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AUTHORIZING THE USE OF THE 

ROTUNDA OF THE CAPITOL FOR 
THE UNVEILING OF THE POR-
TRAIT BUST OF VICE PRESIDENT 
DAN QUAYLE ON SEPTEMBER 10, 
2003
Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the Senate concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 63) authorizing the 
use of the rotunda of the Capitol for 
the unveiling of the portrait bust of 
Vice President Dan Quayle on Sep-
tember 10, 2003, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
and I will not object, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) for the 
purposes of explaining the resolution. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BRADY), one of our distin-
guished members of the Committee on 
House Administration for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 63 
which authorizes the use of the Ro-
tunda of the Capitol for the unveiling 
of the portrait bust of former Vice 
President Dan Quayle on September 10, 
2003. 

The mainstay of the Senate’s fine 
arts collection is the Vice Presidential 
bust collection. In 1886, the Joint Com-
mittee on the Library began commis-
sioning busts to be sculpted of the Vice 
Presidents to occupy the niches that 
surround the Senate Chamber. Once 
these spaces were filled, new additions 
were placed throughout the Senate 
wing of the Capitol. 

The collection acknowledges the pa-
triotic service performed by each indi-
vidual who has served as Vice Presi-
dent and pays tribute to the Vice 
President’s role as President of Senate. 
It also provides a unique survey of 
American sculpture for the 19th cen-
tury to the present day. 

The Senate currently maintains over 
80 sculptures by some of America’s pre-
eminent artists, commemorating many 
of the great figures of our national his-
tory. 

Born on February 4, 1947 in Indianap-
olis, Indiana, Dan Quayle was named 
after James Danforth, a longtime 
Quayle family friend killed in World 
War II. Mr. Quayle’s career as a dedi-
cated public servant began in 1971 when 
he became an investigator of the Con-
sumer Protection Division of the Indi-
ana Attorney General’s Office. Later 
that year, he became an assistant to 
then-Governor Edgar Whitcomb. 

Dan Quayle was elected to the U.S. 
Congress from Indiana’s Fourth Con-
gressional District in 1976. Then in 1980, 
at age 33, Mr. Quayle became the 
youngest person ever elected to the 
U.S. Senate from the State of Indiana. 

During his tenure in the Senate, Mr. 
Quayle became widely known for his 
expertise and legislative accomplish-
ments in the areas of defense, arms 
control, labor, and human resources. 

As a Senator he served on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and the Com-
mittee on Labor and Human Resources, 
and became widely respected by col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle for 
his legislative skill and intelligence. 

In 1982, Mr. Quayle authorized the 
Job Training Partnership Act, JTPA, 
one of the most significant pieces of so-
cial legislation passed during the 
Reagan Presidency. 

In August 1988, at the Republican Na-
tional Convention in New Orleans, 
George Bush called upon Mr. Quayle to 
serve as his Vice Presidential running 
mate in the general election, which 
George Bush went on to win. 

Dan Quayle was sworn in as the 44th 
Vice President of the United States on 
January 20 of 1989 and served with dis-
tinction in that capacity over the fol-
lowing 4 years. 

Former Vice President Quayle is 
widely regarded as one of the most ac-
tive Vice Presidents in our Nation’s 
history. He made official visits to 47 
countries, was chairman of both the 
President’s Council on Competitiveness 
and the National Space Council, and 
served as President Bush’s point man 
on Capitol Hill. 

Mr. Quayle’s tenure as Vice Presi-
dent is notable for his principle, leader-
ship, integrity and patriotism. There-
fore, I am honored to bring this resolu-
tion to the House floor. I would like to 
thank Senator TRENT LOTT, who is my 
counterpart as the chairman of the 
Senate Rules Committee, for intro-
ducing and passing this measure in the 
Senate. I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BRADY) 
for being here today on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge full support of 
this resolution.

Mr. SOUDER, Mr. Speaker, I am honored to 
rise today in strong support of S. Con. Res. 
63, due acknowledgement of my fellow Hoo-
sier, predecessor in the House, and friend—
Vice President Dan Quayle. 

Dan was a precocious politician. In 1976, he 
was elected to Congress at the age of 29 and 
served in the House of Representatives for 
two terms. Since 1994, I have had the distinct 
privilege to represent this same constituency. 
Having defeated three-term Senator Birch 
Bayh, Dan became the youngest Hoosier ever 
to serve in the Senate. Appropriately, his elec-
tion to the upper chamber coincided with 
President Ronald Reagan’s conservative revo-
lution of 1980. 

While he may at times have been the unfair 
subject of liberal derision, Americans always 
knew that Dan would stand firm against the 
radicalism of Hollywood’s ersatz politicians. 
Dan is committed to family values, and any-
one familiar with our 44th vice president 
knows that his family has always been para-
mount—irrespective of the demanding posi-
tions that he has held. 

Always remembering his Hoosier roots, Dan 
never sought out the salons of Georgetown, 

became seduced by the ‘‘image is all’’ Siren’s 
song of politics, or succumbed to the confines 
of the Beltway mentality. His foundation was 
his faith in God, his love for his family, and his 
patriotism. 

As one of the most active vice presidents in 
history, Dan traveled to 47 countries, served 
as the President’s advocate on Capitol Hill, 
and chaired the National Space Council. At all 
levels of office, he promoted a strong national 
defense, economic growth and the revitaliza-
tion of America. 

Faithful, loyal and humble, Dan Quayle con-
tinues to be a model of service to all Ameri-
cans. I look forward to the unveiling of the por-
trait bust on September 10, 2003, and to cele-
brating the commitment of this great American 
patriot to our country.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I withdraw my reservation of 
objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur-

rent resolution, as follows:
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That the Senate 
Committee on Rules and Administration is 
authorized to use the rotunda of the Capitol 
for the unveiling of the portrait bust of Vice 
President Dan Quayle on September 10, 2003. 
The Architect of the Capitol and the Capitol 
Police Board shall take such action as may 
be necessary with respect to physical prep-
arations and security for the ceremony.

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 1308, TAX RELIEF, SIM-
PLIFICATION, AND EQUITY ACT 
OF 2003 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I offer a motion to instruct con-
ferees. 

The Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER moves that the man-

agers on the part of the House in the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the House amendment to the Sen-
ate amendment to H.R. 1308 be instructed as 
follows: 

1. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report the provi-
sion of the Senate amendment (not included 
in the House amendment) that provides im-
mediate payments to taxpayers receiving an 
additional credit by reason of the bill in the 
same manner as other taxpayers were enti-
tled to immediate payments under the Jobs 
and Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2003. 

2. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report the provi-
sion of the Senate amendment (not included 
in the House amendment) that provides fam-
ilies of military personnel serving in Iraq, 
Afghanistan, and other combat zones a child 
credit based on the earnings of the individ-
uals serving in the combat zone. 

3. The House conferees shall be instructed 
to include in the conference report all of the 
other provisions of the Senate amendment 
and shall not report back a conference report 
that includes additional tax benefits not off-
set by other provisions. 
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4. To the maximum extent possible within 

the scope of conference, the House conferees 
shall be instructed to include in the con-
ference report other tax benefits for military 
personnel and the families of the astronauts 
who died in the Columbia disaster. 

5. The House conferees shall, as soon as 
practicable after the adoption of this mo-
tion, meet in open session with the Senate 
conferees and the House conferees shall file a 
conference report consistent with the 
preceeding provisions of this instruction, not 
later than the second legislative day after 
adoption of this motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER) and 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH) each will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER). 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. Mr. Speaker, I have not come 
to the floor today to carry someone 
else’s torch in partisan battle. I am not 
here to fight a political battle just for 
the sake of fighting one. I am here be-
cause we need to get past the idea of 
Democrats versus Republicans and cut 
to the chase. 

I do not have to convince anyone 
here today that we need a child tax 
credit. That is not the battle. The bat-
tle is whose version of a child tax cred-
it this Congress will send to the Presi-
dent for signature. And I am here to 
argue that the Senate version simply 
makes more sense. We are facing a 
troubled economy, rising unemploy-
ment numbers and an exploding deficit 
caused by tax cuts that is just not 
working. We are fighting a war on ter-
rorism, a war in Afghanistan, and a 
war in Iraq. We have our servicemen 
and -women deployed throughout the 
world. We are trying to do everything 
and we need to focus on our priorities. 

One thing we need right now is a 
child tax credit for all families, includ-
ing military and veteran families, in-
cluding the families of manufacturing 
workers, farmers, teachers, steel-
workers and restaurant workers. We 
need to include families who have not 
benefited from the tax cut plan because 
they did not get dividend or capital 
gains relief from this administration’s 
tax cut, families who need this child 
tax credit now to pay for housing, 
clothing, food and health care. 

Now, I have been listening to argu-
ments from all sides. Last night I 
heard some of my colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle say that the 
House’s version of the child tax credit 
does provide for all families. But this is 
not what the bill says. The House 
version does not cover all families. My 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
said that their bill provides for mili-
tary families. But the House version 
does not provide specific child tax cred-
it relief for military families. Only the 
Senate version does this. And the 
House version is expensive. It will cost 
over $80 billion, which will only balloon 
the deficit, and we simply cannot af-
ford that right now. 

We need to be more fiscally respon-
sible. We need to find solutions that fix 
problems without creating new ones. 
And the Senate version of the child tax 
credit does this. It provides tax relief 
for all American families and it does it 
without adding to the deficit. It is fully 
offset and that is more fiscally respon-
sible. 

The reality is we could not have an 
unlimited pot of money for everything 
that we want or need. We have to make 
choices among tough priorities, and 
that is our job. But the House passed a 
tax law in May that left 6.5 million 
hardworking taxpaying families with-
out a child tax credit. And we need to 
fix that and we need to fix it now. 
There has been a lot of debate and 
rhetoric about the House and Senate 
versions of the tax credit bill. I think 
debate is healthy, but I think the rhet-
oric has been misleading.
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Let us get to the facts. My colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle say we al-
ready passed a tax credit bill. We did, 
but it is too expensive and the wrong 
bill. We need the Senate version. The 
Senate version focuses solely on giving 
the 6.5 million families the child tax 
credit relief they need. The Senate 
version fixes the problem created by 
the last tax cut without creating more 
problems. The Senate version expands 
the child tax credit and provides relief 
specifically for military families, and 
it does not cost more money. 

The House version will cost over $80 
billion. This will only add to our ex-
ploding deficit, and it does nothing to 
help our economy. The House version is 
not fiscally responsible. 

The critical question here is which 
version of a child tax credit helps mili-
tary families more. My colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle argued last 
night that their bill provides for mili-
tary families. That is true. There are 
military benefits in the House version 
of the Child Tax Credit bill, but the 
House version does not include a spe-
cific child tax credit benefit for mili-
tary families. 

Instead, the House leadership has 
taken provisions from a completely dif-
ferent bill and thrown them into this 
bill. Military fairness is something I 
will always fight for, but we need to 
tackle the child tax credit problem 
now. The House bill does not do this for 
military families. 

Remember, none of the provisions in 
the House version provides specific 
child tax credit relief for military fam-
ilies. Only the Senate version does 
that. Only the Senate version considers 
combat pay in the formula which 
means that military families will re-
ceive larger tax credit relief. That is 
not rhetoric, that is fact. 

I have to ask my colleagues what 
message are we sending to military 
families. The tax cuts signed into law 
May 2003 cut major veterans programs, 
including health care and housing. 
These cuts will total $14.6 billion in 

benefits over the next 10 years. We 
have had proposed cuts to imminent 
danger and family separation pay, and 
I am very disturbed about this. 

While we were away on our August 
break the Department of Defense put 
out and attempted to cut combat pay 
and pay for our families that are sepa-
rated. We have our American service 
people over in Iran and Iraq putting 
their lives on the line. We need to do 
whatever we can to support them, and 
for them to be over there protecting 
our freedom and liberty and to cut any 
of their combat pay or their military 
family separation pay is wrong. 

I have a letter, after hearing about 
this, that I sent to Secretary Rumsfeld, 
and I want this to be made a part of the 
record, asking him not to do this, that 
it is wrong, and I want to make this a 
part of the record, but to this date, I 
have received no response from Sec-
retary Rumsfeld or the Department of 
Defense, but this is something we have 
to make sure we stay on top of. 

I will insert the letter that I referred 
to earlier at this point.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, August 14, 2003. 

Hon. DONALD H. RUMSFELD,
Secretary of Defense, The Pentagon, 
Washington, DC 20301. 

DEAR SECRETARY RUMSFELD: I am very dis-
turbed by recent press accounts of the Pen-
tagon’s attempt to decrease both imminent 
danger pay and family separation allow-
ances. I am asking you for a quick response 
to my inquiry. 

We have over 148,000 troops in Iraq and 
9,000 troops in Afghanistan, many military 
families rely on this pay to help make ends 
meet when their loved ones are away serving 
our country and fighting for our freedom. I 
was shocked to learn that as part of the Pen-
tagon’s interim budget request, there was a 
recommendation to return to the lower rates 
of special pay pending further inquiry by 
military experts. This sends the wrong mes-
sage to our soldiers and their families. It 
says to them that the Pentagon does not 
care about their well being. It suggest that 
their efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan are no 
longer dangerous. In my view, we cannot let 
our soldiers and their families feel like we do 
not understand and appreciate what they are 
going through. 

Our troops face daily guerrilla attacks. 
They face unbearable temperature, and they 
have to deal with missing their families and 
loved ones. This is not the time to reduce 
their special duty pay. 

As Congress goes to conference on the De-
fense Appropriations bill, I hope that you 
will not proceed with the Pentagon’s combat 
pay reduction recommendation and instead 
submit a request to Congress for additional 
funding so that we can honor our soldiers 
abroad and their families at home. I would 
also request that you support the Senate 
language that calls for making the increase 
in combat pay permanent. These men and 
women make a huge sacrifice and we need to 
make sure that they receive all the resources 
and compensation they need to ensure that 
their families are well supported. 

Thank you for your time and I look for-
ward to a speedy response to our letter. 

Sincerely, 
C.A. DUTCH RUPPERSBERGER,

Member of Congress.
Why is this occurring? Because we do 

not have the money. The tax cut is not 
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working, but we cannot take it out on 
our military families. 

We also had a $200 million cut to Im-
pact Aid, denying military school chil-
dren a decent education, again because 
we do not have the money. We need to 
reprioritize where we are putting our 
money, and after all these cuts, we are 
denying 200,000 low-income military 
personnel a child tax credit. That is 
wrong. 

What message do we want to send to 
our service men and women and their 
families? The House version does noth-
ing to help military families specifi-
cally. Only the Senate version does 
this, and it does it without increasing 
the deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I welcome my colleague from Mary-
land. It is the first chance, Mr. Speak-
er, that I have had the opportunity to 
engage my friend in debate on the floor 
of this House, though on a personal 
note I certainly appreciate the gentle-
man’s friendship and welcome him to 
the floor, not to rehash rhetoric but to 
champion and highlight some respect-
ful differences in policies. 

First of all, when it comes to the pri-
ority of military families, I do not 
know anyone in this House who does 
not believe our fighting men and 
women should have the best equip-
ment, the best opportunity to succeed 
and the best for their families, and 
when they leave the military, the best 
care. 

It is interesting that my friend dur-
ing this debate, which is on a motion 
to instruct in terms of the tax credit 
and the child tax credit, would spend 
much of his time talking about the 
military and I welcome that because I 
think we should always have that scru-
tiny, but let me respectfully suggest 
that tax policy does not occur in the 
vacuum, and what is most notable 
about the question confronting us 
today are the things that my friend 
from Maryland failed to say. 

First and foremost, Mr. Speaker, the 
House should be reminded that under 
current policy, 40 million tax filers in 
this country pay no income taxes, and 
of that group, many of those folks with 
whom my friends on the left say they 
are very concerned, many folks in that 
category receive payments from the 
government far more generous than 
anything outlined in the child tax cred-
it. 

Four letters, Mr. Speaker, E-I-T-C, 
earned income tax credit, and it is in-
teresting because on previous occasions 
when we have addressed the topic, no 
matter whom might make the motion 
here, it is as if historical and financial 
amnesia envelops my friends on the 
left. Because the thing is right now 
poor folks, who are hardworking peo-
ple, who are paying payroll taxes, who 
may not pay income taxes, they are el-
igible for payments. However much it 

is a fair question, Mr. Speaker, let us 
deal with specifics. 

For someone earning a combined sal-
ary or wage of $10,000, who is the head 
of the household with two children, 
that head of household is eligible for a 
refundable earned income tax credit of 
over $4,000. Mr. Speaker, that is cur-
rent law. That exists right now. 

So the question becomes if that type 
of effort is being made right now, why 
the cry that somehow what the House 
passed is lacking? Again, my col-
leagues will recall that I said it is no-
table what is omitted from the argu-
ment of my friend from Maryland. Let 
us take a closer look at their motion to 
instruct on this child tax credit. 

This motion to instruct actually al-
lows the child tax credit to drop from 
$1,000 to $700 immediately following the 
2004 election. In other words, Mr. 
Speaker, for these families, bingo, a 
tax increase of $300 per child. What we 
have passed in the House ensures the 
child credit will remain at the $1,000 
per child level throughout the decade. 

The motion to instruct that my 
friend offers does not eliminate the 
marriage penalty and the child credit 
until the year 2010, and even then it 
does so for 1 year. Temporary relief 
means that when the pendulum comes 
back, thereto is a tax increase. 

Under the motion offered by my 
friends, millions of children will be de-
nied the credit because the parents are 
married. What we have passed in this 
House benefits middle-income families 
by taking care of this problem imme-
diately. 

My friend touched on the military 
concerns, as I heard earlier, and I think 
it is important. He asked for specifics. 
What have we done in terms of tax leg-
islation to help those in the military? 
Military families, including those who 
are deployed abroad, are already re-
ceiving a refundable child credit and 
will continue to receive a refundable 
child credit under our House-passed 
bill. The motion they offer to instruct 
would only increase the refundable 
child credit for some families by allow-
ing them to take into account tax free 
income when they compute their re-
fundable credit. 

The House-passed bill, Mr. Speaker, 
what we have passed in this House, pro-
vides more tax relief to military fami-
lies because it includes some $806 mil-
lion of military tax benefits. These 
provisions have already passed our 
House. They await action in the other 
body. Let me articulate for my col-
leagues what some of those provisions 
are. They include capital gains tax re-
lief on home sales, tax free death gra-
tuity payments, tax free dependent 
care assistance for members of the 
military. These provisions passed by 
this House await action in the other 
body. 

The fact is we have a child tax credit 
that reaches out to America already, 
and the fact remains that through the 
earned income tax credit, the very peo-
ple who some in this Chamber claim 

are forgotten are, in fact, helped al-
ready in existing law. 

Mr. Speaker, facts are a stubborn 
thing. This is not an isolated incident, 
occurring in a vacuum. My friend from 
Maryland is right to this extent. It 
should not be our attempt today to 
score debating points, but it is our mis-
sion in the Congress of the United 
States to embrace sound policy. We 
have taken steps to help those who find 
the challenges of work and who find 
that they are on the lower end of the 
socioeconomic scale, but the notion of 
tax credits for those who pay no in-
come tax is something that deserves 
scrutiny, especially in the full light of 
what this government and what this 
House and what this Congress have al-
ready done. 

That is why I would invite my col-
leagues to respectfully reject the argu-
ments of my friends and vote no on 
this motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself as much time as I 
may consume. 

First, the gentleman from Arizona 
has made some good points. His rhet-
oric is excellent. However, I would like 
to get into the facts again. 

To begin with, the 40 million people 
who are not covered do pay taxes. They 
pay property taxes. They pay payroll 
taxes, Social Security taxes, sales 
taxes. This is not a bill that is fair for 
all. 

Secondly, the issue on fiscal account-
ability. I never thought, as a Demo-
crat, I would be here asking my col-
leagues in the other party, on the other 
side of the aisle, to be more fiscally re-
sponsible. If my colleagues look at the 
two bills, we cannot afford this bill. 
The Senate bill has a setoff. It makes 
sense. We have enough fiscal problems 
right now, but if they are serious about 
military fairness, which we all are, and 
we all agree that we are, the Senate 
bill is at the desk right now. Let us 
bring it up and let us vote on it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I think the point remains and, again, 
what has been left out of the discussion 
is existing tax policy. Nobody said the 
working poor do not pay taxes. What 
we said was we are offering help al-
ready, and to somehow willfully blind 
ourselves to the case of the head of 
household making $10,000 a year get-
ting a refundable earned income tax 
credit of over $4,000 is to be, I believe, 
derelict in our duties to recognize the 
policy that already exists, and that is 
what we should remember today, that 
we have those programs in place to 
help the working poor. 

To the extent my friend from Mary-
land champions what the other body 
has done and what he says is fiscal re-
sponsibility, I would simply point out 
there are tax increases which abound 
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in what came out of the other Cham-
ber. When my colleagues move to re-
duce the child credit from $1,000 to 
$700, after the next election, they have 
just increased taxes on the American 
people, Mr. Speaker, and here I guess is 
the ultimate paradox. 

If it is so wrong to reduce taxation, if 
it is so wrong, if we accept my friend’s 
logic, that somehow it imperils growth 
or fiscal accountability in the country 
at large, why any motion to instruct? 
Why not just a straight ‘‘no’’ vote from 
my friends on the left? The logic es-
capes me, but the truth does not, and it 
is this: The working poor are cham-
pioned under existing policy by the 
earned income tax credit. I respectfully 
disagree with my friend because I be-
lieve by reducing taxes, we can actu-
ally increase economic growth, and as 
we saw and it is no respecter of parties, 
on a nonpartisan basis for Jack Ken-
nedy in the 1960s, for President Ronald 
Reagan in the 1980s, total tax receipts 
to the government actually increase 
when there is more economic activity.
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On this motion to instruct, we are ig-
noring the realities of what would be a 
tax increase following the 2004 election. 
Likewise, we are ignoring a policy that 
in previous days in this Chamber was 
championed by my friends in the mi-
nority, the earned income tax credit. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, we have to end 
this selective amnesia, understand the 
full picture. 

And in that spirit I respectfully re-
quest a ‘‘no’’ vote on the motion to in-
struct. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself as much time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, just to respond to my 
friend, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. HAYWORTH), I think there has been 
some debate about refundability and 
about the tax credit that the Senate 
bill stops after 1 year. 

Both sides of the aisle I think have 
misinterpreted this to an extent based 
on some of the debates that I have 
heard. We already have a law in effect 
that the President signed. That law is 
automatic. And after this year the 
refundability automatically kicks in. 
That is what the law says. Those are 
the facts. 

So let us not confuse it. I heard the 
colloquy before we took the floor, an 
argument that the other side has been 
using. It is not going to stop. It kicks 
in automatically, and that is the law. 
And that is something that is impor-
tant. That is fact. 

Secondly, if we are talking about fis-
cal accountability, again, the Senate 
bill has the set-offs. This bill does not. 

We are in a difficult time in this 
country right now. We need to be fis-
cally responsible. And I will say it once 
and I will say it again: I think it is ex-
tremely important that we work on 
both sides of the aisle as a team to get 
control of this economy and to do what 
is right. 

The Senate bill has the off-sets that 
are necessary for this child tax credit 
bill. This House version will cost us $80 
billion. We cannot afford that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes and 15 
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CARDOZA). 

Mr. CARDOZA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the motion to instruct by 
my friend, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER), the home 
State of my alma mater. 

I rise to express my disappointment 
that there has been a refusal of this 
House to enact what I believe to be a 
sensible and fair child tax credit for 6.5 
million working families, many of 
them members of the military who we 
need to protect as they protect us. 

Over the August recess, a large num-
ber of people in our country went to 
their mailboxes and found the first in-
stallment of the child tax credit. That 
was good news to them. 

Unfortunately, another large group 
of people went to their boxes but found 
them empty. I can imagine no excuse 
for not getting these families their fair 
share. 

In my district alone, nearly 35,000 
families, 65,000 children who live in 
them, were excluded from this benefit. 
Nationwide that adds up to 12 million 
children deliberately left behind. 

We are talking about working fami-
lies, as the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. RUPPERSBERGER) said. We are 
talking about those who pay taxes, 
who love their children, and aspire to 
better lives, as we all should. 

By excluding these families from the 
child tax credit, the majority in this 
Congress is essentially telling them 
that the equality of opportunity is a 
myth in America. 

A bipartisan Senate bill that has 
been discussed would have helped these 
12 million children who were left be-
hind. It passed overwhelmingly on a bi-
partisan basis in the other body, but 
was not allowed to become law. 

Time and time again this bill has 
been defeated on a party-line vote in 
this House. 

I am particularly dismayed by the 
fact, as I said before, that 262,000 mili-
tary families have been denied this ex-
panded child tax credit. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the Presi-
dent to impose some compassionate 
conservatism on his side of the aisle for 
the sake of hard-working American 
families. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all aware of the 
inadequacies in funding in the No Child 
Left Behind education program. Let us 
ensure that we do not leave them be-
hind again by denying them a tax cred-
it that they deserve.

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, may I request the time remaining 
on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). The gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER) has 17 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH) has 20 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, this is a terribly important issue. 
We have to ask ourselves, have we no 
shame? This is the people’s House, 
where we have provided trillions of dol-
lars to the very wealthiest families in 
America, those who need it the least, 
and yet have denied child tax credits to 
the working class families who need 
them the most. 

Twelve million children were denied 
this July when the checks went out. 
Three months ago, on June 5, the Sen-
ate overwhelmingly passed a measure 
to immediately give an increased child 
tax credit to 36 million working fami-
lies, including the families of 262,000 
military children that were delib-
erately left out of the $350 billion tax 
cuts that the House Republicans 
passed. The Senate was supposed to be 
the aristocratic part of this Congress, 
yet they understood that it was wrong 
to provide $350 billion out of a total of 
trillions of dollars of tax cuts to the 
wealthy and leave behind so many 
working-class families. 

Now, I understand that the Speaker 
of the House said that we are not tak-
ing care of these families because, 
quote, first of all, they do not pay 
taxes. Well, the fact is they do pay 
taxes. They pay payroll taxes. Seventy-
five percent of the families in this 
country pay more payroll taxes than 
they do income taxes. They pay into 
the Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds. Of course, its those trust funds 
that we are having to borrow from in 
order to pay for these tax cuts. Add the 
interest together, and recognize the 
fact we are not going to sunset these 
tax cuts over the next decade; we are 
talking about over $4 trillion in tax 
cuts. Yet we cannot find $3.5 billion. 
What is that, about one-twentieth of 1 
percent of all the tax cuts that we have 
passed? But we cannot provide for 12 
million children of families that are 
earning less than $26,000 a year. 

It does not make sense. It is not 
right. Yet in July the Treasury Depart-
ment sent out checks for this expanded 
tax credit and excluded 6 million fami-
lies. Now it is time for the President to 
impose some compassionate 
conservativism on House Republicans 
for the sake of these hard-working and 
military families and for the sake of 
our economy, because that money is 
going to get spent. If you are earning 
millions of dollars, you do not need to 
spend your tax cut. If you are earning 
less than $26,000, you are going to spend 
your tax cut immediately. In fact, this 
September they would have been 
spending their tax cut on buying more 
jeans and buying bookbags and all the 
kinds of school supplies that they need 
to be able to buy, yet they did not get 
that money. The wealthy sure got their 
money on time. 

The other thing is, and what is par-
ticularly grating in what the House Re-
publican leaders have done, is that 
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there are 262,000 children of military 
families that were denied the expanded 
tax credit because we are blocking pas-
sage of the Senate bill; 200,000 men and 
women serving in Iraq or other combat 
zones. Now, what is important to un-
derstand is that if we do not accept the 
Senate version, it leaves in place cur-
rent law under which families will have 
tax increases, because combat pay is 
not counted for purposes of the child 
tax credit. 

For example, an E5 sergeant with 6 
years of service and two children is 
paid $29,000 a year. Generally, both of 
his children would have been entitled 
to the full $1,000 tax credit. But if he 
goes to combat for 6 months, his credit 
would drop to $450 under the House bill. 
The Senate bill fixes that. It is one of 
the reasons the Senate bill should be 
passed. 

Now, we want to get this economy 
going, too. We see the numbers, too, 
with 93,000 more jobs lost. We have now 
lost more than 3 million jobs since 
President Bush took office. It is the 
worst record since Herbert Hoover. 
Imagine. Under the Clinton adminis-
tration more than 23 million new jobs 
were created. We have lost 3 million 
since President Bush has been in office. 
We want to create jobs. And one of the 
ways to create jobs is to put money in 
the hands of people who need to spend 
that money, and that is the working 
class. So that is why we need to pass 
this Senate bill. 

Let me just conclude by making a 
point about the fact that we now have 
a deficit of over $400 billion this year. 
It will be almost $.5 trillion next year. 
What that means is that families are 
going to be saddled with a debt tax of 
almost $5,000 per family by 2011 just to 
pay interest on the debt that we are 
creating. 

In addition, the last point, of the 12 
million children left behind, 178,000 are 
children of farming families, 567,000 are 
children of nurses or orderlies, 337,000 
are children of teachers, and behind 
disproportionately are minority chil-
dren, with 2.4 million African Amer-
ican children and over 4 million His-
panic children. These are families that 
need the help. They are hard-working 
American families. They deserve it. 
Let us give it to them. Let us pass the 
Senate version.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the pre-
ceding two speakers from the other 
side. A few points need to be brought 
out because there are some classic 
misimpressions at work here in the 
House. And for the American people to 
understand really what is going on in 
terms of tax fairness, we should make 
these points. 

Number one, no one undervalues our 
people in the military. They do not put 
on their uniforms with partisan des-
ignations. This is one fact that should 
be understood. Combat pay is tax free. 
Mr. Speaker, let me repeat that: com-
bat pay is already tax free. 

And while I heard both my friend 
from Virginia and my friend from Cali-
fornia speak of going to the mailbox in 
July, no one on the other side, not a 
single speaker has refuted the point 
that for working folks who do pay 
taxes in terms of the payroll tax there 
already exists an earned income tax 
credit, taking into account the chal-
lenges of the working poor. 

And the fact is if those constituents 
take advantage of existing law, a head 
of household with two kids earning 
only $10,000 a year, this April, after fil-
ing an income tax form on which he 
paid no income tax, but taking into ac-
count his other taxes, that head of 
household, that family, those children 
would have received in excess of $4,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the contention remains 
intact: facts are stubborn things. And 
then to say that people are left out, to 
ignore the funds available that this 
government has made available pre-
cisely to the people who need the help, 
and at the same time, under a curious 
labeling of fiscal responsibility end the 
ability to continue the per-child tax 
credit at $1,000 per child per year, to 
change that and reduce that imme-
diately following the next election, 
which is what the motion to instruct 
does, Mr. Speaker, not only leaves the 
American public with the wrong im-
pression, it is dangerously flawed pol-
icy. 

The question was where is the com-
passion? Compassion, in fact, can coex-
ist. The earned income tax credit, al-
ready a part of our tax policy, already 
a part of lending a hand up rather than 
a hand out, helps those people. It exists 
today. Again there is the strange par-
adox of attacking tax relief and yet 
saying, well, we will offer it in this 
limited form. 

On all arguments, on all counts the 
motion to instruct is woefully inad-
equate. Understand current law, em-
brace the policies of growth, show true 
compassion by saying ‘‘no’’ to this mo-
tion to instruct. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

b 1515 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Just in response to the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH), let us 
crunch the numbers and get to the 
facts. The military families would do 
better with a child tax credit than no 
taxes on combat pay. But why are we 
here debating either one of them? If 
Members really cared about the mili-
tary, men and women putting their 
lives on the line, we should be doing 
both. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
HONDA). 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by thanking the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER) for of-
fering this motion to instruct conferees 
on the child tax credit. I really appre-

ciate his commitment to this impor-
tant issue, and also his expertise in 
being able to explain the fairness of 
what we want to do, fairness to the 
public of this country. 

This is not the first time I have spo-
ken out on the child tax credit. In fact, 
this is not the first time Democrats 
have spoken out on this issue either. 
For over 3 months, Democrats have 
been fighting to expand the child tax 
credit to the 12 million children Repub-
licans left behind. We will continue to 
speak out on this floor and we will con-
tinue to fight this Republican leader-
ship until we provide this benefit for 
all working families. 

Back in July, I know many Ameri-
cans received a check for the child tax 
credit in the mail from the IRS. How-
ever, and it has been said before, 6.5 
million families received no check or a 
smaller check because the Republicans 
decided they did not deserve this 
money. The Republicans decided that 
when they put together their $350 bil-
lion tax cut bill, Republicans decided 
they had room for dividend and capital 
gains tax cuts, 72 percent of which goes 
to the top 5 percent of the households. 
They decided they had room to provide 
tax cuts of over $93,500 to those making 
over a million dollars. But when it 
came time to do a child tax credit, 
they decided they could not afford to 
help all working families. 

Mr. Speaker, I know many Ameri-
cans listen to these debates, and the 
message we Members try to convey 
often gets lost in all of the technical 
and legislative terminology. So what is 
our message today? It is simply this: 
Republicans managed to pass a $350 bil-
lion tax cut but deliberately left 12 
million children behind, and Demo-
crats have been continuing to fight on 
behalf of those 12 million children. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Let me congratulate my friends on 
the left in terms of their remarkable 
uniformity in talking points. But there 
reaches a point in time when we get 
past the focus groups and the pollsters 
and we deal with the facts. The silence 
is deafening from the left. There has 
been no answer, because I guess they 
really cannot offer one, to the fact that 
in existing law we have already made 
provisions for those families. We have 
already made provisions for the work-
ing poor to the tune of a head of house-
hold with two kids earning just $10,000, 
and we do not deny they are working 
hard, under the refundable earned in-
come tax credit, that family would get 
back over $4,000. Yet the silence is 
deafening. 

It is good in America that we have 
differences, and I believe the American 
people, once they understand the scope 
of the differences, can appreciate some 
rational tax policy. 

I just heard from my friends on the 
left that they supposed that military 
families, rather than receiving cash di-
rectly tax free from the government, 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:25 Sep 06, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00049 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K05SE7.090 H05PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH8000 September 5, 2003
would far rather see that money proc-
essed through the IRS and then wait 
for a year to maybe get a tax credit. 
That is the logic my friend from Mary-
land just employed when he talked 
about military families. 

Mr. Speaker, call me old-fashioned, 
but I believe cash on the barrelhead to 
those families who have been willing to 
go out and defend America is a lot bet-
ter, a lot quicker, to get to them right 
now. No, it is not the mystery of legis-
lative terminology, Mr. Speaker. It is 
simple, basic fact. True compassion 
means making sure people have their 
money and get them to it and recog-
nize extenuating circumstances. We do 
that already with combat pay. We do it 
already through the earned income tax 
credit. And in the final analysis, sound 
policy will beat political talking points 
every time. That is why I say this 
House should continue to maintain a 
measure of common sense and true 
compassion and say no to this motion 
to instruct conferees.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HONDA). 

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, let us talk 
about fairness for everybody: 262,000 of 
these children are from military fami-
lies; 178,000 are children from farming 
families; 567,000 are children of nurses 
and orderlies. They say no to these 
children. Three hundred thirty-seven 
thousand are children of teachers. 
They say no to these additional chil-
dren. 

We can go on and talk about earned 
income, but this is fairness for all peo-
ple with children in this country and 
they deserve a child tax credit. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 minute. 

The gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH) made a comment that I 
said that I was in favor of taxing com-
bat pay. That is not what I said. I said 
when we look at the facts, a person in 
the military would do better by going 
forward with the child tax credit than 
not paying taxes on military combat 
pay. What I said was when we have our 
men and women risking their lives on 
behalf of us for our freedom and lib-
erty, we should do both. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I yield to 
the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I appreciate all of the rhetoric that 
we are getting on how much the major-
ity likes military families, but they 
have to put their money where their 
mouth is. The fact is that that ser-
geant, that E–6 sergeant who makes 
less than a third of the tax cuts that 
you are giving to millionaires, less 
than a third, he makes $29,000, he did 
not have a choice about getting combat 
pay, so he goes over to Iraq. If he 
stayed in this country, he would have 
more money in his pocket because he 
would have been eligible for the child 

tax credit. If he goes over to Iraq, it is 
not taxable income, but the reality is, 
the bottom line is that he suffers. His 
family gets less money. 

Mr. Speaker, tell me a better defini-
tion of a working-class family standing 
up for his country than that sergeant 
over in Iraq. And the other side of the 
aisle has made him worse off because of 
their legislation. That is why we need 
to pass the Senate version. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I guess another tech-
nique in debate is to deliberately mis-
understand some assertions on the 
floor. In listening to the rather heated 
and personal comments from my 
friends, and righteous indignation, I 
would say, number one, we dare not 
lose what is at stake here over a notion 
of the checkout line in terms of Ameri-
cans being willing to put their lives on 
the line, first of all, Mr. Speaker. 

And I would hope that not entering 
this debate is the notion that somehow 
those who serve their country are tak-
ing out a tote board and a computer to 
adhere to the duty that they have 
sworn and the honor they defend and 
the freedom that they are defending for 
us all, number one. Let us dare not 
denigrate the military with a kind of 
checkout line and taking a cipher to 
tax policy, number one. 

Number two, to hear the same tired 
rhetoric that tax relief only benefits 
the wealthy, that some who come to 
this Chamber and offer, even when they 
barely suppress a smile, the fallacy in 
that has to be pointed out even in the 
child tax credit because this credit, 
under existing law, is phased out for 
single parents with incomes over 
$75,000 and married couples with in-
comes over $110,000. 

So it is interesting that a myopia en-
velopes one group of working Ameri-
cans, but by the same token we are 
willing to continue this masquerade 
and this assertion that tax relief be-
longs only to the wealthy. 

And still from my friends on the left, 
not a word, not a whit, not even an ac-
knowledgment of existing law, the 
earned income tax credit specifically 
designed for working people who may 
not pay income taxes but who pay 
other taxes, and the largess of this gov-
ernment already making sure those 
folks receive checks in the mail. They 
need only apply when they file their 
tax returns, and yet not a word about 
that. 

Comprehensive, true compassion 
rather than counterfeit compassion, 
that is the question today, and no mat-
ter of dramatics, no matter of sound 
and fury can take away from the facts 
and the bottom line that tax policy 
does not occur in a vacuum, that we 
supply already a practical working pro-
gram for people who did not have to go 
to their mailbox in July; they only 
make the filing and take advantage of 
existing programs that exist for those 
folks. There is no attempt to clarify we 

are going to give this now, but we are 
going to pull back after 2004 and reduce 
the value of the child tax credit, and 
yet that is what the motion to instruct 
offers. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, reject the mo-
tion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this debate is healthy. 
That is what it is about in the United 
States Congress. We both have dif-
ference of opinions; but what we are 
here about today is trying to get the 
conference committee together so we 
can talk about these issues. We have 
already debated the merits of the bill 
and where we are, but now we need to 
come together. 

I would ask the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH), it has been 3 
months since we have had this on the 
table, and the leadership in the House 
will not meet for a conference. It 
amazes me that we cannot get the con-
ferees at least to take these issues we 
have discussed today and try to resolve 
them. The threat of partisan politics 
aside, this is an important issue to our 
country and to our military, and I 
would yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. I yield to 
the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting when 
we come to the floor to talk about the 
merits of policy, an interesting thing is 
to shift it into process. I do not have 
any accountability. My party made an-
other decision as to leadership, so not 
having a seat at the leadership table, 
which pains me personally, I would tell 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
RUPPERSBERGER), I cannot control 
that. 

What I can say is this: that I believe 
if we embrace commonsense existing 
policies, we can get this done. And as 
the House has respectfully rejected this 
motion to instruct on numerous occa-
sions, and I appreciate the gentleman’s 
argument, but I believe we will move 
forward when we are able to get to con-
ference, understanding that we are 
working right now, working on a pre-
scription drug bill, working on an en-
ergy bill. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, I thank the 
gentleman for his comments and that 
he does not have the authority, but he 
is a very persuasive individual, a great 
orator, and I would hope that he uses 
his great expertise, with his new-found 
look, to help us in that regard. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

b 1530 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank my 
friend from Maryland for yielding me 
this time. I was not planning to speak; 
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I was going to speak later on another 
issue, but listening to my golden-
tongued friend from Arizona engage in 
the histrionics he did about service 
men and women and about veterans, 
and I have been in this House for a 
while, I have never seen the treatment 
of veterans that this House of Rep-
resentatives has given. It is three 
strikes and you are out. First of all, 
this President and the Republican ma-
jority have cut the prescription drug 
benefit to veterans twice in the last 
year and a half, once and the second 
time it is proposed. 

Second, this leadership and this Con-
gress and this President have cut 
health and education benefits to vet-
erans. The President proposed a $26 bil-
lion cut. The Congress reduced the cut 
but nonetheless cut veterans services. 
And if you live in Ohio, it is three 
strikes and you are out because now 
this administration and this Congress 
want to close a veterans hospital in 
Brecksville, Ohio. To send working-
class kids to Afghanistan and Iraq, to 
cut taxes on the richest people in this 
country, and then when these young 
men and women come back to this 
country and apply for veterans bene-
fits, they see their drug benefits are 
cut, they see their education benefits 
are cut, they see that veterans hos-
pitals in their communities are shut 
down in order to pay for tax cuts, the 
average millionaire, $93,500 for a tax 
cut, is simply immoral. This debate I 
think crystallizes that, showing what 
this Congress really stands for. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Let me thank my friend from 
Ohio for polishing his banquet remarks 
for the next Jefferson/Jackson Day din-
ner in his district. Let me also point 
out, however, that when I hear the 
rhetoric about the rich, let us see who 
qualifies for the per-child tax credit, 
Mr. Speaker. 

In one of the cities I represent, Phoe-
nix, Arizona, a nurse practitioner mak-
ing $64,000 a year and her husband a 
principal. I guess by some tokens, they 
are rich, I suppose. I happen to think 
they are working people. In fact, their 
per-child credit is phased out because 
their economic threshold is over 
$110,000. 

Mr. Speaker, the fact is this. We were 
here debating a per-child tax credit. I 
have my own differences with many in 
this House in terms of our commitment 
to veterans, and the record reflects I 
voted ‘‘no’’ on the bill that passed this 
House before the break so I would not 
assume things here in a one-size-fits-
all blanket indictment. Good people 
can disagree and often we do and many 
times we agree across party lines. 

But to my friends who want to em-
brace effective policy, again I would 
recognize, it does not occur in a vacu-
um. We have moved as a government 
and as a society to help the working 
poor. I have chronicled the payments 
that already go to folks who are at the 
lower end of the socioeconomic scale, 

who work and play by the rules, who do 
not have to wait for a special provision 
in July, who could get thousands of 
dollars from the government now. They 
only need apply. I have made the case 
that there is no reason to cut back on 
this per-child tax credit, from $1,000 to 
$700 after the next election, which their 
motion to instruct would do and in es-
sence be a tax increase. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, let me 
simply say this. This question has 
come before the House on previous oc-
casions. We recognize true compassion 
and effective policy. I would ask my 
colleagues again to join me in voting 
‘‘no’’ to stand up for the policy passed 
by this House which offers pro-growth 
and opportunity and, yes, funds to 
those Americans who are working, tak-
ing into account those working Ameri-
cans who may not pay income tax in 
the broad scope of Federal tax policy. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this motion to 
instruct. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just take 1 minute here to make 
a few comments. I cannot believe that 
in the United States Congress we have 
done all we could possibly do for the 
working poor in this country. Shut out 
the lights, close the doors, we have 
done all we can because we have given 
a tax cut. I think it is nonsense. 

Two quick points. One, the gen-
tleman from Arizona has brought up 
about the earned income tax credit. A 
great program, no doubt about it. This 
is the same program that has a better 
chance of getting audited if you apply 
for that program by the IRS than if 
you make $1 million a year. This gov-
ernment is slanted against the poor 
and for the rich. Those are the stub-
born facts that make it very difficult. 

The second part is I have only been 
here 9 months. There is one thing I 
have learned. If you do not have a 
lobby, if you cannot raise millions of 
dollars for the majority party, your 
agenda does not make it to this floor. 
If you are the pharmaceutical compa-
nies, if you are the insurance compa-
nies, your agenda is here. If you are the 
working poor, you get forgotten, you 
have got enough, we have done all we 
can do. If you do not live in a gated 
community, you have been ignored by 
this Congress.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. It is very interesting to hear 
these points. I certainly again welcome 
my friend from Ohio to this Chamber. I 
appreciate honest, honest differences of 
opinion. But to somehow say that a 
head of household earning $10,000 a 
year who can receive in the mail a 
$4,000 check, to somehow denigrate 
that by claiming there is going to be 
an audit and somehow make the case 
that this is a strange Robin Hood in re-
verse when historical accuracy compels 
me to point out, the reason Robin Hood 
went to work in the first place was be-

cause the sheriff of Nottingham over-
taxed the people, that is often left out 
of the story, and to hear this does 
nothing to the debate at hand and, that 
is, true compassion does not mean re-
duce this per-child tax credit after the 
next election. True compassion does 
not mean ignore what goes on or deni-
grate it because of the threat of audit. 
Effective, comprehensive, common-
sense policy demands that we move for-
ward with this per-child credit as 
passed in the House and that we reject 
the Senate-passed bill and that we re-
ject this motion to instruct. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

My colleagues on the other side have 
said they are already helping the mili-
tary. We talked about the military be-
cause we are at war now and that is a 
component of this bill that we are dis-
cussing here today. If that is the case, 
and I believe very strongly that we all 
care about the military, then why not 
continue the effort and pass the child 
tax credit bill which helps our men and 
women putting their lives on the line 
on our behalf? That just makes sense. 
That is American. That is what we 
need to do. 

The other Chamber talked about 
issues of fiscal responsibility. If you 
look at the Senate bill versus the 
House bill, there are the offsets that 
are there. It does not increase this def-
icit. We are in a difficult situation now 
in this country. We need to be fiscally 
responsible. The Senate bill does that. 
But really what we are talking about 
here today, and I have been just as 
guilty as anyone else, we have been de-
bating the merits of the legislation and 
where we need to be, but what we are 
talking about is let us just get to the 
conference. Let us get to the con-
ference. Three months and we have not 
sat down. We need to sit down in a non-
partisan way because this is so impor-
tant to our country, to our families 
and our communities and our military.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RUPPERSBERGER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned. 
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