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Senate
The Senate met at 3 p.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. BYRD].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

‘‘Not by might nor by power, but by My
Spirit,’’ saith the Lord.—Zechariah 4:6.

Almighty God, our Adonai, thank
You for these salient words reminding
us that You are the only reliable
source of strength to accomplish any-
thing of lasting value. These words spo-
ken through Zechariah and repeated
during the days of Hanukkah have par-
ticular significance to us this year. We
claim the meaning of the word Hanuk-
kah, ‘‘dedication,’’ as we rededicate our
lives to serve You in the struggle to as-
sure religious freedom for all people.
We join with Jewish people in the cele-
bration of the Feast of Dedication and
remember the victory in 165 B.C. of the
Maccabees over the tyrant Antiochus
IV Epiphanes and his troops who had
occupied Jerusalem, desecrated the
temple, and sought to destroy forever
the Hebrew religion.

We celebrate this victory that en-
abled the Jews to rededicate the tem-
ple and once again worship You freely.
Gratefully, we remember the one re-
maining flask of pure olive oil left in
the temple that You kept burning for 8
days and 8 nights until the supply
could be replenished. Now, as Jews
light menorahs, we ask You to light up
all of our hearts with Your truth so

that we all can shine in the spiritual
darkness of our time when evil things
are done in the name of religion, and
where religious freedom is denied peo-
ple. We dedicate ourselves to battle in-
justice not by our might or our power,
but by the courage of Your Spirit.
Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
majority whip is recognized.

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, this after-
noon we are going to consider the farm
bill. There will be no rollcall votes
today. The next rollcall votes will
occur on Tuesday morning at 9:30 a.m.
on judicial nominations.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 1786 and S. 1789

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I under-
stand there are two bills—S. 1786 and S.
1789—at the desk, having been read the
first time. Is that true?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That
is correct.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that it be in order, en
bloc, for these two bills to receive a
second reading, but I would then object
to any further consideration on the
legislation.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request that the
two bills be considered en bloc?

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered.
The two bills are considered, en bloc.
Is there objection to the second read-

ing of the two bills, en bloc?
Hearing no objection, the two bills

are read, en bloc.
The majority whip has objected to

further reading of the bills. They will,
consequently, be placed on the general
orders calendar on the next legislative
day.

f

AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION,
AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 2001

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of S. 1731,
which the clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1731) to strengthen the safety net

for agricultural producers, to enhance re-
source conservation and rural development,
to provide for farm credit, agricultural re-
search, nutrition, and related programs, to
ensure consumers abundant food and fiber,
and for other purposes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
absence of a quorum has been sug-
gested. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

ECONOMIC STIMULUS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, now before
the Senate is the farm bill. The farm
bill will do a number of things. First of
all, it will stimulate the economy. The
need to stimulate the economy is
something we need to do right away.

Before getting into the intricacies of
the farm bill, I refer to a couple of
pieces of mail I have received. Unfortu-
nately, we don’t get mail the way we
used to, but I have some e-mails here.

Dear Senator REID: We wish to thank you
for the Thanksgiving meal we received from
you via the Culinary Union here in Las
Vegas.

During Thanksgiving break, I helped
pass out some turkeys and other little
boxes until we ran out. People were do-
nating them. They thought they would
have enough. They weren’t even close
to having enough meals. But this is a
letter, an e-mail, that says:

My husband has worked here for 29 years
plus and is out of work. Never have we not
had money for the holiday. We would not
have had the turkey dinner if wasn’t for you.
We have even enjoyed leftovers. We just
want you to know how we appreciate it.
Thank you very much. The Heller’s.

Here is another one:
I was recently changed to part time at the

corporation where I work. This was done to
reduce my hours and eliminate my health in-
surance. The result is I am earning one half
of my prior income and I am paying $600 per
month for COBRA. I need temporary help in
maintaining my health insurance through
COBRA. I understand there is legislation re-
garding a tax credit for people relying on
COBRA. Your endorsement of this proposal
would be of great help to me and my family.
Thank you for your support. Sharon Sharp.

These are two examples of things we
need to do in addition to the farm bill
to stimulate this economy. No. 1, do
something about unemployment com-
pensation so people who, for example,
have gone from welfare to work and
don’t qualify for unemployment bene-
fits can get some unemployment bene-
fits. If you want to stimulate the econ-
omy, give money to then people who
are most likely to spend it. Then, of
course, this letter from Sharon Sharp,
who talks about the importance of
doing something about COBRA.

Two of the fundamental precepts of
our economic recovery plan, our stim-

ulus, should be to do something about
unemployment benefits and to do
something about COBRA. I hope we
will do both.

I was a little bit confused yesterday
as Vice President CHENEY blamed the
majority leader for the Senate’s failure
to pass an economic stimulus package.
He even went so far as to call Senator
DASCHLE an obstructionist. I know
Vice President CHENEY is very busy.
Maybe he hasn’t had the chance to see
what goes on in this body.

The fact is, Senator DASCHLE has not
obstructed anything. It appears to me
the Republicans are protesting too
much. They are saying Senator
DASCHLE is obstructing this. Why? It is
because under this unique situation
that has developed here, we are not
going through the ordinary process. We
are not going through the ordinary
process where you would take a bill to
the Finance Committee and report a
bill out of the Finance Committee.

That is not what we are doing be-
cause we received some suggestions
that maybe the committee process is
not the right way to go. Senator
DASCHLE agreed: OK, how do you want
to do it then? Speaker HASTERT sent
him a written proposal. Senator
DASCHLE said: I accept it. He sent it
back. That wasn’t quite what they
meant to say. They sent something
else back. Senator DASCHLE agreed to
accept that as well.

The agreement is that, among other
things, two Democrats from the Senate
will join with our counterparts, Repub-
lican counterparts here in the Senate
and in the House. Senator DASCHLE se-
lected the chairman of the Finance
Committee, Senator BAUCUS, and Sen-
ator JAY ROCKEFELLER, a senior mem-
ber of the Finance Committee, to rep-
resent the Democratic Senators. He
told us in our conference when we met
last Tuesday: Look, I trust these men
implicitly. They will do the best they
can, and they will report back to us
when they have an agreement.

Now, it has been suggested that he
has called for a two-thirds ratification.
Well, he did call for a two-thirds ratifi-
cation, but he said that Democratic
Senators would have to agree with
what Senators BAUCUS and ROCKE-
FELLER negotiated. That certainly
doesn’t sound unreasonable to me. I
hope that whatever the Republicans
come back with, they will want their
conference to agree on it also. Or are
we going to resort to a situation where
whatever the President wants, we just
blindly accept it?

I don’t think that is the way the Con-
stitution was established. I think this
little document—the Constitution—
sets up three separate but equal
branches of Government, and I think
we have should have some say on what
is produced. Senator DASCHLE is doing
his job. We not only have Vice Presi-
dent CHENEY blaming Senator DASCHLE
for obstructing an economic stimulus
package, but the minority leader in the
Senate also stated he would rather

have no bill than a bad bill. I think he
speaks for a lot of us here. But, he went
on to say that if we can’t get a bill
done this week, we should put it off
until next year. I don’t think that the
American people want us to put off
their work until next year. I think we
should work hard to get it done this
year . . . this week.

I think we should keep in mind the
document off of which we are working.
The legislation pending at the desk is a
bill passed by the House of Representa-
tives. It is a bill that is really inter-
esting, to say the least. In fact, it’s not
an economic stimulus bill, it’s a tax
bill, because most of the proposals
passed by the House and favored by the
Administration are approximately 90
percent in tax cuts, many of them, ret-
roactive. Senate Democrats favor tax
relief—including corporate tax relief—
that would encourage American busi-
nesses to invest more or accelerate cer-
tain purchases. However, we shouldn’t
be pushing permanent, retroactive tax
cuts while at the same time American
workers who have lost their jobs that
their tax relief belongs on the back
burner. Case in point: Permanent and
retroactive repeal of the corporate al-
ternative minimum tax. That is a pri-
mary component of the House bill. This
isn’t something we are making up, this
is in the House bill. How can anybody
in good conscience tell a hard-working
American such as Sharon Sharp and
the Heller family from Nevada—people
who lost their jobs—that we don’t have
enough money to extend unemploy-
ment benefits for a few weeks, but we
have enough money to give IBM a $1.4
billion tax refund? These are taxes
they have already paid, going back to
1988. Any tax you have paid since AMT
was passed, they want to give it back.

If that doesn’t give you a little bit of
an alert, let’s look at the list. I will
give you some of the companies on the
list, and I think it’s fair to comment
that there is a heavy presence of the
oil and energy sector who will get a ton
of money back if we accept the House
bill that we are accused of obstructing:
Ford would get $1 billion; General Mo-
tors would get $832 million returned to
them; General Electric, $671 million;
TXU, $608 million. A foreign company—
some of these others are foreign—
DaimlerChrysler gets a $600 million re-
fund; Chevron, $572 million; Enron—
Enron, who has done a few things such
as really damaging people’s pensions—
some people had invested so heavily in
some of these pension fund moneys in
Enron stock, which dropped from $98 to
34 cents a share. Enron would get $254
million; Phillips Petroleum, $241 mil-
lion; IMC Global, $155 million. Also, it
is interesting to note that United Air-
lines and American Airlines, for which
we just appropriated $15 billion a few
weeks ago, would get about $600 mil-
lion; CMS Energy, $136 million.

Maybe we are doing a pretty good job
of slowing things up. This is the docu-
ment from which we are working. It
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would be a shame if we passed this bill.
I can’t imagine why in the world we
would want to pass this piece of legis-
lation.

I think it is important that we get a
stimulus package. What will stimulate
the economy more, money going to
General Electric or any of the compa-
nies on this list, or money going to
people who have recently been unem-
ployed? Who is going to spend that
money? The unemployed people are.
They have no other money; they have
to spend it to buy groceries, clothing
and, perhaps, a turkey for Christmas.
As Sharon Sharp says, she wants to
keep her health insurance. Unemploy-
ment benefits to people who will spend
the money would stimulate the econ-
omy.

So rather than giving all these cor-
porations a retroactive tax break—re-
member, this was first enacted because
of the widespread problem of the large,
highly profitable corporations which
used to thrive on the loopholes and
didn’t pay a penny of corporate taxes.
We just said: If you pay no taxes, there
is going to be a minimum that you
have to pay. That is all we asked in the
past. Now we are going to say: Sorry,
you don’t have to pay any of those
taxes. In fact, those of you who did
pay, we are going to give it back to
you.

Permanent repeal of the corporate al-
ternative minimum tax might be even
more expensive than just refunding
past tax payments. The AMT reduces
the incentive of corporations to find
tax loopholes and take as many deduc-
tions as possible and to pay at least a
minimum tax. Without this, we return
to the days when corporations went to
extreme measures to find tax loopholes
and not pay taxes at all.

If it were up to the House and this
administration, we would have enough
money for more than $7 billion of ret-
roactive corporate tax breaks, but not
any money to help American workers
who have lost their jobs. It is precisely
these people—middle-income Ameri-
cans—who are most likely to spend ad-
ditional money because they would
stimulate the economy. They have to;
they have no other money. That is
what we are trying to do—enact an
economic stimulus package that would
stimulate the economy.

So I say to my friend, with whom I
served in the House of Representatives,
the President of the Senate, the Vice
President of the United States, he
should get a better briefing as to what
is going on before he makes statements
that Senator DASCHLE is an obstruc-
tionist. Senator DASCHLE is doing the
American public a service by standing
in the way of what they have done in
the House of Representatives. It is bla-
tantly unfair to call him an obstruc-
tionist, especially when the representa-
tives he appointed to this group of ne-
gotiators who are trying to come up
with a stimulus package—Senators
BAUCUS and ROCKEFELLER—were pre-
pared to attend a meeting that was

scheduled for Friday afternoon to con-
tinue the negotiations on this package
and the chairman of the group, the
chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the House of Representatives,
Mr. THOMAS, goes to California to at-
tend a fundraiser. Chairman BAUCUS
and Senator ROCKEFELLER thought
they had a meeting scheduled, then it
was abruptly canceled because the
Chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee wanted to leave town. Madam
President, they know how to spin this
well because they have the bully pul-
pit. They spin things pretty well. The
minority leader gets on television and
says: Why is TOM DASCHLE doing this?
They have the Vice President get on
TV and say he is an obstructionist.
This is to cover up for the fact that
their lead negotiator, Chairman THOM-
AS, is in California doing a fundraiser
when he should be in Washington work-
ing. I think they are protesting too
much. I don’t think they want a stim-
ulus package. So they are trying to
point all their poison arrows at Sen-
ator DASCHLE, saying he is the reason
why we don’t have an economic stim-
ulus bill. He is not the reason.

Last month, Senator BAUCUS, chair-
man of the Finance Committee,
marked up an economic stimulus pack-
age and reported it to the floor, where
Senator DASCHLE immediately called it
up for consideration. What happened?
The Republicans killed it. Without any
amendment process, it was simply
killed—no negotiation, no discussion of
the amendments.

What makes it even more frus-
trating, while their excuse for killing
the economic stimulus package was
that it violated the Budget Act—their
own proposal violated the Budget Act.
Had we really been trying to kill the
stimulus package, we would have
raised a budget point of order against
their proposal. But in an effort to keep
it before the Senate so that we could
debate the substance and contents of
an economic stimulus, we decided not
to raise a point of order. How can they
brand Senator DASCHLE an obstruc-
tionist? They are the obstructionists. I
repeat, they are protesting too much.

For example, the former chairman of
the Budget Committee, Senator
DOMENICI, came to me a few weeks ago
with a proposal I think should have the
most serious of discussion. He said:
Let’s not have withholding taxes col-
lected from the employee or the em-
ployer for a month; a proposal that
would cost approximately $38 billion.
That money would shoot back into the
economy like an injection of penicillin.
It would be so good for the economy.
But no, we were not given a chance to
consider that either.

I hope people understand this is a
game that is being played. There are no
negotiations going on. Our friends on
the other side of the aisle won’t talk to
us. The person supposedly leading the
negotiations for the Republicans head-
ed off for California.

I hope Chairman HARKIN gets into
the meat of this discussion on the farm

bill and that we do not lose sight of the
fact that not only are these farm pro-
grams great for the country, because
we all eat food and America is the farm
basket of the world, but they stimulate
the economy.

The provisions in this bill—I have
worked with the chairman of the com-
mittee—are going to be good for the
economy. I heard the Republican leader
on television over the weekend say:
Why do we need a farm bill? I hope the
chairman of the committee will de-
scribe in detail today why we need a
farm bill. We really do need a farm bill.
It is important we move forward.

I want to reiterate my point about
the meetings that were canceled over
the weekend. In the spirit of an agree-
ment reached by the Senate, the
House, and the administration, BAU-
CUS, ROCKEFELLER, GRASSLEY, THOMAS,
ARMEY, and RANGEL were supposed to
meet on Friday. As I said, without the
courtesy of even a simple phone call,
the chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee, Mr. THOMAS, took off for
California. Even Senator GRASSLEY,
representing the Republicans, ex-
pressed dismay that the negotiations
had been rudely interrupted and can-
celed.

Madam President, with people refus-
ing to meet and negotiate, I’d say that
it is pretty clear who is obstructing.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. REID. I will be happy to yield to

my friend, the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the assistant
majority leader for yielding, and I
thank him for responding to some of
the statements that were made over
the weekend.

I did not watch any of the Sunday
morning shows, but I read the papers
this morning. I saw that Vice President
CHENEY had referred to our majority
leader, Senator DASCHLE, as an ob-
structionist, obstructing the stimulus
bill. I am delighted the Senator from
Nevada has clearly pointed out that no
one on this side is obstructing any-
thing. We have been more than willing
to work with the other side on a num-
ber of items, but it almost seems to
this Senator that their definition of ob-
structionism is ‘‘our way or the high-
way.’’ If we do not do it all how the
President or how the Vice President
wants or how the Republicans want,
then we are obstructionists.

We ought to work together across
party lines, get bipartisan agreements,
and move ahead. It is not this side that
has been obstructing anything. We
have wanted to move ahead with legis-
lation.

Take the farm bill—and I will have
more to say about it this afternoon. We
have been trying to get some time
agreements. A request was proposed by
our staff earlier that we have a time
agreement and that all first-degree
amendments at least be laid down by
tomorrow afternoon. It was objected to
on the Republican side, not on this
side.

VerDate 10-DEC-2001 00:55 Dec 11, 2001 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G10DE6.011 pfrm01 PsN: S10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES12758 December 10, 2001
Everyone knew the farm bill was

going to be up. It was laid down last
week. Yet they are objecting to having
some meaningful debate. No one wants
to cut off amendments, but at least we
can have some amendments laid down,
have time agreements, and debate
them.

Second, on the stimulus package, I
think the Senator from Nevada is
right. I think they are protesting too
much on the other side. I smell a little
bit of a rat someplace because I have
been hearing from my Governor in
Iowa, and I have heard from other peo-
ple and other Governors from around
the United States about what bad
shape their economies are in right now
and how their legislatures will be
meeting in January.

Their budget situations look very
dire. They are cutting expenses; they
are cutting education; they are cutting
other programs around the States.
They have looked at the proposed Re-
publican stimulus bill with all of the
tax cuts, and they have now begun to
figure out what that is going to mean
in the States and how the State budg-
ets are going to be impacted by these
proposed tax cuts the Republicans have
proposed in the stimulus package.

A lot of States are saying: Don’t give
us so much of this ‘‘help’’ because the
tax cuts you are putting in there are
going to help a lot of the large corpora-
tions, a lot of the wealthiest in our
country, but at the same time it is
going to take money out of our States
at a time during the recession when
our States can ill afford it.

There is some feedback. Of course,
our friends on the other side of the
aisle are a little bit in a bind. They
promised their big-wig supporters—the
big companies and the big corpora-
tions—all these tax cuts they were
going to get for them, and even though
they want to deliver, they cannot be-
cause they are going to hurt a lot of
the Republican Governors and Demo-
cratic Governors, too, in the State
budgets. Maybe our friends are caught
in a little bit of a bind, promising too
much to the large corporations and the
wealthy of this country, and then find-
ing out what the impact is going to be
on our States.

What they have come up with is not
a stimulus package. It is simply a tax
relief package for the biggest and
wealthiest in our country. That is not
stimulus at all.

If they want to sit down, negotiate,
talk about it, and work out agree-
ments, that is the spirit of this place
and that is what we ought to be doing.
To say it is their way or no way, and
we say we want to work it out, and
they say we are being obstructionist—
the American people understand that.
They understand we are not being ob-
structionists.

Talk about obstructionism, try this
one on for size. We are now engaged in
a conference with the House on the re-
authorization of the elementary and
secondary education bill. For years,

people on both sides of the aisle—I will
not point to one side or the other—peo-
ple on both sides of the aisle have been
saying we need to meet our Federal
commitment to special education.

The agreement the Federal Govern-
ment made 26 years ago was that the
Federal Government would pick up at
least 40 percent of the average per
pupil cost of educating kids with dis-
abilities. Twenty-six years ago, the
Federal Government said that. Today
our commitment is at about 15 percent.
This is the single biggest issue in every
school district in America—the funding
for special education.

The Senate adopted an amendment
offered by me and by Senator HAGEL
from Nebraska that would put us on
the pathway of fully funding special
education over 6 years by taking it off
the appropriations side and putting it
on the mandatory side. We are now in
conference negotiations.

The National Governors’ Association,
headed by a Republican Governor from
Michigan, signed a letter, supported by
every Governor in the United States,
saying they supported the Senate’s po-
sition of full funding special education.

The National School Boards Associa-
tion, the National PTA, the National
Education Association, the National
Conference of State Legislatures—38
State legislatures have already passed
resolutions supporting this full fund-
ing. The only reason we do not have 50
is because some of them were not meet-
ing this year after we adopted it. Wait
until January. All the legislatures are
saying it is time the Federal Govern-
ment stepped up and did its part in spe-
cial education.

Here is the catch: The White House,
the administration, has said no, they
will not agree with the Senate position
on funding for special education.

So we had our vote on it. The House
voted against it. We voted for it. Okay.
What is to be done then? Usually in a
conference, negotiations are started
and compromise is attempted.

So we offered to the House a com-
promise, and the House said forget it,
they are not going to compromise.
They do not want to fund special edu-
cation one more nickel than what they
have done in the bill. It is not coming
from the House side. It is coming down
from the other end of Pennsylvania Av-
enue. It is coming from the White
House. It is the White House that is
stonewalling.

So talk about obstructionism, that is
obstructionism when the White House
refuses to negotiate or reach any kind
of compromise with the Senate on full
funding for special education. So I
think before the Vice President and
others start throwing around words
about obstructionism, they ought to
pick up the mirror and look at them-
selves, especially when it comes to
funding for special education.

So I thank the Senator from Nevada
for pointing out the fact we have not
been obstructing anything on this side,
and for pointing out this so-called

stimulus package is nothing more than
the old ‘‘trickle down.’’ If those at the
top are given to it, some of it may
trickle down on the rest of us. We have
tried that before and it has never
worked; it will not work this time ei-
ther.

Yes, we do need to do something
about unemployment compensation.
The biggest stimulus we could have
right now is getting health care for our
children and health care for people who
do not have health care coverage right
now. That is the biggest stimulus we
could give to our economy and help
people at the same time.

I am going to wrap up my statement,
and then I am going to talk about the
farm bill, another stimulus.

We are in dire straits. Rural America
is hurting. We need a farm bill. When
farmers know a bill is coming, they are
borrowing money; they are buying new
equipment; they are doing the things
that stimulate the kind of growth and
the kind of manufacturing we need in
this country. So I sure hope we will not
hear any more of this blame game, try-
ing to blame someone for being ob-
structionist when all we are trying to
do is work in a bipartisan fashion, as
we should be doing, to reach the best
decisions for the American people. So
when they say ‘‘obstructionism,’’ they
say it is our way or the highway. To
me, that is obstructionism.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.

BOXER). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-

quiry: Am I entitled to speak for a
given time or must I seek consent of
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is on the farm bill, and the Senator
may speak as long as he wishes on the
farm bill.

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent that I speak for only 9 minutes
instead of as long as I wish, but that it
not be on the farm bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
is recognized for 9 minutes.

f

WHERE IS THE DEMOCRATIC
STIMULUS PACKAGE?

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President,
fellow Senators, especially to my good
friend, HARRY REID, I will not take
time this afternoon to attempt in some
feeble way to rebut the statement with
reference to the partisanship of the
last month or so with reference to var-
ious items, including the stimulus
package. Suffice it to say, the grand-
daddy of all partisanship occurred on
the stimulus package that was re-
ported out of the Finance Committee
of the Senate because on that par-
ticular one, the conferees were in-
structed by the Democratic majority—
and I remind everyone that majority is
by one vote—they told that committee
to report out a Democratic package
every single Democrat Senator would
support. That meant there were no Re-
publicans because they had something
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