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the life of Mrs. Capps, and we would be
working with the minority to coordi-
nate that. We would expect to do that
in such a way as to honor also the com-
mitment to Members regarding votes
and their travel arrangements. I would
anticipate that it would be after 5:00
that evening.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Madam
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

f

MAKING IN ORDER ON WEDNES-
DAY MARCH 18, 1998, CONSIDER-
ATION OF HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 227, DIRECTING THE
PRESIDENT TO REMOVE U.S.
ARMED FORCES FROM BOSNIA-
HERZEGOVINA

Mr. ARMEY. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it not be in
order prior to Wednesday, March 18,
1998 to consider House Concurrent Res-
olution 227; on Wednesday, March 18, it
be in order in the House to consider
House Concurrent Resolution 227 as
modified by the amendment numbered
1 printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of today; and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the
concurrent resolution, as modified, to
final adoption without intervening mo-
tion except two hours of debate, with
one hour controlled by the gentleman
from California (Mr. CAMPBELL), 30
minutes controlled by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) or his
designee, and 30 minutes controlled by
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HAM-
ILTON) or his designee.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS TO
HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT, FRIDAY,
MARCH 13, 1998, TO FILE REPORT
ON H.R. 2870, TROPICAL FOREST
CONSERVATION ACT OF 1998

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on International Relations have
until midnight, Friday, March 13, 1998,
to file a report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 2870) to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to facilitate protec-
tion of tropical forests through debt re-
duction with developing countries with
tropical forests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
THE JUDICIARY TO HAVE UNTIL
MIDNIGHT FRIDAY, MARCH 13,
1998, TO FILE REPORT ON H.R.
1704, CONGRESSIONAL OFFICE OF
REGULATORY ANALYSIS CRE-
ATION ACT

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary have until
midnight on Friday, March 13, 1998 to
file a report on the bill (H.R. 1704) to
establish a Congressional Office of Reg-
ulatory Analysis.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

PERMISSION TO ENTERTAIN MO-
TIONS TO SUSPEND THE RULES
ON WEDNESDAY, MARCH 18, 1998

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that notwith-
standing clause 1 of rule XXVII, it be
in order at any time on Wednesday,
March 18, 1998, for the Speaker to en-
tertain motions to suspend the rules
and pass the following bills: H.R. 2696,
amending title 17 to provide for protec-
tion of certain original designs; S. 758,
making technical corrections to the
Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995; H.R.
2294, Federal Courts Improvement Act
of 1997; and H.R. 3117, the Civil Rights
Commission Act of 1998.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 16, 1998

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 2:00 p.m. on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

HOUR OF MEETING ON TUESDAY,
MARCH 17, 1998

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Monday, March 16,
1998, it adjourn to meet at 12:30 p.m. on
Tuesday, March 17, 1998 for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objecton to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. CAMPBELL. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objecton to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
NAMING THE DICK CHENEY FED-
ERAL BUILDING

(Mrs. CUBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure today to introduce legis-
lation to rename the Federal building
and post office in Casper, Wyoming, the
Dick Cheney Federal Building. I know
of no one more deserving of this honor
than Dick Cheney.

Dick was one of my predecessors in
the House. He served as Chief of Staff
to former President Ford and he was
Secretary of Defense under former
President George Bush. During his ten-
ure as Defense Secretary, Dick directed
two of the largest military campaigns
in recent history, Operation Just Cause
in Panama and Operation Desert Storm
in the Middle East. For his leadership
in the Gulf War, Dick was awarded the
Presidential Medal of Freedom by
President Bush, one of the highest hon-
ors bestowed on any individual.

Although Dick is now serving as
Chairman of the Board and Chief Exec-
utive Officer of the Halliburton Com-
pany and out of the political limelight,
he remains extremely popular in Wyo-
ming and his advice is still sought
after by many of us, including myself,
who currently serve in office. I hope
my colleagues will join me in sponsor-
ing this legislation in honor of one of
our most cherished and highly re-
spected former Members.

Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct honor and
privilege to introduce today a bill to rename
the Federal Building and Post Office in Cas-
per, Wyoming, after a former member of this
body, my predecessor, Dick Cheney. I cannot
think of anyone more deserving of this rec-
ognition, and I know the residents of Casper
and all of Wyoming will be proud to honor him
in this manner.

As most of my colleagues are aware, Dick
was first elected to serve in the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1978 and was reelected five
times. At the end of his first term, his Repub-
lican colleagues elected him to serve as
Chairman of the Republican Policy Committee.
I’m told that is the first time in this century a
freshman member has been named to that po-
sition. Dick went on to become Chairman of
the Republican Conference and House Minor-
ity Whip.

But Dick’s political career really began years
earlier when he first joined the Nixon Adminis-
tration in 1969, where he served in a number
of positions at the Cost of Living Council, the
Office of Economic Opportunity and the White
House staff. He left the government in 1973 to
become Vice President of Bradley, Woods and
Company, an investment advisory firm.

When Gerald Ford assumed the Presidency
in August of 1974, Dick was invited to serve
on the transition team and later as Deputy As-
sistant to the President. In November, 1975,
he was named Assistant to the President and
White House Chief of Staff, a position he held
throughout the remainder of the Ford Adminis-
tration. I might add that, at 34, Dick was the
youngest Chief of Staff ever to serve a Presi-
dent.

For many of us in Wyoming who have
known Dick for years, however, our greatest
thrill was having him appointed as Secretary
of Defense in the Bush Administration, a posi-
tion he held from March of 1989 to January
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1993. During his tenure at the Defense De-
partment, Dick directed two of the largest mili-
tary campaigns in recent history—Operation
Just Cause in Panama and Operation Desert
Storm in the Middle East. He was also respon-
sible for shaping the future of the U.S. military
in an age of profound and rapid change as the
Cold War ended. For his leadership in the Gulf
War, Dick was awarded the Presidential Medal
of Freedom by President Bush on July 3,
1991, one of the highest honors bestowed on
any individual.

Although Dick is now serving as Chairman
of the Board and Chief Executive Officer of
the Halliburton Company and out of the politi-
cal limelight, he remains extremely popular in
Wyoming and his advice is still sought after by
many of us—including myself—who currently
serve in office. Dick and his wife Lynne are
among my closest friends and I cherish, love
and admire them both. It is a great pleasure
for me to seek to recognize him in this fash-
ion, and I trust my colleagues will join me in
sponsoring this bill and working towards its ex-
peditious passage.

Thank you, Dick, for all you have done for
this country. God bless you and your family.

f

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, why is
enactment of the Marriage Tax Elimi-
nation Act so important? Do Ameri-
cans feel that it is fair that our tax
code imposes a higher tax on marriage?

Do Americans feel that it is fair that
21 million married working couples pay
on the average of $1,400 more a year
than an identical couple living to-
gether outside of marriage? Do Ameri-
cans feel that it is fair that our Tax
Code provides an incentive to get di-
vorced? Of course not.

The marriage tax penalty is not only
unfair, it is wrong that we punish mar-
riage. The marriage tax penalty results
when we have a couple with two in-
comes that are married and they file
jointly and it pushes them into a high-
er tax bracket. Twenty-one million
married couples pay on the average of
$1,400 more.

In Chicago and the south suburbs
that I have the privilege of represent-
ing, $1,400 is one year’s tuition at a
community college; that is three
months’ worth of day care at a local
child care center.

The Marriage Tax Elimination Act
now has 238 cosponsors, Republicans
and Democrats. Our legislation would
immediately eliminate the marriage
tax penalty. Let us eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty and do it now.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to highlight what is
arguably the most unfair provision in the U.S.
Tax code: the marriage penalty. I want to
thank you for your long term interest in bring-
ing parity to the tax burden impose on working
married couples compared to a couple living
together outside of marriage.

In January, President Clinton gave his State
of the Union Address outlining many of things
he wants to do with the budget surplus.

A surplus provided by the bipartisan budget
agreement which: cut waste, put America’s fis-
cal house in order, and held Washington’s feet
to the fire to balance the budget.

While President Clinton paraded a long list
of new spending totaling at least $46—$48 bil-
lion in new programs—we believe that a top
priority should be returning the budget surplus
to America’s families as additional middle-
class tax relief.

This Congress has given more tax relief to
the middle class and working poor than any
Congress of the last half century.

I think the issue of the marriage penalty can
best be framed by asking these questions : Do
Americans feel its fair that our tax code im-
poses a higher tax penalty on marriage? Do
Americans feel its fair that the average mar-
ried working couple pays almost $1,400 more
in taxes than a couple with almost identical in-
come living together outside of marriage? Is it
right that our tax code provides an incentive to
get divorced?

In fact, today the only form one can file to
avoid the marriage tax penalty is paperwork
for divorce. And that is just wrong?

Since 1969, our tax laws have purnished
married couples when both spouses work. For
no other reason than the decision to be joined
in holy matrimony, more than 21 million cou-
ples a year are penalized. They pay more in
taxes than they would if they were single. Not
only is the marriage penalty unfair, it’s wrong
that our tax code punishes society’s most
basic institution. The marriage tax penalty
exacts a disproportionate toll on working
women and lower income couples with chil-
dren. In many cases it is a working women’s
issue.

Let me give you an example of how the
marriage tax penalty unfairly affects middle
class married working couples.

For example, a machinist, at a Caterpillar
manufacturing plant in my home district of Jo-
liet, makes $30,500 a year in salary. His wife
is a tenured elementary school teacher, also
bringing home $30,500 a year in salary. If they
would both file their taxes as singles, as indi-
viduals, they would pay 15%.

MARRIAGE PENALTY EXAMPLE IN THE SOUTH SUBURBS

Machinist Schooo
teacher Couple

Adjusted Gross Income ......................... $30,500 $30,500 $61,000
Less Personal Exemption and Standard

Deduction .......................................... $6,550 6,550 11,800
Taxable Income ..................................... 23,950 23,950 49,200
Tax Liability ........................................... 3,592.5 3,592.5 8,563
Marriage Penalty ................................... ................ ................ 1,378

But if they chose to live their lives in holy
matrimony, and now file jointly, their combined
income of $61,000 pushes them into a higher
tax bracket of 28 percent, producing a tax
penalty of $1400 in higher taxes.

On average, America’s married working
couples pay $1,400 more a year in taxes than
individuals with the same incomes. That’s seri-
ous money. Everyday we get closer to April
15th more married couples will be realizing
that they are suffering the marriage tax pen-
alty.

Particularly if you think of it in terms of: a
down payment on a house or a car, one years
tuition at a local community college, or several
months worth of quality child care at a local
day care center.

To that end, Congressman DAVID MCINTOSH
and I have authored the Marriage Tax Elimi-
nation Act.

It would allow married couples a choice in
filing their income taxes, either jointly or as in-
dividuals—which ever way lets them keep
more of their own money.

Our bill already has the bipartisan cospon-
sorship of 232 Members of the House and a
similar bill in the Senate also enjoys wide-
spread support.

It isn’t enough for President Clinton to sug-
gest tax breaks for child care. The President’s
child care proposal would help a working cou-
ple afford, on average, three weeks of day
care. Elimination of the marriage tax penalty
would give the same couple the choice of pay-
ing for three months of child care—or address-
ing other family priorities. After all, parents
know better than Washington what their family
needs.

We fondly remember the 1996 State of the
Union address when the President declared
emphatically that, quote ‘‘the era of big gov-
ernment is over.’’

We must stick to our guns, and stay the
course. There never was an American appe-
tite for big government. But there certainly is
for reforming the existing way government
does business. And what better way to show
the American people that our government will
continue along the path to reform and prosper-
ity than by eliminating the marriage tax pen-
alty.

Ladies and Gentlemen, we are on the verge
of running a surplus. It’s basic math. It means
Americans are already paying more than is
needed for government to do the job we ex-
pect of it. What better way to give back than
to begin with mom and dad and the American
family—the backbone of our society.

We ask that President Clinton join with Con-
gress and make elimination of the marriage
tax penalty . . . a bipartisan priority. Of all the
challenges married couples face in providing
home and hearth to America’s children, the
U.S. tax code should not be one of them.

Lets eliminate The Marriage Tax Penalty
and do it now!

WHICH IS BETTER?

NOTE: The President’s Proposal to expand
the child care tax credit will pay for only 2
to 3 weeks of child care. The Weller-
McIntosh Marriage Tax Elimination Act
H.R. 2456, will allow married couples to pay
for 3 months of child care.

WHICH IS BETTER, 3 WEEKS OR 3 MONTHS?

CHILD CARE OPTIONS UNDER THE MARRIAGE TAX
ELIMINATION ACT

Average
tax relief

Average
weekly

day care
cost

Weeks
day care

Marriage Tax Elimination Act ............... $1,400 $127 11
President’s Child Care Tax Credit ........ 358 127 2.8

f

b 1445

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
EMERSON). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.
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