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be a short-term proposition. Also, be-
cause of that requirement, I think we
will have to be more careful with how
we spend money in the domestic area
where there is additional emergency
spending such as this. You can’t nec-
essarily keep spending without some
consideration for emergencies.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ED-
WARDS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

HOPE FOR CHILDREN ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 10 a.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now re-
sume consideration of H.R. 622, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 622) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the adoption
credit, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Daschle/Baucus amendment No. 2698, in the
nature of a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

AMENDMENT NO. 2698

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity that we now
have to revisit the question of eco-
nomic stimulus. This was a conten-
tious debate before we ended the First
Session of the 107th Congress last De-
cember. Over the course of the last sev-
eral weeks, of course, we have made an
effort to try to find what I call ‘‘com-
mon ground” in an effort to expedite
the consideration of economic stimulus
and to move this process forward.

I don’t have a calendar in the Cham-
ber at this point, but I remind my col-
leagues that we have very little time
between now and the Founders’ Day re-
cess to do all of the work that Repub-
licans and Democrats have indicated is
important to both our agendas. Both
caucuses have indicated a strong desire
to deal with economic stimulus, a
strong desire to deal with election re-
form, a strong desire to finish the farm
bill, and, certainly, a strong desire to
deal with energy. My hope is we could
deal with all of those pieces of legisla-
tion prior to the Founders’ Day recess.
In order to do that, we have to maxi-
mize the use of every day.

We have 2 days this week. We have
only 2 days next week because of the
Republican retreat. Then we have 2
weeks following that to complete our
work on all of the bills I have just men-
tioned.
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In an effort to move the process
along, I will propound a unanimous
consent request within the hour to see
if we might find an agreement on pro-
cedure on the economic stimulus bill. I
would propose, as I suggested to Sen-
ator LOTT yesterday, four amendments
on a side. I am not wedded to that. If
people have a desire to offer more
amendments than that, we could do
that. But we have to get this ball start-
ed.

I am concerned, frankly, about re-
ports I have received overnight that
there are some on the Republican side
who want to slow walk this bill, who
don’t want to bring it to closure, who,
for whatever reason, have decided now
that we are on this bill that they don’t
want to have a vote on final passage
until perhaps 2 weeks from now. Keep
in mind, we are not in session next
Wednesday. Some have suggested that
we should not have a vote on this bill
until after the State of the Union Mes-
sage—that is Tuesday night—which
means we then wouldn’t be able to
complete our work until the following
week.

I know of all the cries and anger and
the anguish expressed by some for the
fact that we were not able to complete
our work on the economic stimulus bill
last December. How ironic it would be
that some of those who have criticized
the inability to come to some conclu-
sion would now be responsible for de-
laying it even further.

I hope that is not the case. I hope we
can get an agreement that will allow
us to reach some procedural conclusion
so we can complete the substantive
work on this bill prior to the end of the
week.

Let me briefly lay out exactly what
it is we are suggesting. Two circles on
this chart depict virtually all of the
proposals that have been made by ei-
ther Republican or Democratic Sen-
ators, and oftentimes Members of the
House, with regard to economic stim-
ulus. Democrats have proposed increas-
ing unemployment benefits, adding un-
employment compensation coverage
for part-time workers and recent hires,
and providing affordable group health
coverage for the unemployed. The job
creation tax credit for businesses was
also something that we felt would go a
long way to addressing the need to
stimulate the economy from the busi-
ness side.

We also supported extending the un-
employment benefits for 13 weeks, tax
rebates for those who didn’t get them
the last time, the bonus depreciation
that would accelerate the depreciation
on investments in business, and then
the fiscal relief for States.

States are very concerned that bonus
depreciation, in particular, is going to
cost them about $5 billion. They are
also concerned that the Medicaid costs
are going up dramatically. So the fis-
cal relief for States is something that
has been the subject of a number of
very urgent letters to us from Repub-
lican and Democratic Governors alike.
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Our Republican colleagues suggested
accelerating rate reductions, the repeal
of the corporate AMT—the alternative,
and health coverage for unemployed
workers through individual insurance
markets. They also suggested extend-
ing unemployment benefits. They sug-
gested the tax rebates. They proposed
bonus depreciation and fiscal relief for
States.

Several weeks ago we began consid-
ering, well, how can we move this bill
forward? The suggestion was, let’s just
take the common elements in the two
circles, the overlap you see here on this
chart, and consider that as sort of the
base proposal that might be used as a
way to move the bill forward, while not
denying Senators the right, of course,
to offer other ideas, other suggestions,
if the requisite 60 votes on points of
order can be acquired.

So that is really what is before the
Senate right now. We have taken a
House vehicle, the adoption tax credit,
and we are amending the adoption tax
credit procedurally with this proposal
as a way in which to allow Senators to
begin the debate on economic recovery.

The CBO has provided a real service
to us over the last couple of weeks, and
I don’t know if all of our colleagues
had the opportunity to see it. If they
have not, I urge them to take a look at
it. But the CBO made an evaluation of
the stimulative impact of all of the
proposals I have just listed here in
these circles. The stimulative impact,
obviously, is a very significant factor, I
believe, on what it is we decide we
want to offer for economic stimulus.
The payroll tax holiday offered by Sen-
ator DOMENICI is one of the provisions
that had the biggest bang for the buck,
according to the CBO. Of course, we
suggested that that might be a compo-
nent, but because there isn’t agree-
ment on it, unfortunately, it certainly
doesn’t fit into this common ground
proposal at this point. I would have
supported it. I still do. But that has a
large bang for the buck. Additional tax
rebates have a medium bang for the
buck according to the CBO.

We are proposing in this common
ground proposal the tax rebate for
those who didn’t get any help the first
time. Temporary investment incen-
tives, such as the bonus depreciation
—again, that is a medium bang for the
buck—better than some, not as good as
others. That is also in the common
ground proposal. So you have two of
the items in the common ground pro-
posal, according to the CBO, that have
a medium bang for the buck, medium
stimulative value.

Look at what the CBO said about ac-
celerated rate cuts. They said it had a
small bang for the buck, and a cor-
porate AMT repeal falls into the small
category, very little stimulative value.

Now, this isn’t a Democrat position,
this isn’t an analysis made by one of
my staff; this is the Congressional
Budget Office which has provided the
analysis. So, again, if we want to do
what we say we are doing here—provide
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some common ground on stimulative
proposals that have the most effect—
according to the CBO, some of the pro-
posals in here, such as tax rebates,
bonus depreciation, go a long way.

Let me address the unemployment
benefits as well because that, too, is
something I think we ought to say
something about. The CBO didn’t ad-
dress that question, but the CRS did.
The Congressional Research Service
said:

Extending unemployment compensation is,
in fact, likely to be a more successful policy
for stimulating aggregate demand than
many other tax/transfer changes. Individuals
who are unemployed and who are not or will
not be receiving unemployment benefits are
much more likely to spend additional in-
comes than, say, higher income individuals
who receive tax cuts.

That is in a memo provided by CRS
to Senator BAUCUS last fall.

Mr. President, I simply say again, if
we are serious about moving this for-
ward, let’s take those proposals that
analysts and economists have said have
stimulative value. If we are serious
about finding compromise, what could
possibly be wrong with taking the pro-
posals that both sides had in their ini-
tial proposal as a way with which to at
least get to conference? This is a ticket
to conference. Then we can have an-
other debate about what ought to be in
the bill. That is what we are doing
here. I just hope our colleagues will
recognize that and will recognize how
limited a timeframe we have to address
this issue and move this legislation for-
ward.

So I am asking my colleagues on the
other side, let’s come to some agree-
ment on amendments procedurally,
let’s come to some agreement on
amendments substantively, but let’s
come together. Time is wasting. I don’t
want to see this bill slow-walked, or
see this legislation languish on the
floor for days, when we can do this and
move on to other things that need to
be done sometime very soon.

I thank the Chair and my colleagues.
I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, our
status is, am I right, that we are on the
Finance Committee bill, the tax bill
before us?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Daschle amendment No. 2698 is pend-
ing.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
think my colleague from South Da-
kota, the distinguished Democrat lead-
er, has made it very clear where we are
compared to where we were before
Christmas. Let me repeat that we had
been working on an economic stimulus
package in various ways for several
weeks, most of it not here on the floor
of the Senate but in small groups, and
different groups, and bipartisan groups,
and partisan groups, to come together
to see what we could get to get through
the Senate—a stimulus package—and
the need for it was directly related to
the downturn in the economy that
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came mostly as a result of September
11 terrorist attacks. And then what fi-
nally happened was just before we ad-
journed. A White House-centrist pack-
age that was put together by mostly
Republican and Democrat centrists,
working with the White House, was a
bill that passed the House of Rep-
resentatives before the bill came here
to the Senate. Then in the closing days
of the Senate, prior to adjournment for
the holidays, the bill did not come up
on the floor of the Senate.

So we are back here now, afterwards,
to a point where we are dealing with
something that is still very important
to help dislocated workers and to help
bring the economy back from the re-
cession caused by September 11, the
war on terrorism, and the attacks
against America.

I emphasize again that where we
ended up before Christmas was the
House of Representatives passing a bill
that had been worked out by, I think
for the most part—and I hope I am not
unfair to the House of Representatives
on this—by a group of centrists in the
Senate, made up of both Republicans
and Democrats, who came up with a
plan that had White House support.
The President said he would sign it.
You never know for sure until you take
a vote, but it looked as if this White
House-centrist package would have had
in the low fifties—but a majority of the
Senate—to pass the Senate, if it had
been able to be brought up.

We were not allowed to bring it up
and discuss it. That is a decision, under
our Constitution, that the majority
leader can make. I may find fault with
the decision; I do not find fault with
his right to do that.

Now on the second day we are back
in session in the new year, this bill has
been brought up. The sad commentary
is we are 1 more month into the reces-
sion, 1 more month of 800,000 people un-
employed because of the September 11
terrorist attacks, and a lot of people
who used to have health insurance do
not have health insurance and dis-
located workers are not being given the
help the bipartisan White House-cen-
trist stimulus plan would have given
them. Also, we do not have those tax
incentives that will stimulate the
economy.

As the distinguished majority leader
just said, there are certain tax rebate
plans the CBO said would be of help in
stimulating the economy. There are
certain accelerated depreciations that
were in the bipartisan package that
would help the economy. So, effec-
tively, we have lost 30 days, and people
who needed help are not getting the
help.

I am glad to be back here, though,
and I am glad the majority leader has
taken the initiative of bringing this
issue up. Hopefully we can get an
agreement to pass a bill and get it to
the President.

I need to reiterate that we had a bill
worked out by a group of Democrats
and Republicans in the middle of the
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political spectrum in the Senate. That
is why we call them centrists. They
worked out a bill with the White
House. The White House said the Presi-
dent would sign the bill. The bill re-
ceived a favorable vote in the House of
Representatives, and here we are.

I would like to get back to where we
left off before the holidays, so I am
going to spend my time this morning
before other speakers come to the
Chamber to speak on this very impor-
tant issue of why the bipartisan White
House-centrist stimulus package ought
to still be the package before the Sen-
ate, even more so than the amendment
about which the distinguished majority
leader just spoke and why it should
pass the Senate, although I sensed in
the majority leader’s statements that
he is willing to look at things beyond
his proposal—at least I hope I inter-
preted that right—so that we can get
something to the President.

I hope somehow our debate can per-
suade him to come back to what we
have: a bipartisan White House-cen-
trist stimulus plan that was before the
Senate because we know that it has
passed the House, and all it has to do is
pass the Senate and the President will
sign it and these 800,000 unemployed
workers who do not have health insur-
ance, if they have exhausted their first
26 weeks of unemployment, will still
have unemployment compensation.

I am going to start with some discus-
sion of the tremendous commitment to
displaced workers that the White
House-centrist stimulus plan has in it.
The plan’s unemployment insurance
proposal represents what I consider a
very unprecedented commitment to
dislocated American workers and, in
the end, probably may be something, if
one looks at long-term solutions to the
problems of uninsured, to help unin-
sured people as well.

I start with the fact that it provides
an additional 13 weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits to eligible workers. Re-
member that about 10 percent of the
unemployed people use up to 26 weeks.
Maybe that is even higher than 10 per-
cent now because of the recession.
There is always a need for some more
unemployment compensation for some
people. We do not always respond to
that with an additional 13 weeks. We
are doing it because there was a calam-
ity on September 11 which has speeded
up the unemployment index as a result
by 800,000.

We have an estimated 3 million un-
employed workers who would qualify
for benefits averaging $230 a week.
These benefits would be 100-percent
federally funded.

The bipartisan White House-centrist
plan would also transfer an additional
$9 billion to State unemployment trust
funds. This transfer would provide the
States with the flexibility to pay ad-
ministrative costs, provide additional
benefits, and avoid raising unemploy-
ment taxes during the current reces-
sion.

Consider the bipartisan White House-
centrist commitment to providing
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health care for dislocated workers.
This commitment goes further and
wider than any other proposal, and it
gets more help to more people more
quickly than any other proposal.

It commits over $19 billion, out of the
total package of about $100 billion, to
health insurance assistance. This is
over six times as much money for tem-
porary health insurance assistance as
provided under the original stimulus
proposals.

The bipartisan White House-centrist
plan takes a three-pronged approach to
get health insurance to people in need.

First, the plan provides a refundable,
advanceable tax credit to all displaced
workers eligible for unemployment in-
surance, not just those eligible for
COBRA. The value of the credit is 60
percent of the premium. The credit has
no cap and is available to individuals
for a total of 12 months for the next 2
years, including 2001 to 2003.

The individuals can stay in their em-
ployer COBRA coverage, or they can
choose policies in the individual mar-
ket that may better fit their family’s
needs. This only makes sense because
we should not lock people into one
straitjacket of health insurance which
under some proposals would be just the
COBRA approach because sometimes
these policies are too expensive for
people to keep. I say that even with the
60-percent subsidy that we would pro-
vide.

The bipartisan White House-centrist
proposal also includes a major new in-
surance reform to protect people who
have had employer-sponsored coverage
and go out into the private market for
the first time after being laid off. The
bipartisan White House-centrist pro-
posal makes COBRA protection avail-
able to people who have only had 12
months of employer-sponsored cov-
erage rather than 18 months under cur-
rent law. By doing this, we greatly ex-
pand the group of displaced workers
who cannot be turned down for cov-
erage or excluded because of a pre-
existing condition.

The new 12-month standard is espe-
cially important to people with chronic
conditions who have difficulty getting
affordable insurance.

The second prong of the White House-
centrist bipartisan proposal is $4 bil-
lion in enhanced national emergency
grants for States which can be used to
help all workers—not just those eligi-
ble for a tax credit—pay for health in-
surance because they have become un-
employed.

The third prong of the proposal in-
cludes $4.3 billion for a one-time tem-
porary State health care assistance
payment to States to help bolster
those States’ Medicaid Programs. We
are seeing almost all 50 States in trou-
ble with their Medicaid Program be-
cause of the recession. As we know, the
Medicaid Program is an important
safety net program for low-income
workers and families of disabled work-
ers.

I yield the floor now to other col-
leagues, but I suggest that we have a
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lot in this bipartisan White House-cen-
trist proposal that can immediately,
when the President signs the bill, help
the 800,000 workers who are unem-
ployed because of the September 11 ter-
rorist attacks on America.

We ought to get the show on the
road. It should have been done before
Christmas. It is not too late to do it
right now. I hope people would study
this proposal that has been developed
by a group of people in the center of
the Senate, both Democrats and Re-
publicans, and move this bill along. We
have 50 votes for it, and if people will
study, I think we will even get a much
higher percentage.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in politics,
like everything else, common sense
dictates what is sensible and reason-
able and really what people should do,
and common sense in this debate indi-
cates the two sides, Democrats and Re-
publicans, should separate what they
do not agree on and move forward on
what they agree.

Senator DASCHLE has offered a very
reasonable approach to stimulating the
economy. He has said the Democrats
have certain things they want that the
Republicans will not support. The Re-
publicans have legislation they want to
initiate that we will not support. There
are things we both agree on, Democrats
and Republicans. There has never been
any question about the fact there are
certain things we agree on.

Senator DASCHLE outlined four
things we agree on. As an example, ex-
tending unemployment benefits. Ev-
eryone agrees we should do something
to help the unemployed. If we want to
stimulate an economy, give money to
people who have no money and they
will go out and spend it on things, and
that is stimulative.

Now we are in a situation where we
are being told: Of course, we agree on
those things, but we do not want to go
forward with it. And I say, why?

With all due respect to the Repub-
lican leadership and the people on the
Republican side, maybe there is a game
being played called a ‘‘blame game.”” In
yesterday’s Daily Monitor, which
comes out actually in the evening, the
publication reports they had a con-
versation with Senator LOTT.

A paragraph out of the Daily Monitor
reads:

Lott predicted many amendments would be
offered. Asked whether that would mean de-
bate would likely last through next Tuesday,
the day of President Bush’s State of the
Union Address, Lott said it might, paused,
then winked.

Those people were saying there was a
lot of laughter after his wink.

Bush is expected to propose his own stim-
ulus plan in the speech.

That is what this is all about. This is
what it has been about for a long time.
We are trying to come forward with a
stimulus package that helps the Amer-
ican people.
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Some of their proposals have merit,
some of our proposals have merit, but
not enough to get 60 votes. So why do
we not do those things we agree on?
The answer is not blowing in the wind.
The answer is the minority does not
want a stimulus package to pass prior
to the State of the Union Message next
Tuesday. It is as simple as that.

So no matter how much good faith
Senator DASCHLE might show, no mat-
ter how much common sense Senator
DASCHLE may pronounce, the fact is it
appears they are not going to let us do
anything until after next Tuesday,
which is too bad.

I attended a meeting at the White
House yesterday with the President,
Senator DASCHLE, and the Republican
leadership. Statements were made, and
there was a lot of feel-good stuff about
“we need to work together,” and we do.
But winks and nods are not the way to
pass legislation. The way to pass legis-
lation is to agree on things we agree on
and move forward with that.

As far as the things we do not agree
on, Senator DASCHLE has suggested
yesterday and on several occasions, let
us come with the package he has sug-
gested and have each side offer amend-
ments, two amendments, three amend-
ments, four amendments. We could
complete those by week’s end. Cer-
tainly we can do it by the State of the
Union date.

I assume we could go one step fur-
ther. It was even suggested we put time
limits on each of those amendments,
an hour or 2 hours on each amendment.
But, no, we waited. The Republicans
held a conference yesterday evening
starting at 5:30 and it went for a couple
of hours to determine whether they
should proceed on the suggestion of
Senator DASCHLE that we go forward
with what both parties agree on.

Now maybe there should be more
stimulus to this economy than that,
but at least it would be something to
start with. Think of the unemployed as
an example. Think also of the small
businesspeople who could really use a
depreciation allowance that was bigger
and broader than the one now. That is
one of the things everyone agrees on,
but yet they are waiting in the wings.

What about States who are desperate
for Medicare help, why are we not
doing something there? Everybody says
we should do it. Well, I am sorry to say
it is because of the wink. We are going
to stall things until Tuesday night, and
then the President can come and speak
on national television and say, why can
Congress not get together and give us a
stimulus package?

I say to the American people, I say to
the people in my State of Nevada, we
could have a stimulus package in the
next day or two if we go forward on
this proposal to agree on what is
agreed upon by everyone. There is no
dispute. No one is coming and saying
we do not agree on those four things
that Senator DASCHLE wants. Every-
body agrees on those. What they are
unwilling to do is to take away the fact
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that President Bush has already writ-
ten his speech and he has a paragraph
or two long paragraphs, about the
country being in an economic strait
and we need a stimulus package, and
why will Congress not work with him
to get a stimulus package.

I could help write that speech be-
cause that is what it is going to be
about. I do not think I need to help
write the speech because it has already
been written and they do not want to
change any words of that speech. They
want to proceed and try to come up
with a political advantage in saying
the Democrats, 1led by Senator
DASCHLE, will not allow them to go for-
ward on a stimulus package. I am say-
ing that is untrue. It is unfair. It is un-
realistic.

Common sense dictates we should go
forward with a program that everyone
agrees we should go forward with, cost-
ing about $70 billion. It would be $70
billion worth of stimulus that would be
reciprocated numerous times and help
the economy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will take a
few minutes to explain what I think is
really going on. There is an old saying
that if you let me define the terms of
the debate, I will win the debate every
time. That, I think, is what the major-
ity leader and the assistant majority
leader are trying to do today. They are
suggesting, with a straight face, that
the proposal is agreed to by both sides,
so why should we not proceed with it
and who would want to amend it?

Well, it is not agreed to by both
sides. Let us get back to the definition.
Something that is called an agreement,
that both sides have agreed to the pro-
visions of, would seemingly be some-
thing that could pass very quickly, and
that would not be amended.

So why are those of us on this side of
the aisle saying, ‘“Wait a minute, you
are trying to hijack the President’s
stimulus package, redo it the way you
want it, and still characterize it as
something that we agree with?’ We do
not agree with it.

What happened is after September 11,
whether the economy was beginning to
improve by then or not, it was clear
the events of September 11 were driv-
ing our economy down, especially in
the travel and tourism area but all
throughout the economy. Large and
small businesses both were beginning
to suffer. People stopped traveling.
They did not invest as much. Busi-
nesses were not investing as much. The
President very quickly called for a pro-
posal that would stimulate the econ-
omy and protect and create new jobs.

That was the essence of his proposal,
to protect jobs and to create new jobs.
In fact, he was able to put together a
program and propose it on October 4
and 5, about 3 weeks after the Sep-
tember 11 event, and he called upon
Congress to join him in this effort.

Some of us on this side of the aisle
were urging the President to propose

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

certain things we thought would be
very effective in stimulating the econ-
omy, and the President said no. He said
that while he agreed with us that cut-
ting the capital gains tax and making
the tax cuts permanent and doing
things of that sort would really help to
stimulate the economy and protect
jobs, he was not going to propose that
in his package because now that we are
in a time of war, he believed that he
had to act in a bipartisan way to pro-
mote unity among our leaders in Wash-
ington, and to get both Democrats and
Republicans to quickly agree on a
package we can pass in Congress and he
could sign into law. That is what is
needed for the American people. He
said, I am going to propose a package
that includes a few of the things that
Republicans think are good ideas to
stimulate the economy and a few of the
things our friends on the Democratic
side believe should be in such a pack-
age, and I will present that in a bipar-
tisan way.

He did that on October 4 and 5. There
were ideas that represented the main
themes of both political parties. Re-
publicans had primarily asked for a re-
peal of the corporate alternative min-
imum tax, acceleration of all marginal
income tax reductions, and accelerated
enhanced depreciation. Those were the
kinds of things that Alan Greenspan
and others who came before our Fi-
nance Committee said would help stim-
ulate the economy and get over what
he defined as an ‘‘investment reces-
sion.” In other words, businesses were
not doing enough to make capital ex-
penditures. These kinds of provisions
would help provide the incentive for
those capital expenditures.

Democrats had called for other
things: Payments to nontaxpayers who
were not part of the rebate program
from the original tax cuts of 2001, an
extension of unemployment insurance,
and grants to States for health benefits
for displaced workers.

The President said: I will take those
three components that our Democratic
friends supported, I will take the three
components that some Democrats and
Republicans support, and I will put
them together in a bipartisan bill in
the hope we can quickly, in a unified,
bipartisan way, enact this package for
the benefit of all Americans.

By the way, the House quickly passed
a version of what the President pro-
posed, but not exactly what he pro-
posed. The majority leader in the Sen-
ate said no.

Let me fast forward, before going
through the rest of the history, what
the majority leader and the assistant
majority leader have talked about this
morning, something they call a lowest
common denominator package, some-
thing to which both sides agree. They
have defined it that way. What they
have done is take the things from the
President’s original proposal that they
wanted and said: We agree to those, so
that is our package. By the way, we
will take one of the things the Presi-
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dent wanted and stick it in there. That
means we have a bipartisan, lowest
common denominator package. Why
can’t we just pass this little bill? At
least we both agree on it.

As the assistant majority leader said:
Maybe there should be more stimulus
in the bill. Indeed, there should be
more stimulus in the bill. There is only
one item in the bill that provides any
kind of stimulus to the economy, only
one item, the accelerated deprecia-
tion—which we still don’t know the de-
tails of—that provides investment in-
centive to protect and create new jobs.
It is clearly not a stimulus package.

However, by defining what we have
agreed upon as what you have agreed
upon, they have tried to hijack the
President’s proposal and recharacterize
it as something it is not. It is not
something we have agreed upon. The
President would never have proposed
just the items in this bill and said, that
is good enough for me, it is a balanced
package.

It is designed to provide benefits to
people who are unemployed. That does
not stimulate the economy. But the
President believed that was important
to do. At the same time, it included
limits that would actually provide
more incentive for investment—that
critical element of capital that is need-
ed to spur the economy and protect and
create jobs.

The Democratic leader has said:
Fine, I will take one part—the part I
like—say we have not agreed on the
rest, and define that as a bill upon
which we have all agreed. It reminds
me of the old saying: What is mine is
mine, and what is yours is up for grabs.

They basically pocketed what the
President was proposing as a com-
promise, a bipartisan proposal, taken
the part they liked, rejected what they
did not like, and then said: Why not
bring that to the floor and have a vote
on it? After all, it was part of what the
President proposed. Exactly. It was
“part” of what the President proposed,
but not, importantly, the part that
would stimulate the economy.

I am all for helping those who are un-
employed. The President made a big
point of wanting to help those who are
unemployed and therefore to extend
the unemployment benefits. However, 1
think we all agree, people would rather
have a paycheck than an unemploy-
ment check. This bill does virtually
nothing to stimulate the economy, to
protect jobs, and to create new jobs. It
would be a sham.

When the minority leader yesterday
said, you bet it will take beyond next
Tuesday to get this right, all he was
doing was stating a fact that, without
amendments to this bill which provide
real stimulus, of course we could not,
with a straight face, vote on this bill
and call it a stimulus package. Of
course, the President is right next
Tuesday to urge us to do what he asked
us to do in early October, throughout
the month of October, throughout the
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month of November, and then Decem-
ber, until we finally went home on De-
cember 22 without having acted on a
stimulus package.

The economy is still not doing very
well. People are still out of work. What
the President is going to be asking is
to please get on with the job of enact-
ing a bill and to not redefine this by
simply taking what you like out of his
proposal and recharacterizing that as a
lowest common denominator agree-
ment upon which we both agreed.

I see the distinguished majority lead-
er is here. Before I conclude my re-
marks, let me make this statement. 1
think the proposal he has made here
treats the President in a very unfair
way. I know the President was trying
to reach out to the other side, to in-
clude things the other side wanted, and
that he wanted, in an effort to be bi-
partisan, in an effort to try to get this
done quickly, so we wouldn’t be into
next year, the year 2002, when we fi-
nally passed a stimulus package. I do
know for a fact, he left things out I
would have liked to have seen in there.
I don’t think the distinguished major-
ity leader probably would have liked
them very much. The President knew
that. He didn’t want to have a highly
partisan bill. He didn’t want to have a
particularly controversial bill. That is
why he proposed a balanced package.

I think it takes unfair advantage of
the President, in his offer to be bipar-
tisan and to try to get this done quick-
ly, to just take the part you like and
say, that is the part we agree with, we
reject almost all the rest of it, but why
not pass that?

Let me go back a little bit in time to
review what happened. After the Presi-
dent made his proposal on October 4
and 5, the House passed a bill. The Fi-
nance Committee, on which I sit, began
to work on the bill. By the way, re-
member, the Finance Committee en-
acted a bipartisan tax cut proposal ear-
lier in the year, so it is a committee
that has in the past and even began
last year working together in a bipar-
tisan fashion to get things done. I
thought I could do that with the stim-
ulus package, taking the President’s
proposal, perhaps modifying it, but try-
ing our best to come up with some-
thing that would be passed in a bipar-
tisan and quick fashion. It turned out
that the Finance Committee was not
going to write the bill. It would be
written in a partisan fashion by just
one party, not both. When the package
finally came before the committee, I
thought it was interesting, I never
could figure out who claimed parentage
of it.

Several leaders on the Democratic
side said actually they didn’t write it,
and with good reason: It was not some-
thing of which to be proud. It had $54
billion in new spending; only $21 billion
could be characterized remotely as
stimulative measures. Out of a total of
$117 billion in the bill, it had $5 billion
in extra agricultural spending, provi-
sions added in the dead of night to
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bring Democrats on board—and also, in
my personal view, as a means of get-
ting some of the special interests on
board on the bill.

For example, the Commodity Pur-
chase Program, and expenditures for
things such as soybeans, pumpkKins,
snap beans, rum, tuna—all kinds of
things—special tax credits for Amtrak,
almost all of which have virtually
nothing to do with getting the econ-
omy going again as a result of the Sep-
tember 11 events, but all of which were
designed to bring more people on to
support the bill.

Needless to say, that bill could never
pass. It was voted out of committee on
a strictly party line vote and obviously
did not pass before the end of the ses-
sion. The President, in an effort to try
to move this thing along, kept encour-
aging us to develop a bill that could
pass. The House passed another bill
which I thought was a much better bill
than the first bill they passed and
much more along the lines that some
of our colleagues on the Democratic
side were proposing. Still, that bill did
not come before the Chamber.

Finally, in desperation, in mid-De-
cember, a group of Democrats and Re-
publicans in the Senate—the so-called
centrist group—got together and devel-
oped a proposal that they thought
would at least be an approach to stim-
ulus as well as taking care of unem-
ployed workers and be representative
of the compromise that might bring
about the President’s agreement, and
which they could then propose to the
Senate and get it passed.

They took it down to the White
House and met with the President. He
said: OK, you have a deal. It isn’t what
I originally proposed, but it is a great
effort at compromise, and I will agree
to it, and I will agree to sign it; it is
passed.

The President urged those of us on
the Republican side of the aisle in the
Senate to lay aside the other things we
wanted to try to accomplish in this bill
in an effort to get this finished before
we went home for Christmas—to agree
to the centrist coalition approach the
Senator from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, de-
scribed, part of which was in his re-
marks earlier.

I also confess that I wasn’t enamored
by some of the provisions of the bill. I
thought it did far too little to stimu-
late the economy. But in an effort to
reach bipartisan compromise and get
this done before the end of the year, as
far as I know, virtually all of my col-
leagues on the Republican side of the
Senate agreed to support that centrist,
bipartisan approach which the Presi-
dent said he would sign.

Still, the majority leader said no. In-
stead of taking that proposal up, we
took up the railroad retirement bill, a
big agricultural spending bill, and
some other items before we went home
for Christmas and the New Year’s re-
cess. We didn’t do a stimulus package.

Now, we come back in January after
the recess when a lot of criticism has
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been heaped upon those who prevented
us from getting a stimulus package
voted on, passed, and sent to the Presi-
dent. The American people are not
happy with the status quo. I think they
understand with the President that we
should have done something a long
time ago but that it still is not too late
to try to help our economy. People
continue to be laid off around the coun-
try. We have to help them, not only by
temporarily extending their unemploy-
ment benefits but, as I said before, to
get them a paycheck and not just un-
employment checks. That means pro-
viding the capital for investment that
will create the jobs that will put them
back to work and get the economy
moving again.

That is what the President proposed
today. It is what the second House pro-
posal did. It is what, at least to some
extent, the centrist coalition proposal
would do, and it is necessary that we
get on with that job.

What is before us today is not that
kind of proposal. What is before us
today is not a compromise. What is be-
fore us today is not something that has
been ‘‘agreed to’’ by both sides. It has
been characterized by our colleagues
on the other side of the aisle as moving
forward on what we agreed on. That is
a mischaracterization. As I said before,
it is taking some pieces of the bipar-
tisan proposal the President suggested,
pocketing those, and saying: Well, we
both agreed on that. We are going to
reject the rest of what you proposed,
Mr. President, but since you proposed
this as part of your package, we will
characterize that as what we agreed
on, and that is what we will vote on
here.

That is incorrect, and, as I said be-
fore, I think it is taking advantage of
the President’s good faith efforts to try
to move something forward with which
both sides could identify and which
would have gotten the economy mov-
ing back in October of last year.

That is why on this side we have said
we are happy to now have this stimulus
bill on the floor. We can finally begin
debating what is necessary to get this
economy moving again, take care of
the people who are unemployed today,
and make sure we can get them back to
work tomorrow. That is the key. But in
order to do that, we are going to have
to put something in this bill that actu-
ally provides stimulus and will help to
actually put more capital investment
into the system so jobs can be created
and people can go back to work.

We can’t simply accept what has
been put on the floor here, which, as I
said before, has essentially no stimulus
effect in it. That is why we are not
going to agree to a process which
would terminate our ability to offer
amendments which we see as necessary
to try to get this bill back to a more
balanced kind of a bill and to try to
provide something that will actually
stimulate the economy.

I will have more to say about this. I
see some of my colleagues on the other
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side. I am, frankly, curious to see what
their approach to this is, given the fact
it should be very clear by now that
they can no longer characterize this as
a bill comprised of things we agreed
upon, because we don’t agree to them.

Three of the four items were in the
President’s package. In one form or an-
other, they were in packages we were
willing to support as long as they were
accompanied by other provisions, but
not standing alone. Standing alone,
there will be virtually nothing to stim-
ulate the economy. And I don’t think
we can with a straight face, therefore,
say this is a job creation, stimulus
package. With the amendments we
could propose, we could get them. If
our colleagues on the other side will be
open minded about some of those
amendments, I think we can get there.

As a matter of fact, we have a couple
of amendments ready to go. We will, I
think, have majority support on the
other side of the aisle. I regret that
probably it is going to take 60 votes to
pass any amendment because of the
rules of the Senate. I am not objecting
to the rules. I understand those rules.
But because any amendment is prob-
ably going to take 60 votes, it will be
very hard for any amendment to pass.
As a result, we will probably be stuck
with the bill that has already been laid
down.

But I think it will be interesting to
see whether a majority of our col-
leagues will actually agree to certain
proposals such as that offered by the
centrist coalition. That should suggest
there is a bipartisan way to proceed
here.

I just hope my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will agree that in
that circumstance, if at least a major-
ity of the Senate is willing to vote on
a compromise package that will have a
stimulative effect, we have an obliga-
tion to get this done for the sake of the
American people sooner rather than
later and that maybe we could work to-
gether and accomplish this result with-
out too many more days having
elapsed.

I will have a little more to say about
this in the future. I hope very much
that we can over the next few days get
to a point where we can pass a bill, go
to conference with the House of Rep-
resentatives, and quickly present the
President with a bill that will get peo-
ple back to work in this country and
get our great economic engine moving
forward full steam ahead.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be able
to follow the majority leader.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
REED). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, about
an hour ago I noted that we have a lot
of work to do in a very short period of
time. We have talked jointly—Repub-
licans and Democrats—about the need
to do not only economic stimulus but
the farm bill, the energy bill, and the
election reform bill. We have 2 days
this week. We have only 2 days next
week. And then we have 2 weeks before
the Founders’ Day recess.

I do not know how we can accommo-
date all of those unless we can move
this legislation forward. We had
lengthy debates about the economic
stimulus bill for weeks in the remain-
ing period prior to the end of the last
session.

I suggested to Senator LOTT yester-
day that perhaps one way we could ex-
pedite the consideration of this bill,
without any time limits, is simply to
get a limit on amendments. I have been
told there are some on the Republican
side who would rather not complete
work on this bill perhaps not only not
this week or next week but until the
week after. I hope that is not the case.

There is much to be done. As I said,
I think there is mutual advantage to
getting it done. So I indicated about an
hour ago that I would propose a unani-
mous consent request that would sim-
ply recognize the facts I have just stat-
ed. I am not wedded to the particular
amendment limit I have suggested in
this unanimous consent request. I am
going to be proposing we limit amend-
ments on either side to four each. That
would accommodate Senators on either
side who may wish to add to this com-
mon ground package I have suggested.
They can offer a substitute. They can
do any one of a number of things. If
four does not work, I am happy to en-
tertain an alternative number. But we
have to start with something. So that
is my intention.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent that there be four first-degree
amendments in order for each leader or
their designees to the pending matter;
that if the Senate passes H.R. 622, as
amended, then the Senate immediately
turn to the consideration of H.R. 3529,
the House stimulus bill; that all after
the enacting clause be stricken and the
text of H.R. 622, as passed, be sub-
stituted in lieu thereof; the bill be read
a third time and passed; the Senate in-
sist on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair
be authorized to appoint conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I object and
just note that I do so on behalf of the
minority leader as well as myself. 1
note there is no intention to delay. If
we could pass the bipartisan Centrist
Coalition amendment and not have a
point of order raised on that, we could
have this done by this afternoon. So
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the object is not to delay. The object is
to try to make sure we have a good
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. NICKLES. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield just for a couple of
minutes?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will be pleased
to yield. I will follow the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. I tell my good friend
and colleague, the majority leader, his
request was to take up the bill he in-
troduced and have a few amendments
on it, and objection was heard on
that—I think for good reason. But I
will tell my friend and colleague, if the
majority leader is willing to take up
the House-passed tax bill, I will work
with him to come up with a limited
number of amendments and see i