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tax relief to the working families who
are currently paying a marriage pen-
alty. Such a penalty is unfair and
should be eliminated. However, | do not
support the proposal the Republicans
have brought to the floor.

While its sponsors claim the purpose
of the bill is to provide a marriage pen-
alty relief, that is not its real purpose.
In fact, only 42 percent of the tax bene-
fits contained in the legislation go to
couples currently subject to a marriage
penalty. The majority of the tax bene-
fits would actually go to couples who
are already receiving a marriage bonus
and to single taxpayers. As a result,
the cost of the legislation is highly in-
flated. It would cost $248 billion over
the next 10 years.

As with most Republican tax breaks,
the overwhelming majority of the tax
benefits would go to the wealthiest
taxpayers. This bill is designed to give
more than 78 percent of the total tax
savings to the wealthiest 20 percent of
the taxpayers. It is, in reality, the lat-
est ploy in the Republican scheme to
spend the entire surplus on tax cuts
which would disproportionately benefit
the richest taxpayers. That is not what
the American people mean when they
ask for relief from the marriage pen-
alty. With this bill, the Republicans
have deliberately distorted the legiti-
mate concerns of married couples for
tax fairness.

All married couples do not pay a
marriage penalty. In fact, a larger per-
centage of couples receive a marriage
bonus than pay a marriage penalty.
The only couples who pay a penalty are
those families in which both spouses
work and have relatively equivalent in-
comes. They deserve relief from this
inequity, and they deserve it now.

We can provide relief to the over-
whelming majority of the couples sim-
ply and at a modest cost. That is what
the Senate should do. Instead, the Re-
publicans have insisted on greatly in-
flating the cost of the bill by adding
extraneous tax breaks primarily bene-
fiting the wealthiest taxpayers.

A plan that would eliminate the mar-
riage penalty for the overwhelming
majority of married couples could eas-
ily be designed and cost less than $100
billion over 10 years. The House Demo-
crats offered such a plan when they de-
bated this issue in February. The
amendment which Senator BAYH in-
tends to offer to this bill would also ac-
complish that goal. If the real purpose
of the legislation is to eliminate the
marriage penalty for those working
families who actually pay a penalty
under current law, it can be accom-
plished at a reasonable cost.

The problem we have consistently
faced is that our Republican colleagues
insist on using marriage penalty relief
as a subterfuge to enact large tax
breaks unrelated to relieving the mar-
riage penalty and heavily weighted to
the wealthiest taxpayers. The House
Republicans put forward a bill which
would cost $182 billion over 10 years
and give less than half the tax benefits
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to people who pay a marriage penalty.
That was not enough for the Senate
Republicans. They raised the cost to
$248 billion over 10 years. A substantial
majority, 58 percent of the tax breaks
in the Senate bill, would go to tax-
payers who do not pay a marriage pen-
alty.

Nyor is this the only tax bill the Re-
publicans have brought to the floor
this year. They attached tax cuts to
the minimum wage bill in the House of
close to $123 billion and tax cuts to the
bankruptcy bill in the Senate of almost
$100 billion. They have sought to pass
tax cuts of $23 billion to subsidize pri-
vate school tuition and reduce the in-
heritance tax paid by multimillion-
aires. Not including the cost of this
bill, the Republicans in the House and
Senate have already passed tax cuts
that would consume $443 billion over
the next 10 years. The result of this tax
cut frenzy is to crowd out necessary
spending on the priorities which the
American people care most about—edu-
cation, prescription drugs for senior
citizens, health care for uninsured fam-
ilies, strengthening Medicare and So-
cial Security for future generations.

Finally, 1 want to bring another mat-
ter to the attention of the Senate. It is
another marriage penalty, and that is,
there are 13 States—which represent 22
percent of the American people—that
have laws saying when one gets mar-
ried, they lose the coverage under Med-
icaid they might otherwise have if they
were single. For example, in the State
of Maine, one is eligible as a single per-
son for Medicaid up to $14,000, but if it
is a couple, each earning $7,000 so the
family income is $14,000, neither of
them gets Medicaid coverage. That is
true in 13 States.

If we are going to take a look at the
marriage penalty for the wealthier in-
dividuals in this country, what about
the marriage penalty for some of the
working poor who are trying to make
ends meet? That is an issue | hope to
have an opportunity to debate when we
get into a discussion of the proposal
put forward by the Democratic leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of New Hampshire). The Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to speak for up
to 15 minutes on an unrelated topic.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we are
now on the marriage penalty bill. |
suggest to the Senator, since there are
no other Members on the floor, he can
take time off the majority side on the
pending measure.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President,
since this is coming off our time on the
marriage tax penalty bill, I commend
Senator HuUTCHISON and all those who
have worked so diligently on both sides
of the aisle and in the House of Rep-
resentatives to provide relief on this
onerous and perverse provision in our
Tax Code that puts the institution of
marriage in a disadvantageous position
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and costs American families thousands
of dollars each year. It is something
that should have been eliminated long
ago.

gI look forward to supporting the Mar-
riage Penalty Relief Act. | hope there
will be an overwhelming vote in the
Senate for this bill.

MILITARY RECRUITER ACCESS
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2000

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, |
rise today to speak in favor of S. 2397,
the Military Recruiter Access En-
hancement Act of 2000. This bill is de-
signed to assist armed services recruit-
ers in gaining access to secondary
schools and school student directory
information for military recruiting
purposes.

The matter of recruiting and retain-
ing military personnel of the highest
quality and in the quantity needed to
maintain the optimal personnel
strength of our armed services has been
a topic of great interest to myself and
my colleagues on the Senate Armed
Services Personnel Subcommittee.

I have heard detailed testimony in
hearings this year from top Depart-
ment of Defense manpower officials
and actual military recruiters—those
on the front lines doing the recruit-
ing—regarding the challenges of con-
tacting and informing young people
today about the benefits of a career in
the military. As | have contemplated
the detailed testimony received on the
subject, it is clear there are several
factors combining to make the tough
job of recruiting young people for mili-
tary service even tougher.

We found the following: The com-
bined effects of the strongest economy
in 40 years, the lowest unemployment
rate since the establishment of an all-
volunteer force, and a declining pro-
pensity on the part of America’s youth
to serve in the military make the re-
cruitment of persons for the Armed
Forces unusually challenging in the
economic climate in which we exist.

For the recruitment of high quality
men and women, each of the Armed
Forces face intense competition from
the other branches of the Armed
Forces. They face competition from
the private sector, and they face com-
petition from postsecondary edu-
cational institutions recruiting young
people as well.

It is becoming increasingly difficult
for the Armed Forces to meet their re-
spective recruiting goals. Despite a va-
riety of innovative approaches taken
by recruiters and the extensive pro-
grams of benefits that are available for
recruits, recruiters have to devote ex-
traordinary time and effort to fill
monthly requirements for immediate
accessions.

Unfortunately—and this is, | think,
dismaying and surprising to most
Americans—a number of high schools,
thousands of high schools, have denied
recruiters for the Armed Forces access
to the students or to the student direc-
tory information of those high schools.



April 12, 2000

In 1999, there were 4,515 instances of
denial of access to the Army. There
were an additional 4,364 instances in
the case of the Navy, 4,884 instances in
the case of the Marine Corps, and 5,465
instances of denial of access to Air
Force recruiters. In total, there were
over 600 high schools across this coun-
try that denied access to at least three
branches of the services, the largest of
those school districts is San Diego, CA.

As of the beginning of 2000, nearly
one-fourth of all high schools nation-
wide did not release student directory
information to Armed Forces recruit-
ers.

In testimony presented to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the Sen-
ate, recruiters of the Armed Forces
stated that the single biggest obstacle
to carrying out their recruiting mis-
sion is the denial of access to directory
information about students, for a di-
rectory listing of high school students
is the recruiter’s basic tool. When di-
rectory information is not provided by
schools, recruiters must spend valuable
time, otherwise available for pursuing
recruiting contacts, to construct a list
from school yearbooks and other
sources. This dramatically reduces
both the number of students each re-
cruiter can reach and the time avail-
able communicating with the students
that the recruiters can eventually
locate.

The denial of direct access to stu-
dents and denial of access to directory
information unfairly hurts America’s
young people.

High schools that deny access to
military recruiters prevent students
from receiving all of the information
on the educational and training incen-
tives offered by the Armed Forces, thus
impairing the career decisionmaking
process of students by limiting the
availability of complete information
on what options they have before them.

The denial of access for Armed
Forces recruiters to students or to di-
rectory information ultimately under-
mines our national defense by making
it harder for our Armed Forces to re-
cruit young Americans in the quantity
and of the quality necessary for main-
taining the readiness of the Armed
Forces to provide national defense.

The bill I have introduced legislates
a series of formal steps to be taken
with secondary schools that deny ac-
cess to students or student directory
information to recruiters.

Step 1: The Department of Defense
will be required to send a general offi-
cer or flag officer to visit the local edu-
cation agency to arrange for recruiting
access within 120 days following a re-
port of access denial.

Should a school say, no, we are not
going to let military recruiters access,
the first step is, negotiations. They
would try to work this out. You would
have a flag officer, or a general officer,
who would go to the school, visit with
the superintendent, the principal, the
counselors, and find out what the prob-
lem is.
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Step 2: Should access still be denied,
within 60 days of the visit in step 1, the
Secretary of Defense must then notify
the State’s chief executive—presum-
ably the Governor—of the denial and
request his or her assistance. A copy of
this request is also sent to the Sec-
retary of Education.

Step 3: If access for recruiters is still
not achieved a year after the Governor
has been notified—a full 18 months
since the initial discovery that they
are denying access—and if it is found
that the school in question denies ac-
cess for two or more of the Armed
Services, that school will be placed on
a list maintained by the Department of
Defense and will be denied Federal
funds until such time as recruiter ac-
cess is restored.

People may say that is having a
heavy hand. May | say, there is no
school in America that ought to ever
lose Federal funding under this law be-
cause no school should ever have to
deny access to military recruiters.
There is an ample amount of time—a
full 18 months—for negotiations, dis-
cussion, in bringing in the Governor of
the State, to try the reconcile what-
ever problems there might be.

I think the importance of this bill
cannot be overstated. We have an obli-
gation to provide an environment for
our recruiters that, at the very least,
places them on a level playing field
with the recruiters of colleges and uni-
versities and with representatives from
private industry.

Today, the recruiting of high school
students actually starts in junior high
school for colleges, for universities,
and even for private-sector jobs. To say
a recruiter cannot have contact until
that student is out of high school puts
them at an incredible disadvantage.

While DOD has had the ability to
withhold Federal funding from colleges
and universities which denied access to
military recruiters, there has not been
any significant recourse available at
the secondary school level.

In some cases, a few select adminis-
trators can make decisions about re-
cruiter access based on their own per-
sonal bias or lack of familiarity with
the positive aspects of military service.
These ‘“‘gatekeepers’ effectively block
information from students by denying
access to recruiters. These nonaccess
policies may actually exist when the
community at large in the school’s
area is very much supportive of the
Armed Forces and recruiting efforts.

We must work collectively as a na-
tion to keep our military ‘“‘connected”
with the people they serve. The con-
cept of an all-volunteer force will only
continue to be successful when the
compensatory benefit package we offer
young people is competitive and the
career information on current edu-
cational and financial incentives is
readily available to potential recruits.

There are those who are understand-
ably concerned about maintaining the
privacy of personal contact informa-
tion. It is ironic, however, that student
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directory information is often shared
by high schools with cap and gown
companies, college recruiters, and pri-
vate industry representatives, but de-
nied to Armed Forces recruiters. We
must take active steps to eliminate
that sort of bias, whether intended or
not, and reestablish an equal footing
for our Armed Forces recruiters with
other groups seeking to contact stu-
dents. We must remember that recruit-
ers represent the primary tool of not
only the Department of Defense but
Congress, as well, in fulfilling our con-
stitutional requirements to raise and
maintain an army, the Armed Forces.

There is no doubt in my mind that
the recruiting professionals in all
branches of our Armed Forces are top-
notch role models, fully capable of suc-
ceeding in their respective recruiting
missions, but they need to have a sup-
portive and conducive contact environ-
ment.

This bill will provide school officials
of institutions currently restricting ac-
cess to recruiters with additional in-
centive to improve or restore that ac-
cess.

This bill will bring attention locally
and nationally to the problems of ac-
cess restriction to Armed Forces re-
cruiters.

This bill sends a clear signal to DOD
leaders and to the people of our coun-
try that we recognize the problem re-
cruiters face in supporting the concept
of our all-volunteer force.

This bill provides a reasonable and
calculated approach to improving ac-
cess with a phased escalation in the
negative consequences for schools in-
sisting upon perpetuating nonaccess
policies. It is nonantagonistic, it is
nonconfrontational, but it is firm.

This bill does not attempt to dictate
local practices from Washington, as
some may charge. This bill merely re-
quires schools to provide—and | quote
from the bill’s language—

. . the same access to secondary school
students, and to directory information con-
cerning such students, as is provided gen-
erally to post-secondary educational institu-
tions or to prospective employers of those
students.

We are just simply saying: Make the
playing field level. If you are going to
deny access to Army recruiters, Air
Force recruiters, Marine recruiters,
Navy recruiters, then we expect the
same denial would be applied across
the board to private industry recruit-
ers and to colleges and universities. If
you are going to provide access to pri-
vate industry and to colleges and uni-
versities, likewise, that access must be
provided under this legislation to those
seeking to recruit for our Armed
Forces.

The size of our Armed Forces has de-
creased significantly over the past dec-
ade. The number of veterans is decreas-
ing daily. Fewer and fewer young peo-
ple today have a close relative or friend
with military service experience. We
have in the Congress a corporate re-
sponsibility to make an extra effort to
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invite young men and women to bring
their talent into the service of their
country and to take advantage of the
outstanding educational and training
benefits currently available. Few occu-
pations offer the patriotic satisfaction
of military service.

A healthy all-volunteer force does
not just happen. When | asked recruit-
ers appearing before a recent Personnel
Subcommittee hearing what Congress
could do to help them bring the best
and brightest into today’s military, of
course they responded that educational
benefits would help, they responded
that health care benefits would help,
they responded that improving housing
would help. But equally important was
their request for help in convincing
parents and educators that enlisting
their children and students was ‘‘not
the last choice’ but a first choice, and
to help them gain access to students on
school grounds and access to student
directory information.

In response to the DOD request for
assistance, | would like to respond in
two ways:

First, by inviting all of my col-
leagues in the Senate, regardless of
where they hail from, to join with me
in pledging to visit one or more high
schools in their home States this year
and to promote military service as an
attractive career opportunity while ad-
dressing students and facility mem-
bers. This is one positive step we can
all take to demonstrate our support for

a healthy Armed Forces recruiting
process.
Secondly, 1 urge my colleagues to

support this bill, the Military Re-
cruiter Access Enhancement Act of
2000, in an enthusiastic and bipartisan
fashion. We want and need the bright-
est and the best to serve in our Armed
Forces. | cannot help but think of the
many outstanding citizens in all walks
of life, indeed, including many of my
esteemed colleagues right here in the
Senate, who began their adult lives
with service to our Nation in one of the
branches of the Armed Services. We
owe it to the recruiters of our services
to do all we can to help them succeed
in their tireless efforts to bring in
quality men and women for the defense
of our country.

Mr. President, | thank you for your
indulgence and thank the Senator from
Texas for her willingness to yield to me
this time and for her tireless efforts on
behalf of tax relief for the families in
this country.

| yield the floor.

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF
ACT OF 2000—Continued

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, | rise to
speak on behalf of the Targeted Mar-
riage Penalty Relief Act of 2000. | do so
because | believe it affords us the best
opportunity to deal with this problem
in a way that will relieve this penalty
from the vast majority of Americans.
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Approximately 80 percent of the
Americans who currently pay the mar-
riage tax penalty would have their pen-
alty eliminated entirely under our
approach.

Secondly, | favor this approach be-
cause it allows us to deal with this
problem in the most affordable man-
ner, also giving us the freedom to ad-
dress other important issues that have
faced our great country. | support the
Targeted Marriage Penalty Relief Act
of 2000 because it strikes the right bal-
ance between fiscal responsibility and
a socially progressive policy, which I
think is best for our country.

I support relief of the marriage tax
penalty for several important reasons.
First, as a matter of basic justice. It is
not right that two individuals should
pay more in taxes simply because they
are married. When our Tax Code falls
into ridicule, compliance drops and the
Government, as a whole, falls into dis-
repute. We should not allow this to
happen. We can take an important step
to preventing this from happening by
dealing with the marriage penalty
problem.

Secondly, | support marriage tax
penalty relief as a matter of social pol-
icy. Marriages and families are the
basic building blocks on which our so-
ciety is built. Too many marriages
today end in disillusion. Too many
families today are fractured because of
the strains they face, often financial
strains. If we can take action to
strengthen families and marriages, to
provide a sound and secure environ-
ment in which children can be raised,
it is better for our country in a whole
host of important ways.

I support the marriage tax relief pro-
visions | speak to today as a matter of
economic policy. During prosperous
times when we enjoy surplus, it is only
right that we share some of that hard-
earned benefit with those who have
generated it in the first place: the tax-
payers of our country.

All of this is not to say we can afford
just any approach to resolving the
marriage penalty situation. We have to
get it right. We have to do it in a way
that is affordable and balanced with
the other needs our country faces. This
cannot be said of all the approaches
currently before this body. Some of the
approaches are poorly targeted, more
than we can afford and, in fact, do not
deserve the title of marriage tax pen-
alty relief at all.

I admire the work done by the Demo-
crats on the Senate Finance Com-
mittee; in particular, the leadership of
the ranking member, Senator MoY-
NIHAN, and Senator BAaucus. Their ap-
proach is truly targeted to ending the
marriage tax penalty problem. It is in-
tellectually elegant, and | appreciate
the work they have done in this regard.
We have several practical issues we are
working through, but their approach
truly deserves the title ““marriage tax
penalty relief.”

The same cannot be said of the ap-
proach taken by the majority. Their
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approach claims to be a marriage tax
penalty reduction bill but, as has been
alluded to by several other speakers,
more than half of the benefits go to
those who do not have a marriage tax
penalty at all. Many things can be said
about this proposal. Calling it a mar-
riage tax penalty bill is not one of
them.

Secondly, it is too slow. It is phased
in over a 7-year period. Why should we
wait so long to give this important re-
lief to the taxpayers of America? If it
is truly a pressing problem, surely we
can afford to act much sooner than
that.

Third, it is regressive in nature. More
than half of the benefits under the ap-
proach taken by the majority go to
those earning more than $100,000 a
year.

I have no trouble with the wealthy in
our society. In fact, | wish we had more
wealthy in the United States of Amer-
ica. But at a time when we have to
make difficult decisions and allocate
scarce resources among competing pri-
orities, | think relief of the marriage
tax penalty needs to be more squarely
focused upon the middle class, an ap-
proach not taken by the majority.

Finally, and most significant of all,
is the issue of affordability. The ap-
proach taken by the majority would
use fully $248 billion over the next 10
years to solve this problem, severely
limiting our ability to deal with other
pressing matters that face our country.

If you care about a drug benefit for
Medicare, not only is the majority po-
sition silent about your concerns, it in
fact limits our ability to do something
about your concerns. If you care about
making college more affordable by in-
cluding a college tax deduction or cred-
it to lower the cost of college, not only
does the majority position do nothing
to address your concerns, in fact it
makes addressing your concerns and
reducing the burden of the college ex-
pense on working families more dif-
ficult to accomplish. If you care about
caring for the elderly, a sick parent or
grandparent, not only is the majority
approach silent about your concerns, it
in fact makes it more difficult to deal
with this important and pressing mat-
ter. If you care about debt relief or
about education reform, not only is the
majority position silent about your
concerns, it in fact makes it more dif-
ficult to consider.

Fortunately, there is another alter-
native, one that is targeted, one that is
immediate, one that is progressive, and
one that is affordable. The approach 1
speak to today, as the approach taken
by the Democrats in the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, is a true marriage
tax penalty relief bill. No one who does
not currently pay a marriage tax pen-
alty will be eligible for a tax cut under
this provision. It helps those who have
the problem get relief, which is the
way it should be.

Secondly, the relief is immediate. In
the first year of this approach, fully 51
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