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Code currently defines qualified technological
equipment as any computer or peripheral
equipment and any high technology telephone
station equipment installed on a customer’s
premises.

The cellular telecommunications industry
has been one of the fastest growing industries
in the United States since the mid-1980s, as
evidenced by the following statistics:

The domestic subscriber population has
grown from less than 350,000 in 1985 to 86
million by 1999, and is projected to grow to
175 million by 2007.

The industry directly provided 4,334 jobs in
1986, which grew to over 155,000 directly pro-
vided jobs and one million indirectly created
jobs by 1999.

Capital expenditures on cellular assets ex-
ceeded $15 billion in 1999.

The rapid technological progress exhibited
by the cellular telecommunications industry il-
lustrates how the tax code needs to be flexible
to adapt to future technologies and techno-
logical changes. Continued rapid advancement
is on the horizon, including wireless fax, high-
speed data, video capability, and a multitude
of wireless Internet services. It is impossible in
2000 to anticipate properly the new equipment
that will support this growth even two years
hence.

For further information on this | refer my col-
leagues to the testimony of Ms. Molly Feld-
man, Vice-President-Tax of Verizon Wireless
before the House Committee on Ways and
Means, Subcommittee on Oversight. Ms. Feld-
man’s testimony provides an excellent over-
view of the industry, its history, and the rea-
sons why this bill is so important. | urge my
colleagues to support this important clarifica-
tion to the tax law.

H.R.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
EQUIPMENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 168(i)(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (defining qualified technological equip-
ment) is amended by striking ‘““and” at the
end of clause (ii), by striking the period at
the end of clause (iii) and inserting *“, and”,
and by inserting after clause (iii) the fol-
lowing new clause:

“(iv) any wireless telecommunications
equipment.”’

(b) WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS EQuIP-
MENT.—Section 168(i)(2) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by inserting
after subparagraph (C) the following new
subparagraph:

““(D) WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS EQUIP-
MENT.—For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘“‘wireless telecommunications equip-
ment”’ means all equipment used in the
transmission, reception, coordination, or
switching of wireless telecommunications
service. For this purpose, ‘“‘wireless tele-
communications service’” includes any com-
mercial mobile radio service as defined in
Title 47 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to property
placed in service on or after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
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Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | recently had the
pleasure of hearing remarks made by our
former House colleague, Bob Bauman of
Maryland, at a meeting of the Eris Society in
Colorado. Since his talk centered on banking,
financial and related privacy issues pending
before the Congress, | want to share his view
with the House as an informed statement of
the threats to financial freedom posed by the
Clinton administration’s policies.

Mr. Bauman, the author of several books on
offshore financial topics, serves as legal coun-
sel to The Sovereign Society (http://
Www.sovereignsaociety.com), an international
group of citizens concerned with the govern-
ment encroachment on financial freedom.

Remarks of Robert E. Bauman, Eris Con-
ference, Durango, Colorado, August 12, 2000.

THE NEW IMPERIALISM: THE ATTACK ON
WORLD TAX HAVENS

| take as my theme two quotations, one
from the Gospel of St. Matthew, 20:15— ‘Do
not | have the right to do what | want with
my own money?”’

The second is from Mayer Amschel
Rothchild (1743-1812), founder of the famous
banking dynasty, the House of Rothchild,
who said: ‘“*Give me control over a nation’s
currency and | care not who makes its laws.”
Both quotes have relevance to what | have to
say.

WEALTH IS SUSPECT

If you are fortunate enough to fall into the
estimated group of six million millionaires
worldwide now in existence, a number noted
in a study by Merrill Lynch last year, you
automatically may be a criminal suspect.

I say ‘“‘suspect’” because Citibank views
these wealthy people, who control approxi-
mately 21 trillion-six hundred billion dollars,
as potential financial criminals simply be-
cause of their wealth. Citibank announced
last year that their 40,000 private banking
clients, each of whom had to prove a per-
sonal net worth of $3 million in order to
qualify for the bank’s services, are watched
every minute of every day to see if they may
be engaged in money laundering or other fi-
nancial crimes. | am certain other banks do
as well.

The constant surveillance is accomplished,
as is most privacy invasion these days, by a
special banking computer software program
called ““America’s Software’” which allows
every transaction in any account to be
watched constantly. It produces a daily
record for bank officials, who now have cer-
tain obligations imposed by US law that re-
quire the reporting of ‘‘suspicious activities”
to federal agents. Transfers of large amounts
of cash or other unusual account activity
rings alarm bells and results in an investiga-
tion not revealed to the ‘“‘suspect’” banking
client under penalty of law.

We can conclude from this Draconian ar-
rangement, for one thing, that a person of
great wealth who establishes a private bank-
ing relationship with a major bank now is
presumed to be a possible criminal; that ac-
cumulated wealth is not treated as potential
evidence of crime; that in this instance, the
traditional American constitutional pre-
sumption of innocence has been reversed;
that the American banking system is no
longer safe for even for honest people of
wealth who simply value their privacy.
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IT’S OFFICIAL: OFFSHORE MEANS CRIME

I was at a conference on April 22, 1999 in
Miami sponsored by the respected publica-
tion, Money Laundering Alert. Lester Jo-
seph, Assistant Chief of Asset Forfeiture and
Money Laundering for the Criminal Division
of the U.S. Department of Justice, said that
the U.S. Government officially views any off-
shore financial activity by US persons—any
offshore financial activity—especially the
use of tax havens, as potential criminal
money laundering activity.

Now, it’s quite obvious that financial ac-
tivities in which a person engages when
wealth is moved offshore for asset protec-
tion, for broader investment potential, for
any number of legitimate reasons, for pos-
sible tax savings, any of these moves, are in-
nocent in themselves. Former Secretary of
the US Treasury, Robert Rubin, admitted in
congressional testimony last year, it is the
intention behind these innocent financial
moves that government agents want to po-
lice for possible criminal investigation and
prosecution.

So now we have the government money po-
lice targeting normal financial activities
that until recently have been perfectly legal,
simply because a person decides in his own
best interests, to go offshore. We all know
that in the US, African-American, Latino,
Asian-American and other racial minorities
have been unfairly subject to police
“profiling.”” Add to that list of ‘“presumed
guilty,” Americans who engaged in offshore
financial activity.

I’'m not a defender of wealth per se. | wish
I had wealth to defend, but | am a defender
of freedom. There can be no freedom, per-
sonal or otherwise, without wealth, without
the right to own and use one’s own property
as one see fit. Remove property rights and
you have no means to sustain life for your-
self or your family. But now the acquisition
and accumulation of productive wealth has
become officially suspect in America.

WAR OF DRUGS=WAR ON WEALTH

For the last 20 years the policies adopted
by the United States and allied governments
have constituted a stealth war against
wealth and against financial privacy. While
the free flow of capital is extolled as appro-
priate and essential, the governments of
major nations have turned upside down the
traditional role of banks and banking. As a
child 1 was made to believe that the people
you dealt with at your bank and other finan-
cial institutions were fiduciaries to whom
you could entrust your money.

Now we have what | call the ‘“Nazifica-
tion” of the financial system, not only in
America but worldwide. | don’t use that
term lightly. As a matter of historic fact,
the civil forfeiture laws in this country mir-
ror in many major respects the Nazi for-
feiture laws that were used to confiscate the
property of the Jews. I am a member of the
board of directors of Forfeiture Endangers
American Rights, (www.fear.org on the
Internet) and you can find out more informa-
tion.

The genesis of this “‘wealth=crime” policy
can be found in that infamous political and
moral failure, the so-called ‘““‘war on drugs.”
One of the primary weapons of this ill-begot-
ten war has been civil forfeiture, where po-
lice seize cash and property based on rumor
or hearsay. In 80% of the cases, the owner is
never charged with any crime, but usually
the police keep the loot. Many police have
long since turned their attention away from
drugs, and instead pursue the cash and prop-
erty they use to lard their budgets. Thank-
fully, my former colleague, Henry Hyde of Il-
linois, led the successful legislative battle
for some much needed civil forfeiture reform
which recently became law.
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AN ALL-PURPOSES NEW “‘CRIME”’

As part of the drug war that progressed
and expanded (but is never victorious), the
catch all crime of “money laundering’ was
invented: an all purpose federal prosecutors’
dream. The anti-money laundering statutes
that have grown like a malignancy. Charges
of money laundering now routinely are
shown in with almost every possible criminal
indictment, often as a bargaining chip and/or
a means to confiscate the wealth of the ac-
cused even before trial. Try hiring a good de-
fense attorney when your bank account has
been frozen.

Laws enacted under the banner of the war
on drugs intentionally have forced bankers
to become spies for the federal financial po-
lice. The bankers’ primary allegiance now is
not to customers or clients, but to the gov-
ernment.

At the Miami conference, scores of bank
officials were instructed how to question cli-
ents, watch account activity, and report any
‘‘suspicious activity’’. Suspicious activity re-
ports (SARs) are filed by the tens of thou-
sands every month, produce voluminous
computer records, encourage potential
criminal investigations, allow prosecutors to
bully citizens, but in the end very few SARs
put criminals in jail. What this success proc-
ess has produced is the mushrooming of fed-
eral prosecutorial staffs, US attorneys budg-
ets, the power and costs of the US Depart-
ment of Justice and the welfare of the bu-
reaucrats and lawyers who feast at the tax-
payers’ trough.

OFFSHORE AS SCAPE GOAT

That great economist, Wilhelm Roepke,
once wrote: “It is very easy to awaken re-
sentment against people who not only have
money, but also the boldness to send that
money abroad in order to protect it against
all manner of domestic insecurity. It’s vital
that people in their means of existence, that
is, capital, still have the chance to move
about internationally, and when absolutely
necessary, to escape the arbitrariness of gov-
ernment policy by means of secret back
doors.”

Consider that expressed view in the con-
text of what is known as ‘“‘expatriation,” the
human right to acquire a new nationality
and renounce one’s old citizenship. We, as a
nation of immigrants, should cherish that
right.

In November 1994 Forbes magazine pub-
lished an infamous article which identified a
handful of wealthy ex-Americans who had
formally renounced their U.S. citizenship
and saved themselves and their families hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in U.S. income,
capital gains and estate taxes and produced
a sudden frenzy in Congress, willingly aided
and abetted by one Larry Summers, then As-
sistant Secretary of the Treasury. (There
had been a federal law that claimed U.S. tax
jurisdiction over tax expatriates if it could
be proven they left the country with the ex-
press intent to avoid U.S. taxes, but it was
never enforced.) A supposedly ‘‘conserv-
ative’ Congress passed legislation in 1995 pe-
nalizing heavily those who renounced U.S.
citizenship for the purpose of avoiding taxes.
A 1996 change provided that any ex-American
who left to avoid taxes could be forever
stopped from returning to the U.S. Immigra-
tion officials were empowered to stop these
culprits at the border. This drastic sort of
exclusion previously had been confined only
to people suffering from communicable dis-
eases, Communists and certain terrorists.
Needless to say, this inane provision, has
never been enforced although it’s still on the
statute books.

NEEDED OFFSHORE ASSET PROTECTION

In truth, there are very legitimate finan-

cial reasons for an American citizen to ‘‘go

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks

offshore’. These include avoiding exposure
to costly domestic litigation and excessive
court damage judgements and jury awards,
protection of assets, unreasonable SEC re-
strictions on foreign investments, the avail-
ability of more attractive and private off-
shore bank accounts, life insurance policies
and annuities, avoidance of probate and re-
duction of estate taxes.

But Americans who have followed this pru-
dent course now find themselves lumped to-
gether with drug lords, tax cheats, dirty
money launderers, disease carriers and as-
sorted criminals. What is legal and legiti-
mate is made to look sinister and evil.

OECD—FATF WORLD INTIMIDATION CAMPAIGN

There is a decided international dimension
to this domestic U.S. campaign against
wealth. Beginning last June, the news media
took belated notice of offshore tax havens
and their thriving financial centers as a
newly discovered international threat. A
frenzy of publicity surrounded the serial pub-
lication of spurious ‘‘blacklists’”” by pre-
viously unnoticed international organiza-
tions. None of these self-appointed, self-im-
portant groups enjoy any legal standing, but
they proceeded to announce exactly how the
international financial world should conduct
its affairs. Those nations in disagreement
with the OECD world view were threatened
with financial boycotts and unexplained
“‘sanctions’’ to be imposed by June 2001.

These organizations include the Paris-
based organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development (OECD), which loudly
denounces what it calls ““harmful tax com-
petition” is composed of representatives
from major high tax nations. An OECD sub-
sidiary is the Financial Action Task Force
(FATF), a sort of financial Gestapo that pro-
nounces who is legal and who is not legal in
terms of money laundering activity.

Yet a third group without no basis in inter-
national law calls itself the “*Financial Sta-
bility Forum.”” This is a subgroup of the G-
7 nations and has taken it upon itself to de-
cide which nations are good or bad in co-
operation for capital flows.

All of these organizations are self-anointed
and don’t have any more standing than the
International Tennis Association as far as
legal capacity to impose their decisions.
They are little more than public relations
mouthpieces of an international cartel of
rich nations trying to suppress tax havens
and other nations that have profited from
fully legal tax competition.

In an obviously co-ordinated effort start-
ing last May, these organizations each issued
its own “blacklist” of nations it found defi-
cient in various ways. The FSF attached
those it claimed were disruptive to inter-
national financial activity. FATF issued a
list of countries allegedly lax on money
laundering. The OECD came out with list of
nations engaged in “‘unfair tax competition’’.
It was no coincidence that most of the
world’s no-tax financial haven nations were
on all these phony lists. A small coterie of
statist bureaucrats in the financial min-
istries of the major nations had coordinated
their propaganda work well: an uneducated,
gullible global news media swallowed this
phony story whole.

Every one of the wealthy nations that are
pushing this attack on tax havens are con-
trolled by high-tax, socialist governments
who see a tax and wealth hemorrhage occur-
ring among their citizens. Yes, millions, bil-
lions of dollars, pounds and francs are pour-
ing out of high tax nations flowing to off-
shore tax havens—and for very good reasons.
Why would anyone in his right mind con-
tinue to pay confiscatory taxes when you
can move your financial activity to another
nation where you pay no personal or cor-
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porate income tax, no estate tax, no capital
gains tax?

Ignored in this concerted attack on small
tax haven nations is the simple fact that
under current U.S. and UK tax laws the big-
gest tax savings for foreigners can be found
in Britain and in the United States. The
United States is one of the biggest tax ha-
vens in the world—but only for non-U.S. per-
sons. And in spite of the known fact that
most of the dirty money laundering in the
world takes place in London and New York,
neither nation is on the FATF money laun-
dering blacklist.

All this is really a smoke screen for in-
creased tax collection. Feeling the tax drain,
the rich nations want an end to all those fac-
tors that make tax haven attractive: They
demand that taxes be imposed where there
are none, want an end to financial and bank-
ing privacy and ‘“‘free exchange’’ of informa-
tion, want complete ‘‘transparency’, and
want these small nations to become tax col-
lectors for the rich, welfare state nations. In
other words, they want tax havens to become
just like the profligate major nations.

This new cartel of high-tax nations, limp-
ing along with their huge, unsustainable wel-
fare state budgets, are engaged in a gro-
tesque rebirth of colonialism and impe-
rialism of a financial nature. They are will-
ing to trample the sovereignty of small na-
tions. In fact, the United Nations last year
said national sovereignty must be com-
promised in order to impose a world finan-
cial order of high taxes and no financial pri-
vacy. Such a radical demand mocks inter-
national law. It makes vassal states out of
sovereign nations.

This wrong headed approach flies in the
face of every development that is producing
the new prosperity: the Internet, e-com-
merce, globalization, cross border invest-
ment worldwide. For that reason alone, this
effort will fail. Just as the legendary King
Canute could not hold back the ocean tides,
the rich nations will be swept away in their
effort to impose their will on the world.

CONGRESSIONAL INTERNET
CAUCUS E-GOVERNMENT EVENT

HON. RICK BOUCHER

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, October 19, 2000

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, as Co-Chair
of the Congressional Internet Caucus, | have
long had a keen interest in how the Internet
revolution is affecting the relationship between
citizens and their government. In my own dis-
trict, we have held an annual conference at
which we discuss what government can do
better to improve the way it delivers services
and information to the public via the Internet.

As we seek to find ways to better connect
with our increasingly Internet-savvy constitu-
ents, | think our colleagues may learn much
by looking at how state and local governments
are using electronic means to deliver services
to the public. For this reason, | thought my
colleagues would be interested in the results
of a study enttled, “Benchmarking the
eGovernment Revolution: Year 2000 Report
on Citizen and Business Demand.” | under-
stand this to have been the first national sur-
vey that asked citizens and businesses what
state and local government services they want
to access online.

The survey found that citizens rank renew-
ing their driver's license and voting online
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