indexed for inflation.

A DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY THE SIZE OF THE TAX CHANGE FOR THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR H.R. 1, THE “TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT”

[Calendar Year 2021]

INCOME CATEGORY (2)

Percentage of Returns

Tax Decrease Tax Increase

Tax Change

Less than
Greater Greater
Than $500 $100-$500 $100 $100-$500 Than $500

Less than $10,000 0.4% 2.4% 96.8% 0.1% 0.2%
$10,000 to $20,000 5.8% 33.2% 55.1% 0.7% 5.1%
$20,000 to $30,000 14.6% 21.7% 49.0% 1.4% 1.2%
$30,000 to $40,000 25.2% 28.9% 36.4% 2.5% 70%
$40,000 to $50,000 45.6% 21.2% 22.5% 3.3% 7.4%
$50,000 to $75,000 61.7% 15.2% 12.3% 3.6% 1.2%
$75,000 to $100,000 72.2% 12.2% 5.0% 3.9% 6.7%
$100,000 to $200,000 82.4% 5.2% 2.1% 3.0% 1.3%
$200,000 to $500,000 88.5% 2.5% 1.1% 1.8% 6.1%
$500,000 to $1,000,000 90.5% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4% 8.4%
$1,000,000 and over 80.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.5% 18.8%

44.8% 16.2% 30.5% 2.3% 6.2%

Total, All Taxpayers

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

(1) This table is a distributional analysis of the proposal in revenue table JCX—67—17, excluding the following sections: I. Tax Reform for Individuals: D.4.-D.7., E.1-E.2., F., and 1.2.—1.13. Under section H., the distributional analysis
does not income the effect of the cost-sharing reductions and change in Medicaid spending.
(2) The income concept used to place tax returns into income categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, [3] employer share of FICA tax, [4]
worker's compensation, [5] nontaxable Social Security benefits, [6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, [7] alternative minimum tax preference items, [8] individual share of business taxes, and [9] excluded income of U.S. citizens living

abroad. Categories are measured at 2017 levels.
(3) The categories reflecting the size of tax change are indexed for inflation.
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A DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY THE SIZE OF THE TAX CHANGE FOR THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR H.R. 1, THE “TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT”

[Calendar Year 2023]

INCOME CATEGORY (2)

Percentage of Returns

Tax Decrease Tax Increase

Tax Change

Less than
Greater Greater
Than $500 $100-$500 $100 $100-$500 Than $500

Less than $10,000 0.2% 2.0% 96.9% 0.6% 0.3%
$10,000 to $20,000 5.1% 29.2% 56.4% 4.3% 5.0%
$20,000 to $30,000 13.1% 26.6% 50.6% 2.1% 7.0%
$30,000 to $40,000 19.8% 28.6% 40.3% 3.7% 7.5%
$40,000 to $50,000 39.9% 20.0% 21.2% 4.9% 8.0%
$50,000 to $75,000 54.8% 15.2% 15.7% 5.5% 8.8%
$75,000 to $100,000 63.1% 14.6% 7.4% 5.3% 9.7%
$100,000 to $200,000 73.6% 6.4% 3.1% 4.6% 12.3%
$200,000 to $500,000 70.1% 3.6% 2.1% 2.8% 13.4%
$500,000 to $1,000,000 83.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.8% 15.2%
$1,000,000 and over 65.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 32.0%
Total, All Taxpayers 39.7% 16.0% 32.2% 4.0% 8.1%

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

(1) This table is a distributional analysis of the proposal in revenue table JCX—67—17, excluding the following sections: I. Tax Reform for Individuals D.4.-D.7., E.1-E.2., F., and 1.2-1.13. Under section H., the distributional analysis
does not income the effect of the cost-sharing reductions and change in Medicaid spending.
(2) The income concept used to place tax returns into income categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, [3] employer share of FICA tax, [4]
worker's compensation, [5] nontaxable Social Security benefits, [6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, [7] alternative minimum tax preference items, [8] individual share of business taxes, and [9] excluded income of U.S. citizens living

abroad. Categories are measured at 2017 levels.
(3) The categories reflecting the size of tax change are indexed for inflation.

A DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY THE SIZE OF THE TAX CHANGE FOR THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR H.R. 1, THE “TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT”

[Calendar Year 2025]

Percentage of Returns

Tax Decrease Tax Increase

INCOME CATEGORY (2) fo Ch?]nge
Greater ess than Greater
Than $500 $100-500 $100 $100-500 Than $500

Less than $10,000 0.3% 3.3% 95.6% 0.6% 0.3%
$10,000 to $20,000 6.1% 29.4% 55.2% 4.3% 4.9%
$20,000 to $30,000 13.8% 25.8% 50.0% 3.4% 7.0%
$30,000 to $40,000 19.7% 26.9% 41.8% 4.3% 7.4%
$40,000 to $50,000 38.9% 18.2% 29.0% 5.6% 8.3%
$50,000 to $75,000 53.0% 15.2% 16.2% 6.2% 9.5%
$75,000 to $100,000 61.4% 14.5% 1.3% 6.0% 10.9%
$100,000 to $200,000 70.7% 6.8% 3.1% 5.1% 14.4%
$200,000 to $500,000 75.1% 3.8% 1.8% 3.3% 16.0%
$500,000 to $1,000,000 80.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.8% 17.6%
$1,000,000 and over 63.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.8% 35.0%
Total, All Taxpayers 38.9% 15.8% 31.9% 4.4% 8.9%

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

(1) This table is a distributional analysis of the proposal in revenue table JCX-67—17, excluding the following sections: I. Tax Reform for Individuals: D.4.-D.7., E.1-E.2., F., and 1.2.-1.13. Under section H., the distributional analysis
does not income the effect of the cost-sharing reductions and change in Medicaid spending.
(2) The income concept used to place tax returns into income categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, [3] employer share of FICA tax, [4]
worker's compensation, [5] nontaxable Social Security benefits, [6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, [7] alternative minimum tax preference items, [8] individual share of business taxes, and [9] excluded income of U.S. citizens living

abroad. Categories are measured at 2017 levels.
(3) The categories reflecting the size of tax change are indexed for inflation.

A DISTRIBUTION OF RETURNS BY THE SIZE OF THE TAX CHANGE FOR THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT FOR H.R. 1, THE “TAX CUTS AND JOBS ACT”

[Calendar Year 2027]

Income

Percentage of Returns

Tax Decrease Tax Increase

Category (2) areat Tﬁés?}?lgﬁe Great
reater reater
Than $500 $100-$500 $100 $100-$500 Than $500

Less than $10,000 0.3% 1.1% 96.6% 1.8% 0.2%
$10,000 to $20,000 1.9% 1.4% 72.9% 19.8% 3.9%
$20,000 to $30,000 3.4% 2.3% 72.0% 17.2% 51%
$30,000 to $40,000 4.9% 4.8% 69.4% 14.6% 6.3%
$40,000 to $50,000 6.2% 7.0% 65.6% 14.6% 6.6%
$50,000 to $75,000 6.0% 10.9% 61.5% 15.0% 6.6%
$75,000 to $100,000 8.9% 17.8% 54.2% 13.5% 5.6%
$100,000 to $200,000 16.2% 24.2% 34.1% 17.8% 1.7%
$200,000 to $500,000 32.8% 18.1% 15.3% 17.6% 16.2%
$500,000 to $1,000,000 54.7% 7.9% 4.5% 7.3% 25.6%
$1,000,000 and over 58.2% 2.4% 1.1% 1.9% 36.4%
Total, All Taxpayers 8.6% 10.4% 59.9% 14.8% 6.3%

Source: Joint Committee on Taxation
Detail may not add to total due to rounding.

(1) This table is a distributional analysis of the proposal in revenue table JCX-67-17, excluding the following sections: I. Tax Reform for Individuals: D.4.-D.7., E.1.-E.2., F., and 1.2—-1.13. Under section H., the distributional analysis
does not income the effect of the cost-sharing reductions and change in Medicaid spending.
(2) The income concept used to place tax returns into income categories is adjusted gross income (AGI) plus: [1] tax-exempt interest, [2] employer contributions for health plans and life insurance, [3] employer share of FICA tax, [4]
worker's compensation, [5] nontaxable Social Security benefits, [6] insurance value of Medicare benefits, [7] alternative minimum tax preference items, [8] individual share of business taxes, and [9] excluded income of U.S. citizens living

abroad. Categories are measured at 2017 levels.

(3) The categories reflecting the size of tax change are indexed for inflation.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we have
had an opportunity for the last several
hours to go back and forth to debate
the benefits or the negatives of this

bill. This is a historic night for Amer-
ica 31 years in the making. If you are
watching this debate at home, you
might be a little confused. As Demo-
crats and Republicans continue to talk
about the same bill using very different
perspectives, folks must be wondering
where is the truth.

I would like to spend a few minutes
clarifying some of the important
points, some of the misinformation
that is coming from the left. First, this
is not a healthcare bill. Our friends on
the left have suggested that somehow,
some way this bill will eliminate cov-
erage for millions and millions of
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Americans, and they will lose their
coverage. The only thing this bill actu-
ally does is it eliminates the penalty
for those folks who decide not to buy
health insurance. In other words, this
bill reduces the tax burden on families
who are working paycheck to pay-
check. One-third of the families who
pay the penalty are families who make
less than $25,000, and 80 percent of the
folks who pay the penalty make less
than $50,000. Contrary to popular belief
on the left, no one loses their insur-
ance, but they will have the option to
do what is in their family’s best inter-
est, what is in the individual’s best in-
terest.

We have sought for ways to work
with our friends on the other side be-
cause we know this legislation is not
about the Republican Party, it is not
about conservatives, nor is it about lib-
erals. It is about Americans—Ameri-
cans who for too long have worked too
hard and have seen too little in their
paychecks.

The government does not create jobs.
No matter what either side says, we
don’t create jobs, but we can, through
this tax reform package, increase take-
home pay by taking less out. Now,
some may ask the question, What does
that mean taking less out? Well, for
your average, single parent in America
who makes the average income of
$41,000, as my good friend from Alaska
already stated, that individual house-
hold will see about a 73-percent cut in
their taxes. Said differently, that
means an increase in their take-home
pay.

Now, I was thinking about folks back
at home in South Carolina—one person
in particular—Sherrie, who is a single
mother with two kids and trying to
start a new business. Here is an oppor-
tunity to have just a little more mar-
gin at the end of each pay period—
$1,300. These are real dollars, and my
friends on the left seem to suggest that
a T73-percent cut in the typical single-
parent household’s tax burden is not an
increase.

Well, the story continues. For the av-
erage family in America making
$73,000, they are looking at a tax cut of
58 percent—over $2,000 more in their
paycheck. When I talk to my friends
who are typical Americans—Michelle
and Joe living in South Carolina, work-
ing hard, raising two beautiful kids—
having a 60-percent cut in their taxes is
real middle-class relief.

This is a bill that delivers, and the
good news is, only in about 7 or 8
weeks, the average American will have
an answer to which side is right; is it
the left or is it the right? The fact is,
they will be able to take a look in their
own paychecks and determine for
themselves the benefits of this tax cut.

When we think about the things we
should be working on to restore con-
fidence that the average person has
lost in the government, we do that by
making sure our tax proposal speaks to
the average family. So we do double
the standard deduction for individuals
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from $6,300 to $12,000; for single-parent
households from $9,300 to $18,000; and
for two-earner households, we essen-
tially create a zero-percent tax bracket
for folks living at the Federal poverty
level of $24,000. By doubling the stand-
ard deduction to $24,000, we have essen-
tially created a zero-percent tax brack-
et.

The good news is, it gets better. For
those folks with children in the house
where your child tax credit used to be
$1,000, now the child tax credit is $2,000,
with 70 percent of that amount being
refundable—an increase from what it
used to be.

So many folks on the other side have
talked about whether this is sim-
plification, but when 95 out of 100 tax
filers can simply use the standard de-
duction, it means that, yes, on the
back of a clean piece of paper, someone
can determine their tax burden. This is
good news. Of the 6 billion hours spent
annually doing their taxes, we are
going to cut that number down signifi-
cantly.

For our friends living in blue States
where the SALT, State and local tax,
debate has been so important, we have
decided to sweeten the SALT solution
by allowing a hybrid of either your
property taxes or income taxes to be
used within that $10,000 threshold.

We have even made it easier through
529 plans to prepare and to pay for edu-
cation, K-12, as well as college.

The one thing I will say that we have
heard a lot of from our friends on the
other side—and you will hear more of
it tonight—it is FEAR. It is an acro-
nym that means false evidence appear-
ing real. It is not the truth, but fear
sells. It seems as though my friends on
the other side have decided, if you just
keep saying it, it must be true, and
over and over and over—and we will
hear it more when I am finished—there
are folks demonizing this legislation.

The facts are simple, and Senator
CARDIN said it himself. I wrote it down
when he said it because I was like:
Wow. That is a clear, concise, true
statement. Senator CARDIN said major
tax relief for families, our bill.

We are on the verge of resetting
American competitiveness. By low-
ering our corporate tax rate, we will
allow the jobs of the future to be cre-
ated here at home. With a 20-percent
cut in your qualified business income,
we will see small businesses prospering,
and when they prosper, they will hire
more folks. When I was in the gym this
past weekend, a small business owner
who runs a battery company with
seven employees said, on January 1, he
is hiring a new person.

A survey done of 7,000 manufacturers,
the vast majority said that with this
tax cut, they will hire more people,
they will increase wages, and they will
improve benefits. This is good news
from a global perspective, this is good
news from a small business perspective,
and this is good news from an indi-
vidual perspective.

It is time for us to complete the peo-
ple’s business and vote yes for tax cuts,
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vote yes for an improved business cli-
mate, and vote yes for a global com-
petition where American companies
and American workers are winning.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
FLAKE). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, one
thing is for sure, this is not the peo-
ple’s business. This is the business of
the powerful and privileged. Well, this
is really a bank heist. How big is this
bank heist? Well, it is about $3 trillion
being delivered to the very richest
Americans. Let’s add it up. Changing
the tax brackets for those who earn
more than $200,000, $673 billion; chang-
ing the individual alternative min-
imum tax which only affects the very
wealthy, $637 billion; changing the es-
tate tax, $83 billion; changing the cor-
porate tax rate, most of which goes to
the advantage of the wealthiest Ameri-
cans, $1.35 trillion; changing the cor-
porate AMT, $40 billion; and the pass-
through legislation that favors the
wealthiest LLCs, $414 billion. Add it all
up, and it is well over $3 trillion. There
it is—$3 trillion. It is $3 trillion for the
very richest Americans.

Is that the middle-class tax cut?
Think about how much this is per per-
son here in the United States of Amer-
ica. About $8,000 per person in America
is being taxed so they can give $3 tril-
lion to the very richest Americans. Is
that a fair, square deal?

What if we were to spend $3 trillion
on the middle class? What if we were to
do that? What if we were to invest a
trillion dollars of it in infrastructure?
It creates a lot of jobs today, and it
creates the foundation for a lot of jobs
tomorrow and the year after.

What if we were to spend a trillion
dollars on healthcare? We could go a
long way in terms of greatly ampli-
fying the success and quality of the
work from our community health clin-
ics—making sure, Dbasically, that
healthcare is a fundamental, affordable
right for every American. We can do a
lot on healthcare with a trillion dol-
lars.

What could we do, I ask my Repub-
lican friends, with $1 trillion in edu-
cation? How about spending $500 billion
to strengthen our K-12 system and an-
other $500 billion to strengthen and to
make college affordable for every sin-
gle American?

This $3 trillion this bill gives to the
richest Americans is the biggest bank
heist not just in American history but
in the history of the world, happening
here tonight and brought to us by the
powerful and the privileged.

This 1is absolutely unacceptable.
While the rich gloat over all the gold
they are piling up—3 trillion dollars’
worth—middle-class Americans get
coal in their stocking. This tax scam so
favors the wealthy that 83 percent of
the benefits goes to the richest 1 per-
cent. Is that the middle-class bill? I
don’t think so.

This bill sends jobs overseas, hurting
middle-class Americans.

(Mr.
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This bill increases our national def-
icit and our national debt, making it
much harder to have programs that
provide a foundation for families to
thrive.

This bill destroys healthcare for 13
million Americans. Analyst after ana-
lyst says it will also raise insurance
premiums for everyone else who buys
healthcare. Wow, talk about clobbering
the middle class Dby destroying
healthcare for 13 million people and
raising the premiums on healthcare for
everyone else buying insurance.

So over here, we have the pile of
gold—$3 trillion for the richest Ameri-
cans—and over here, we have the loss
of jobs shipped overseas. We have the
increased price of healthcare. We have
13 million American people losing their
healthcare.

Then we have the second phase of the
Republican plan, which was announced
by the Speaker of the House last week.
This week we pass $3 trillion for the
wealthiest Americans, but what do we
do after that? We go after Medicaid,
Medicare, and Social Security. That is
the plan we heard from the Speaker of
the House.

This is a diabolical bill. This is an
abomination in a government of, by,
and for the people.

How does it come to pass that we
even have this bill under consider-
ation? I will tell you how. It is a cycle
of campaign corruption.
Megabillionaires fund the campaigns
for the Senate and then have people
come in here to pass this bank heist for
the billionaires. That is the cycle—
Citizens United allowing unlimited
funds invested by third-party cam-
paigns. Corruption in campaigns pro-
duced this tax scam, this bank heist,
this abomination against the people of
the United States of America.

Now, Oregon has about 1 percent of
the population in the United States. So
what would be their share if we would,
instead, invest that $3 trillion in infra-
structure, healthcare, and education?
For Oregon, that would be $30 billion.
That is 30,000 $1 million grants to in-
vest in infrastructure that is needed all
over our State, to invest in more
teachers all over our State, and to in-
vest in lower cost tuition so every
child can go to a public university
without debt.

But that is not what we have to-
night—no. My friend across the aisle
says that we are going to wave the
magic wand and we are going to give
all this money—all of this gold, all this
$3 trillion—to the richest Americans,
and jobs are going to automatically ap-
pear. But it has been analyzed by the
experts. They say this barely increases
the growth of the economy—just a
smidgeon, almost immeasurable.

Then, there are these countereffects.
You have the challenge that this bill
will create a lot of money for compa-
nies that are going to buy machines to
replace people who work—accelerating
the automation in America that de-
stroys jobs. This bill is going to send
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jobs overseas, destroying the founda-
tion for success for millions of Amer-
ican families. This money is going to
be used for stock buybacks and divi-
dends, enhancing the wealth of the al-
ready wealthy. That is why the experts
say this is not going to create a phe-
nomenal growth in our economy, a phe-
nomenal number of jobs.

I would like to see us fight for mid-
dle-class Americans, fight for infra-
structure and jobs, fight for
healthcare, and fight for education.
These are the foundations for thriving
families, but that is not what we have
tonight, and that is why anyone who
believes in government of, by, and for
the people should defeat this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Mr. PETERS. Mr. President, tonight
the Senate will vote on a tax bill that
will provide large corporations and
wealthy individuals with a massive tax
cut. The bill will result in well over $1
trillion in debt that will be passed on
to our children and our grandchildren.

The bill will result in dramatically
lower taxes for people who earn their
living off of stocks and investments,
for people who inherit millions of dol-
lars from their parents, and for the
CEOs of multinational companies. By
the time the bill is fully implemented,
it will lead to higher taxes and higher
healthcare costs for millions of hard-
working Americans who show up each
and every day to do their job and to
earn a living.

This bill we are voting on today was
written in secret in an entirely par-
tisan fashion, without input from near-
ly half of the Senate.

But it didn’t have to be this way. If
we wanted to give middle-class families
a real tax cut, we could have. Instead,
we are voting on a bill that has bene-
fits for middle-class families that will
expire just to pay for permanent tax
cuts given to multinational corpora-
tions.

If we wanted to reform the Tax Code,
to take away loopholes for offshoring
our jobs, and to help create good-pay-
ing jobs here in the United States, we
could have. Instead, we are voting on a
bill that does mnothing to target
offshoring or job creation.

What will it do? Well, CEOs have told
us directly that they are going to buy
back stock, which mostly benefits the
wealthiest shareholders and the CEOs
with stock options.

When we know that over a third of
the stocks that trade on the market
are held by foreign investors—foreign
investors are holding half of the value
of the stock market—it is just impos-
sible to argue that this bill is focused
on Michigan families.

If we wanted to make the Tax Code
simpler for small businesses, we could
have. Instead, we are voting on a bill
that includes some of the most com-
plicated provisions you could possibly
imagine for a small business owner.

If we really wanted to tackle our fis-
cal challenges in a responsible way, we
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could have. Instead, we are voting on
the most fiscally irresponsible bill that
I have ever voted on, adding $1.5 tril-
lion to the debt that our children and
grandchildren will be responsible for,
all while doing next to nothing for mid-
dle-class families.

This is not the way we are supposed
to make policy in this country. The
bill that is on the floor tonight is here
without any hearings. We didn’t hear
from a single expert on the specifics of
the bill—mot a single economist, not a
single small business owner, not a sin-
gle middle-class family. It is simply
wrong.

I urge my colleagues to vote no and
to defeat this bill.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. President, we
need bipartisan tax reform. We should
simplify our Tax Code. It has been
filled over many years with all sorts of
junk that was put there by high-pow-
ered lobbyists, rather than because of
the public interests.

Unfortunately, this bill has nothing
to do with tax reform. In fact, it is
hard to believe you could take a tax
code that is already stacked in favor of
the very wealthy and the very powerful
and make it even more favorable to the
very wealthy and very powerful, but
that is exactly what this Republican
tax plan does.

Exhibit A about how this has nothing
to do with tax reform has to do with
the carried interest loophole. Many
may recall that during the last cam-
paign, whenever Candidate Trump
talked about the need to reform the
Tax Code, what was his No. 1 example?
He said: We have to get rid of the car-
ried interest loophole for hedge fund
managers. Go back and run the tape.
Every time somebody asked him what
was broken about the Tax Code, that is
what he said. In fact, he said:

The hedge fund guys are getting away with
murder. They're making a tremendous
amount of money. They have to pay taxes.

That was Candidate Donald Trump.

Well, here we are. Shortly, we are
going to vote on the final Republican
tax plan. And guess what. In a tax plan
that is over 500 pages, nowhere do they
get rid of the carried interest loophole
for hedge fund managers. Hedge fund
managers are still going to get a better
tax rate than the people who work for
them—a better tax rate than their sec-
retaries and a better tax rate than
their assistants. So in Candidate
Trump’s words, in this tax bill, it looks
like those hedge fund managers are
still “‘getting away with murder.”

That is why it is a farce to call this
tax reform. It is stacking the Tax Code
more in favor of the very wealthy and
the very powerful. In fact, if you are a
millionaire in America, you are going
to get an average annual tax cut of
$70,000. That is great if you are a mil-
lionaire. At the same time, millions of
middle-class taxpayers are going to pay
more.



S8138

The folks who get the biggest wind-
fall are big corporations. Their tax rate
will go from 35 percent to 21 percent.
Who are these folks? Well, primarily,
they are the folks who are already the
wealthiest people in this country, but I
bet a lot of people will be surprised to
learn that 35 percent of the stock-
holders in those American corporations
are foreign stockholders. Thirty-five
percent of the folks who have stock in
these companies are foreigners.

In the year 2019, foreign stockholders
are going to get a $48 billion windfall
from that big corporate tax cut. In
that same year, 11 million Americans
will pay more taxes. So money out of
the pockets of middle-class American
families will go into the bank accounts
of foreign stockholders. That doesn’t
sound like America first to me. It
doesn’t sound like middle-class tax-
payers first to me.

In fact, I want my colleagues to see
just how skewed this tax bill is. I men-
tioned that about 11 million Americans
are going to see their taxes go up right
away, but if you take the tax cut for
every working-class family in every
State Donald Trump won in the last
election and you add up all of their tax
cuts, it is still $5 billion less than what
foreign stockholders get in the year
2019.

Think about that. These are families
who make about $100,000 or less. If you
take the tax cut that every family in
every State that Donald Trump won,
and you add them all up, all those tax
cuts, it still comes out to less than for-
eign stockholders are going to get in
the year 2019.

I will tell you, when the American
public finds out what is in this tax
plan, they are going to get madder and
madder. I heard Speaker RYAN say:
Well, people are going to see the result,
and they are going to like it. The more
they see the results, the madder they
are going to get. Here is the thing, it
gets worse with time. There are some
things that do well over time; this gets
worse.

When this bill fully kicks in, the tax
cuts for American families expire.
They are small, relatively, to start
with, then they expire, but the tax cuts
for corporations, they are big and they
are forever. You know what that
means. That means those foreign
stockholders are going to have their
tax cuts go on forever.

In fact, when this fully kicks in 10
years from now, those foreign stock-
holders are going to get a $23 billion
windfall in that year, but average
American families making $75,000 or
less—$75,000 or less—on average, are
going to see their taxes go up. They
will see their taxes go up when this
fully kicks in to give that windfall to
foreign stockholders.

That is a bad deal for America. It is
a bad deal for the middle class. We
should say no to this tax bill. We
should start over and do real tax re-
form that benefits middle-class fami-
lies and those working their way into
the middle class.
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This is not it. Let’s start over. Let’s
vote this down.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. CRUZ. Mr. President, tonight is
a momentous evening, but it is also a
sad evening. It is a momentous evening
because the Senate is on the verge of
passing historic tax cuts that are de-
signed to bring back jobs and economic
growth, to create millions of new jobs,
to raise wages, and to cut the taxes on
working families, but it is a sad day be-
cause it is a day of a demonstration of
Democratic partisanship that is ill-be-
fitting for the institution that is the
U.S. Senate.

For two centuries, tax reform has
been a bipartisan endeavor. For two
centuries, Democrats have been willing
to work with Republicans on cutting
taxes.

In 1981 and in 1986, when Ronald
Reagan enacted historic tax reforms
and tax cuts, Democrats participated.
Indeed, a Democrat, Tip O’Neill, was
Speaker of the House. In the House,
then a conservative Democrat, Bill
Graham, carried the Ronald Reagan
tax cuts. In the Senate, in 1986, one of
the leaders was then a liberal Demo-
crat, Bill Bradley, from New Jersey.

Those Democrats, the so-called con-
servative Democrats, the Democrats
interested in cutting taxes on working
men and women have disappeared from
this institution.

When the House first passed tax cuts,
zero Democrats voted for it—zero—not
a single Democrat in the entire body.
When the Senate passed tax cuts, zero
Democrats passed it. We can expect to-
night not a single Democrat will break
from party discipline. Why? Because
they are so united in their rage at
President Trump that they are willing
to tell middle-class voters in their
State: We don’t care.

Tonight every Democrat is going to
vote against doubling the child tax
credit. If you are a single mom at home
and you have three kids, right now the
child tax credit is $1,000. In just a cou-
ple of weeks, it is going to double to
$2,000 per kid, which means $6,000 in tax
credit in your pocket, and every single
Democrat in this body is going to say
to the single moms: Tough luck. We
aren’t cutting your taxes. What a sad
statement.

We have seen floor speech after floor
speech after floor speech where Demo-
crats claim this tax cut is going to
raise your taxes. There used to be a
standard for veracity in this body, but
the beautiful thing is, when one polit-
ical party makes representations to
the American people that aren’t just a
little bit wrong but are wildly outright
falsehoods, that tends to become pub-
lic.

The beautiful thing is in January the
American people are going to see. So I
am going to encourage the American
people, in January, take a look at your
pay stubs. The Democrats are claiming
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wildly, falsely that somehow your
taxes are going to go up. Let me tell
you, for virtually every American tax-
payer in this country, your taxes will
go down.

In the Old Testament, when someone
came forward and claimed he was a
prophet, the test the 0Old Testament
provided is, if you claimed you were a
prophet, the people were to demand,
make a short-term prediction, and let’s
see if it comes true. Well, the Demo-
crats have made a short-term pre-
diction. They told the American peo-
ple: Your taxes are going to go up. In
January, take a look at it. I guarantee
you, for that single mom, when you
look at the child tax credit, your taxes
are going down.

Every single income tax bracket is
going down. Not only that, the stand-
ard deduction that you could take is
doubling for a couple from $12,000 to
$24,000. The first $24,000 you make, you
pay zero, nothing, nada. Yet the Demo-
crats, with their friends, their compli-
ant friends in the media, have suc-
ceeded in scaring people to think a his-
toric tax cut is somehow a tax in-
crease.

The beauty of it is, for every voter at
home, determine if they are telling the
truth or if they are misleading you be-
cause they are so filled with partisan
animosity for the President that they
can’t vote for a tax cut. It is a sad
state of affairs.

Despite that, this bill is going to
pass. Despite that, we are going to see
job creators, we are going to see farm-
ers, we are going to see ranchers, and
we are going to see small businesses
growing because the taxes on each of
them are going to go down. We are
going to see the taxes for working fam-
ilies go down.

By the way, there is one subset of
people whose taxes will go up under
this, the rich people in high-tax Demo-
cratic States. The irony of all the high
dudgeon from our Democratic friends
pounding the table about this is a tax
cut for the rich, the only people whose
taxes are going up are the really rich.
The middle class, their taxes are all
going down. The working class, their
taxes are going down. Every taxpayer,
their taxes are going down, except rich
people in Manhattan and San Fran-
cisco. Some of them, their taxes may
20 up.

You see this Kabuki theater of Sen-
ators on the Democratic aisle pre-
tending: We won’t defend the rich peo-
ple by claiming we are defending the
working class. Well, the facts are the
facts are the facts, and the facts are
the taxes for the working class are
going down. Those are the facts, and
you will see that.

I ask everyone watching at home, go
look at your pay stub in January. If
they weren’t telling the truth, if you
see in your pay stub you are paying
less taxes, you ought to stop and ask:
Gosh. Why did 48 Democrats in the
Senate all tell me something that was
false? Why did they say something that
is not true in my family?
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It is even sadder than that. One of
the most important elements of this
tax reform bill that we are getting
ready to pass is an expansion of edu-
cational opportunities for parents. It is
an amendment I introduced and this
body passed. It was divided 50-50, and
the Vice President cast a tie-breaking
vote. It expanded 529 college savings
plans.

Right now, 529 plans are immensely
popular. Parents and grandparents can
save for college education for their
kids and grandkids in a tax-advantaged
way. The amendment I introduced that
this body adopted expands 529 college
savings plans to also include K-12 edu-
cation, to also include letting parents
spend up to $10,000 per child per year
from a 529 plan on public school, on pri-
vate school, on parochial school, or on
religious school, and as the amendment
was passed, on homeschools. It puts the
parents in charge; it puts the grand-
parents in charge, saving their own
money—not taxpayer money—their
own money.

It is the most significant Federal
school choice legislation that has ever
passed the U.S. Congress.

You know what we are in the middle
of, right? The Democrats have raised
an objection. They raised an objection
to all of it. They were horrified that a
benefit could go to 50 million
schoolkids, that parents would be able
to save for those schoolkids. They
raised an objection under the Byrd
rule, which is an obscure procedure
rule that nobody at home knows what
it is, but they objected to it. They said:
You can’t benefit 50 million schoolkids.

Indeed, as we argued in front of the
Senate Parliamentarian, one of the ar-
guments the Democrats said is: This is
really popular with the American peo-
ple. We don’t want to do something
that is really popular with the Amer-
ican people. This is a big policy change.
They love 529 plans, and now the par-
ents of 50 million schoolkids—
schoolkids in Texas and every other
State—will be able to save for the edu-
cation of their kids, and that has the
Democrats horrified because every sin-
gle Democrat voted against the parents
in their State saving in a 529 system
for K-12 education.

Well, the Senate Parliamentarian
issued a ruling earlier tonight rejecting
most of the Democratic claims but,
sadly, adopted one small portion of it.
I think that claim was an error. I think
the Parliamentarian’s ruling is con-
trary to Federal rule.

Let me tell you what the Democrats
are objecting to because there was a
moment for conscience to strike them.
The Democrats’ position—they have
raised a point of order. The Senator
from Vermont stood up and raised a
point of order and said they want to ex-
clude homeschoolers from 529 plans.
There are 1.8 million kids who are
homeschooled right now.

To every kid who is Dbeing
homeschooled right now, to every par-
ent, to every mom who puts in the
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time—some dads but a 1ot of moms who
put in the time day after day after day
homeschooling their kids, what every
Democrat is standing up to do right
now is saying: We are going to dis-
criminate against homeschoolers. We
are going to cut you out. Why? Because
the Democratic Party can’t stand the
audacity of a parent who would take it
upon himself or herself to educate their
child free of centralized control. So
their point of order is to carve
homeschoolers out of this.

Now, one of the provisions they want
to carve out is a provision that says
homeschooled students can pay from a
529 college savings account for tutor-
ing. Every Senate Democrat is getting
ready to vote against tutors for chil-
dren at home.

Another provision they are objecting
to that is going to be carved out says
that parents can pay for 529 plans for
books, for additional materials, can
pay for a student in high school who is
duly enrolled in community college,
can pay for that out of their own
money in a tax advantage plan. Do you
know what the Democrats are saying?
If you are a student signed up in a com-
munity college, we, the Democratic
Party, object to you paying for that
out of the tax advantage plan.

Let me tell you what is most strik-
ing, a provision the Democrats are ar-
guing to strike provides that parents
with a child with disabilities can pay
for educational therapy from a 529 plan
that is their own savings that they put
together, and the Democrats are saying
to the parents with kids with disabil-
ities, no, you can’t.

Let me ask my friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, are you pre-
pared to look into the eyes of a kid
with disability and explain why you
said you are cut out? Every other child
in America has the ability to have
their tuition paid for from these 529
plans, but children with disabilities
being homeschooled, the Democrats—
and not one, not two, every single
Democrat—stand united. Why? Because
they can’t stand the President. They
are angry at the President.

That is fine. If they are angry at the
President, stand up and yell at the
President, but don’t take it out on kids
who are homeschooled. Don’t take it
out on kids with disabilities. The
Democrats have an opportunity to
demonstrate they are not going to pun-
ish children with disabilities because of
their partisan anger. We have right
now a motion to waive this mean-spir-
ited, vindictive point of order that dis-
criminates against homeschoolers and
carves out kids with disabilities.

I would ask my friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle—there are going
to be issues we disagree on, but the
vote to allow parents of children with
disabilities to spend their own funds in
a tax-advantaged fund to provide for
educational therapy for those kids with
disabilities—that ought to be 100 to
nothing. All of us should agree on that.
We might disagree on other things,
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fine. The death tax, or as Democrats
like to call it, the estate tax—we can
disagree on that. But educating kids
with disabilities—you are really stand-
ing up raising that objection?

I would ask my friends on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle: Don’t do that.
Don’t discriminate against the
homeschoolers.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield back
all remaining time for the majority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican time is yielded back.

The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the issue
with the Cruz amendment is straight-
forward. The Byrd rule states that the
primary purpose of a budget bill is to
address spending and taxes. If, on the
other hand, you are debating a major
policy change and the budget impact is
merely incidental, the provision just
doesn’t comply with the Byrd rule.
That is the case here.

The Cruz amendment has a modest
budget impact, but the impact is vastly
outweighed by the profound impact, as
a matter of social and education pol-
icy, of providing Federal support for
homeschooling for the first time. In
fact, last week, the Senator from Texas
called his section 529 homeschooling
provision ‘‘the most far-reaching Fed-
eral school choice legislation bill ever
passed.” I agree with the Senator’s as-
sessment of his amendment. The issue
of Federal support for homeschooling
is, in fact, major policy. There is no
question that there are parents who
want to homeschool their kids. I am
certain that many of them are very
conscientious. Yet this is the first time
the Federal Government would provide
Federal support for homeschooling.
That is why the Parliamentarian ruled
against Senator CRUZ.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Enzi motion to waive the Byrd rule
point of order, which we will vote on
shortly.

I also want to close for the Finance
Democrats on this tax issue with some
brief remarks. My colleague from
Texas once again has been saying, as
many Republicans have done tonight:
Middle-class folks, wait until Feb-
ruary. Your paychecks are going to be
bulging.

Here are the facts. We just got them
from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation—a specific table that shows that
60 million taxpayers with an annual in-
come of $200,000 or less will get $100 a
year in tax relief or a tax increase.
That looks to me like a third of all tax-
payers are not exactly going to have
bulging paychecks the way we have
heard from our colleagues on the other
side of the aisle.

The fact is that some of the rhetoric
we have heard from Republican col-
leagues tonight didn’t sound half bad,
so it is a real shame that the rhetoric
doesn’t resemble the plan on paper.

As 1 indicated, this bill is not cen-
tered on a middle-class tax cut. The
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fleeting sugar high the bill provides of-
fers some middle-class families a mod-
est amount of help, but it is basically
a distraction from the giveaways to the
multinational corporations and power-
ful donors.

One of our Republican colleagues to-
night repeated that if passed, the def-
icit is going to drop when the bill is en-
acted. I just have to say that fantasy is
over. Even independent conservatives
are saying that there is no third alter-
nate reality in which Republican tax
bills perform magic.

I want to close tonight by saying to
the public that I would really like to
wrap this up with a warning: The
American people should know that the
far-right architects of this tax plan are
going to be coming for your Social Se-
curity and Medicare before you take
your Christmas tree down. That is the
end game. That is what Americans
need to know is coming next. And on
this side of the aisle, we want the
American people to know that we are
going to be on their side.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democratic leader.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I want
to thank my colleague RON WYDEN for
the excellent job he has done in leading
the opposition to this bill. I am incred-
ulous that someone on the other side of
the aisle said that this will decrease
the deficit. That is just amazing. The
lack of factual fidelity for what is in
the bill and what the other side is say-
ing 1is wunparalleled—unparalleled. I
want to thank Senator WYDEN for his
valiant efforts in pointing that out. I
want to thank Senator SANDERS and
Senator CANTWELL as well, the ranking
members of our committees, who
worked so hard on this bill.

In closing, very soon the Senate will
vote for the final time on the Repub-
lican tax bill. When future generations
look back at the short and messy his-
tory of the Republican tax bill, its
most enduring lesson will be what it
has taught us about how not to legis-
late. After only a few months of fran-
tic, backroom negotiations by only one
party, we are left with a product as
sloppy and as partisan as the process
used to draft it. Even today, three pro-
visions of the bill were found to violate
Senate rules. So now, all of a sudden,
the House will have to vote again to-
morrow. That is a perfect microcosm of
the hasty and reckless process—can we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. SCHUMER. It is a perfect micro-
cosm of the hasty and reckless process
that produced this legislation.

If my Republican friends think these
are the only mistakes that will be
found in their bill, they are sorely mis-
taken. Many more will almost cer-
tainly be unearthed. But the bigger
issue is the failure of this legislation to
live up to each and every one of the
promises made by Republicans about
what it would mean for our country.
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What has been sold as a middle-class
miracle will instead deliver a hefty
windfall to the wealthy and only pal-
try, temporary relief for some in the
middle class. Others will see an in-
crease right from the get-go. So all of
the talk—no middle-class person will
pay a tax increase—gone, gone. And in
a few years, a majority of the middle
class will see their taxes go up. What
kind of middle-class relief is that?

What has been sold as a deficit re-
ducer will instead balloon the deficit
by at least $1.5 trillion, maybe more.
Our children and grandchildren will be
asked to clean up the mess made to-
night by our Republican colleagues in
their eagerness to give the very
wealthy, the very powerful corpora-
tions, a big tax break.

What has been sold as a bill to give
people more freedom to choose their
healthcare will instead raise premiums
and reduce the number of Americans
with health insurance by 13 million.
The number of people who get a small
tax cut and still have to pay more than
that tax cut in premium increases is
large. What a huge mistake my col-
leagues made by eliminating that pro-
vision in the healthcare bill, because
the middle class is going to pay the
price.

What has been sold as a job creator
and wage-booster will do little of ei-
ther, as companies—large, big, power-
ful companies—are already initiating
stock buybacks instead of hiring more
workers and raising wages. Is that
what you intended? Give them more
money so they can buy back more
stock, increasing the wealth of cor-
porate CEOs, increasing the wealth of
the very wealthy, sending billions of
dollars overseas to overseas investors.
That is what is happening already. Cor-
poration after corporation has said:
Aha, with this new money, we will do
even more stock buybacks.

Ultimately, the American people will
learn that Republicans have squan-
dered their so-called ‘‘once-in-a-genera-
tion opportunity’’ on corporate welfare
and taxes for the rich, financed by tax
increases and healthcare increases on
the middle class.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
just released a report that found that
by 2027, nearly 145 million middle-class
families earning under $200,000 will ei-
ther get tax hikes—can we have order,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. SCHUMER. This is serious stuff.
We believe you are messing up Amer-
ica. You can pay attention for a couple
of minutes.

Nearly 145 million middle-class fami-
lies earning under $200,000 will get ei-
ther tax hikes or a tax cut of less than
$100. Eighty-three percent of the mid-
dle class will either pay more in taxes
or get little but crumbs. Is that what
you intended? Is that this great bill
that is helping the middle class? Abso-
lutely not.

Meanwhile, according to the Tax Pol-
icy Center, the top 1 percent of earners
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in our country will reap 83 percent of
the benefits of the tax plan. The top 5
percent—the top 5 percent—will reap
99.2 percent of the benefits. Is that
what you intended? That is what you
are doing. The very, very wealthy—the
highest spectrum—get almost all the
benefits. Some bill for the middle class.

The raw numbers are a staggering in-
dictment of the Republican tax plan, as
they have been throughout the course
of this debate. The data reveals what
the Republican tax plan truly is—a tax
scam that will rob middle-class fami-
lies to pay for corporate tax breaks and
giveaways to the wealthy.

In an age of extraordinary income in-
equality, when the upper echelons of
our economy are capturing an ever-
greater share of the pie, the Republican
tax bill is like pouring gasoline on a
raging fire, making income inequality,
as bad as it is now, even worse. It will
exacerbate all the bad trends in our
economy that over the past few dec-
ades have produced dramatically more
wealth for the already wealthy, while
producing less work and less pay for
working people. That fundamental im-
balance in our economy will be made
even more precarious. What a disgrace.
That is what this bill is. It is an abso-
lute disgrace.

It is not just an ideological dif-
ference; it is something dramatically
opposite of what America needs. There
is no reason for a single middle-class
family to pay more while every single
corporation pays less. If you want to
help the middle class, give them a real
tax break. The rich get far more dol-
lars back than the middle class. That is
fact—an irrefutable fact.

On top of that, as Senator WYDEN
warned everybody a few minutes ago,
this tax bill will endanger Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. Republicans have
already said, led by Speaker RYAN,
that they will use the deficit they are
about to create as an excuse to come
after those earned benefits. The AARP
is very reluctant to take stands on
bills like this, but it was so bad for the
elderly, the AARP felt compelled to
publicly oppose it.

Elderly Americans are not the only
ones who should be worried, although
they certainly should be. If you are 40,
45, or 50, working hard, trying to put
money away for retirement while send-
ing your kids to college, and you are
counting on these programs to be there
when you retire, know this: Cuts to So-
cial Security, Medicare, and Medicaid
are likely to fall on your shoulders be-
cause of this monstrosity of a bill. The
Republican tax bill is the first shoe to
drop. The second will fall on the social
safety net that allows millions of hard-
working Americans to retire with dig-
nity and security.

For all of these reasons, it is not a
surprise that in poll after poll after
poll, the American people overwhelm-
ingly oppose this bill.

My Republican colleagues have done
what is nearly impossible. It is a bad
trick, but they have accomplished it.
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They have managed to make a tax cut
bill even less popular than previous tax
hikes. Who would have thought they
could accomplish that? Who would
have thought? In fact, it is the second-
least popular piece of major legislation
in 30 years, opposed 2 to 1 by the Amer-
ican people, and the more they learn
about the bill, the less they like it. By
the way, what was the first? The Re-
publican healthcare bill earlier this
year.

It is not hard to understand why the
dark heart of the Republican policy
agenda easing burdens on those who al-
ready have so much, while punishing or
ignoring those who have too little, is a
profoundly unpopular idea. My Repub-
lican friends ought to listen to the
American people, the fount of wisdom
in our democracy, or there will be a
reckoning.

The American people do not believe
in trickle-down, as all of you seem to.
Give the very top money, and they will
create jobs. It hasn’t happened.
AT&T—do you know what their tax
rate was over the last 10 years? Eight
percent. Do you know how many jobs
they created? Zero. They cut 80,000 peo-
ple. Let’s give them more money while
hurting the middle class. It makes no
sense.

The American people are saying in a
loud, clear voice that they oppose tax
breaks for corporations and the
wealthy. They don’t believe in trickle-
down, as you do. They oppose gutting
healthcare, as you want to do, and they
oppose this one-party approach to leg-
islating. The American people know
that a slapdash partisan process will
not result in good law. My Republican
colleagues ignore the warnings of the
American people at their own peril.

In just a short time, Republicans will
have a choice whether or not to affix
their name to this awful legislation.
Although the Republican propagandists
may call its passage a political victory,
it will be very fleeting and illusory.
The substance and polling are so rotten
that a year from now, Republicans will
be running away from this bill in
shame for voting yes this evening.

There is an alternative: Vote no.
Come to the table with Democrats.
Begin serious, bipartisan talks on tax
reform. Get a good bill, and work in
the way this Chamber is supposed to
work: bipartisan, moderate, thought-
ful, open. You have done none of
those—none of those.

I have little faith that, at this late
hour, my colleagues will choose the
better course, but if they do, we could
do something great for the country and
for this body at the same time. We
could return to regular order, where
the legitimate policy differences be-
tween our parties are argued in broad
daylight, and with painstaking effort,
we compromise even after we fiercely
debate one another. Isn’t that what we
came here to do?

I challenge a single one of my Repub-
lican colleagues to say they are proud
of the way this tax bill was written and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

passed. I challenge a single one. I know
this isn’t what they would like to see.
I know this isn’t what so many of you
came here to do. I know it is not what
you tell your constituents the Senate
ought to be. I know so many of you la-
ment the steady erosion of bipartisan-
ship here in the Senate, as do I, as do
my fellow Democrats. So rather than
resign to the failures of the current
moment, I plead—plead—with my Re-
publican colleagues to imagine a better
path forward. Vote no. Vote no and pre-
vent taxes from going up on millions of
middle-class families. Vote no and stop
13 million Americans from going with-
out health insurance. Vote no, so we
don’t add $1.5 trillion to the deficit,
putting the burden on our children and
grandchildren. Vote no and say that
you want to have the kind of bipar-
tisan debate befitting the grand tradi-
tions of this United States Senate.
Vote no. Otherwise, I believe the entire
Republican Party and each of you will
come to rue this day.

I yield the floor.

I yield back all time.

VOTE ON MOTION TO WAIVE

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CAPITO). The question is on agreeing to
the motion to waive the points of
order.

The yeas and nays have been pre-
viously ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative 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 yeas and nays resulted—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 322 Leg.]

YEAS—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
NAYS—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
NOT VOTING—1
McCain
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 51, the nays are 48.

Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the
affirmative, the motion is rejected.

The points of order are sustained.
The material will be stricken from the
conference report.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
before the Senate is whether the Sen-
ate shall recede from its amendment to
H.R. 1 and concur therein with a fur-
ther amendment.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

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

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN)
would have voted ‘‘yea.”

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

(Disturbance in the Visitors’
leries.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Ser-
geant at Arms will restore order in the
Gallery.

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

[Rollcall Vote No. 323 Leg.]

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

Gal-

YEAS—51
Alexander Boozman Cassidy
Barrasso Burr Cochran
Blunt Capito Collins
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Corker Heller Risch
Cornyn Hoeven Roberts
Cotton Inhofe Rounds
Crapo Isakson Rubio
Cruz Johnson Sasse
Daines Kennedy Scott
Enzi Lankford Shelby
Ernst Lee Strange
Fischer McConnell Sullivan
Flake Moran Thune
Gardner Murkowski Tillis
Graham Paul Toomey
Grassley Perdue Wicker
Hatch Portman Young
NAYS—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 MecCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Warren
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Murphy Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
McCain

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote,
the yeas are 51, the nays are 48.

The Senate recedes from its amend-
ment and concurs in H.R. 1 with a fur-
ther amendment.

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act is passed.

(Applause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CAPITO). The Senator from Wyoming.

————
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate 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.

————

TRIBUTE TO BILL DAUGHERTY

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
today I wish to congratulate Mr. Bill
Daugherty of Lexington, KY, who was
recently honored by Berea College with
its distinguished alumnus award. Each
year, the school recognizes notable
alumni who have achieved success in
their profession, contributed to the
community, and have faithfully upheld
Berea’s mission. The college, founded
in 1855 by abolitionists, fosters an edu-
cational institution that cultivates
Christian values and challenges stu-
dents to carry them into action in
their community.

Raised on a cattle farm in Jackson
County, KY, Bill graduated from Berea
in 1976, and he used his degree in agri-
culture to succeed in the natural re-
source industry. Less than 10 years
later, he founded his own small petro-
leum business. His company evolved
and grew to focus on natural gas in the
Appalachian region. After years of suc-
cess, Bill and his business partner
founded an independent oil exploration
and production company.

Bill has served his community on the
board of the Kentucky Energy Council,
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Kentucky 0Oil and Gas Association, and
the Independent Petroleum Association
of America. He currently serves as the
vice chairman of the Interstate Oil and
Gas Compact Commission, which is
tasked with helping States find envi-
ronment-friendly ways to increase the
supply of American energy.

Finally, Bill and his business partner
founded a successful horse racing and
breeding enterprise. His success in the
natural gas industry was matched in
the thoroughbred racing industry. In
fact, Bill’s own horse, California
Chrome, won the Kentucky Derby in
2014.

The distinguished alumnus award is
not only a recognition of significant
accomplishment in the recipient’s cho-
sen profession, but it also serves as an
inspiration to the current students at
Berea College who are eager to make
their own positive impact in the com-
munity. Bill and his wife, Zella, play
active roles in the community by
hosting events in support of the New
Opportunity School for Women, an in-
tensive 3-week program that offers
coursework in job search skills, cre-
ative writing, and Appalachian 1lit-
erature. I want to ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating Bill for re-
ceiving this award and commending
him on a successful career.

———
TRIBUTE TO CLARENCE FLOYD

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
today I would like to recognize the ef-
forts of Clarence Floyd, a proud Korean
war veteran, from Pulaski County, KY.
At the age of 84, Clarence still works to
serve his community, taking up a cam-
paign to erect reserved-parking spaces
for area veterans. These signs are a sa-
lute to the men and women who served
our Nation in uniform.

As the honor guard commander of
Somerset’s American Legion Post 38,
Clarence cares deeply about America’s
veterans. To arrange reserved-parking
spaces for veterans, Clarence works
with local businesses and the city of
Somerset’s street department. Then, he
and his wife, Nancy, install the signs
themselves. He says, ‘It takes me
about 20 minutes to put up two signs.”

To date, there are 10 locations with
veterans-only parking throughout Pu-
laski County. Clarence is also working
with other local businesses to install
more in the near future. I would like to
thank Clarence for his service to our
country and to his fellow veterans, and
I urge all of my colleagues to join me
in doing so.

———
REMEMBERING LOHREN MARTIN

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
today I wish to remember the life of
Lohren Martin, of Corbin, KY, who
passed away on November 21, 2017, at
the age of 87. A man of many talents,
Lohren will be remembered most by
those who loved him as a caring friend.

A veteran of the Korean war, Lohren
worked in his community as an attor-
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ney, a businessman, an entrepreneur,
and a developer. Lohren’s siblings and
friends think of his humor, patriotism,
and constant friendship.

Elaine and I would like to extend our
condolences to Lohren’s wife, Arvilla,
his children Eddie and Cindy, and all
who knew and loved him. His life left a
lasting impression on all of those
around him, and I hope that their fond
memories of Lohren will bring comfort
in this time of grief.

The Corbin Times-Tribune recently
published an article on Lohren’s life. I
ask unanimous consent that a copy of
the article be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Corbin Times-Tribune, Dec. 5,

2017]
LOHREN MARTIN REMEMBERED AS ‘A GREAT
FRIEND’
(By Angela Turner)

“The biggest thing I can tell you about
Lohren Martin is how much he valued every
individual,” Shirley Chandler said about her
brother.

Siblings often share a special bond and it
was no different in the case of Shirley Chan-
dler and her brother Lohren Martin. Martin,
who was a local attorney, businessman, en-
trepreneur, developer, and Korean War Vet-
eran (just to name a few), died on Nov. 21.

Growing up, Martin was the salutatorian of
this high school class. He attended several
colleges and universities including Sue Ben-
nett College, Union College and the Univer-
sity of Kentucky.

According to Chandler, Martin’s education
was interrupted when he was drafted into the
Korean War. After basic training he was se-
lected to go into army intelligence. After
training in army intelligence, he was sent to
Korea to interpret aerial photographs. Chan-
dler said while in Korea, Martin lived in a
tent and was dedicated and focused on the
task at hand.

‘“‘He was an awesome brother,” Chandler
said. “He was a great mentor, a great friend
and confidant.”

Martin’s friends shared similar thoughts.

‘“‘He was a friend that would stick with you
in good times and bad times,” said Martin’s
friend and business partner Dave Huff. ‘‘He
was very patriotic.”

———
TRIBUTE TO JAMES RITCHIE

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
today I wish to pay tribute to James
Ritchie, of Somerset, KY, a brave Ken-
tuckian who was honored by his com-
munity on Veterans Day. He was the
feature of a newspaper story in the
Commonwealth Journal, which de-
tailed his life and his honorable career
in the military. The article was a com-
munity’s effort to thank him for his
service to our country.

In 1947, James decided to join our Na-
tion’s military. Seeking to enlist in the
Navy, James walked in the wrong door
and was convinced instead to join the
marines. After his training, James was
deployed to join the 1st Marine Divi-
sion Air Wing in Pusan, Korea. How-
ever, the trip to Korea by way of San
Diego proved treacherous when James’
transport collided with a steamliner.

Once he made it to Korea, James was
responsible for providing protection for
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