
b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

 Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 156, Pt. 14 19745 December 14, 2010 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, December 14, 2010 
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. PETERS). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
December 14, 2010. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable GARY C. 
PETERS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

NANCY PELOSI, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2009, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

The Chair will alternate recognition 
between the parties, with each party 
limited to 30 minutes and each Mem-
ber, other than the majority and mi-
nority leaders and the minority whip, 
limited to 5 minutes. 

f 

COMPROMISE TAX CUT PROPOSAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, the Senate has 
acted on the so-called tax cut proposal. 
They acted the way the Senate usually 
acts when confronted with a problem; 
they added ornaments to the Christmas 
tree. They actually increased the cost. 

This legislation will cost $858 billion 
over 2 years. That is bigger than the 
much-reviled stimulus passed in the 
beginning of the Obama Presidency: 
$858 billion. That will add approxi-
mately $430 billion a year to the deficit 
for the next 2 years. That is $430 billion 
more borrowed, probably from China. 

Now, the question is: Is this the best 
possible use of this money? Will this 
put America and Americans back to 
work and get us more firmly on the 
path to recovery? I think not. I think 
much of this money is wasted and will 
create zero jobs. 

Now, if you think that the Bush-era 
tax cuts worked well—they didn’t cre-
ate any jobs, but if for some reason you 
think they worked well—then you are 
going to like this. In fact, it is even a 
bigger giveaway than the Bush-era tax 
cuts. Or if you think the $300 billion of 

the so-called stimulus that the Presi-
dent gave away in tax cuts, the Larry 
Summers tax cuts that were so small 
that no one would notice and they 
would just spend them on consumer 
goods—bad politics, bad economics, 
didn’t put anybody back to work, to 
get three Republican votes, that is why 
that $300 billion went in there, and 
bumped out real investment that would 
have created immediate and real jobs 
and long-term benefits—no, instead we 
had ephemeral spending. That was sup-
posed to put Americans back to work. 

If you liked that, you are going to 
love this. It has new provisions. One, 
instead of President Obama’s ‘‘making 
work pay’’ tax cuts, now we are going 
to attack Social Security. That is 
right, the Republicans are getting their 
dreams here. 

We are going to give a tax holiday of 
2 percent on Social Security. Isn’t that 
great? It goes to any income level. 
That means Members of Congress will 
get a minimum of a $2,100 tax break, as 
will other people who do very well in 
this country. 

But, don’t worry, that that would 
kind of hurt Social Security, to cut its 
income by $111 billion next year. It 
would accelerate the point at which it 
couldn’t pay benefits. But, don’t worry, 
we will borrow the money from China, 
and we will inject it into the Social Se-
curity trust fund, tearing down the 
firewall between the general fund and 
Social Security. 

Next year the Republicans are going 
to say to the President, Hey, you can’t 
let that tax cut for working people, 
that FICA holiday, expire. And, oh, by 
the way, we can’t afford to subsidize 
Social Security anymore out of the 
general fund. 

This is a trap, and that kind of a tax 
cut is not going to put people back to 
work. 

Then we have the tax cuts for the 
upper income, $51 billion for incomes 
above $250,000. Now, remember, up to 
$250,000, everybody under what Presi-
dent Obama first proposed would get a 
tax break. It is only your income over 
250 that would be taxed at the Clinton- 
era rates. And guess what happened 
during the Clinton era? We balanced 
the budget, and we created 23 million 
jobs. Not too bad. Now we have record 
deficits, and we are creating an anemic 
number of jobs. 

They estimate this package might 
create between 1 million and 3 million 
jobs, or save them, or later they will 
say it could have been worse, just like 
they did with the stimulus. If we di-

rectly invested a fraction of this $858 
billion in roads, bridges, highways, 
sewers, water systems, building 
schools, things that would pass bene-
fits to future generations, we could cre-
ate millions of jobs and you would have 
gotten something for your money, 
other than current consumption. 

Then, how about this new provision, 
estates over $10 million? Now, the 
media keeps saying $5 million. No, it is 
5 and 5, husband and wife, $10 million 
of an estate tax-free, and after that a 
lower tax break. That costs $10 billion 
a year. 

We are going to borrow $10 billion a 
year, all the American people are going 
to borrow that money, to give 6,000 
families a tax break, who are already 
doing quite well, thank you very much. 
How many jobs will that create? Zero. 
Goose egg. None. It isn’t about small 
business anymore. We are talking es-
tates over $10 million. 

Then we are going to continue the 
Bush-era reductions in capital gains 
and dividend taxes, which go predomi-
nantly to the highest income brackets, 
under the premise that those things 
too create jobs. If this is a job creator, 
it is the least efficient, lamest way to 
create jobs at unbelievable expense. 

If we want to create jobs, there are 
better ways to do it; or if you want to 
do the tax relief, you could do it for 
much less. If you cut out the upper in-
come, over $250,000, the estates over $10 
million, look at capital gains, divi-
dends, don’t do the FICA tax, or at 
least cap it so people at levels of Mem-
bers of Congress don’t get it, we could 
do this for less and put more people to 
work. 

f 

COSTS TOO HIGH FOR WAR IN 
AFGHANISTAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the re-
cent congressional elections here in the 
United States focused on many issues, 
but the war in Afghanistan was not one 
of them. 

There is no draft in this country. We 
have an all-volunteer Armed Forces. 
Only a small percentage of our popu-
lation is at risk. And no one is paying 
for the war. It is all going on America’s 
credit card. We are borrowing all the 
money to pay for this war. So, why 
should anyone pay attention? 

I believe, Mr. Speaker, that we must 
pay more attention. There is abso-
lutely no excuse for our collective in-
difference. At 109 months, this is the 
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