
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1039February 6, 2001
who are trying to rear their children,
trying to pay for their clothes, trying
to keep food on the table, and trying to
plan for college tuition. Those Ameri-
cans facing the greatest economic chal-
lenges deserve that commitment to the
American family that the child tax
credit provides.

When the per-child deduction was
originally passed and put into the Tax
Code, the goal was, the statement was,
that our Tax Code was to say families
are important. And they are impor-
tant. But over time, the effects of in-
flation so eroded tax deduction that it
became less than significant. The $500-
per-child tax credit is a move in the
right direction, and doubling it, as
President Bush has proposed, is a big
step in providing relief for American
families. He reduces the marriage pen-
alty. And he eliminates the death tax
altogether.

This has been an effort of Senators
and Congress men and women on both
sides of the aisle for years. It is a pro-
vision in our Tax Code that is widely
recognized as being inequitable and
anti-American: Penalizing savings, pe-
nalizing investments, penalizing the
American dream of passing on part of
what you accumulate in your life to
your children and to your grand-
children. I applaud the fact that that
death tax would be pulled up by the
roots to no longer be a part of our
American tax system.

He expands the charitable tax deduc-
tion. This is very much needed as part
of the faith-based initiative the Presi-
dent came forward with and will un-
leash charitable giving in this country.

Contrary to the claims of critics that
the Bush plan only benefits the rich, in
fact low- and middle-income families
will receive the greatest reduction in
the amount of taxes they must pay
each year relative to their income.

There are going to be a lot of lin-
guistic games played. It is true that
those in higher income brackets may
see a greater relief in terms of dollars
because 5 percent of wage earners in
this country pay 40 percent of the
taxes. Even though President Bush’s
plan is highly progressive, it is going
to benefit low- and middle-income tax-
payers more in percentage terms, in
raw dollar terms, because they pay so
much more of the tax revenues of this
country, they will receive more of the
benefit. But every American taxpayer
will receive relief. And those in low-
and middle-income brackets are going
to receive the highest percentage of re-
lief relative to their income.

A family of four making $50,000 a
year would receive a 50-percent tax cut,
which means an extra $1,600 in their
pockets every year, enough money to
pay the average monthly mortgage
payment, depending upon where you
live, or several months’ worth of gro-
cery bills for an average family. A fam-
ily of four making $75,000 a year would
receive a 25-percent tax cut, and a fam-
ily of four making $35,000 a year would
have a 100-percent tax reduction.

Yet you will hear time and time
again echoed on the floor of this body,
as we debate this issue in the coming
weeks, that this is a tax cut for the
rich. You tell that to the family mak-
ing $35,000 a year who will owe zero in
their Federal tax liability; you tell
that to the family of four making
$50,000 a year who will see their tax
burden cut in half, that this is a tax
break for the rich.

President Bush’s tax plan would use
approximately one-fourth of the sur-
plus for tax relief while reserving a
portion for debt reduction, Medicare,
and for Social Security preservation.
The Bush plan would decrease total
Federal revenue by no more than 6.2
percent each year.

By comparison, President Reagan’s
tax plan reduced Federal revenues by
over 18 percent. My favorite Democrat,
President Kennedy’s tax proposal
would have cut Federal revenue by
over 12 percent. He saw the value of
what tax relief would mean not only to
the American people but to the econ-
omy itself.

President Bush is proposing fair and
responsible tax relief. The surplus
doesn’t belong to the Federal Govern-
ment; it belongs to the hard-working
Americans who pay taxes every year. I
wholeheartedly support the President’s
plan and look forward to seeing it
passed very much intact.

May I inquire, how much time do we
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator spoke for 11 and a half minutes.
The time until 12:30 is under the con-
trol of the Senator from Wyoming, Mr.
THOMAS.
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TRIBUTE FOR SECRETARY OF THE
AIR FORCE PETERS

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
rise to take a few minutes to recognize
the contributions of a patriot, a leader,
and a good friend of this institution
who has departed Government service
to return to life as a private citizen.

During, his 4-year tenure as Under
Secretary, Acting Secretary, and Sec-
retary of the Air Force, F. Whitten Pe-
ters had led his service to new heights
of achievement, and the world is better
for it. At a time when the global secu-
rity environment became less predict-
able with each passing day, Whit Pe-
ters understood the need for the Air
Force to become more responsive, more
versatile, and more powerful—all at
the same time. With boundless energy
and enthusiasm, he set out to help the
U.S. Air Force do those things and
more.

As the leading architect of aerospace
power, Whit Peters drove a funda-
mental re-examination of the relation-
ship between air, space, and informa-
tion systems. As a result, the cold war
Air Force he inherited is well on its
way to becoming a modern, integrated
aerospace force, designed to meet the
challenges of a new millennium.

During Secretary Peters’ tenure, in
the troubled skies over Serbia, a war

was won using the strengths of our
military—and we did it without losing
a single American to enemy action.

Today, despots and dictators hesitate
to act because they know America’s
Air Force can bring power to bear at
the point of decision in a matter of
minutes or hours. And, millions of peo-
ple, the world over, live better lives be-
cause of the humanitarian missions un-
dertaken by our U.S. Air Force in the
last 4 years.

While busy guiding the evolution of
the Air Force’s operational capabili-
ties, Secretary Peters also directed sig-
nificant improvements in acquisition,
logistics, and sustainment programs to
ensure the best possible use of defense
resources. He presided over the devel-
opment of the Evolved Expendable
Launch Vehicle—a revolutionary pair-
ing of Russian propulsion technology
with the best United States commer-
cial space-launch capabilities—which
will drastically lower the cost of plac-
ing commercial and defense payloads
in earth orbit. He led the consolidation
of five Air Force aircraft depots into
three, reducing depot over-capacity by
40 percent and saving the taxpayers
over $377 million a year. And, he ar-
rested a 10-year drop in aircraft readi-
ness rates by putting 2 billion dollars’
worth of additional spares on the shelf
where they will be useful to aircraft
maintainers. He was instrumental on
an issue critical to my home State of
Arkansas—his commitment secured
Little Rock Air Force Base as the Na-
tion’s C–130 schoolhouse and the Center
of Excellence for future generations.

Most important, Whit Peters took
care of his people. As every Member of
this body knows, he fought hard for im-
proved pay, housing, and medical bene-
fits for every member of America’s Air
Force. He fought for better re-enlist-
ment bonuses for people in hard-to-fill
skills such as air traffic control, com-
puter network administration, and
over a hundred others. He pushed re-
lentlessly for better child-care facili-
ties to meet the demands of working
families, and today 95 percent of all Air
Force child care centers meet federal
accreditation standards, compared to
just 10 percent of child care facilities
nationwide.

No wonder the enlisted men and
women of the Air Force honored him
with their most prestigious recogni-
tion: Induction into the Air Force
Order of the Sword. In the 53-year his-
tory of America’s youngest service, no
other Air Force Secretary has even
been so honored. Nor has any service
secretary been so respected by the men
and women he leads.

Like the men and women of the Total
Air Force—the Air National Guard, the
Air Force Reserve, and the Regular Air
Force—we hate to see Whit Peters go,
and I know my colleagues will join me
in wishing him the fondest of farewells.
I have rarely known someone with
greater commitment, greater work
ethic, or a greater zeal for life than
Whit Peters displayed. He is a rare
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leader and an even rarer person in this
town: a true gentleman who cares more
about others than himself. As the Air
Force slogan says, ‘‘No one comes
close.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that time has been set
aside for Senator THOMAS. I would like
to claim 15 minutes of that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Colorado is
recognized.
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TAX CUTS

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, before I
say anything about how necessary I be-
lieve the President’s tax cut is at this
time in our Nation’s history, I want to
also point out to my colleagues on the
Senate floor another way we can save
dollars, save on Government expendi-
tures, another way we can make money
available for tax cuts, another way we
can begin to do more to pay down the
debt: voluntarism. Senators who are
here in this body are going to have a
great opportunity on March 7 to volun-
teer for a very worthwhile project,
Habitat for Humanity. Members of the
Senate are sponsoring a home, where
staffs, spouses, and Members of the
Senate can actually go out and help
construct a home for a family who is
struggling and needs assistance. This is
an excellent alternative to a Federal
program. I encourage Members of the
Senate to participate in this volunteer
program.

I am also pleased to join my col-
leagues in the Senate in calling for tax
cuts for all Americans. I support tax
cuts for the people who work hard
every day. Everyone paying taxes
should receive tax relief. I agree with
my colleague from Arkansas who ear-
lier spoke very eloquently about the
need for tax cuts, that people have a
better idea how they would like to
spend their dollars than any bureau-
crat in Washington or any Member of
this Senate. I think it is time we have
a tax cut now that we have unprece-
dented revenues coming into the Fed-
eral Government.

Many people I see here on the floor
arguing against tax cuts, willingly and
excitedly spend more money in the ap-
propriations process. Their argument
against tax cuts is that we need to
have the money to pay down the debt.
But when we get toward the end of the
session, we have a spending binge. In
the final 6 months of last year, we
spent $561 billion—the biggest tax
spending binge in this country’s his-
tory in peacetime. I don’t think we
should allow that to happen because in
the long-term we are dealing with some
very big liabilities. To increase pro-
grams and increase spending at this
time just means it is going to get
worse. We should work to pay down the
debt, and we did a good job toward pay-
ing down the debt. Ninety percent of
our surplus went toward debt repay-

ment last year. I am proud of our ef-
forts in doing that.

I think the other solution is that we
need to have a tax cut. We need a plan
to pay down the debt, and we need to
have a plan to reduce the tax burden on
the American people. I happen to agree
with what the President recently said,
that we need to make tax cuts retro-
active. Why not? In the past, Congress
has instituted tax increases and made
them retroactive. So if we see a need to
keep the economy from slowing down
too much, or if we have excess sur-
pluses, then I think we ought to go
ahead and have tax cuts that are actu-
ally retroactive rather than increase
spending.

We frequently discuss the budget sur-
plus, and I believe it is actually more
accurate—and I want to emphasize
this—to talk about it as a tax surplus.
The surplus represents an overpayment
by taxpayers. These overassessed tax-
payers should not have to send the
money to Washington in the first
place. My colleague from Arkansas
pointed out that it gets distributed on
the whims and wishes of the bureauc-
racy and Members of the Congress. I
think it is better to empower local tax-
payers to spend that money as they see
fit. Allowing people to keep their own
money makes sense to me. They are in
a better position to know what they
need. I believe in people’s priorities,
not Washington priorities.

Rather than addressing the basic
question of whom we should trust with
the taxpayers’ money—the taxpayers
or Washington—some have attempted
to shift the focus, claiming they can’t
afford tax cuts. In fact, tax cuts don’t
jeopardize debt repayment or the Gov-
ernment’s other obligations.

I think my record here on the Senate
floor is clear. I am known as a budget
and debt repayment hawk. I want to
see the debt paid down as fast as pos-
sible. Federal Reserve Chairman Alan
Greenspan said in a recent Budget
Committee hearing, which I attended,
that based on the current projections,
there is room in the surplus for both
debt repayment and a tax cut. He stat-
ed repeatedly before many different
committees that the least desirable op-
tion is to use surplus money for new
spending—exactly what the Congress
did in the final 6 months of the last
Congress.

On July 1, 2001, CBO delivered an en-
couraging fiscal forecast. They saw
that the foreseeable budget surplus
would allow the Government to return
a major portion of the surplus to its
rightful owners. That means a tax cut.
They saw that the surplus would allow
continued efforts to pay down our na-
tional debt. It continues to make good
on a Republican promise to protect the
Social Security surplus.

To put it simply, CBO’s baseline as-
sumptions for 2001 to 2011 project sur-
pluses large enough to allow the Fed-
eral Government to retire all available
debt held by the public.

Surpluses from this year through 2011
are projected to approach between $5.6

trillion and $6 trillion—nearly four
times the amount needed to fund the
Bush tax cut.

The Bush tax cut plan is an impor-
tant first step towards returning the
tax surplus by lowering taxes. It will
mean on the average $1,600 more for
each American family. That is real
money. It can be used for such things
as buying a home, paying for a college
education, purchasing a computer to
help kids in school, buying a car, or
paying the energy bill.

I support the Bush tax cut because it
offers real tax relief for every Amer-
ican taxpayer.

First, the Bush plan cuts and sim-
plifies the current tax rate structure.
Rather than five marginal tax rates
President Bush proposes four new,
lower rates. In effect, this simplifies
the Tax Code and also provides tax re-
lief where it is really needed. I think
that all taxpayers should have a tax
break. The current tax rate brackets,
which run from 15 percent to 39.6 per-
cent, will be replaced by four new
brackets at 10 percent, 15 percent, 25
percent, and 33 percent. Those at the
lower end will receive the highest per-
centage of relief. I want to repeat that.
Those at the lower end—that is the 10
percent range—will receive the highest
percentage of relief. In fact, one in five
taxpaying families with children will
no longer pay any tax at all. This
means 6 million families will receive
complete tax relief.

The Bush tax cut will also provide
important tax relief for families by re-
ducing the marriage tax penalty.

In meeting with my constituents at
town meetings, I have heard repeatedly
that the people of Colorado want mar-
riage penalty relief. I am one who
takes my responsibilities seriously,
and I hold a town meeting in every
county in Colorado every year. You can
imagine how many people stood up and
made that very important statement
on behalf of their family.

The statistics show why. In the State
of Colorado, over 400,000 couples pay
additional, unfair taxes simply because
they are married. Nationally, this
amounts to more than 21 million cou-
ples paying on average another $1,400
per year in taxes; again, just because
they are married.

The Bush tax cut will go a long way
towards eliminating this disparity.

The penalty runs counter, in my
view, to common sense. Marriage is a
practice that should be encouraged
rather than discouraged.

This penalty really hits young mar-
ried couples hard. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on Housing, I am con-
stantly reminded of the increasing
scarcity of affordable housing for
young couples. This tax relief would go
a long way towards helping working
families afford a home.

President Bush also proposed that
the child tax credit be doubled from
$500 per child to $1,000 per child.

Again, this is money in the pocket of
hard-working American families—par-
ticularly young American families just
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