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reintegration into their family, and so-
ciety, following long deployments. Car-
ing for our servicemembers’ mental as
well as physical health is critical in re-
taining quality forces for our nation’s
defense.

In last year’s Defense authorization
bill, my effort to have marriage and
family therapists added to the list of
mental health care providers available
under TRICARE was successful. But
with the ongoing war on terror, the re-
ality is that more needs to be done.

Another area we must all be con-
cerned about is the blatant targeting of
servicemembers by predatory lenders.
It is an egregious practice that must be
stopped. Not only can these practices
lead to a cycle of financial and profes-
sional suffering for individual
servicemembers and their families, but
they can also have serious ramifica-
tions for our military’s operational
readiness. Military conduct codes
stress financial solvency, and a mem-
ber with bad credit and mounting debt
can face potentially career-ending dis-
ciplinary measures.

Many young troops—like many
young people across the country—do
not have a cushion of savings to use in
an emergency, and most are not edu-
cated in financial management. In this
time of more frequent and extended de-
ployments, servicemembers are faced
with extra expenses due to preparing
for deployments and family emer-
gencies that can force them or their
spouses to look to predatory lenders
for short-term relief.

My amendment on predatory lending
practices has two components. First, it
places the Senate on record acknowl-
edging predatory lending practices.
Second, it requires the Defense Depart-
ment, in consultation with Treasury,
the Federal Reserve, the FDIC, and
representatives of military charity and
consumer organizations, to report to
Congress within 90 days on several
matters: their current and planned pro-
grams to assess the prevalence of pred-
atory lending and to educate
servicemembers and their families; and
second, their recommendations for spe-
cific legislative and administrative ac-
tions to prevent or eliminate predatory
lending.

The Army has identified personal fi-
nancial issues as one of the most dif-
ficult problems facing military fami-
lies. I couldn’t agree more. This De-
fense authorization bill will get the
ball rolling on some much-needed ac-
tion, and I am very pleased to have the
support of groups such as the Consumer
Federation of America, the Center for
Responsible Lending, the Military Coa-
lition, and the Fleet Reserve Associa-
tion.

Finally, another of my amendments
directs that acquisition personnel re-
ceive training on the requirements and
application of the Berry amendment.
Implemented in 1941, the Berry amend-
ment requires the Defense Department
to give preference in procurement to
domestically produced, manufactured,
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or home grown products. In my view,
this is essential to supporting the busi-
nesses that supply our troops with the
equipment they need to carry out their
duties.

I am pleased that each of these
amendments has been included in this
authorization bill. I believe they reaf-
firm the commitment of this Congress
to our military personnel, to their fam-
ilies, and to our entire Nation.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a period of morning
business not to exceed 10 minutes.

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

———
RECONCILIATION TAX CUT BILL

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
rise to comment on the reconciliation
tax relief bill that will most likely
come before the Senate next week. I
felt it necessary to come and speak on
this topic because I am thinking of not
only our generation but of the genera-
tions of our children and grandchildren
and the legacy we leave them.

How do the decisions we make in the
Senate today affect their lives after we
have long left this body? That is a
question I will be asking should the
Senate, as I expect it will, begin debate
on reconciliation for tax cuts.

Last week, Alan Greenspan testified
before the Joint Economic Committee
and told Congress:

We should not be cutting taxes by bor-
rowing. We do not have the capability of
having both productive tax cuts and large
expenditure increases, and presume that the
deficit doesn’t matter.

I do not know how anyone can say
with a straight face that when we
voted to cut spending last week to help
achieve deficit reductions we can now
then turn around 2 weeks later to pro-
vide tax cuts that exceed the reduc-
tions that we made in spending. It just
does not make any sense, and I think it
does not make any sense to the Amer-
ican people.

Well, I for one am taking Chairman
Greenspan’s warning seriously. Last
week, I voted to cut spending. And
should tax cuts come to the floor next
week, I will vote against them. I be-
lieve it is the only responsible course
of action.

There are three reasons we should op-
pose tax cuts at this time: No. 1, we
cannot afford these tax cuts; No. 2, we
do not need these tax cuts; and, No. 3,
we should be working on tax reform
rather than tax cuts.

In case anyone has forgotten, the def-
icit for fiscal year 2005 was $317 billion.
That was the third largest deficit in
our Nation’s history. The first and sec-
ond largest deficits occurred in 2004
and in 2003.

On October 20, the gross Federal debt
climbed past $8 trillion. Looking at
this chart, you can see what is hap-
pening. This is the combined debt, the
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public and the Government debt. It
climbed to over $8 trillion. And accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office,
in fiscal year 2005, interest on the pub-
lic debt grew more rapidly than any
other major spending category, rising
14 percent above the fiscal year 2004
level.

So we can see that this debt is esca-
lating rapidly, and it is something
about which we should all be very con-
cerned.

Let me put this in perspective. Just
the interest payments on the public
debt are more than $1,600 for each tax-
paying American—more than $1,600 for
each tax-paying American. If we could
wave a magic wand and stop adding to
the deficit today—which we won’t—the
Federal debt would still be about
$28,000 for every person in the United
States, and close to $1 million each if it
is left to those who are under 20 years
of age.

And even if we were to start running
surpluses as large as last year’s deficit,
it would still take us 14 years to pay
off just the debt held by the public.

It is time to recognize a simple fact
of life. Contrary to what some of my
colleagues seem to believe, tax cuts do
not pay for themselves.

We have heard about the impact of
the previous tax cuts, how in the past
few months revenues have exceeded ex-
pectations, and how economic growth
would pay for all the tax cuts Congress
enacted in 2003. But as this chart
shows, exceeding expectations does not
mean there was no revenue lost as a re-
sult of the tax cuts.

As shown on this chart, the red bar
indicates what our revenues would
have been had we not had the tax cuts.
The blue bar shows what the projected
revenue was as a result of the tax cuts.
The green bar shows what we actually
received as a result of the tax cuts.
Now, we can see there is a difference
between if we had not had the tax cuts
and having the tax cuts.

Now, let’s go to 2004. Shown in red is
what we would have expected in reve-
nues in 2004 had we not had the tax
cuts. We had the tax cuts, and shown in
blue is what was expected as a result of
them. The good news is, we did receive
more money than we anticipated from
the tax cuts, as shown in the green.

Now, let’s go to 2005. Again, the red
bar shows what the projection was of
what we would have had without the
tax cuts. The blue bar shows what the
projection was of the revenues we
would have because we had the tax
cuts. And the green bar shows actually
what the revenues were that came in.

The fact is, tax cuts are never free.
All during this time, we were adding to
the national debt.

Now, I voted for tax cuts in 2001, 2002,
and 2003 because the country needed
stimulative medicine, and it worked.
But like any other medicine, an over-
dose of tax cuts can, and in my opinion
will, do more harm than the original
disease.

In 2003, I said that $350 billion in tax
cuts would be enough to get the econ-
omy moving, and now I am saying that
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any more would be an overdose. It is
time to put the tax cut medicine back
on the shelf, particularly in light of the
war in Iraq, our spending on homeland
security, and Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita.

Just today, the Senate increased
mandatory spending over the next 10
years by $9.5 billion.

The second reason to put the tax cut
medicine back on the shelf is that most
of the provisions included in the rec-
onciliation package do not have to be
extended now. In fact, most of the tax
cut provisions included in the rec-
onciliation package, including the re-
duced rates on dividends and capital
gains, do not expire until 2008—over 2
years from now.

So here are the provisions of the eco-
nomic growth plan that we worked on
during the last several years. You can
see that one of the provisions of the
proposal for next week is ‘‘reduced rate
on dividends and capital gains.”” This is
not going to expire until 2008. Another
one is ‘‘section 179 expensing,”” which
many of us supported in the bill we
passed last year, the JOBS bill. That is
not going to expire until 2007.

So the point I am making is, there
really is not any need for us to pass
these tax cuts next week because most
of them are not going to expire until
years in the future.

As my colleagues can see, most of the
core provisions of the President’s tax
reform plan, as I mentioned, do not ex-
pire until 2010. A handful expire in 2007
or 2008, and only one expires next year.

When Alan Greenspan testified before
the Joint Economic Committee last
week—I think this is really telling tes-
timony on the part of Chairman Green-
span—a member of the committee
asked if he supported extending the 15-
percent tax rate for capital gains and
dividends. Chairman Greenspan replied
that he could only support extending
these tax cuts if they were paid for.

According to Chairman Greenspan,
large budget deficits will drive up in-
terest rates over time, raising the Gov-
ernment’s debt service costs.

I think, as we watch what is hap-
pening to interest rates, they are start-
ing to creep up. What we forget is, as
they creep up, interest costs are going
to take a larger and larger percent of
our Federal budget.

I quote Alan Greenspan again:

Unless the situation is reversed, at some
point these budget trends will cause serious
economic disruptions.

I will repeat it again. Alan Green-
span:

Unless the situation is reversed, at some
point these budget trends will cause serious
economic disruptions.

The fact is, if these tax cuts are so
important, we should pay for them,
which is why I supported the pay-go
amendment to the budget resolution in
March, and supported it again last
week.

My third reason for opposing piece-
meal tax cuts at this time is that the
President’s Advisory Panel on Tax Re-
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form just released its final report. All
of us have heard from families and
businesses in our respective States la-
menting the complexity and frustra-
tion with the current Tax Code.

Well, thanks to our former col-
leagues, Connie Mack and John
Breaux, it seems to me we have a

chance to finally do something about
it.

Why extend tax deductions piecemeal
when we should be considering funda-
mental tax reform? Our tax structure
should be simple, fair, and honest. Our
current Tax Code achieves none of
these objectives.

I used to prepare my own tax returns
and made out tax returns for my cli-
ents. I would not touch my tax return
today with a 10-foot pole because of the
complexities.

I am with the 55 percent of other
Americans who have to hire profes-
sional help to make out our tax re-
turns. Last year, it is estimated that
Americans spent more than 3.5 billion
hours doing their taxes, the equivalent
of hiring almost 2 million new IRS em-
ployees, more than 20 times the agen-
cy’s current workforce. If the money
spent every year on tax preparation
and compliance was collected, about
$140 billion each year or over $1,000 per
family, it could fund a substantial part
of the Federal Government, including
the Department of Homeland Security,
the Department of State, NASA, the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, the Department of Trans-
portation, the U.S. Congress, our Fed-
eral courts, and all the Federal Govern-
ment’s foreign aid.

Individuals, businesses, and non-
profits must pay these compliance
costs, but the Federal Government can-
not use them for any useful purpose.
Individuals and businesses lose money
that they could otherwise save, invest,
and spend on their children’s edu-
cation, buy a home, or simply enjoy an
extra evening out with the family. But
the Federal Government gets nothing.
That is the equivalent of stacking
money in a pile and lighting a match
to it.

We all recognize the need for a sim-
ple, fair, and honest Tax Code. This is
a win-win goal for everyone. Simply
cutting tax compliance costs in half
from 20 percent to 10 percent would
have the same impact as a major tax
cut. Just cutting the compliance costs
would be the equivalent of a major tax
cut for most Americans, but it would
be a tax cut that does not reduce Fed-
eral revenues but would guarantee that
people are paying their fair share and
bring more money into the Federal
Treasury.

We all know that fundamental tax re-
form is critical and that President
Bush will be sending us his rec-
ommendations in February. I simply
cannot understand why some of my
colleagues want to make so many pro-
visions of the current Tax Code perma-
nent or add new tax cuts, when next
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year we very well may be eliminating
the same provisions as part of funda-
mental tax reform. Why do it now
when we are expecting the President to
come back with a fair and simple, hon-
est tax reform package? Again, this is
not the time for piecemeal tinkering.
No homeowner would remodel their
kitchen and bathroom the year before
tearing down the house to build a
newer and better one. That is, in effect,
what we would be doing next week if
we vote for these cuts.

In closing, I reiterate the three rea-
sons we should oppose tax cuts at this
time. No. 1, we cannot afford them be-
cause of our soaring deficit and na-
tional debt. Putting our spending on
the credit card of our kids is uncon-
scionable, particularly because they
will have to work harder and smarter
to compete in the global marketplace
to maintain our current standard of
living and quality of life.

Two, we do not need these tax cuts at
this time. If this body believes we must
have them, we should follow Alan
Greenspan’s advice and pay for them. If
these tax cuts are so important to the
economy, then let’s pay for them.

And third, from a public policy point
of view, these tax cuts are premature
because in the very near future, we
may well change them as part of funda-
mental tax reform and simplification.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention and urge them to vote against
the tax cuts proposed next week. I reaf-
firm a Republican principle we have
held dear over the years and one that I
adhered to as mayor of the city of
Cleveland and Governor of Ohio; that
is, balance budgets and reduce deficits.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

——————

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE ALAS-
KA CONSTITUTIONAL CONVEN-
TION

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, today
marks the 50th anniversary of the
Alaska Constitutional Convention. I
speak to pay tribute to those who con-
tributed to this milestone in our
State’s history.

When the Constitutional Convention
began on November 8, 1955, Alaska was
a territory foundering under the
weight of discriminatory Federal legis-
lation.

Alaskans were denied control and
management of our fisheries. We were
denied our share of Federal highway
funds. We were denied the ability to ex-
pand our economy because of unfair
land laws. We were denied the right to
vote for our President and Vice Presi-
dent. And we were denied full represen-
tation in Congress.
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