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| submit that this is a policy of disas-
ter, that we are making the same mis-
take in this country, that we have cre-
ated a system of dependence and reli-
ance on social and welfare programs
that leave people dependent, just like
we have done in Haiti and we are doing
in this Nation. And now we have a
President going there to celebrate a
victory. | tell you that he is going
there to celebrate a policy of disaster
and potential economic disaster.

So | ask my colleagues to join with
me to express concern to the adminis-
tration and other Members of Congress
that we do something to create jobs
and real opportunities not only in
Haiti but also this country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MENENDEZ addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ENSIGN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DOGGETT] Iis
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DOGGETT addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ENG-
LISH] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. PELOSI addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

TAX BENEFITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BAKER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BAKER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I am from California, the wine
country, but we celebrate Wente Broth-
ers and we celebrate Concannon and
Stoney Ridge and Sebastiani. But the
whine you hear around here is spelled
with an ““H,” and it is the whine that
the rich are getting more than they are
entitled to and that we have to create
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another program for the poor, and we
have to transfer money from this group
to that group.

We have all of the whines and when
we return Government to the people,
the very people that gave us this Gov-
ernment, this democracy, we hear the
whines. ““Oh, we are with you, but. We
would be with you on the balanced
budget, but there is no safeguard for
Social Security.”

Where does Social Security go today?
It goes to the U.S. Government, every
cent of it. If we were going to steal it,
we would steal it today. If we reduce
the deficit, do we have more likely a
need for Social Security or less likely?
The answer is, if we balance this budg-
et, we are less likely to impose on So-
cial Security, but the ifs and the buts
and the whining are endless.

Yesterday, we heard the fabulous
whine, ““Oh, we are for term limits if
you will make them retroactive.”” This
was coauthored by a gentleman who
has only served here 40 years, and he
did it with a straight face.

Last week, ““We want to reform wel-
fare but not if you consolidate the bu-
reaucracies of the 16 different adminis-
trative arms serving food.” But, ““Oh,
you are going to cut food to the poor
children and to the elderly.”

Well, we finally found out that the
COLA is 4.3 percent rather than the 3.1
in the Clinton budget, and there is ac-
tually going to be more money down
there to feed the poor people, but the
starving bureaucrats will get a little
thinner if welfare reform goes through,
and it will.

Today, the Democrats, who had 40
years to fix the Tax Code, have discov-
ered that people are going overseas to
avoid the taxes, these same taxes that
they spent 40 years creating. They have
driven manufacturing overseas, and
then they found out people are actually
expatriating to avoid taxes.

In a bill which was created to extend
the tax break for self-employed so they
could buy health insurance, they want-
ed to tack on a tax on expatriates.

Well, folks, this was not the Omnibus
Tax Bill of 1995. This was a bill to ex-
tend tax credits of 25 percent to the
self-employed for last year so they can
do their taxes by April 15 and to extend
it to 30 percent next year.

Thanks to a great gentlewoman of
this House, NANCY JOHNSON, we are
going to go all the way to 100 percent
by the time we are through, because
people who own their own business
ought to be able to do the same thing
a large corporation can do and that is
write off all of their health care.

Do not forget this came from the
same gang that last year wanted to na-
tionalize health care. They wanted the
Government to take it over because it
would become more efficient, because

Government in Washington knows
best.
No, folks, the whining continues.

Next week, we are going to hear about
the tax cuts of $500 per child are going
to benefit the rich.
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Now, we have got to use a little com-
mon sense here. Do all of the children
belong to the rich? Did | miss some-
thing here or could we logically think
to ourselves, without the help of Wash-
ington, that maybe it is young families
that are having children, people on
their way up, people who do not have
all of the income in the world and have
not a whole lot of savings because they
are young? That is when we have our
children.

This great financial institution
known as Gannett published in their
newspaper the following chart, and, lo
and behold, just as you might have sur-
mised, the young are having children,
and they only make between $15,000
and $30,000. Twenty-eight percent of
children and, therefore, 28 percent of
the benefits are going to go to people
under $30,000; 34.9 percent in addition
to the 29 percent are going to those
who make less than $50,000. That is
with both parents working. Then under
$75,000 add on another 23.1 percent and
up to $100,000, 7.4 percent.

In other words, if you want to soak
the rich and reduce the tax benefit to
$95,000 and below, you are going to
stick it to 5.3 percent of the people.
That is the tax the rich folks that ev-
erybody is talking about and that leads
us into the capital gains tax.

The capital gains tax, of course, is
for the rich. Have you ever heard of a
capital gains tax for the poor? People
who have savings by buying a duplex
may want to pass it on to their Kids.
They will not pay the capital gains tax
because it is too high. They will wait
to die.

According to the Wall Street Jour-
nal, there is over $7 trillion waiting for
people to pass on, $7 trillion that would
be unlocked if we reduced the capital
gains tax.

That is what President John F. Ken-
nedy did. That is what Ronald Reagan
did. This tax cut for children is their
own money, not a transfer from some-
body else. We are giving them a credit
to keep their own money.

We will see you next week for this de-
bate, and we will help the families of
America with the capital gains tax.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURQ] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. DELAURO addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

HISTORIC VOTE ON TERM LIMITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday we held a historic vote on
term limits. It is the first such vote
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that has ever taken place in this Cham-
ber. It was the great day for this coun-
try and for this Congress.

The American people have wanted us
to have a vote on the floor and an hon-
est debate on the floor on term limits
for some time. Unfortunately, it was
not until we elected a Republican lead-
ership and a Republican Congress that
we were able to bring that vote to the
floor.

Now, if you read some of the reports
in the papers today, it says that this
was a loss for the Republicans. But the
fact of the matter is that over 85 per-
cent of Republicans supported term
limits yesterday on final passage and
almost 85 percent of the Democrats op-
posed term limits. So what does that
tell you about which party is respon-
sive to the American people?

Well over 70 percent of Americans
support term limits. They think it is
time that we put an en end to career
politicians, and | could not agree more,
but the fact of the matter is constitu-
tional amendments do not pass usually
on the first vote. It took almost 20
years to pass a constitutional amend-
ment that allowed our Senators to be
elected by the people and not State leg-
islatures.

So we will be back, and it will be the
Republicans once again leading the
charge, and we will pass term limits
very soon.

I could not help, though, being
amused by some of the rhetoric that
was flying around the past couple of
days on term limits. 1 found out that
term limits were the moral equivalent
to the Holocaust and to slavery.

Now, | may be dumb, I guess I am
just a little slow, | am just a freshman
here, but | really could not piece the
logic together that would be able to
compare term limits to a holocaust
that killed 6 million Jews during world
War Il. Nor could I figure out how term
limits somehow could apply to slavery,
but I heard it yesterday from the other
side of the aisle, a very novel argu-
ment. But then again, we have heard
this before, haven’t we?

While a certain segment of this body
continues to move forward with real
ideas to change the course of America’s
history, to return it back to what our
Founding Fathers intended it to be, an-
other segment of liberals in this House
can do nothing but scare children and
try to scare senior citizens.

We tried to cut out a tax break for
the rich for Viacom and, when we did,
our Ways and Means chairman was
compared to Adolph Hitler. Of course,
we cannot forget what happened last
week when we tried to help children by
cutting back on the expansive bureauc-
racy that is strangling programs so the
money does not get to children but in-
stead gets swallowed up by huge bu-
reaucracies.
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We saw everybody going around with
their ties with children on it. | just
thought that was swell but the fact of
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the matter is no positive proposal was
put forward.

We are trying to keep the bureau-
crats out of our children’s life. We are
trying to go back to the type of gov-
ernment that Thomas Jefferson and
James Madison and our Founding Fa-
thers envisioned 200 years ago when
they said the government that governs
least governs best.

We try to stay out of senior citizens’
pockets, and yet to hear the rhetoric
during the balanced budget debate, one
would think that the Republicans were
enemies of Social Security and some-
how the Democrats were the protectors
of it.

Let me flash back to 1993 when there
was a vote to reach into the pockets of
senior citizens on Social Security, to
raise taxes on Social Security recipi-
ents. And let me ask Members to re-
member back and try to count up how
many Republicans voted to tax senior
citizens’ Social Security benefits. Let
me see: zero, none. Not one Republican
supported stealing money from Social
Security recipients. It was a plan that
was passed with full support of the
Democrats and not one Republican.

et, now somehow 2 years later, they
talk down to the American public, they
are stupid, and say somehow, OK, we
went after your Social Security checks
2 years ago, but now we are your
friends, trust us this time. All the
while they bring forward not one idea
on how to balance the budget.

We are $4 trillion in debt, we are
spending $4 for every $3 we take in. It
is our children who will suffer in the
end if we do not stop the demagoguery
and start talking about real issues.
That is what we have been doing for 100
days, that is what we will continue to
do the next 100 days, and | hope some-
body on the other side of the aisle has
the courage to step forward with real
plans instead of race baiting and trying
to scare children and scare the old.
They deserve more, and they are going
to get more from us.

BILLIONAIRE BENEDICT ARNOLDS

Mr. SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX
of Pennsylvania). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from

Hawaii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker,

several references have been made al-
ready during these special orders and
several references were made during
the day, Mr. Speaker, to the question
of the conference on the health pre-
mium deduction for self-employed, and
repealing the tax preference for minor-
ity broadcasters.

Some of those who are observing our
activities here today may wonder who
they are put together, in fact some
Members from the Republican Party
asked us to provide information as to
why we were bringing up the question
of billionaires who leave the country in
order not to pay taxes and renounce
their citizenship, asked us to explain
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how that was relevant to a bill having
to do with the deductibility of employ-
ers, the self-employed for their health
benefits.

The reason is very simple: You have
to pay for it. In order to pay for it, you
must pick and choose how you will off-
set the cost of the deduction. Everyone
is in favor of the deduction; the ques-
tion is how to pay for it.

We had a choice. We had a choice be-
tween eliminating the possibility for
minorities, including women, of ex-
panding their capacity to be involved
in the communications industries, or
we could tax billionaires who are leav-
ing the country and renouncing their
citizenship in order to avoid taxes.
That is the plain and simple fundamen-
tal element that was involved here.

This not merely a question of expa-
triation in the sense that someone’s
literary sensibilities were offended,
that somehow ideologically or philo-
sophically they found themselves in op-
position. Good Americans have the op-
portunity to contend with these ideas
as we are on this floor. They stay and
fight, they stay and make their case.

What we have here is not expatriates,
what we have here are Benedict
Arnolds, Benedict Arnolds who would
sell out their citizenship, sell out their
country in order to maintain their
wealth. That is it.

My good friend, the gentleman from
California [Mr. THOMAS], came to the
floor and indicated that he could not
understand why we were excoriating
these people. That was the word he
used, ‘‘excoriating.” Of course we were
excoriating them. He said that was al-
ready current law that took care of
this, then went on to say that the cur-
rent law does not work well enough
and that it needed to be fixed.

That is what we were going to do
with this bill, we were going to fix it
with this bill to see to it that the de-
ductibility was going to be paid for by
the billionaires who were renouncing
their citizenship. | think that is com-
pletely clear, that is what we were
going to do.

I remember that when | was a child |
think the most potent story that we
learned in elementary school was one
entitled “The Man Without a Coun-
try,” the man without a country. And
as | remember the conclusion to that
story, the man without a country was
left permanently at sea, seeing con-
stantly the horizon of the United
States, bereft of the benefits of citizen-
ship.

Well, today that has been transposed
into the jet set, people who are able to
retain property in this country, able to
retain income, able to live in this coun-
try 120 days a year, able to establish
residence in a country or region that
will allow them not to pay taxes, enjoy
the full benefits of all of the wealth
that they have accumulated in the
United States of America as citizens,
and renounce it at the same time,
while we are asked to give more time
to the Republican majority to craft
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