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Messrs. LIPINSKI and COSTELLO
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’” to
g&nay'av

So (two-thirds not being in the af-
firmative) the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

————

TAX RELIEF, UNEMPLOYMENT IN-
SURANCE REAUTHORIZATION,
AND JOB CREATION ACT OF 2010

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pending
any declaration of the House into the
Committee of the Whole pursuant to
House Resolution 1766, the Chair would
note that the Senate amendment to
the House amendment to the Senate
amendment to the bill H.R. 4853 con-
tains an emergency designation for
purposes of pay-as-you-go principles
under clause 10(c) of rule XXI and an
emergency designation pursuant to
section 4(g)(1) of the Statutory Pay-As-
You-Go Act of 2010.

Accordingly, the Chair must put the
question of consideration under clause
10(c)(3) of rule XXI and under section
4(g)(2) of the Statutory Pay-As-You-Go
Act of 2010.

The question is, Will the House now
consider the Senate amendment to the
House amendment to the Senate
amendment?

The question of consideration was de-
cided in the affirmative.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 1766 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the Senate amendment to the
House amendment to the Senate
amendment to the bill, H.R. 4853.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the Senate amend-
ment to the House amendment to the
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
4853) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to extend the funding and
expenditure authority of the Airport
and Airway Trust Fund, to amend title
49, United States Code, to extend au-
thorizations for the airport improve-
ment program, and for other purposes,
with Mr. SABLAN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
Senate amendment is considered read.

General debate shall not exceed 3
hours equally divided and controlled by
the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CAMP) each will control 90
minutes.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I have

a parliamentary inquiry.
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The CHAIR. The gentleman will state
his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GOHMERT. My parliamentary
inquiry is, since the rules of the House
allow for someone in opposition to
claim time in order to speak on a bill,
is that rule being abrogated now, or
can we follow the rules and have some-
one like me, who is opposed to the bill,
claim time?

The CHAIR. No such rule is applica-
ble to these proceedings.

Mr. GOHMERT. I'm sorry. I did not
understand.

The CHAIR. There is no such rule.

Mr. GOHMERT. So this is set up now,
the rules have been abrogated, so no
time is allotted to anyone in opposi-
tion? Did I understand that correct,
Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIR. The gentleman has not
stated a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GOHMERT. Parliamentary in-
quiry, then.

The CHAIR. The gentleman will state
his inquiry.

Mr. GOHMERT. Under the rules of
the House, going back to the Thomas
Jefferson rules of the House, as adopted
by this majority in this term, someone
in opposition to a bill is always given
the right to claim time. So I am asking
the parliamentary inquiry if that is
now the case, or if that rule—the
standing rule—is not going to be al-
lowed at this time?

The CHAIR. The gentleman’s premise
is incorrect.

Mr. GOHMERT. The
premise is incorrect?

So someone can claim time in opposi-
tion? Thank you.

The CHAIR. The House is operating
under a rule that allocates control of
the time for debate to the chair and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.
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Mr. TAYLOR. Further parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Mississippi will state his inquiry.

Mr. TAYLOR. I understand that
under the rule just passed, the time has
been allocated to a proponent on this
side of the aisle for the bill, a pro-
ponent on this side of the aisle for the
bill. The understanding was, though,
that time would be allowed to the op-
ponents of this bill.

I am asking if the Chair or someone
would identify who that time will be
yielded to.

The CHAIR. The rule provides for the
debate time to be allocated equally and
controlled by the chair and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

The Democratic majority in the
House has made it crystal clear that
we stand on the side of middle income
families, of unemployed workers, of
small businesses struggling in this dif-
ficult economy. The compromise before

gentleman’s
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us clearly requires painful choices.
These choices relate to each of the
three criteria for judging the merits of
this package: Does it add to the def-
icit? Does it promote economic
growth? And does it promote fairness?

For decades, Republicans have un-
wisely promoted a view that tax cuts
pay for themselves. So while making
deficit reduction their rhetoric, they
never have had any intention of paying
for tax cuts which add to the deficit,
plain and simple. Adding to the deficit
is defensible if the bill meets another
criterion: Does it promote economic
growth? Adding to the deficit in the
short term as a tool to promote eco-
nomic growth that will, in turn, help
address the long-term deficit has been
the basis of vital actions taken by the
Democratic majority, actions to stem
the financial crisis, jump-start the
economy, and save the auto industry.
These were necessary steps, sometimes
unpopular ones, and steps unfortu-
nately not effectively articulated at
times by the administration.

This bill does include important pro-
visions aimed at increasing economic
growth and jobs: unemployment insur-
ance for millions out of work who will
spend money received to keep their
families afloat; the middle income tax
cut; the temporary reduction in payroll
taxes; and business provisions like the
R&D tax credit, the new markets cred-
it, and full expensing of business in-
vestment for 1 year.

Unfortunately, in their zeal to undo
the Recovery Act, Republicans have in-
sisted that we not extend the success-
ful 48C credit for advanced engineering
manufacturing or the Build America
Bond program, working to rebuild our
economy. The Republicans have in-
sisted on provisions that violate the
third criterion, fairness for taxpayers.

In order for the administration to be
able to include provisions that help
lower and middle income families, it
came at the price of assisting the very
wealthy, the Republicans’ priority.
Their position has led to a package
where the top six-tenths of 1 percent of
the very wealthiest receive 20 percent
of the benefits of the tax package. My
amendment would strike a blow at this
unfairness by replacing the highly irre-
sponsible and unfair Kyl estate tax
giveaway. The resulting $23 billion in
additional borrowing won’t go to cre-
ate jobs. It will be used to provide an
average tax cut of more than $1.5 mil-
lion to the 6,600 wealthiest estates next
year. This represents less than three-
tenths of 1 percent of all estates.

I urge my colleagues to vote to
change this egregious piece of the leg-
islation so the American people can see
clearly who puts the interests of the
middle class ahead of the very wealthi-
est. And then the Republicans in the
Senate will have a stark choice that
might be painful for them. It would
make it clear whose side they are on.

I will accept the remainder of the bill
because after the approach taken by
Republicans in the House and Senate
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these last weeks, obstructing and hold-
ing hostage everything until they get
their way on the tax breaks for the
very wealthy, I am not willing to put
the fate of the middle class and the un-
employed in the hands of the Repub-
lican majority next year. Especially
when voiced by the Senate Republican
leader that their main priority is the
failure of our President.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This House—the people’s House—has
a simple choice today: raise taxes on
families and small businesses or pre-
vent a massive job-Kkilling tax increase
from going into effect a mere 16 days
from now.

If you think our economy can handle
higher taxes, if you think middle class
families should lose roughly $100 per
week out of their paychecks, then vote
“no”’ today. Make no mistake about it,
a ‘“no” vote today is a vote for higher
taxes, taxes that would devastate fami-
lies and send shock waves throughout
our economy.

If you believe we should stop this
massive tax increase in its tracks, es-
pecially when unemployment is stuck
at nearly 10 percent, then vote ‘‘yes.”
If you want to be sure we don’t extend
the failed Making Work Pay policy
from the failed stimulus law that has
the IRS writing checks to people who
pay no income or payroll taxes, then
vote ‘“‘yes.” If you are opposed to the
Federal Government taking more than
half of a family farm or business due to
a death, then vote ‘“‘yes.” And if you
are interested in fundamental tax re-
form—getting rid of exemptions, de-
ductions, and loopholes that com-
plicate our Tax Code—then vote ‘‘yes”
because this bill gives us the time that
we need to rewrite the Tax Code, cut
spending next year, and get our econ-
omy back on track.

I know some of my friends want to
wait until January when Republicans
are back in the majority because they
think that we can get a better deal.
That is as misguided as it is politically
callous. And let me be blunt. It’s irre-
sponsible to play a game of chicken
with the Senate and the White House
next year when middle class Americans
are literally forced to pay $100 more a
week in taxes and are forced to suffer
even greater job losses. If this bill fails
today, that’s what will happen. Pay-
checks and jobs will burn while Wash-
ington fiddles.

If that’s your stance, then I ask,
What better deal could we get? People
talk about making tax rates perma-
nent. That’s something I support.
That’s something every Republican in
this House supports. But how does

waiting until January, February,
March, April, or May make that a re-
ality?

The Senate voted yesterday on the
DeMint amendment which would have
made the rates permanent, and it failed
37-63. Last time I looked, we didn’t
pick up 23 seats in the United States
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Senate. And the President has flatly
refused to sign such legislation into
law. So again, tell me, how do we get a
better deal by waiting? It makes no
sense to gamble with the American
people’s jobs and the very paychecks
they rely on to put food on the table
and keep the house warm this winter.

Americans are suffering through the
deepest and longest recession since the
Great Depression. This is not a time
for political speeches or electoral pos-
turing. This is a time to act respon-
sibly, to do what is right, and to vote
“yes.” Employers are begging us to
pass this legislation. Small businesses
and the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business are supporting the
bill because they know they cannot af-
ford a tax hike. The Business Round-
table which represents the largest em-
ployers in the country with over 12
million employees is supporting this
bill because they know the economy
cannot afford a tax hike.
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The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is
supporting this legislation because
they know we cannot afford a tax hike.
The National Association of Manufac-
turers is supporting this legislation.
Economists across the spectrum, from
the far left to the far right, are sup-
porting this legislation, and so should
the Members of this House.

By no means is this bill perfect. For
example, I think we should have paid
for the extension of unemployment in-
surance and, frankly, we will. I’'m com-
mitted to producing legislation next
year to revamp, reform, and pay for the
Federal unemployment benefits our
Nation provides. We should not have to
choose between adding to the deficit
and providing this important help, but
we cannot allow that single concern to
hold this bill up.

Time has run out. This is our only
chance, and the harm to our economy
and the hit families would suffer is far
too great a risk.

And let’s be clear, this bill is about
taxes, longstanding tax policy, for that
matter, and preventing a tax hike. It
isn’t about spending. Nearly 90 percent
of this bill is tax policy, and that pol-
icy is aimed at preventing a tax hike
for families and employers or providing
direct tax relief to the American work-
er.

It also protects family farms, ranches
and businesses from being hit by the
destructive death tax. That will go as
high as 55 percent next year if we do
not act. Instead, this bill reduces that
rate to 35 percent, while increasing the
exemption amount from $1 million to
$5 million.

Now, I know $1 million sounds like a
lot of money, and it is. But think about
the family farmers in your districts.
Think about the costs of the big ma-
chinery it takes to operate and manage
their land. Some of the combines I see
every day in my district cost a quarter
of a million each. That isn’t cash in the
bank. That’s equipment in the field,
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and the Federal Government has no
right to take half of it when mom or
dad passes on.

While I support a total repeal of the
death tax, at least this bill makes sig-
nificant improvements to the estate
and gift taxes, and it deserves our sup-
port.

Members should also know, and the
American people should know, that
this bill does not contain new policy.
New provisions were not snuck in late
in the night or behind closed doors. We
took a firm stand against new policy.
We took a firm stand against policy
that had not been renewed repeatedly
and, as a result, more than 70 provi-
sions, some of them my own, were ex-
cluded from the bill, well over $100 bil-
lion worth.

The most notable provisions of these
we terminated were from the failed
stimulus bill, like the refundable Mak-
ing Work Pay credit, the Build Amer-
ica Bonds program, which simply sub-
sidized State and local governments
going deeper into debt, and grants in
lieu of the low-income housing credit.
None of that is in here, nor are there
the usual Washington Christmas tree
ornaments. This bill is narrowly fo-
cused on tax and unemployment policy.

Unlike the omnibus Democrats are
preparing, there are no earmarks like
the $2 million for an Ice Age National
Scenic trail in Wisconsin. There isn’t a
$3.5 million study on subterranean ter-
mites in New Orleans, and there cer-
tainly isn’t an extra $1 billion for the
new job-killing health care law.

My friends, the election’s over. Let’s
not start the next campaign here
today. Let’s make the right choice.
Let’s stop this tax hike from going into
effect in 2 weeks. Let’s put our con-
stituents’ jobs before our own. Let’s
show the American people we can gov-
ern and we can take yes for an answer.

So let’s pass this bill with broad bi-
partisan support, as the Senate did yes-
terday by a vote of 81-19. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes.”

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the very distinguished gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Tonight is going to be
a rather historic vote. In the old days,
the House would initiate tax bills, and
then we would send it to the Senate,
and then the Senate and the House
would come together and have what
was known as a conference.

But it’s clear to me that rules are
changing fast, and now that the House
has spoken in terms of a tax bill, in
terms of giving some comfort to those
people who are unemployed, it seems to
me now that it works that the Presi-
dent works with a handful of Repub-
licans and tells us, on the House side,
that if we change anything, there’s ab-
solutely no deal. I think the President
said that these people that were unem-
ployed were being held as hostage.
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In addition to that, we find that all
of the tax benefits seem to be centered
among the people who are the richest
that we have in this country, while we
find more and more Americans going
into poverty. I submit to you that de-
mocracy cannot grow with this type of
diversity, where we find so much
wealth held in the hands of so few and
s0 many other people are without jobs
and without hope.

It would seem to me that we have
time to correct these things. There’s
nothing in the Constitution or the
House rules that indicates that we
can’t work closer to Christmas. I know
other people believe that this would be
a violation of Christian values. But
helping those people who are poor,
helping those people who are without
jobs, I submit to you and to Christians,
Jews and Gentiles, that this will be the
proper thing to do, with the spirit of
Christmas, rather than just to do what
people outside of the House have dic-
tated that if we don’t do it their way,
then these people that we have such a
moral commitment to will go without
compensation, and the rest of the peo-
ple that deserve a tax break would be
denied if we don’t go along with the
package.

So, to Members who are coming to
this body, this is a new set of rules, a
new set of tradition; but I tell you, it is
not the American tradition that I knew
and loved so well.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 3 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER).

Mr. HERGER. Madam Chairman, the
bill that came to us from the Senate is
far from perfect. I'm going to vote
‘“‘yes’ because if the scheduled $3.8 tril-
lion tax increase takes effect in just 2
weeks, the consequences for our econ-
omy could be catastrophic. Even if we
reversed this tax hike next year, fami-
lies and small businesses would see
higher taxes immediately on January
1.

According to the Tax Foundation,
the average middle class family in my
own northern California district would
see their Federal income taxes more
than double. People in my district are
already struggling. Small businesses
are barely hanging on. The unemploy-
ment rate is near 20 percent in several
counties I represent. We simply cannot
afford this enormous tax hit.

This has been a difficult decision for
me. I’'m outraged that the President
and the Democratic leaders are de-
manding billions of dollars in unpaid-
for spending on unemployment benefits
and special interest giveaways as the
price for stopping a massive tax in-
crease.

Additionally, we should be making
the current tax rate permanent. If
businesses face the threat of another
tax increase in 2 years, they will be re-
luctant to make investments that pay
off in 5 or 10 years.

Madam Chairman, we have to provide
long-term certainty for America’s
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small businesses. I commend Mr. CAMP
for his dedication to protecting tax-
payers and his hard work on this legis-
lation. In the next Congress, I look for-
ward to working with Chairman CAMP
to fix this bill’s flaws. We must bring
permanency to the Tax Code, and we
must cut wasteful Federal spending,
both to pay for the unemployment ben-
efits and also to start bringing down
our unsustainable Federal deficit.

Finally, I know from personal experi-
ence how much of a burden the death
tax is for family businesses. My rel-
atives on my mother’s side of the fam-
ily had to sell our own family’s farm in
North Dakota just to pay the death tax
bill. That should not happen in Amer-
ica.

I urge the House to vote ‘“‘no’ on the
Pomeroy death tax amendment and
‘‘yves’ on the Senate bill.

O 2000

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 2 minutes to the
very distinguished gentleman from
North Dakota, a member of our com-
mittee, Mr. POMEROY.

Mr. POMEROY. Madam Chair, for the
last five sessions I have worked to try
and clarify the rate of estate taxation
in this country. I felt the right ap-
proach was ultimately to take the 2009
levels and make them permanent.

The amendment that carries my
name in this debate would take the
2009 levels for estate taxation instead
of the levels contained in the Senate
compromise.

The rationale for the 2009 level is
pretty compelling. The estate tax in
2009 was the smallest rate of taxation
on estates in 80 years.

My friend just referenced an estate
tax situation encountered from his
family. He did not say it was at a much
higher rate of tax than was ultimately
achieved in 2009. In fact, the rate in
2009 means 99.8 percent of the families
in this country have no estate tax.
Zero. It went gradually lower and
lower, and in 2009 hit a lower rate of
taxation for estates than was ever the
case under Ronald Reagan, was ever
the case under George Bush I, was ever
the case under George W. Bush.

Now, why would we want to go with
2009 levels as opposed to the Senate
deal? It’s simply a matter of money:
$23 billion over 2. And, quite possibly,
the levels in the Senate bill would be
the new rate for the estate tax. In that
case, we would lose $90 billion over 10.

I have heard on the other side such
concern about unpaid-for unemploy-
ment benefits. I have not heard one
word about unpaid-for estate tax lev-
els. They would add to the national
debt $23 billion more than the 2009 lev-
els. They don’t pay for a cent of it, and
they seem to think that is fine. Do you
know who benefits from the Senate tax
levels compared to the 2009 levels? 6,600
of the wealthiest families.

Let’s go with the 2009 levels. Let’s
save $23 billion over 2, let’s save $90 bil-
lion over 10. Let’s tackle these deficits,
starting with a fair estate tax level.
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Mr. CAMP. I yield 4 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BRADY).

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Chair,
a gun is pointed at the head of our tax-
payers, and it will go off January 1 un-
less Congress acts.

If we let that gun go off, it is going
to hurt families who are struggling to
make ends meet, it is going to hurt
small businesses trying to survive this
recession, it is going to hurt seniors,
almost tripling the taxes on the divi-
dends that they need to live month to
month and day to day. It is going to
hurt businesses trying to track capital.
And it is going to revive the death tax,
an immoral tax where you work your
whole life to build up your nest egg,
your small business, your family-
owned farm, and when you die, Uncle
Sam swoops in and takes more than
half of everything you have earned. All
that happens if Congress refuses to act.

Some are here today saying, no, let’s
not change that death tax. Let’s raise
that death tax.

Last night on my Facebook page, I
got a posting from Tammy Fisher of
East Texas. Her family has had to sell
6,000 acres of their timber land to pay
the death tax. They held that land for
100 years.

Clarence Leaveritt of Texas is a
rancher. His grandmother died. They
had to take out a loan from the bank
to pay the death tax. They are still
paying on it. His father passed away re-
cently, and they had to take out a sec-
ond loan. Today he is paying two loans
to Uncle Sam and can barely keep his
ranch. And last night, we heard Demo-
crats say, Those people are stingy and
cheap, and haven’t worked a day in
their life.

All that death tax comes back Janu-
ary 1 if we don’t act. And I'll tell you
what, we have some very good friends
of mine who say, ‘‘Look, just let that
gun go off because we can get a better
deal later.”” Well, I am conservative
and I am skeptical, and I am not rais-
ing taxes for anyone for any period, pe-
riod.

I don’t like the spending in this bill,
and I offered an amendment, along
with other conservatives, to cut $1562
billion from this bill to cover all the
costs. We couldn’t get a vote on that.
We are voting on a lot of things to-
night, but not a straight up-or-down
vote on trimming government.

We didn’t get that vote, but I can tell
you, on the spending cuts, this isn’t the
end of that discussion; it is the begin-
ning. When we have a new Republican
majority, I'm going to take that gun
down from our taxpayers’ head. I'm
going to give them a chance to keep
their own money, get this economy
going, and keep fighting for permanent
tax relief and a permanent death tax
repeal.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 2 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. NEAL), an active mem-
ber of our committee.
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Mr. NEAL. I thank the gentleman.

Madam Chair, I am standing in oppo-
sition to this proposal. When we de-
bated the middle income tax cut a few
weeks ago, I spoke in favor of a tax
system that we might design for the fu-
ture, a progressive system with sub-
stantial tax relief for working families,
and, in our own Democratic caucus,
suggested that the number $250,000 was
too low; that if we raised that ceiling
to $500,000, we could take care of every
S corporation, we could take care of
every small business person who at the
end of the month uses their credit card.
That was rejected. But I still thought
that was a reasonable compromise.

Now, when my friend Mr. CAMP spoke
a couple of minutes ago, he delineated
the clearest position of the two parties
when he said he was upset that we were
not paying for the extension of unem-
ployment benefits.

For years they borrowed the money
for Iraq, they borrowed the money for
Afghanistan, and, I challenge anybody
on the other side tonight to dispute
this point, they borrowed the money
for the Bush tax cuts as well. That is
what we are discussing here.

Now, the reason that I stand in oppo-
sition to this proposal tonight—be-
cause there are many good provisions
in this bill, including alternative min-
imum tax, and I do wish the Build
America Bonds program was in here—
this represents a serious threat to the
solvency of the Social Security system.
We will never return that number down
the road. And you mark my words to-
night, what they will argue down the
road is the Social Security system has
been weakened, proving that you need
private accounts. Their fingerprints
will be all over it. They will suggest
this proves the theory of the benefit of
a private account.

So we borrowed the money for Iraq.
And when I said to President Bush in
2001 in the Oval Office, ‘‘Mr. President,
modest tax cuts for middle income
Americans,” it was rejected. And that
is why we are in the condition that we
are in today financially.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 5 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. GINNY BROWN-
WAITE).

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Madam Chair, I rise today in sup-
port of grownups, grownups who realize
that the end of the year is coming, and
taxes will be raised if we don’t act now.

When I first came to Congress, I
knew that partisanship had taken over.
I knew the enormous extent of the
philosophical divide, but I didn’t fully
realize that entire years would go by
without the two sides working together
to come up with an answer for the
American people. Sadly, it seems it
takes a genuine crisis and a sense of
panic before we can work together. In
any case, here we are.

The bill before us is not the bill that
I would have written, that I would have
participated in; it is not the bill that
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conservative radio talk show host or
Tea Party constituents would have
liked written; and it is not the bill that
The New York Times editorial page or
the President himself would have writ-
ten. It is a compromise. This is what a
compromise looks like. Some so-called
constitutionalists want to ignore the
fact that the Constitution itself actu-
ally was a compromise, with a capital
g

And while we are still in this bipar-
tisan moment of clarity, let me say a
few other things. First, while I strong-
ly disagreed with the policies put forth
by my Democrat colleagues, I do not
envy them for having to preside over
the biggest economic collapse in a gen-
eration. And while I believe their eco-
nomic premise is misguided, I cannot
fault any legislator for sticking to his
or her principles.
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What I do believe is unforgivable,
however, is the tremendous uncer-
tainty that has been created over the
past few years. Uncertainty is not good
for families; it is not good for inves-
tors; it is not good for employers.

Regardless of the cause, all economic
crises are ultimately a crisis of con-
fidence. Frankly, the Democrat-con-
trolled government has contributed to
that. At a basic level, beyond all of the
fancy models and theory, the economy
is really not that complicated. Uncer-
tainty leads to doubt, doubt leads to
fear, and fear leads to paralysis; and
that, ladies and gentlemen, is exactly
where our country is today.

By refusing to work with this side of
the aisle until this point, we have pro-
longed uncertainty and aggravated the
fear. Even here today, in what feels
like a great legislative compromise,
the most we can deliver for the Amer-
ican people is a year of this and 2 years
of that.

The uncertainty must end, Madam
Chair, and I believe Mr. CAMP when he
says that we are going to work on that
in January when the Republican ma-
jority takes over. At this point, I don’t
much care what the policy is. I just
think it needs to be set in stone. My
constituents want to see all the tax
cuts extended permanently, and they
want the estate tax eliminated perma-
nently.

Now, let me make it clear: I probably
have about five wealthy people living
in my district, so some might say,
What do they care about the estate
tax? While they may not be wealthy,
they certainly hope that sometime in
their life they will be wealthy or their
children will be, and they realize the
impact of that. And based on the eco-
nomic situation, it is kind of a mystery
to me why they would even care so
much about these rich people, but as I
said, they probably would like to work
hard and become them.

Madam Chair, we know better and
our constituents know better. If they
aren’t rich, they have lived just long
enough to know that in this world
there are no free lunches. You have to
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work for what you get and you have to
fight to keep it. So even though many
of them are poor and even though
many of them are struggling, my con-
stituents don’t want handouts. My con-
stituents just want to be able to earn
an honest living and rest easy at night
knowing that the government isn’t
going to come in and suddenly swoop in
and take everything away from them.
For them, Madam Chair, it is more
than a matter of principle—it is simply
a way of life.

My constituents are upset that the
tax cuts aren’t permanent, and many
of them believe I should vote against
this bill.

In short, the story cannot explain
that despite the fact that only 2 per-
cent of Americans are rich, more than
half the country does not want them to
be taxed more to expand government
spending. You know, the truth of the
matter is, Madam Chair, it is simple.
They don’t want government’s help and
they don’t want our generosity with
other people’s money. My constituents
simply don’t buy it. They don’t want a
nanny state, and they don’t want some-
body else to have to pay for it—not
their kids, not the Chinese, not their
grandchildren, and not rich people.

The Acting CHAIR (Ms. NORTON). The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. CAMP. I yield the gentlewoman
an additional minute.

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. I thank the gentleman.

Their philosophy and mine is we
want the government to reward hard
work, savings, investment, and job cre-
ation. I simply don’t think these things
should be punished, and certainly not
in the name of fixing everybody’s prob-
lems everywhere, because at the end of
the day, doing that will just create
more problems, more uncertainty, and
more panic.

Finally, Madam Chair, my constitu-
ents know that we will never climb out
of this ditch as long as we keep moving
that ladder. Keeping taxes low has to
be our goal. That is the ladder to get-
ting out of that ditch.

I urge adoption of the bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND), a
member of our committee.

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. Madam Chair, I rise in op-
position to the underlying bill and in
support of the Pomeroy amendment.
But let’s be clear what this legislation
does tonight. It adds another $1 trillion
to our national budget deficit over the
next 2 years. One trillion dollars.

Given the weak recovery we have
going on with our economy, I think ev-
eryone is in agreement that now is not
the time to be increasing taxes on
working families and small businesses.
We did that. We had that vote just a
couple of weeks ago, where we pro-
tected tax relief on the first $250,000
worth of income, no matter who you

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

are, and on small businesses. That cov-
ered 98 percent of Americans.

But for those of you who are saying
we need to continue tax breaks for the
wealthiest 3 percent that is included in
this bill, I say, find corresponding
spending cuts in the budget to pay for
it so we are not having to go to China
to borrow another $300 billion and add-
ing to the debt burden of our children
and grandchildren.

These are two unstated facts that we
have before us today that no one is
talking about and that are not being
reported in the media. First, our effec-
tive tax rate in this country today is at
a 60-year low. A 60-year low. That pre-
dates the Medicare program and it cer-
tainly predates the 80 million baby
boomers who are about to begin their
massive retirement and join Medicare
and Social Security.

But also, the effective tax rate for
the wealthiest 3 percent is not the 36 or
39 percent marginal rate that some
talk about. The effective tax rate for
the wealthiest 3% is 17 percent, after
they itemize and they deduct and back
out their expenses with the numerous
tax loopholes that exist in the current
code. That is less than the average
working family is paying with their ef-
fective tax rate. We cannot sustain
that. It is irresponsible.

Now, about a week from now little
boys and girls around the country are
going to be waiting for Santa Claus’ ar-
rival. And I hope they are not watching
this debate tonight, because the truth
is there is no Santa Claus for the U.S.
economy. But there are too many peo-
ple in this Congress who think that
their Kris Kringle is China that they
can run to and borrow money from in
order to sustain a fiscally and economi-
cally reckless policy. Rather than their
children leaving out cookies and milk
for Santa, they instead should leave
out their piggy banks because of what
we’re doing to them in this bill.

We can do better, and I encourage my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this legisla-
tion.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 5 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee and the ranking
member on the House Budget Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chair, let me address just a
few of the issues that I have been hear-
ing here on the floor. I am hearing
some of my colleagues from the other
side of the aisle saying, ‘“We just can’t
afford these tax cuts.” Well, let’s look
at it.

Only in Washington is not raising
taxes on people considered a tax cut.
What we are talking about here is not
cutting taxes. We are talking about
keeping taxes where they are and pre-
venting tax increases.

The second point: We, meaning the
government, can’t afford this. Whose
money is this, after all? Is all the
money that is made in America Wash-
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ington’s money, the government’s
money, or is it the people’s money who
earned it? I hear all this talk about the
death tax, the estate tax. This is going
to give a windfall to these people, all
this money going to these privileged
people who have built these businesses,
made all this money. It’s their money.

Which is it? Do we have a country
built on equal natural rights, where
you can make the most of your life, get
up, work hard, take risks, become suc-
cessful, create jobs, grow businesses, do
well, earn success, and, yes, pass it on
to your kids? What on Earth is wrong
with that? That’s the American Dream.

And to my friends on my side of the
aisle who simply don’t like some of the
spending in this bill, I don’t like it ei-
ther. So let’s cut the spending next
year when we’re in charge.

There’s junk in the Tax Code. Every-
body agrees with this. This is advanc-
ing some of the junk in the Tax Code.
And what I say to my friends on the
other side of the aisle is, next year,
let’s get rid of that junk in the Tax
Code when we’re in charge. But right
now, let’s not hit the American people
with a massive tax increase.

If we want to get this debt under con-
trol, if we want to get our deficit going
down, there are two things we need to
be doing: We need to cut spending and
we need to grow the economy.

We need prosperity in this country.
We need job creation. We need people
going from collecting unemployment
to having a job and paying taxes so the
revenues can reduce the deficit. And if
we raise taxes, even the Congressional
Budget Office is telling us, if this bill
fails and these tax increases continue,
we’re going to lose 1.25 million jobs
next year. Do we want to do that?

Low tax rates give us economic
growth. Low tax rates make us com-
petitive in the international economy.
Low tax rates allow businesses to plan.

Is this a growth package? No, it’s not
a growth package. You know why it’s
not a growth package? Because it still
proposes to move this uncertainty for-
ward. It’s only a 2-year extension.
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So we’re not talking about a pro-
growth economic package, but we’re
talking about preventing a destructive
economic package from being inflicted
on the American people in about 2
weeks. The last thing you want to do is
put more uncertainty in the economy,
hit the economy with a huge tax in-
crease, trigger a stock market sell-off,
and lose jobs.

So do we want to make these perma-
nent? You bet we do. And that’s ex-
actly what we’re going to be advanc-
ing. But the last thing we want to do is
inject more uncertainty, raise taxes.
We need economic growth. We need
spending cuts. That’s exactly what we
intend on doing. And I think that’s the
message the voters sent us here. So
let’s prevent this tax increase from
happening. Let’s clean up the stuff we
don’t like in this bill next year. And
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let’s make sure that when people go to
Christmas, they know they’re not
going to have a massive tax increase 5
days later.

Mr. Chairman, this is a bill that is
necessary to prevent our economy from
getting worse. This is not a bill that’s
going to turn it around. Next year,
let’s pass the policies that will turn
this economy around.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 15 seconds to
Mr. WELCH of Vermont, followed by 3
minutes to Mr. JACKSON of Illinois.

Mr. WELCH. We have been awarded
45 minutes to state our objections to
this bill. And it is essentially this: Too
much debt, too few jobs, too much risk
to Social Security.

Our lead speaker is the member from
Illinois (Mr. JACKSON).

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, in about a month, almost every
Member of this body will be speaking
at events in their district commemo-
rating the life of Rev. Martin Luther
King, Jr., and his famous, ‘“I Have a
Dream” speech. Amid the soaring rhet-
oric and the beautiful prose, Dr. King
made a clear point. In a sense, we have
come to our Nation’s capital ‘“‘to cash a
check. When the architects of our Re-
public wrote the magnificent words of
the Constitution and the Declaration
of Independence, they were signing a
promissory note to which every Amer-
ican wants to fall heir. That note was
a promise that all men would be guar-
anteed the inalienable rights of life,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”

And I paraphrase, It is obvious today
that America has defaulted on this
promissory note. Instead of honoring
this sacred obligation, America has
given the people a bad check which has
come back marked ‘‘insufficient
funds.” But we refuse to believe the
bank of justice is bankrupt. We refuse
to believe that there are insufficient
funds in the great vault of opportunity
in this great Nation. So we have come
to cash this check—a check that will
give us upon demand the riches of free-
dom and the security of justice.

Mr. Chairman, if we pass this bill, it
will signal a refusal to pay our fair
share into the vaults of opportunity for
all Americans. It will drive up the debt
and put pressure on our Nation’s Cap-
ital to cut programs for the most vul-
nerable. If this agreement passes, when
out-of-work Americans look in the
112th Congress for help in paying their
rent, our Nation’s Capital will look to
those Americans and say, insufficient
funds. When we look to veterans who
need health care that is owed them, the
112th Congress will say, insufficient
funds. When our schools look for fund-
ing they need to teach our kids, our
Congress will say, insufficient funds.

Mr. Chairman, this bill will only
drive up the deficit, which is already
too high in the eyes of the American
people. It will put even more pressure
on Congress and the President to cut
vital programs when we convene next
year.

If this sounds familiar to the Amer-
ican people, it should. In the early
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1980s, President Reagan’s budget direc-
tor, David Stockman, conceived of a
strategy called ‘‘starve the beast.” By
cutting taxes and increasing military
spending, the President could force
Congress to cut social spending in
order to control the deficit. As Stock-
man put it, they would cut ‘‘real blood
and guts stuff.” You heard it from the
Budget chairman a few moments ago.
When they’re in charge, they plan to
cut real blood and guts stuff.

Mr. Chairman, if this tax deal goes
through, blood and guts will affect us.
At a time when they’re needed the
most, they will put these important
programs on the chopping block. In-
deed, Mr. Chairman, we refuse to be-
lieve that the American people should
be forced to accept this tax deal, to ac-
cept ‘‘insufficient funds.” We see $858
billion that should be in the vaults of
opportunity of this Nation. And that’s
why we oppose this bill.

Members will follow me opposed to
any argument that say there are insuf-
ficient funds in the great vaults of op-
portunity to rebuild this Nation.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 5 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, today we debate legislation to
prevent taxes from increasing on all
taxpayers as our economy struggles to
recover. We know without any doubt
that virtually all Americans will be
forced to send more of their hard-
earned dollars to Washington on Janu-
ary 1, 2011, if we fail to act.

Although this legislation is not per-
fect in my estimation, the package
does provide a measure of certainty
and predictability that will allow
broader debate in the coming Congress
without immediately damaging our
fragile economy. This package will pre-
vent devastating tax increases from
falling on the backs of hardworking
Americans, small businesses, and job-
creating investments.

This imperfect legislation represents
the best agreement that can be reached
by Republicans and Democrats deter-
mined to avoid the shock to our econ-
omy that would come from increasing
taxes on the American people and
many of our job creators. A vote
against this agreement, which would
prevent the largest tax increase in his-
tory, is really a vote for a $3.8 trillion
job-killing tax increase. Regardless of
what side of the aisle the opposition
comes from, they’re willing to accept
the proposition that taxes will increase
for all Americans. They may hope to
gain political points, but I am not will-
ing to let perfect stand in the way of
good when it comes to matters that
negatively impact the paychecks of
Kentuckians.

Earlier this week, this package
earned the bipartisan support of more
than 80 Senators. If we fail today, mid-
dle class families will see roughly $100
per week taken out of their paychecks.
Increasing taxes now will cause more
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pain for families with tight budgets,
force small businesses to cut more em-
ployees, and further slow economic
growth throughout the Nation.

Critics of extending the tax cuts for
Americans have suggested that the
cost will add to the deficit in coming
years. While taxing is a functioning of
government, the Federal Government
is not entitled to any specific amount
of revenue from the American people.
What is the ‘‘cost” of letting Ameri-
cans and job creators keep their own
money? Because of budgetary gim-
micks in Washington, many Members
of Congress have lost sight of the fact
that the money Congress spends comes
from the American people, is owned by
the American people, and the debt we
accrue falls on their shoulders. Instead
of following the budgetary common
sense possessed by most Americans,
Democrats and Republicans in Con-
gress have routinely spent well beyond
their means.

Now, many of my colleagues are
looking to the pockets of the American
people to foot the bill rather than mak-
ing tough choices to cut spending in
Washington. If less tax revenue is com-
ing into the Treasury, Congress has an
obligation to spend less. Democratic
leadership in the House refuses to ac-
cept that proposition. Rather than
take steps to solve excessive congres-
sional spending, Democrats in Congress
have had one response to the problem
of our mounting debt: send more
money.

Americans have lost faith in the abil-
ity of their Federal Government to
demonstrate fiscal responsibility and
self-control. Why would they trust
those who claim the tax increases are
the answer to our fiscal problems?
With the tax record of this Congress,
increasing taxes is tantamount to en-
trusting your teenager with a credit
card.

This past November, voters sent a
clear message, a restraining order on
Washington: stop the political games
with our economy, restore fiscal sanity
to Washington, and create certainty
and stability in our markets. American
families and small businesses can’t af-
ford for Congress to play chicken with
their hard-earned tax dollars rather
than renewing the expiring tax cuts.
Therefore, if Congress chooses to ig-
nore the demands of the people, drag-
ging the debate into the next year, the
result will be more money taken out of
American families’ paychecks, impeded
job creation, and more partisan polit-
ical bickering.

Were 1 drafting this legislation, I
would repeal the AMT, permanently
abolish the estate tax, make the tax re-
ductions permanent for all Americans,
and insist that the unemployment
compensation be offset by common-
sense spending reductions. However,
President Obama has made it clear
that he won’t sign an extension of cur-
rent tax relief without the unemploy-
ment provisions or that makes the 2001
and 2003 tax relief permanent. Congress
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must develop and adopt a workout plan
to eliminate the deficit just like any
business or family in financial trouble.

Congress must learn from the mis-
takes epitomized by Washington’s
“bailout’ culture and support policies
to increase American competitiveness
and improve the economic climate for
entrepreneurs and small businesses.
The road to prosperity allows you to
take more home to your family and
enjoy the economic freedom that his-
torically has been a hallmark of Amer-
ican culture.

Mr. McDERMOTT. I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. “Moment of Truth”
is the very appropriately entitled re-
port of the President’s bipartisan def-
icit commission, since it took barely a
moment for him to cut a deal with Sen-
ate Republicans that spikes our na-
tional debt upwards almost a trillion
dollars in new borrowing from the Chi-
nese and others. This deal borrows
from our future to throw tax money at
problems with the efficiency of most of
its provisions that you would get if
people stood and shoveled out cash at
the front door of the Capitol.

[ 2030

Billionaire estate bonuses, or 1 per-
cent of the people getting a giant tax
cut—that doesn’t provide meaningful
job growth.

There is a very good reason we pay
Social Security taxes: in order to share
in the old-age survivor and disability
insurance that is Social Security. This
proposed Republican payroll tax holi-
day is not a day at the beach. It endan-
gers the very fabric of Social Security.
That is why the National Committee to
Preserve Social Security and Medicare
has rightfully called this bad deal ‘‘a
disaster’ for Social Security.

In a very few months, these same Re-
publican privatizers of Social Security
will claim, just as they are tonight
about the Bush tax proposal, that we
are raising taxes on workers when we
seek to end this alleged ‘‘temporary’’
payroll tax cut.

This same dangerous deal for Social
Security discriminates against so
many people, who tonight are on the
front lines with their lives, as our fire-
fighters, as our law enforcement offi-
cers, as those who educate our chil-
dren—those who provide vital public
services. They don’t get a dime out of
this provision. Ninety-five percent of
the public employees in Massachusetts
and a majority of those in the State of
Texas get absolutely no benefit from
this provision.

This bill undermines a guiding Demo-
cratic principle—dignity for seniors—
and it undermines 75 years of Social
Security.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. REICHERT).

Mr. REICHERT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
support for this bipartisan tax com-
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promise. We need to do this. We need to
do this to prevent a massive tax in-
crease on the American people, on
American families and on American
businesses.

The clock is ticking and the Amer-
ican people are waiting. If Congress
doesn’t approve this proposal, our
small businesses will be saddled and
crushed by a $858 billion tax hike. One-
third of all business activity in the
United States will see higher taxes—
businesses that create 80 percent of our
jobs in this country. Raising taxes on
small businesses in the middle of a re-
cession is absolutely the last thing
Congress should do. Even those in Con-
gress who want to raise taxes must
question the timing of doing so when
credit is scarce, wages are being cut,
and people are losing their jobs.

As I travel around my district, I hear
one consistent theme over and over
again from small business owners: they
need certainty. They want certainty—
certainty so they know what Uncle
Sam is going to take from them from
their bottom lines now and into the fu-
ture; certainty so they can plan for and
make future investments—hire work-
ers and buy equipment; certainty so
they can pursue the American Dream
without worrying about how govern-
ment will get in the way.

Opponents of extending all of the in-
dividual income tax rates ignore the
fact that more than 4.5 million small
businesses in America pay taxes at the
individual rate, not at the corporate
rate. Failure to extend the current in-
dividual tax rates is a tax hike on
small businesses.

My colleagues who want to discuss
comprehensive tax reform should re-
member that extending all of the rates
now will give us the chance to have
that discussion without adding a mas-
sive tax increase on small businesses.

Avoiding this tax hike is just as im-
portant for families across this country
as it is for our small businesses. Mil-
lions of Americans are employed by
small businesses that will face this tax
hike; and in many cases, their wages
and their jobs hang in the balance of
the decision that we will make here
today.

The business world needs certainty
and families need certainty—certainty
to plan for the cost of higher education
for their children, certainty to buy
homes that they can call their own,
and certainty for the day-to-day task
of making ends meet in order to pro-
vide for the basic needs of their fami-
lies. Businesses are struggling and fam-
ilies are hurting. The last thing we
need government to do is to reach
deeper into their pockets and take
their hard-earned dollars.

This compromise package isn’t per-
fect, as has been said over and over—
compromise rarely is—but perfection
shouldn’t be the barrier to what is
practical and necessary.

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. INSLEE).
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(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chairman, I came
to peace with my decision on this bill
this weekend when I was holding my 2-
year-old grandson, Brody, who was
checking out the Christmas tree. I be-
came focused on the real question be-
fore us: Is it right to put $858 billion of
debt on that kid’s shoulders? The an-
swer is ‘“‘no’’ for three reasons.

First, this bill represents an old and
unsuccessful experiment in supply-side
economics. It has failed time and time
again. In 2001, it was going to create
jobs. It didn’t create a single net job.
Most of us remember when the first
President Bush called this type of
scheme ‘‘voodoo economics.”” Do you
remember that? Well, this is deja vu
voodoo economics, and we have no in-
terest in erecting a fiscal monument to
the failed policies of George Bush.

Second, let’s be honest about what
this deal is—a bipartisan deal gone bad.
It’s a case where both sides handed out
candy to their favorite constituencies,
put the candy together in one pile of
$858 billion of deficit spending and said,
We will sober up, just not today.

We’ve got to have time to eat our
spinach, not just our candy. Stop kick-
ing this can down the road. True bipar-
tisanship will happen when both par-
ties confront fiscal reality and become
responsible.

Third, we have to face the music as
to what this deal is. It’s just another
case of using an overextended credit
card. We cannot build an economy
based on consumer credit card spend-
ing, which is what got us in the hole in
the first place. This deal does not edu-
cate one kid; it does not build one
bridge; it does not lead to the produc-
tion of one innovative company. It
doesn’t build America. It just builds
American debt.

So let’s learn from our past. Let’s put
away the credit card. Let’s get an un-
employment extension the old-fash-
ioned way. Let’s have more jobs and
less debt.

Let’s defeat this bill.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to a distinguished member of
the Ways and Means Committee, the

gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
BOUSTANY).
Mr. BOUSTANY. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, indeed, this is a sad
state of affairs in which we find our-
selves and having to deal with this in
the waning days of the 111th Congress.
In just a mere 16 days, a massive tax
increase—$3.8 trillion—will hit every
American taxpayer at a time when we
are dealing with high unemployment,
very sluggish economic growth, and
uncertainty about our future.

American families and businesses
have had uncertainty hanging over
their heads for months, and we have
known about the date of the expiration
of these tax provisions. It is time for
this Congress to act. It is way past due.
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No one is satisfied. No one in this
body, I’'m sure, is satisfied completely
with this bill. I certainly don’t like
provisions in it. We may not like the
situation that we find ourselves in, but
it is this situation that determines our
duty to act.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot roll the
dice with the American economy and
with the fate of American families and
American businesses. That would be
the height of irresponsibility, and we
have seen enough of that in this 111th
Congress. Let’s examine just some of
the provisions in this bill.

If you vote ‘‘yes,” you are voting to
prevent tax increases on working
Americans. You are voting to prevent
tax increases on small businesses and
job-creating investments.

If you vote ‘‘no,” you are voting for
a job-killing $3.8 trillion tax increase
that kicks in on January 1, and it will
be paid for by every taxpayer and most
small businesses in this country. If you
vote ‘‘no,” you are basically voting to
allow for the average middle class fam-
ily to see $100 pulled out of their pay-
checks every week. That is a lot of
money for the average family.

If you vote ‘‘yes,” you are voting to
prevent a hike in the death tax on our
family farmers and small business own-
ers, who take risks and who have built
farms and small businesses—taking
those risks in a uniquely American
way.

O 2040

Why do we want to penalize that? Mr.
Chair, now there are some who say on
our side that we ought to wait. They
may think it’s good politics. They may
think we may have more leverage.
Well, it’s not all that clear as to what
could be gained if we were to wait. But
I will say this, Mr. Chair: It’s inevi-
table that there would be delays in en-
acting any kind of a package, and as a
result of the delays, months going by
perhaps, we’ll see a job-killing massive
tax hike on everyone.

For those concerned about the def-
icit, certainly a concern I share, this
tax increase will basically hit eco-
nomic growth, hit prosperity in this
country like a category 5 hurricane. It
will put us back into a recession, and
the prospects to try to correct these
problems will be even worse and make
it much more difficult for us to act in
the future.

Let’s be clear. This is not a pro-
growth program as my colleague Mr.
RYAN said earlier. This is a 2-year
agreement. It is a first step in cor-
recting the severe problems that we
find ourselves in. This will give us time
to move forward with fundamental tax
reform which, when coupled with
spending decreases, cutting spending,
we can get our country back on a sus-
tainable economic course, a sustain-
able path to prosperity, a sustainable
path to restore American competitive-
ness and to restore American leader-
ship at a time when we need to do this
from a position of economic strength.
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So let’s clear the slate so that we can
start anew in January to get our coun-
try back on a competitive basis. I urge
our colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to support the passage of this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my privilege to
yield 2 minutes to a member of our

committee, the distinguished gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was

given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Chair, I rise
today in opposition to the Senate
amendment to the Middle Class Tax
Relief Act of 2010.

This bill has good parts to it for the
poor and the middle class, but it gives
away $120 billion to the superrich, $120
billion the rich don’t need, and will not
create any jobs. It’s a huge giveaway to
the superrich in these tough economic
times. It just boggles the mind. It’s un-
conscionable. It’s indefensible.

We all know the only reason we’re
even considering this craziness is to
get Republican votes in the Senate so
they won’t filibuster the bill. That Re-
publicans insist on giving away tax-
payer money to the rich while sticking
it to the poor and the unemployed is
worse than wrong. It is without con-
science.

Yesterday, my State of Washington
announced it will cut all of the work-
ing poor health care from the State
basic health plan. 66,000 people and
16,000 low-income children will lose
their health care. All they will have is
the emergency room. It doesn’t end
there. Washington State is also cutting
off 85,000 elderly off their drug assist-
ance program. These are people’s lives
we’re talking about, and we’re pushing
American families off their last life-
lines during a recession to give tax
breaks to the rich. That’s the Repub-
lican tradeoff.

Americans don’t want this giveaway.
They want us to act with compassion
and economic common sense and not
help start another Republican eco-
nomic disaster.

We could and should fix this bill with
fair rates, but we won’t because Sen-
ator MCCONNELL says, Give me money
for the rich.

I urge you to vote against it.

Mr. Chair, | rise today in opposition to the
Senate Amendment to the Middle Class Tax
Relief Act of 2010.

This bill has good parts to it for the poor
and middle class, but it gives away $120 bil-
lion dollars to the super rich—$120 billion dol-
lars the rich don’t need and will do nothing to
create jobs.

A huge give-away to the super-rich in these
tough economic times just boggles the mind.

We all know the only reason we’re even
considering this craziness is to get Repub-
licans votes in the Senate so they won't fili-
buster the bill.

That Republicans insist on giving away tax
payer money to the rich while sticking it to the
poor and unemployed is worse than wrong—
it's without conscience.

Just yesterday my own State of Washington
announced it will cut all of the working poor
from the State basic health plan.
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Working poor numbering 66,000 and 16,000
low income children will lose their health
care—all they’ll have is the emergency room.
It doesn’t end there—Washington State is
pushing 85,000 elderly off of drug assistance
too.

This bill undermines Social Security and in-
creases taxes on the poor. Republicans won’t
ever want to restore the so-called temporary
2-year cut to social security taxes in this bill.
Republicans will soon be calling the restora-
tion of this tax, which keeps social security
solvent, a ‘tax hike’. Then Republicans will
bring up privatization as the only way to solve
the shortfall. As a replacement to the Making
Work Pay Credit, this tax cut actually in-
creases taxes on the poor, and gives even
more tax benefits to the rich.

This bill creates only stop-gap funding for
unemployment insurance. Next year at this
time unemployment will still be high, and we’ll
have another mean-spirited debate that de-
monizes the unemployed.

The give-aways and bad policy in this bill
are capped off with the wasteful, environ-
mentally disastrous Ethanol subsidy. Sub-
sidizing ethanol distorts food markets and
slows this country’s real progress toward a
sustainable green energy economy.

This bill transfers enormous amounts of
wealth from the average American tax payer
into the pockets of the wealthiest of this coun-
try at a huge cost.

These are people’s lives we’re talking about.
We’re pushing American families off their last
life lines during a recession to give tax breaks
to the super rich. That's the Republican trade
off.

Americans don’t want this give-away. They
want us to act with compassion and economic
common sense—and not help start another
Republican economic disaster.

We should fix this bill with fair rates for the
wealthy and funding for unemployment insur-
ance that lasts until the working families of this
country are back on their feet.

| urge my colleagues to vote “no.”

Mr. CAMP. I yield 5 minutes to a dis-
tinguished member of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. ROSKAM).

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Chair, I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

The State of Washington is cutting
the working health care for the work-
ing poor? That’s what we heard a
minute ago. But wasn’t it just an argu-
ment just a couple of months ago, Mr.
Chair, that if this body took up the
ObamaCare that basically the birds
were going to be chirping and the sun
was going to come out and the clouds
were going to part and the economy
was going to be fabulous and we were
not going to have another health care
problem again? But what happened?
Running ramrod through this body
ended up a job-killing health care bill,
and now we’re wringing our hands. It’s
amazing to me.

Back when I was in the Illinois Gen-
eral Assembly, Mr. Chair, I used to
practice law, and there was one time
when I filed a motion at a courthouse
and I approached a judge, and he knew
that I was a legislator. And with a
twinkle in his eye, he said, Well, Mr.
ROSKAM, let’s see how you voted on the
judicial pay raise, and he Kkind of
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looked underneath his blotter. He was
teasing me, and I quickly said, Well,
Your Honor, I voted ‘““no’ but I hoped
‘“‘yes.” He thought about that for a sec-
ond and he said, Motion granted.

Now, I hope today there’s a whole lot
of show business going on here, because
I hope today, Mr. Chair, what’s hap-
pening is that there’s a lot of people
who say they're voting ‘‘no’” that
aren’t really voting ‘‘no.” I mean, with
due respect to my friend and colleague
from the State of Illinois who acknowl-
edged that there’s insufficient funds,
he thinks there’s going to be insuffi-
cient funds, Mr. Chair, in the 112th
Congress? Hey, look around, 111th Con-
gress, there isn’t sufficient funds.

This Congress and this leadership,
Mr. Chair, has doubled our national
debt in 5 years and, based on their own
numbers, will triple that national debt
in 10 years. So this is not a news flash
that’s coming in the 112th Congress.
It’s here today.

We had Debt Dependence Day here in
the United States on August 4 of this
year, which was the date at which
every dime that went out from the
Federal Government, Mr. Chair, was
borrowed money. So let’s not act as if
this is a new issue. This is not a new
issue.

Here’s the issue that’s before us:
We’re looking at a cataclysmic tax in-
crease that has the potential to drive
us and to push us to a tipping point and
a spiral that goes further and further
down.

Now, let me talk to friends on my
side of the aisle who think a better
deal is coming. Friends on my side of
the aisle say, Oh, we’re going to get a
better deal. On January 5, we’ll pass a
bill. On January 6, somehow, miracu-
lously, the Senate is going to pass it.
On January 7, the President is going to
remove all his objections. Even assum-
ing, Mr. Chair, that that’s true, let’s
think that through for a second.

Okay. So January 7, a new fabulous
bill is signed into law. It’s not until
mid-February until the Internal Rev-
enue Service can deal with that. It’s
not until mid-March when corporations
and payers can deal with it. And so,
again, at the best case scenario, you're
looking at sucking the life out of this
economy for 90 days. And what does
that do to all of our constituents? That
puts us in a downward trajectory that
none of us want. Nobody wants that.

You know, I think one of the mes-
sages of November 2 is that we need to
come together and work together.
Yeah, there’s things in this bill I don’t
like. There’s things in this bill that I'm
not pleased with, but I do know that at
all costs we need to avoid a job-Killing
tax increase.

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. JACKSON of Illinois. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I just wanted to ask the question. I
was hoping the gentleman might com-
ment on whether or not his impression
of the bill was that it was deficit neu-
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tral. The gentleman has spoken about
the deficit in the past. I wanted to
know if he wanted to comment on that.

Mr. ROSKAM. Reclaiming my time,
clearly it’s not deficit neutral. Clearly,
it does add to the deficit, which is why
I said that it’s not completely satisfac-
tory. So Mr. RYAN, as ranking member
and incoming chairman of the Budget
Committee, has indicated what his in-
tentions are.

But, you know, I do find it iromic
that there is this newfound robust in-
terest on the other side of the aisle as
it relates to deficit reduction, notwith-
standing the CBO’s, OMB’s, and every-
body else’s numbers that the national
debt will triple in 10 years based on the
current majority.

So I've said my piece, but I think it’s
very clear that what we need to avoid,
Mr. Chair, at all costs, is raising taxes
and putting this economy into a spiral
out of which real, real difficulties
come.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my pleasure to
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
BLUMENAUER), an active member of our
committee.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. A vote on this
agreement may or may not be good
politics, but it is wrong. It continues
the Washington tradition of ducking
tough issues, making suboptimal
choices, and trying to make every in-
terest group happy.

I’'ll be the first to admit that it con-
tains items I support, including some
I've worked hard to enact, but they’re
not worth the price, no matter how
much I've invested in them.

J 2050

This should be the time when we
stopped adding to the deficit with
nothing to show for it but a temporary
boost to pocketbooks with a minimal
boost to the economy and controver-
sies that will continue nonstop through
the next election. If, like a prudent
family, we must borrow, it should not
be for current operations but for long-
term investment. The tinkering around
the edges of the tax code and the fixes,
like the need to continue to ‘‘patch”
the AMT in order to protect 30 million
people, is counterproductive. It will
cost money to repair the broken tax
code, but it is an investment well
worth the cost.

We should, instead, repeal the AMT,
lower the rates, broaden the base,
make the code simpler, more fair, and
less costly. If we will be $1 trillion
more in debt, we should at least ad-
dress the infrastructure deficit. That
would at least pay for itself with
projects that will last for decades while
putting hundreds of thousands to work
at family wage jobs.

Make no mistake, this vote means an
exchange for a little temporary relief
weighted in favor of those who need it
the least. This bill means Americans
will pay more in debt and interest, a
sluggish economy, and costs of an un-
fair tax system. It’s a bad bargain for
the future of America’s families.
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Mr. CAMP. I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE).

Mr. FLAKE. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I don’t have time to detail all that is
wrong with this bill, so I will focus on
one very small part of it. It’s the So-
cial Security payroll reduction. I want
everybody in this body to remember
this figure, this one number: $2,136.
$2,136—that’s the raise that we’re all
giving ourselves with this bill. That’s
the raise that we’re giving ourselves,
and we’re borrowing every penny of it
from our kids and our grandkids, or
probably China.

$2,136. We don’t know where that
came from. I asked people in this body,
How did that provision get in here? It’s
not part of extending current tax rates,
keeping the tax rates current. This is
something completely new. We’re told,
Oh, somebody in the Senate put that
in. But nobody has sought to remove it
here. But keep in mind, again, $2,136.
That’s how much every Member of this
body—because all of us make more
than $106,000 a year, so all of us are giv-
ing ourselves a $2,136 raise with this
legislation. We had better remember it
because the voters certainly will.

As I mentioned, we’re borrowing this
money. We don’t have it. We can’t pull
it from another account. There is noth-
ing in the Social Security Trust Fund
to take it from, so we’re borrowing it,
every penny of it. So just remember
that number, $2,136. That’s the raise we
are giving ourselves with this legisla-
tion. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PASCRELL), a very distinguished col-
league on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Chairman, our
families are hanging by threads—Ilit-
erally—as we debate this tonight. We
know the economic wreckage that oc-
curred between 2001 and 2008. Double
unemployment, flat wages, and unbri-
dled greed. We didn’t do a very good job
in correcting the problem in the second
2 years since we took over, no question
about it. So these are perilous times.

And I say to my friend from Arizona,
both sides agree. We need extraor-
dinary remedies in extraordinary
times. Ordinarily, your side and our
side would vote against this legislation
because it’s not paid for. But these are
not ordinary times.

You have said in the past “‘no’’ to tax
relief that every American, even bil-
lionaires, could take advantage of, if
an extra 2,800 estates don’t get a mas-
sive tax break at a cost of $60 billion.
We had an agreement on the estate tax.
H.R. 4151 provided a $7 million exemp-
tion for families, affecting less than
0.02 percent of the country. That
wasn’t good enough. So when the nego-
tiations over the next tax relief for
America’s middle class started, oppo-
nents saw the chance. They decided to
take the middle class hostage, agree
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with the tax relief for all of America,
only if 2,800 additional estates worth
over $7 million were also provided bil-
lions more in tax relief.

The truth of the matter is that I
don’t know any working class families
that own estates worth over $7 million.
Maybe you do in your district. No, you
said to middle class tax relief, if the
top bracket is not extended for the top
2 percent, so as to give $63.2 billion to
315,000 families making over $1 million
a year.

I ask for your support of this amend-
ment.

Mr. CAMP. I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Let me just say, the gentleman from
Arizona who spoke is a cosponsor of
the legislation that would reduce the
payroll tax that would give the so-
called pay hike to Members of Con-
gress. But let me just say, this payroll
tax deduction applies to every working
American, just as the rate reductions
apply to every small business in Amer-
ica.

I yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Kansas (Ms. JENKINS).

Ms. JENKINS. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for yielding.

When I ran for Congress, I made a
pledge to the people of Kansas that I
would not vote to raise their taxes.
Today I will honor that pledge and vote
for the tax bill before us because a
“no” vote on this measure is a vote to
raise taxes on every American tax-
payer, every working parent, every
small businessperson, every retiree, ev-
eryone. While the economy struggles to
get back on its feet and unemployment
remains at nearly 10 percent, allowing
liberals to achieve their goal of raising
taxes on American families and small
businesses by nearly $4 trillion is ex-
tremely bad economics.

There are several aspects of this pro-
vision that I am adamantly against, in-
cluding the massive deficit spending
required to extend unemployment ben-
efits for 13 months that are not paid for
and the onerous 35 percent death tax
which will create hardship for many
family farms across the entire Mid-
west. But failure to pass this legisla-
tion will be the equivalent of reaching
into the bank account of every middle
class family and pulling out an addi-
tional $5,000 next year. The families I
represent in Kansas have had to tight-
en their belts and can’t figure out why
Washington continues to raid their
bank accounts and refuses to tighten
the belt of the Federal Government.

It is truly sad that we have reached
this point. The current majority could
have addressed this issue at any time
over the last 2 years, but they were so
busy throwing money at solutions in
need of problems that they didn’t take
time to build a budget, appropriate
money, or address the issue of taxes,
and now our backs are against the
wall. While this is far from the ideal
permanent extension we desire, a 2-
year extension of all the current tax
rates provided in this bill gives busi-
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ness some short-term certainty so they
can go out and invest and hire new
workers to grow the economy, and it
provides Congress with a window to
truly reform the tax code correctly
without a mad scramble next year to
undo the damage.

When we reconvene in January, it is
imperative that the next Congress, led
by a new majority, reform our tax code
and the death tax, rein in spending,
and balance our budget. Placing puni-
tive and oppressive taxes on hard-
working Americans until Washington
can agree on how best to accomplish
all that is not the right way to go
about this. Kansans expect more of
their representatives in Washington. I
urge my colleagues to cast a vote
against tax increases and vote in favor
of this bill.

0 2100

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, it is now
my privilege to yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished Member from the great
State of Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY).

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of this bill. The people in the
State of Nevada are having a very
tough time right now. We have the
highest unemployment rate in the
country and the highest mortgage fore-
closure rate. The people in my district
are particularly hard hit. One in five
people that I represent have no jobs.
The unemployment benefit extension
in this piece of legislation is critical to
the very survival of so many of the
families that I represent.

Everybody thinks of my district of
Las Vegas and North Las Vegas as a
very glitzy, shiny, wonderful town, and
it is all of those things. But it’s a
working class town, and most people
don’t fully appreciate that. I represent
construction workers and electricians
and plumbers, Keno runners and cock-
tail waitresses and waiters and wait-
resses and valets and porters. All of
these people are middle-income wage
earners, and the middle-income tax ex-
tension is going to be a tremendous
help to these families.

The child care tax credit, so many of
the people that I represent in Las
Vegas are single mothers who are
working. The bane of every single
mother, and I know this, is good child
care at an affordable price. The child
care tax credit makes a difference
whether these women can go to work
or not.

If you add in the alternative min-
imum tax, 33,000 of the people I rep-
resent will be slammed by that if we
don’t extend it.

Marriage penalty tax, earned income
tax, these are all very important to the
middle-income wage earners that call
Las Vegas and Nevada home.

One of the most important things is
the tax extenders that are included in
this. Nevada is one of eight States that
does not have a State income tax. If
you’re a State income tax State, you
can deduct your State income tax from
your Federal income tax. Nevada
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doesn’t have one, so we, a few years
ago, along with Brian Baird and a few
others, were able to get an extension
for sales tax and being able to deduct
the sales tax.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SNYDER). The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BUCHANAN).

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, job
creation is priority number one. Four-
teen million Americans are striving
every day to find a job. But what they
fail to understand in Washington, to
get a job, you’ve got to promote small
business and free enterprise and entre-
preneurship.

Seventy percent of all the jobs cre-
ated in America are created by small
business. In my State of Florida, 99
percent of all businesses registered in
Tallahassee, our capital, are either
small businesses or medium-sized busi-
nesses mainly, a couple of hundred em-
ployees or less.

To raise taxes in this environment,
when many businesses right now are
struggling, on the verge of trying to
stay open—many of them can’t get
credit. If we raise the taxes on small
businesses—and a lot of people don’t
realize, a lot of small businesses are
subchapter S, LLCs, partnerships, sole
proprietorships, so it’s all pass-through
income to them personally. But raising
taxes on small business, they’re saying
it will affect 48 percent of the busi-
nesses if we don’t pass this today.

People ask, Why is it that business
doesn’t have any confidence right now
or the confidence they should?

They just don’t believe what’s hap-
pening in Washington. The administra-
tion and this Congress, in their mind,
and they’re right, is very antibusiness.

So if we want to create jobs, the last
thing we should be doing is raising
taxes on small businesses. If we want
to help families and we want to get
people back to work, we need to pass
this bill and do what we can. No tax in-
creases come January 1.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), a
member of our committee.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes is cred-
ited with saying that taxation is the
price that we pay for a civilized soci-
ety. And today we need the money.

As a matter of fact, I was in a meet-
ing 2 days ago at CEDA—that’s the or-
ganization in Chicago and Cook County
that services low-income families—try-
ing to figure out how to help some of
my constituents get their homes heat-
ed, because it might be snowing in
Washington, but it’s cold in Chicago.

The telephone rang. Somebody said,
Could you take a call from the Presi-
dent? I said, Which President? They
said, Well, the President of the United
States. And I said, Of course, I'll take
it.

I got on the phone and the President
said to me, DANNY, we need to pass this
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bill, and we need to pass it because
even though it’s cold, it’s going to get
colder; and there are going to be people
who don’t have any unemployment
compensation benefits, and they can’t
pay their heating bill. There are going
to be people who want to send their
kids to college, and without the tax
credits for college tuition, they won’t
be able to pay the tuition.

And I said, Yeah, but, Mr. President,
what about those people way up at the
top that are getting all of this money?

He said, Well, there might be an op-
portunity to reduce that.

And I'm looking forward to voting on
the Pomeroy amendment so that we
can reduce some of that money that
they’re going to keep in their pockets,
put it into the Treasury so that we can
help the poor people in Chicago who
are cold and don’t have any heat.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. SMITH).

(Mr. SMITH of Nebraska asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the un-
derlying tax bill and in opposition to
the Pomeroy amendment that would
increase the death tax.

It is vital we do not stymie any eco-
nomic recovery by failing to extend
current tax rates. If we fail to enact
this legislation, in just two short
weeks, taxes will increase on every
American.

Our country needs real economic
growth, which can’t happen if Wash-
ington doesn’t prevent these tax in-
creases on farmers, ranchers, and small
businesses. The sooner we can provide
certainty to American businesses, the
sooner they can get our economy back
on track and start hiring again.

In particular, I would like to high-
light the importance of providing cer-
tainty to farmers and ranchers in my
district with a lower estate tax rate in-
dexed for inflation. Despite the rhet-
oric from some, these folks aren’t mil-
lionaires and billionaires. They want to
simply leave their children and grand-
children the land they use to grow and
raise food which feeds Americans and
others around the world.

In the last year, the value of Ne-
braska farmland has increased by 9 per-
cent, continuing a trend in which this
land has doubled in value over the past
decade. Without an estate tax exemp-
tion indexed for inflation, these farm-
ers and ranchers will be forced to di-
vide or sell their land, threatening the
very existence of farming traditions
which, in many cases, have been passed
on for several generations.

Grieving families should never be
forced to deal with the IRS during a
time of mourning. The prosperity
earned by generations of Americans
should not be forfeited just because one
life has reached its end.

I urge my colleagues to support the
underlying bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished Member
from Pennsylvania (Ms. SCHWARTZ).
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Ms. SCHWARTZ. Mr. Chairman, to-
night I rise in support of middle class
Americans. As families and the Nation
continue to face economic challenges,
we should extend tax cuts for Ameri-
cans; yet the Republicans insisted that
tax cuts apply to all incomes, even
multimillionaires. And they are insist-
ing, even tonight, on including an addi-
tional tax break for just 6,600 wealthy
estates at the expense of tax relief for
middle class Americans.

The goals of this tax relief package
should be to help middle-income Amer-
icans and promote economic growth.
And Dbecause of the President and
Democrats in Congress, most of this
bill accomplishes just that.

I commend the pro-growth business
provisions, particularly the accelera-
tion of business depreciation and ex-
tension of the research and develop-
ment tax credits, which encourage in-
novation and investment. And I strong-
ly support the extension of tax breaks
for middle class families.

Unfortunately, the Senate Repub-
licans’ last-minute estate tax provision
does not meet the goal of either eco-
nomic growth or tax relief for the mid-
dle class. It is simply a bonus to the
wealthiest few that is not fair, not jus-
tifiable, and not fiscally responsible.

Instead, the estate tax proposal that
we offer as a substitute saves $25 bil-
lion. The House should vote for this
proposal because it promotes economic
growth, extends tax cuts for all Ameri-
cans, and provides sensible estate tax
relief for 99.75 percent of the Nation’s
small businesses, families, and farms.

Vote for the tax cuts. Vote for fair
estate tax policy. Vote for this legisla-
tion, as amended.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PAULSEN).
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Mr. PAULSEN. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, our number one pri-
ority in Congress should be enacting
pro-growth policies that will put Amer-
icans back to work and get our econ-
omy back on track.

Sadly, in the past 2 years, this body
has done very little to accommodate
the record high unemployment that
this country has faced. And this tax
bill before us today will give us an op-
portunity to finally change that, be-
cause in just 2 weeks our country’s
small businesses will see a huge job-
killing tax increase imposed upon
them.

Now, we all know small businesses
have been the backbone of our econ-
omy for a long period of years. They
have served as our Nation’s top and
chief job creators, generating nearly 7
out of every 10 new jobs created. But
according to the National Federation
of Independent Business, small busi-
ness optimism is still at a recessionary
level, and only a net 4 percent of firms
are even planning to create new jobs.
Stopping these tax increases on Janu-
ary 1 will add jobs to the economy.
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On the other hand, imposing these
job-killing tax increases on our small
businesses is only going to further
delay an economic recovery that has
been denied to the American people. So
we must act now to prevent this from
happening.

This bill also has a significant im-
pact on our Nation’s families. Voting
against this bill will lead to a nearly
$100 tax increase on every hardworking
American family every single week.
These are families that are already
struggling to make ends meet in tough
economic times, and increasing taxes
on them is only going to make matters
worse.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is not perfect.
Would I like to see these tax rates
made permanent? Yes. Would I like to
see the spending provisions and por-
tions paid for? Yes. But well over 80
percent of this bill is tax relief. It pre-
vents income tax rates from increas-
ing; it prevents the alternative tax
from hitting more middle-income fami-
lies; it preserves the child tax credit;
and it prevents the marriage penalty
from being put in place.

Unless we act, on January 1 we will
see job-killing taxes. But tonight, and
today, we will have an opportunity to
support American families and the
small businesses that employ them.

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I ask unanimous
consent to control the time until the
gentleman from Michigan returns.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. DRIEHAUS).
The gentlewoman from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Ms. SCHWARTZ. I yield 1% minutes
to Mr. HOLT from New Jersey.

Mr. HOLT. I rise in opposition.

I am most concerned that this bill
will undermine the very idea of Social
Security by taking money out of Social
Security and promising to make it
whole with general revenues.

When FDR and others created Social
Security in 1935, it was a political mas-
ter stroke. Social Security was created
as an insurance program and has re-
mained intact for 75 years because
Americans have a real sense of owner-
ship for the program. FDR said Social
Security should not use general tax
revenues.

This bill puts Social Security on the
table with tax breaks for the top 2 per-
cent, with estate tax, alternative min-
imum tax, accelerated depreciation,
making it essentially another bar-
gaining chip. If we allow Social Secu-
rity to become another bargaining chip
for dealing politicians, then it will not
be long for this world.

In good economic times and bad, this
sense of ownership that Americans will
get their due from Social Security has
allowed it to survive despite deter-
mined efforts by determined enemies.

We can find better ways to boost our
economy that do not add billions of
dollars of debt to pay for tax cuts for
the privileged few and do not jeop-
ardize Social Security.

It is with regret that | rise in opposition to
this legislation. Less than two weeks ago, |



December 16, 2010

joined a majority of this House in passing mid-
dle class tax relief that balanced the needs of
working families with our Nation’s need to get
its fiscal house in order. Unfortunately the
Senate failed to pass this bill.

The legislation we are considering today is
deeply flawed. We should try to put money in
the pockets of working families, and | do not
fault President Obama and many of my col-
leagues who want to get something done on
behalf of the millions of Americans who need
help. But, this is the wrong way to do it.

Yet, at a time when income inequality in the
United States has risen to its highest level in
decades, the bill under consideration would
shift the burden of funding the Federal govern-
ment further onto middle-class and working-
class families. The bill would give away tax
breaks to the wealthiest two percent of house-
holds at a cost of more than $120 billion
charged to the national debt.

I am most concerned, however, that the bill
undermines the very idea of Social Security.
Social Security has been a pillar of our society
for generations. When Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt, Frances Perkins, and others created
Social Security in 1935, it was a political
masterstroke. Social Security was created as
an insurance program and has remained intact
for 75 years because Americans have a real
sense of ownership for the program.

In good economic times and in bad, regard-
less of which political party is in power, this
sense of ownership—that Americans will get
out that which they put into the Social Secu-
rity—has allowed it to survive despite the ef-
forts of determined enemies.

A provision in the bill would reduce an em-
ployee’s contribution to Social Security from
6.2 percent to 4.2 percent of salary. This could
have a beneficial stimulative economic effect.
The $112 billion cost to the Social Security
trust fund of this payroll tax holiday is sup-
posed to be replaced with money from the
general treasury fund. But that is just the prob-
lem. In Social Security’s history such a com-
mingling of payroll taxes and money from the
Treasury at this scale is unprecedented.

This is not just about the financial health of
Social Security, rather it is about Social Secu-
rity’s rationale that has worked well for gen-
erations. This bill places Social Security on the
table with tax breaks for business expenses
and tax breaks for the top two percent of
Americans—essentially making it just another
bargaining chip. If we allow Social Security to
become a bargaining chip for dealing politi-
cians, then it will not be long for this world. As
much as we need economic stimulus now, we
will need Social security for decades to come.
Rather than taking money from Social Secu-
rity, | would support a tax credit—similar to
President Obama’s Making Work Pay tax
credit—that would give working families a
sizeable tax break with money from general
revenues.

In a message to Congress on January 17,
1935, FDR insisted that Social Security should
be self sustaining and that funds for the pay-
ment of insurance benefits should not come
from the process of general taxation. FDR’s
message is as correct today as it was 75
years ago.

To be sure, the legislation before us today
contains many good provisions that | would
support on their own. The bill contains a one
year extension of emergency unemployment
benefits. According to the Labor Department,
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there are five job-seekers for every job open-
ing in the U.S. Extending unemployment is the
right thing to do morally and for the economy.
The legislation would extend middle class tax
relief for two years along with many family-
friendly tax breaks such as the Child Tax
Credit, Earned Income Tax Credit, Alternative
Minimum Tax relief, and marriage penalty re-
lief. The bill also would extend expanded
transportation benefits for commuters and tax
credits like the research and development tax
credit to help businesses grow and create
jobs.

Congress needs to provide unemployment
insurance for Americans searching for work,
extend tax relief for working families, and find
solutions to our budget crisis. Yet these must
not come at the expense of Social Security. It
is too important to lose.

Mr. CAMP. I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LEE).

Mr. LEE of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I am amazed how my friends across the
aisle now, all of a sudden, have found
religion when it comes to fiscal issues.

But where were they when we had the
$800 billion stimulus? Where were they
with the $1.2 trillion health care bill
that they all promoted? Where were
they when the Speaker chose not to
enact a budget resolution this year, the
first time in 36 years? And now they’re
preaching fiscal responsibility when we
are out promoting a bill that is not
cutting taxes; it is helping to ensure
that every American citizen who pays
taxes won’t be seeing an increase this
year. It is truly, truly amazing.

Simply put, this bill before us today
will allow taxpayers to keep more of
what they earn and will allow small
businesses, the engines of our economy,
to invest in themselves and invest in
jobs. This bill will provide much-need-
ed certainty that businesses have been
screaming for. They are looking to in-
vest in themselves and truly what they
want to do is hire more workers, but:
tell us what the rules are going to be.

Currently, today, businesses are sit-
ting on close to $2 trillion in cash and
liquid assets awaiting to know what
the rules are going to be. This bill is
not perfect, but it will help set the
stage for businesses to get some con-
fidence and certainty in this economy
and go out and start investing in U.S.
workers. Congress is long overdue in
providing this certainty to small busi-
nesses, and it is one of the best ways
that we can start turning around this
economy.

I ran a manufacturing business be-
fore coming to Congress. I know what
it feels like to look at a production
line and not know if you will be able to
operate it the next month because
Washington is dragging its feet.

By acting now, we can also ensure
that small businesses and family farms
aren’t hit with a 55 percent death tax.
We reaffirm our commitment to pro-
viding incentives for manufacturers to
invest in research and development.
And we help every American family by
extending current tax rates, the child
tax credit, and the marriage penalty
relief.
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Is this bill perfect? No. Few things
are that come out of Washington. But
the bottom line is that this bill will
allow families to keep more of what
they earn and help small businesses
grow and invest in themselves.

This is a proven recipe for job cre-
ation. I urge my colleagues to support
this bipartisan legislation so we can
protect taxpayers and get on to the
tough work of cutting spending next
year.

Mr. LEVIN. I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. TONKO).

Mr. TONKO. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

This bill is a bad deal for the middle
class. If you work hard and play by the
rules, you should be rewarded; how-
ever, today’s bill ignores this. It lines
the pockets of the mega-rich at the ex-
pense of everyone else.

Our top priority right now should be
job creation. We tried the tax cuts pro-
posed today for the last decade under
the illusion that they would create
jobs. And so I ask, Where are the jobs?
Where are the jobs? This recession
wasn’t an act of nature; it was man-
made. Shame on us if we do the same
thing again and expect different re-
sults.

I will continue to fight to strengthen
the middle class, and I will continue to
fight to extend unemployment benefits
for the millions who are out of work
through no fault of their own. I have
voted in favor of both in recent weeks.
However, we should not support a give-
away to millionaires and billionaires
at the expense of future generations.

Mr. Chairman, this bill needs more
jobs and less debt.

Mr. CAMP. 1 yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. I thank the gentleman
from Michigan for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
things that have been talked about
here that I think need to be addressed.
One that I want to address point blank
is this concept, this myth, that some-
how preventing a tax increase adds
money to the deficit.

Only in Washington would some lib-
eral politician think that allowing
somebody to keep money in their pock-
ets and not have a tax increase some-
how adds to the deficit.

In fact, if you really want to see
growth in this country, if you really
want to see more money coming into
the Federal Government, something
that’s always been proven is having
lower tax rates coupled with controlled
spending. And that’s the problem, that
we don’t have those issues being ad-
dressed here today. Hopefully, we will
address that, and, I know in the new
Republican Congress, we will address
that we should make these tax rates
permanent, including a complete re-
peal of the death tax, and you’ll see
some real growth in this country.

But there is a moral imperative here,
too. There’s been this talk about class
warfare on this House floor tonight,
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and a lot of people running around
talking about certain people that
should have a tax increase. And that is
a moral imperative because who is the
greedy one here. Is it the single mother
who is struggling to make ends meet
right now? Or is it the liberal Wash-
ington politician who is trying to sad-
dle her with another 50 percent in-
crease in her tax rate if this bill
doesn’t pass? Who is the greedy one? Is
it the small business owner who is
struggling in tough economic times but
maybe wants to create another 20 jobs
in their small business? Or is it the lib-
eral Washington politician that is
going to try to saddle them with thou-
sands of dollars in new taxes that will
make it impossible for them to create
jobs? That’s the moral imperative.

It’s time for the liberal Washington
politicians to get their hands out of the
pockets of the taxpayers and hard-
working Americans in this country so
we can get some real job growth. I am
glad the gentleman from Michigan,
when he becomes the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee next year,
wants to address the long-term prob-
lems. But in the short term, we need to
prevent any American from having
their taxes raised, and that’s what this
debate is all about.
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Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1%
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. LYNCH).

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from Arizona who
spoke earlier. There is another impor-
tant number in this bill, and that num-
ber is $119 billion—$119 billion. You
might ask why that number is impor-
tant. That is the amount of money that
this bill will rob from the Social Secu-
rity trust fund if it is implemented, at
a time when more and more of our sen-
iors rely on Social Security as their
sole source of income, at a time when
more and more of our seniors are vul-
nerable and are on fixed income and
can’t go out and get a second job, at a
time when more American workers are
desperately needing Social Security
benefits because their defined benefit
pensions have gone away, any kind of
pensions have gone away.

In spite of the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana who just spoke,
it is easy to forget that on most of
these issues, Democrats and Repub-
licans agreed. We agreed that 98 per-
cent of Americans needed a tax break
continued. We are fighting about that 2
percent. That is where the argument is.
We are arguing about people who have
$10 million in an estate. In a windfall
to them, should they pay taxes?

It is interesting that in this bill,
those people have been protected, but
the folks who are on Social Security
and the solvency of the Social Security
trust fund is fair game. Vote ‘“‘no’ on
this measure.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT).
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman,
there’s not much time when there’s 3
hours and most of that is dedicated to
pushing this bill. But the fact is, fol-
lowing up on Social Security tax, it’s
reduced by 2 percent, from 6.2 percent,
for 2 years, which dramatically does af-
fect the solvency of Social Security.

When I proposed the payroll tax holi-
day, I was going to pay for that—it’s in
the bill—pay for it with TARP. We
were going to take that money from
the Wall Street bailout and give it to
the people that actually earned it.
That would have worked. This isn’t
paid for.

We were elected into the majority to
stop the deficit spending. We do need to
extend the current tax rates so that we
can give some stability to this econ-
omy. But two years, analysts say, is
not going to push businessmen to run
out and fix the economy.

This is a mistake. We can do much
better for the economy. This is no time
to sell out just to get some extensions.
We can do better.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS).

Ms. EDWARDS of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, in 2006, Warren Buffett
wrote, ‘‘There’s class warfare, but it’s
my class, the rich, that’s making war,
and we’re winning.”” Today, in this bill,
Mr. Buffett’s sentiment rings as star-
tlingly true today as it did 4 years ago.

I rise in strong opposition to this bill
that will benefit only the wealthiest
Americans at the expense of putting
billions of dollars in debt on the backs
of our children and grandchildren.

Over the last 35 years, our tax poli-
cies have concentrated a third of this
Nation’s wealth in 1 percent of our pop-
ulation, leaving 80 percent of us with 16
percent of our Nation’s wealth, the
rest. The proposal on the floor today
only exacerbates that trend.

Mr. Chairman, we have staked our
reputation and the legacy of this 111th
Congress on fighting for working fami-
lies. I just don’t understand how we can
saddle those same families with
unsustainable tax cuts for the wealthy,
an estate tax that benefits 6,600 fami-
lies, and a payroll tax that without
question raids Social Security.

If this is war, then let’s put away this
white flag. I refuse to surrender to
those who want to benefit the two-
percenters at the expense of the rest of
us. To do that would surrender the
hopes, the dreams, the retirements,
and the paychecks of families all
across this country.

It is time to put away the white flag
and fight for working families.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire as to the time remaining
on both sides?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Texas controls 35 minutes; the
gentleman from Michigan controls 52V
minutes.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield 2 minutes to a distinguished
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Member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ).

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to this reckless legis-
lation. There is no question that I
strongly support some of the items in
this bill. Unemployed Americans des-
perately need their benefits extended,
and I proudly have voted to do so every
time I have had the chance. This bill
also contains tax cuts for hard-working
American families, tax cuts I voted for
2 weeks ago on this very floor.

But this bill holds these good policies
hostage to a giant handout to those
who need help the least. It is political
bullying at its very worst, an affront to
working American families waged by
Republicans whose irresponsible deci-
sions got us into this mess in the first
place.

This bill contains a radical change to
the inheritance tax that will con-
centrate wealth and power in even
fewer hands than it is now. In a coun-
try that prides itself on being a
meritocracy, not an aristocracy, such a
giveaway is irrational. It completely
neuters our ability to invest in people
and infrastructure.

This bill contains tax breaks for
those who will make more than $250,000
a year, breaks that our country can ill-
afford when teachers are being laid off
and libraries are being closed, when
those who have been unemployed for
the longest are losing their safety net,
and young men and women are still
being asked to serve and die in Iraq and
Afghanistan.

The payroll tax cut is another bad
idea. Not only does it make Social Se-
curity less secure, many public serv-
ants, including California teachers,
won’t see any tax cut at all.

Overall, this bill adds nearly $1 tril-
lion to the deficit, while doing very,
very little to create jobs, spur eco-
nomic growth, or invest in America’s
future.

Because I am committed to creating
jobs, making retirement secure, and in-
vesting in this country, I cannot in
good conscience support this bill. Com-
promise is one thing, surrender is an-
other, and I will not surrender in my
fight to ensure that America remains
the land of opportunity for all.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ALTMIRE).

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this bill because it strikes
the right balance between support for
the unemployed and those who con-
tinue to suffer in the economic down-
turn, the continuation of pro-American
and pro-family economic policies, and
providing the much needed certainty
for American job creators to make the
long-term strategic decisions necessary
to help grow our economy.
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Now is not the time to raise taxes for
anyone in America. One of the key fac-
tors that has stalled our economic re-
covery is the uncertainty about the
regulatory environment and tax rates
that small businesses will face in the
coming years. With passage of this leg-
islation, we can provide the certainty
these businesses have sought, enabling
them to finally be able to make the
long-term strategic and hiring deci-
sions that they were reluctant to do
before they knew what the playing
field would look like.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bipartisan legislation compromise that
will help kick-start our economy.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I now
yield 1 minute to the very distin-
guished gentleman from California
(Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Let me first correct
the gentleman from Texas, Mr.
GOHMERT, when he says that this bill
would make the Social Security trust
fund less solvent. Every penny that the
Social Security trust fund doesn’t re-
ceive from payroll taxes it gets from
the general fund.

But let me especially correct him
when he says, oh, the other way to pay
for this is by canceling the TARP bill.
We canceled the TARP bill six months,
seven months ago. He voted against the
bill, but that bill passed, was enacted,
and returned $225 billion to the Treas-
ury. Having done that once, we can’t
make money by just doing it again.

The Republican Senators held this
country hostage, they held the middle
class tax cuts hostage, they held the
American economy hostage. President
Obama agreed to pay the ransom. Now
the question before this House is, do we
block that ransom payment?
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The problem is that if we do not
make the ransom payment this month,
President Obama will be willing to pay
just a little bit more next month. So
today we will do what we have to do.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 1 minute to
the very distinguished gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. For many Ameri-
cans, tonight their urgent priority is to
find a job. It should be our urgent pri-
ority to create those jobs for those
Americans. I support this imperfect
bill because I believe it will help create
those jobs. I think a tax cut of $1,000 a
year for a family making $50,000 will
help spur spending. I think that not
raising taxes on people who sell real es-
tate or teach school or drive a school
bus is the right thing to do.

I think that some degree of tax cer-
tainty for business people and inves-
tors over the next 2 years will help to
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spur investment. And I know that
every penny that people receive in an
unemployment check will be spent as
soon as possible—because people have
to. And that helps spur the economy as
well. And I also hope that the bipar-
tisan agreement tonight to do the easy
thing, which is reduce people’s taxes,
will be followed by a bipartisan agree-
ment to do the hard thing—and that’s
reduce spending in a way that is sen-
sible, equitable, fair, and necessary.
This is not a perfect agreement, but
it’s a necessary one.

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR) who has
been a leader on lowering taxes, fight-
ing the expansion of government, and
expanding liberty.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. Chairman, as we contemplate the
tax agreement before us, I urge my col-
leagues to put politics aside and focus
on the facts. We are crawling out of the
worst economic downturn in genera-
tions. Working families and businesses
remain gripped by economic uncer-
tainty, and to this day Washington has
only made the problem worse. If we
want to cut into the 9.8 percent unem-
ployment rate, Mr. Chairman, we have
to instill confidence in the economy
and begin to foster an environment for
job creation. Today, we take our first
step toward achieving that goal.

This tax deal is not perfect. And
nearly all of us, myself included, dis-
agree with certain elements of this bill.
But let us not forget what we’re fight-
ing for. The reality is, Mr. Chairman,
that on January 1, one of two things is
going to happen to all taxpayers and
most small businesses: Their tax rates
are either going to go up, or they’ll
stay the same. The choice is to act now
or impose the onset of a $3.8 trillion
tax increase that will crush the fragile
recovery and cost tens of thousands of
jobs nationally. This is an indisputable
fact—and an unacceptable result.

Mr. Chairman, this tax increase
would punish families and small busi-
nesses that cannot afford to pay it.
Middle class families will see their
taxes go up by $100 per week. Let me be
clear. There’s only one path out of this
economic crisis—and it’s economic
growth. But by transferring vast sums
of cash out of the private sector and
into Washington, Congress would be
taking a club to investment, entrepre-
neurship, and innovation—the very
building blocks of what we need to fos-
ter economic growth and job creation.
About 84 percent of this package, Mr.
Chairman, is either tax relief or exten-
sion of current tax rates. So, while not
perfect, this is the kind of action that
most Americans voted for last Novem-
ber.

In addition to preserving all mar-
ginal tax rates, it would kill the Mak-
ing Work Pay credit and replace it
with a payroll tax credit for all work-
ers. It would deal with the alternative
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minimum tax that would begin to hit
individuals making well below $100,000,
and would head off a punishing in-
crease in the death tax.

Mr. Chairman, we could try to hold
out and pass a different tax bill. But
there’s no reason to believe that the
Senate will pass it or the President
would sign it if this fight spills into
next year. Meanwhile, Mr. Chairman,
the uncertainty associated with a pro-
longed debate would cause grave eco-
nomic harm and possibly send us back
into a double-dip recession.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I urge my
colleagues to pass this current legisla-
tion.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my privilege to
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE of California. I want to
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we’re voting on a tax
package that gives away $139 billion in
tax breaks to the wealthiest 2 percent
of Americans over the next 2 years in
exchange for $57 billion in unemploy-
ment compensation benefits for the
next 13 months. The math just doesn’t
add up.

Many Members are opposed to this
bill because it’s bad economic policy.
But it’s also morally wrong. Last Fri-
day, the Congressional Black Caucus,
led by Congressman BOBBY SCOTT, a
member of the Budget Committee, pro-
posed a fair deal by eliminating the tax
giveaway to the richest in our country
and by extending the middle-income
tax cuts, unemployment insurance,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies, Build America Bonds, affordable
housing provisions, and the earned in-
come and child care tax credit. Our
proposal would also protect Social Se-
curity by offering a tax rebate instead
of a payroll tax holiday to ensure that
Social Security is not cut in the fu-
ture, and it would create the same
amount of jobs at half the cost.

We should let the Bush tax break for
the rich expire. Period. Extending
them for another 2 years digs us deeper
into this deficit hole—and we know
who will end up paying for it. It won’t
be the rich. It will be the poor, low-in-
come communities, and communities
of color, who lack well-paid lobbyists
to look out for their interests here on
Capitol Hill. I am reminded also of
what Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.,
called to our attention: ‘“A bad check
such as the one being written today
will come back marked ‘insufficient
funds.’”’

Instead of stuffing the stockings of
the super rich, we need to stimulate di-
rect job creation and economic recov-
ery efforts. And we should not leave
the chronically unemployed, those who
have exhausted their 99 weeks of unem-
ployment compensation, out of this
deal. They should not be left out in the
cold due to insufficient funds.

We should not allow the other side of
the aisle to shove these tax breaks for
the super rich down our throats in ex-
change for middle-income tax breaks.
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As AFL-CIO President Richard
Trumka said yesterday in opposition to
this bill, “Working families must not
continue to bear the cost of unneces-
sary giveaways to the wealthiest,” due
to insufficient funds.

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS ALTERNATIVE

TO THE PRESIDENT’S COMPROMISE

Members of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus (CBC) are overwhelmingly opposed to the
President’s compromise with Republicans on
extending all of the Bush-era tax cuts for
two years. While we are an ideologically di-
verse Caucus, the CBC has reached a con-
sensus that we cannot support extending the
Bush-era tax cuts for the wealthiest Ameri-
cans; we can support moving forward on the
following:

A 13-month extension of Emergency Unem-
ployment Insurance Benefits plus additional
assistance for the chronically unemployed—
those Americans who have been unable to
find work for more than 99 weeks.

A payroll tax holiday or equivalent pay-
ment, such as a tax rebate check, with guar-
antees that Social Security will not be de-
prived of revenue.

Targeted tax relief through a 2-year exten-
sion of the Bush-era tax cuts for hard-
working middle- and low-income families
and extending the enhanced provisions in-
cluded in the American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act for the Earned Income Tax
Credit, the Child Tax Credit, and the Amer-
ican Opportunity Tax Credit.

The CBC proposal will cost less than half
of the President’s proposed trillion dollar
compromise.

Members of the Congressional Black Cau-
cus are keenly aware of the day-to-day
struggles of hardworking American families
and the unemployed. In the long-run, we be-
lieve permanently extending the Bush-era
tax cuts will add trillions of dollars to our
national debt thus jeopardizing the fiscal
solvency of the United States Government.

This nation has difficult decisions to make
in the years ahead and the CBC believes that
vital programs, such as public education
funding, financial aid for students to go to
college, child nutrition programs, Veterans
benefits, Social Security and Medicare, will
all be put at risk if we permanently extend
all of the Bush-era tax cuts. We believe the
benefits of these vital programs to all Amer-
icans, especially to middle- and low-income
Americans, far outweigh any tax cut.

It will take strong political will to make
the tough choices necessary to bring our fis-
cal house in order. One such choice the Cau-
cus made was to consider and reject support
for the proposed reduction in the estate tax,
which has a two year price tag of $60 billion
and only benefits the wealthiest 2% of Amer-
ican families. Rejecting that choice is par-
ticularly timely in light of the recent defeat
of a $250 payment to struggling Social Secu-
rity recipients who are going another year
without a Cost-of-Living-Adjustment. As we
move ahead on ways to accelerate our eco-
nomic recovery and balance our budget, the
CBC stands ready to assist the President in
a meaningful and responsible way.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. DENT).

Mr. DENT. I do rise in support of this
legislation. Obviously, it’s not a per-
fect bill, but it is a good bill. And we
have heard all the policy and political
arguments against this bill. Let me
just be very clear. It’s really time to
stop this $3.8 trillion tax increase that
awaits the American people. It’s time
to take ‘‘yes’ for an answer. It’s really
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time to get on board. If this bill fails,
taxes go up on American savings, in-
vestments, income, estates, small busi-
nesses. We know what is coming. We
know what is awaiting the American
people.

As it relates to the estate tax, just
think about that one moment. After
January 1, we know people will die.
And if this law is not enacted, this bill
is not enacted, we know what will hap-
pen. Lifetimes of hard work, sacrifice,
and thrift will be punished, and this
Federal Government will confiscate
money from people at 55 percent who
have less than $5 million in assets. It’s
terribly unfair to family farms and
family businesses.

Let’s be clear. If you’re voting ‘‘no,”
you’re voting to raise taxes. Again, if
you’re voting ‘‘no,” you’re voting to
raise taxes by $3.8 trillion. If you’re
voting ‘‘yes,” you’re voting to stop a
$3.8 trillion tax increase. This is the
vote that counts. The political games
are over. No more posturing. The train
is pulling out of the station. It’s time
to get on board. Vote ‘“‘yes.” Stop the
tax increase.
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Mr. LEVIN. It is now my privilege to
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman.

Tonight, by extending the Bush-era
tax cuts, the greedy will prevail, and
the needy will fail to receive des-
perately needed social services going
forward. Even the so-called middle
class Bush-era tax cuts will deliver six
times the benefit to the wealthy than
to ordinary hardworking families.

How many times do we have to hear
Republicans boldly declare, We will
starve the beast and deny the least so-
cial welfare?

Frankly, this $1 trillion tax cutting
and Social Security gutting feeds right
into the 75-year Republican sentiment
to eliminate entitlements: $1 trillion
debt and goodbye Social Security net.
Lure them with short-term gain and
usher in long-term pain.

Colleagues, beware. Tonight begins
the undermining of Social Security and
Medicare.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I am proud to
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
LANCE).

Mr. LANCE. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
underlying bill that ensures that taxes
will rise on no one in America on New
Year’s Day, 15 days from now. What a
terrible New Year’s present that would
be to the American people.

This bill creates greater certainty in
the business community so that busi-
nesses across America can create the
jobs this country so desperately needs,
especially given our current 9.8 unem-
ployment rate. New jobs will lower our
annual deficits. Almost 85 percent of
this bill provides tax relief, including
preventing the job-killing tax hikes;
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enacting the AMT patch—extremely
important to the district I serve and to
New Jersey as a whole; and reducing
the Federal estate tax from the sched-
uled 55 percent rate on January 1 down
to 35 percent—also extremely impor-
tant to New Jersey where residential
real estate is so expensive.

This bill has been endorsed by lead-
ing conservatives, including our new
reform Governor in New Jersey, Chris
Christie. It will give us time in the new
Congress to enact fundamental reform,
including deficit reduction, a perma-
nent extension of existing tax rates,
and the elimination of the Federal es-
tate tax.

Mr. LEVIN. May I inquire as to how
much time is remaining on each side?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Michigan controls 46% minutes.
The gentleman from Texas controls
28%2 minutes.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my real privi-
lege to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

I rise in opposition to the bill be-
cause its passage will make it impos-
sible to ever balance the Federal budg-
et.

This compromise will add about $900
billion to the national debt. That’s
more than TARP. That’s more than the
stimulus package. The 2-year cost of
the bill is about the same as the 10-
year cost of the health care reform bill.
At least we paid for that.

We need to make tough, unpopular
choices to balance the budget. Obvi-
ously, letting tax cuts expire would be
unpopular. But when we ever decide to
get serious about the deficit, we will
find that the alternatives are even
more unpopular because, after today’s
vote, the choices will necessarily in-
clude cuts in Social Security, Medi-
care, education, and other popular pro-
grams.

If we don’t have the political will to
end the disastrous Bush-era tax cuts
now, we certainly won’t have that po-
litical will during the middle of a Pres-
idential election. The job creation in
this bill is paltry—$400,000 a job. We
can do better than that.

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, I urge
my colleagues to make the tough
choice and defeat this bill.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, it is now
my privilege to yield 2 minutes to a
very active member of our committee,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BECERRA).

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

For more than 200 years, America has
worked hard to earn a reputation
around the world that, when the going
gets tough, America gets going.

We could lead in tough times. We
could withstand adversity. We were
prepared to sacrifice. Then, as our
country matured, we were prepared,
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not only to do all those tough things,
but to do them the right way, and we
were able to somehow figure out where
the sweet spot was for prosperity in
America—building the middle class:
the GI Bill for our troops, Social Secu-
rity and Medicare for our seniors, the
best universities for our kids. As we in-
vested in the middle class, our pros-
perity bloomed.

Fast-forward to the Bush recession
and to the tough times we find our-
selves in today. Americans are hanging
tough, fighting to hold onto their jobs
and their homes. But is everyone in
America sharing in the sacrifice? This
proposal gives millionaires $139,000 in
tax breaks each year. On top of that, it
gives the 6,600 wealthiest Americans a
tax break equal to $23 billion.

Perhaps the most sinister provision
in this proposal is the more than $100
billion that it diverts from the Social
Security trust fund and then borrows
money from places like China to re-
place those dollars.

Everyone in America is ready to sac-
rifice. Everyone in America should be
ready to sacrifice. This bill doesn’t ask
all Americans to sacrifice. The day
should come, as the days have come,
when all of us are prepared to sacrifice.
This is not the bill. This is not the
time to change America’s history. Let
us all work together, to pull together,
to let everyone in the world know that
we are prepared to sacrifice. America’s
wealthy are ready to sacrifice as all
Americans who are trying to hold onto
their jobs and their homes are prepared
to sacrifice.

Let’s do this together. We have that
reputation. We know how to do it. Ad-
versity doesn’t concern us. We will do
it the right way. Let us pull together.
We can do much better than this bill.
It is our chance to prove it to America.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. I now yield 2 minutes to
another active, distinguished member
of the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
ETHERIDGE).

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, let me state that
there is much in this bill that concerns
me.

Specifically at a time when our budg-
et deficits and national debt continue
to hold back our economic growth, we
should not be passing bonus tax breaks
for the wealthiest few in this country
and handing the bill to our children
and our grandchildren. I also strongly
prefer the House-passed language that
provides estate tax relief in a respon-
sible manner. Additionally, I worry
that the payroll tax provisions, while
good for working families in the short
run, could undermine the finances of
Social Security over the long run.

But, at a time when so many people
face uncertainty in a fragile economy,
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doing nothing is not a very good op-
tion.

For far too long in this town, short-
sighted partisanship has prevailed
against the long-term best interests of
our country. We need more bipartisan-
ship in Washington, D.C., to tackle our
Nation’s most pressing problems.

I commend the President for getting
us beyond the partisan stalemate and
for laying the groundwork for eco-
nomic progress for the American peo-
ple.

There are many provisions in this
bill that are going to help working
families. I strongly support the middle
class tax cuts, or at least to keep them
going, in this bill. Child tax credits,
marriage penalty relief, and education
incentives will help middle class fami-
lies make ends meet and invest for a
brighter, more secure economic future.

Most urgently, Congress needs to
pass the extension of unemployment
benefits contained in this legislation.
In my home State of North Carolina,
thousands of workers have lost their
jobs in the recession caused by the mis-
guided policies of the previous adminis-
tration. I have met with many, many
of these people and have looked them
in the eyes as they have told me their
stories. These are good people who
have worked hard and who have played
by the rules. They are depending on
these unemployment benefits to get
them through these tough times until
the economy picks back up and creates
good jobs. We are here the week before
Christmas, and the last thing we
should do is cut off their lifeline.

I will vote to pass this bill, and I urge
my colleagues to join me in doing so.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. I continue to
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LEVIN. It is now my pleasure to
yield 1%2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. 1 thank the gen-
tleman.

What we are about to do here today
is extraordinary, and the impact will
be felt by our kids and grandkids for
the next 30 years. With one vote, we
are going to increase the already pro-
jected record deficit for this year of
$1.3 trillion to $1.7 trillion.
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Every penny of income forgone here
tonight will be borrowed, much of it
from China and some of it from our So-
cial Security trust fund, for the first
time in our history. For what? For con-
tinuing the failed economic policies of
the last 9 years? We’ve got these tax
cuts in place today. How many jobs are
they creating? But you tell me we
can’t afford to invest, we can’t rebuild
our Nation’s crumbling infrastructure,
we don’t have the money to do that.
We know we can create real jobs there.
We can increase the productivity of our
Nation. We can compete better world-
wide if we invest in our infrastructure
and our education system and our peo-
ple.

But no, we’re going to have debt-fi-
nanced, consumption-driven recovery
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as people buy goods made in China and,
of course, the $112 billion taken out of
Social Security. And the Republicans
have made it painfully clear tonight
that the temporary cut in Social Secu-
rity income is not temporary. They’ve
said it time and time and time again.
There is no such thing as a temporary
tax cut.

I hope the White House is listening.
They’re about to spring the trap, and
next year, they will say, Mr. President,
you’re going to raise taxes on every
working American by making Social
Security whole. You can’t do that. Oh,
and by the way, we’re tired of sub-
sidizing that program with money
we’re borrowing.

That is a horrible, horrible step for
this Congress to take.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Yielding my-
self 30 seconds, I would point out, our
Democrat friends have run the first
and second highest deficits in Amer-
ican history the last 2 years. They have
raised taxes this session $625 billion