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enroll American students receiving fed-
erally guaranteed student loans to de-
termine the number of students that
are receiving loans for multiple years.

My amendment will also require the
GAO to make recommendations for
legislative changes that would be re-
quired to ensure the integrity of the
Federal Family Educational Loan Pro-
gram. It will help us to get this infor-
mation we need so that we can have a
complete and accurate picture and
then Congress should be able to take
legislative action to stop this abuse.

We have now, as I understand it, an
agreement to spend over $600 billion in
discretionary money in this year’s
budget. By any standard, that is a lot
of money. I think sometimes we see the
big billion dollar numbers so often that
we are not impressed at all when some-
body comes up and says, well, this per-
son got $300,000 fraudulently. We just
don’t pay attention to it.

I was a Federal prosecutor for almost
15 years, and I put a lot of people in jail
for defrauding the Federal Govern-
ment. I know there are good laws that
work to help apprehend thieves. I know
there are some areas in which our laws
are weak. I know there are procedural
methods by which Federal agencies can
make it much more difficult to allow a
person to defraud the Government. I
am sure this person who got $300,000 is
not going to be able to pay restitution
of $300,000 unless he can figure out a
third way to defraud the Government
to pay restitution. He is not going to
pay us back, the truth be known. We
will never get that money back. It is
lost. Decent, honest people who do not
get a vacation to Disney World will be
paying for his extravagant lifestyle, his
fraudulent activities, and we ought to
tighten up these procedures. Every day
that I come to work I have in my mind
a commitment to make sure that we
have as much accountability in our
Federal system as possible. I think
sometimes we pay too little attention
to it. I have a program I call ‘“‘Integrity
Watch,” and it is just a way I focus on
abuses in the system that I think could
be corrected. And we will try to move
to correct those problems.

I thank the Chair for the time. I
yield the floor.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
offer my amendment I referred to pre-
viously.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2045.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
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reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the Inspector General of

the Department of Health and Human

Services to audit all Federal amounts allo-

cated for AIDS prevention programs and to

report to Congress concerning programs of-
fering sexually explicit workshops using
any of such amounts)

At the appropriate place in title II, insert
the following:
SEC.

that—

(1) according to the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, over 765,000 people
in the United States have been diagnosed
with the virus that causes AIDS since 1981,
and over 442,000 deaths have occurred in the
United States as a result of the disease;

(2) Federal AIDS prevention funds should
be used to provide resources, training, tech-
nical assistance, and infrastructure to na-
tional, regional, and community-based orga-
nizations working to educate the public on
the virus that causes AIDS and stopping the
spread of the disease;

(3) recent reports from the Associated
Press highlight the use of Federal AIDS pre-
vention money to conduct sexually explicit
workshops for homosexual men and women;

(4) such sexually explicit workshops teach
homosexual men and women how to write
erotic love stories and how to use sex toys
for solo and partner sex; and

(5) Federal AIDS prevention funds should
not be used to promote sexual activity and
behavior and potentially transmit the dis-
ease that such funds were allocated to fight.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the date of enactment of this Act, the In-
spector General of the Department of Health
and Human Services shall conduct an audit
of all Federal amounts allocated for AIDS
prevention programs and report to Congress
concerning programs offering sexually ex-
plicit workshops using such dollars.

Mr. SESSIONS. I offer the amend-
ment and note that it has eliminated
certain language from it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

———
THE STIMULUS PACKAGE

Mr. CONRAD. I rise today to talk
about the economic stimulus package
that is being discussed and debated in
both Houses of Congress.

When it became apparent that our
economy was weakening, those of us
who have special responsibilities for
the budget—the leaders of the House
Budget Committee and the Senate
Budget Committee—got together and
agreed on a bipartisan, bicameral basis
on certain principles for an economic
stimulus package. These were the
chairman and ranking member of the
House Budget Committee and the
chairman and ranking member of the
Senate Budget Committee.

After several weeks of work, we were
able to agree on a bipartisan basis on a
set of principles to apply to the stim-
ulus package. We agreed on an overall
principle that an economic stimulus
package should be based on the rec-
ognition that long-term fiscal dis-

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds
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cipline is essential to sustained eco-
nomic growth. We agreed that meas-
ures to stimulate the economy should
be limited in time so that as the econ-
omy recovers, the budget regains a sur-
plus at least equal to the surplus in So-
cial Security. And that any short-term
economic stimulus should not result in
higher long-term interest rates.

We went on to agree to the objec-
tives, the timing, the rapid impact, the
sunset, the targets, and the size of any
economic stimulus package. Again,
this was on a bipartisan basis and in-
volved the leaders of both the Senate
Budget Committee and the House
Budget Committee.

On objectives, we agreed that an eco-
nomic stimulus package should restore
consumer and business confidence, in-
crease employment and investment,
and help those most vulnerable in an
economic downturn. On timing, we
agreed that Congress should assemble
an economic stimulus package with
dispatch, aiming for passage within 3
to 4 weeks of our report which was
done on October 4.

On rapid impact, we agreed that a
substantial portion of the fiscal impact
should be felt within 6 months.

On sunset, we agreed that all eco-
nomic stimulus proposals should sun-
set within 1 year to the extent prac-
ticable.

On targets, we agreed that an eco-
nomic stimulus package should be
broad based, rather than industry spe-
cific, and that policies should achieve
the greatest possible stimulus per dol-
lar spent be, and should be, directed to
individuals who are most likely to
spend the additional after-tax income
and businesses most likely to increase
spending and employment.

On size, we agreed that the economic
stimulus package should be equal to
roughly 1 percent of gross domestic
product, which would be $100 billion,
but take into account what we had al-
ready done at that point, which was
some $40 billion. That would mean a
floor of at least $60 billion of economic
stimulus.

And on offsets, we agreed to uphold
the policy of repaying the greatest
amount of national debt feasible be-
tween 2002 and 2011; that outyear off-
sets should make up over time for the
cost of any near-term economic stim-
ulus.

With those principles in mind, we can
now apply them to the various pro-
posals that are out there. Senator BAU-
cUs, the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, has released a proposal, and we
find in looking at the elements of Sen-
ator BAUCUS’ proposal—we matched
them with the principles that were
agreed to on a bipartisan basis—that
his package passes on each and every
principle that had been agreed to.

On the question of temporary, on a
bipartisan basis we agreed that pro-
posals should sunset within 1 year.
Senator Baucus’ package provides for
that.

On rapid impact, we said a substan-
tial portion should be out within 6
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months. Senator BAUCUS’ proposal has
all of his impact in the first year.

On size, we said approximately $60
billion. Senator BAUCUS’ proposal has
$70 billion in this fiscal year but actu-
ally costs less than that over the 10
years because some of the things that
provide lift now actually will generate
revenue later on.

On targeting, we said the stimulus
dollars should go to those most likely
to spend them. Senator BAUCUS’ pro-
posal includes $14 billion of rebates to
those who were not included in the
first package of rebates and $33 billion
in worker relief targeted to low- and
middle-income Americans who are the
most likely to spend the money.

On the question of not hurting our
long-term fiscal condition, Senator
BAUCUS’ proposal has virtually no ef-
fect on the surplus after this fiscal
year.

His proposal clearly passes each of
the tests.

If we apply those same principles to
the House package, we get quite a dif-
ferent result. In fact, we find that they
fail each of the tests. Not just one of
them, not two of them; the House pro-
posal fails each and every test that was
agreed to on a bipartisan basis by those
of us most responsible for the budget.

With respect to temporary, the House
bill has 71 percent of its tax cuts as
permanent. There is no temporary
package. It is largely a permanent
package. So that fails the first test of
being temporary.

Second, on the question of rapid im-
pact, we said a substantial majority of
the fiscal impact should be felt within
6 months. But in the House package,
nearly 40 percent of the 10-year cost is
after this year. That is not a stimulus
package. A stimulus is designed to give
lift to the economy now, not 2003, not
2004, and yet 40 percent of the cost of
the House package is after the year
2002. That clearly fails the principle of
rapid impact.

On size, we said $60 billion as a start-
ing point, as a floor. The House pack-
age is $162 billion over 10 years. That is
far in excess of what the President
called for. He said $60 billion to $75 bil-
lion. This has a cost of $162 billion.

On the question of targeting, the
House package has 35 percent of the
tax cuts going to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent. We on a bipartisan basis agreed
to the principle that stimulus ought to
go to those most likely to spend the
money. That is what will 1lift the econ-
omy. That is what will provide stim-
ulus. But the House package dispropor-
tionately goes to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent. Those are the very people most
likely to save the money, not to spend
it.

However meritorious savings may
be—and goodness knows I am an advo-
cate for savings—that does not stimu-
late the economy. The thing that stim-
ulates the economy, according to every
economist who came and testified be-
fore the Budget Committee, is if people
and companies spend the money that
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they get, and spend it now—not 2 years
from now, not 3 years from now, but
now. Now is when the economy is
weak. Now is when we need stimulus.

This morning’s economic report on
the last quarter of economic growth
shows we are in negative territory. It
makes the point as clearly as it can be
made that we need economic stimulus
now—not 2 years from now, not 3 years
from now but now.

Madam President, while the House
package has 3b percent of the benefits
going to the wealthiest 1 percent, the
bottom 60 percent of the income cat-
egory get only 19 percent of the bene-
fits. Yet those are the people who are
the most likely to spend the money
and give lift to the economy. So the
House package violates that principle.

Finally, on the question of a package
not worsening our long-term fiscal con-
dition, the House package has a cost of
$171 billion when you include the inter-
est costs beyond the year 2002. In other
words, every dollar of that part of their
stimulus package would be coming out
of the Social Security trust fund sur-
plus.

In essence, they are taking payroll
tax dollars from people in this country
and giving the money in an income tax
cut that goes disproportionately to the
wealthiest 1 percent. That stands stim-
ulus on its head. That is taking money
from the people who are most likely to
spend it and giving it to people who are
most likely to save it.

That is not what stimulus is all
about. That cannot be the result. I just
want to make clear to my colleagues,
as chairman of the Budget Committee,
I will not accept this kind of result. I
will use every device available to me to
stop any package similar to what the
House passed.

Given the ability of a Senator to stop
a package, I can assure my colleagues,
this is not going to happen because I
am not going to let it happen, and
there will be plenty of others who will
join me. We are not going to let it hap-
pen because it should not happen. This
is not a stimulus package; it is a polit-
ical package.

The Secretary of the Treasury said it
very well when asked about the House
package. He called it show business.
This is no time for show business; this
is time for real business. This is time
for the business of America. This is the
time to have a stimulus package that
really does the job and does not aban-
don fiscal discipline for the long term
by putting upward pressure on interest
rates that would undo all the good we
are trying to accomplish by a package
of fiscal stimulus.

When we go to the question of the
plan that was released yesterday by
Senator GRASSLEY, the ranking mem-
ber of the Senate Finance Committee,
and apparently now adopted by the
Senate Republican caucus, we have
looked at each of the measures, each of
the principles that had earlier been
agreed to on a bipartisan basis, and we
have graded the Grassley package.
Here is what we found.
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On the question of temporary—the
principle was the stimulus should sun-
set within 1 year—what we find is that
82 percent of the Grassley package is
not temporary; 82 percent is permanent
tax cuts. That absolutely fails the test
of temporary.

Why do we have that test? We have
that test because every economist who
has come to us has said: Look, you
have to marry fiscal stimulus with
long-term fiscal discipline; otherwise,
you will put upward pressure on inter-
est rates, and, guess what. You will
undo all of the potential good of a fis-
cal stimulus package. You will put fis-
cal policy at war with monetary policy,
and while you are giving lift to the
economy with fiscal stimulus, you will
be suppressing the economy by increas-
ing interest rates.

This principle is there for a reason,
and the reason is, as Secretary Rubin,
who is the former Secretary of the
Treasury who did such a brilliant job
in the Clinton administration, made
clear to us, you have to be careful
while you are providing fiscal stimulus
to couple it with long-term fiscal dis-
cipline.

We all understand, because of the tax
cuts that were provided earlier, be-
cause of the attacks on our country,
because of the need to rebuild, because
of the continuing economic weakness,
this country is headed into deficits in
the fiscal year we have just ended.

We are not talking just about trust
fund deficits; we are talking about defi-
cits that mean we are going to be using
every penny of the Medicare trust fund
surplus this year to pay for other
items.

We are going to be using every penny
of the Social Security trust fund sur-
plus this year to pay for other items,
and we are going to be spending beyond
that. We are not only taking all of the
trust fund surpluses, but we are taking
billions of dollars beyond that.

That may be acceptable at a time of
war, at a time of economic slowdown,
but we cannot permit that to continue.
We cannot allow a circumstance to de-
velop in which we are raiding and
looting every trust fund in sight, even
when the economy is forecasted to be
in recovery. That will devastate this
country’s position when the baby-
boomers start to retire in 10 years.

Please, I say to my colleagues, let us
not get stampeded to do things that
make our long-term fiscal condition
far worse. That would be a disaster for
this country.

On the question of rapid impact,
looking at the Grassley package, again
we had the principle of the money
should go out, the vast majority of it
in 6 months. Why? Because in looking
at past results, what we have found is
every time there was an attempt to use
fiscal policy to stimulate the economy,
we have been too late—not just some of
the time, every time. Every time there
has been an economic slowdown and we
tried to use fiscal policy to give stim-
ulus, each and every time we have been
too late.
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So this time we are saying if we are
going to stimulate the economy, get
the money out in time to make a dif-
ference. That is why we have this prin-
ciple. Yet if one looks at the Grassley
plan, nearly half of it, 48 percent of the
10-year cost, occurs after the first year.
That is not a stimulus package. That is
a tax cut package—I will grant that—
but it is not a stimulus package.

It is going to be too late. It is going
to be like all the other times when we
tried to use fiscal stimulus, and every
time it has been too late. Let us not
make that same mistake again. On a
bipartisan basis we said: Let us not do
that again. If we are going to have
stimulus, let us get it out there to be
effective.

The Grassley plan does not do it. Half
of it comes after the year 2002.

On the size, we said $60 billion. The
cost of the Grassley plan is $175 billion
over 10 years. That does not count the
interest cost.

On targeting, we said stimulus dol-
lars should go to those most likely to
spend them. Well, the Grassley package
flunks that big time. Forty-four per-
cent of the value of the tax cuts in the
Grassley plan goes to the wealthiest 1
percent. Eighteen percent goes to the
bottom 60 percent. Talk about taking a
principle and standing it on its head.
That is what the Grassley proposal
does. It does not funnel the money to
those who receive the lowest income,
who are the ones most likely to spend
it. It gives the disproportionate share
to the wealthiest 1 percent who are the
ones most likely to save it, not spend
it.

Again, however meritorious saving
is—and I believe in it and applaud
those who save—every economist has
said to us you have to put this money
in the hands of companies and people
who will spend it and spend it now; not
2 years from now, not 3 years from now
but now. The Grassley plan absolutely
flunks that test.

Finally, the package should not
worsen our long-term fiscal condition.
The Grassley plan costs over $200 bil-
lion, counting the interest. It costs
over $200 billion after fiscal year 2002.

That is digging the hole deeper. That
is taking every penny of it from the
Social Security trust fund surpluses.

When one thinks about it, here is
what he is doing: He is taking money
from payroll taxes—and over 70 percent
of the people in this country pay more
in payroll taxes than they do in income
taxes—he is taking payroll tax money
and using it to fund an income-tax cut
that disproportionately goes to the
wealthiest 1 percent. Think about that.
He is taking money, over $200 billion,
after this economic slowdown is over—
according to the administration’s pro-
jections, he is taking $200 billion of
people’s payroll tax money and going
over and giving half of it to the
wealthiest 1 percent in an income-tax
cut when every economist has told us
we ought to give the money in tax cuts
to the lower income people who are
most likely to spend it.
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Instead, what he is doing is taking it
from the low-income people, the 60 or
70 percent of the people who pay more
in payroll taxes than they pay in in-
come taxes, and giving it to the
wealthiest 1 percent, who are the ones
most likely to save it and not spend it.
That is not a stimulus package. That is
a tax cut package for the most privi-
leged and the wealthiest among us. It
is certainly not a stimulus package. It
flunks every test, every principle that
we agreed to on a bipartisan basis.

I hope our colleagues are thinking
very carefully about this matter of a
stimulus package. It is needed. It is
needed soon. We have an economy that
is in decline. We were in trouble before
September 11. That circumstance has
gotten seriously worse after the events
of September 11, after the sneak attack
on this country. We have an obligation
to develop a stimulus package that is
really stimulus, not a political plan,
not a partisan plan but a plan that is
going to help lift this economy. To do
that it is critically important that
while we are giving a short-term lift, a
lift that will take effect in a way that
is timely, that we also couple that with
long-term fiscal discipline so we do not
push up interest rates, so we do not
undo all of the good we are attempting
with a stimulus package.

I feel very strongly about this issue
because I have seen in the 15 years I
have been in the Senate the difference
between healthy fiscal policy and fiscal
policy that is built on debt and deficits
and decline. The last thing we should
do in this country is put our Nation
back on the course of massive fiscal
deficits, draining every trust fund in
sight in order to cover other costs.
That is especially important in the
decade before the baby-boomers retire.

I am going to be ferocious on the
question of not digging the fiscal hole
deeper beyond the time of economic
weakness. That would be a profound
and tragic mistake to this country.

The distinguished occupant of the
chair is the Senator from New York.
New York has been devastated by the
attacks on September 11. I think all of
us are proud of the reaction of the peo-
ple of New York. They have stood tall.
They have responded with courage, and
they deserve our help. Every time in
our Nation’s history when one of our
States has been hit by natural disaster
or some tragedy, all of the other States
have rushed to help.

I remember when my own State was
devastated in the 1990s by floods, the
worst floods in 500 years. Colleagues
from all across this country reacted in
a generous way to help the people of
my State who were so badly hurt. I re-
member when California was dev-
astated by fires and earthquakes how
all of us rallied around to help the
State of California because it was the
right thing to do and because we also
recognized we are the United States of
America and we are united at a time of
difficulty for many of our people.

The people of New York have suffered
not a natural disaster; it is a man-
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made disaster, a disaster made by fa-
natics who took innocent lives by the
thousands and devastated tens of mil-
lions of dollars worth of property and
put New York’s economy on a course
that is going down. It is our obligation
to help. We will help. We will fashion a
stimulus package that will help all of
our country recover.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CORZINE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CORZINE. Madam President, I
say to my colleague from North Da-
kota, as always, his analysis is spot on.
He is addressing one of the funda-
mental needs of our Nation to have a
responsible stimulus program, one that
happens soon, one that has real impact
and is not an ideological platform or
program, but one that is designed to
truly stimulate our economy. The
more we hear the Senator from North
Dakota articulate this, the better our
country will be and the sooner our
economy will be moving forward.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to speak as in morning busi-
ness for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Jersey is rec-
ognized.

Mr. CORZINE. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. CORZINE per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1602
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. CORZINE. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENTS OoF LABOR,
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2002—Continued

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2048 THROUGH 2053

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am
going to ask consent to set aside the
pending amendment only for the pur-
pose of adopting six amendments that
have been cleared on both sides as
managers’ amendments.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we set aside the pending
amendment and that six amendments
that have been cleared by the man-
agers on both sides be considered and
adopted.
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