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amount of the grant, contract, or coopera-
tive agreement awarded by the Director, or
$500,000, whichever is the lesser amount. The
Director shall waive the matching require-
ment for any institution or consortium with
no endowment, or an endowment that has a
current dollar value lower than $50,000,000.
SEC. 6. LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—An eligible institution
that receives a grant, contract, or coopera-
tive agreement under this Act that exceeds
$2,500,000, shall not be eligible to receive an-
other grant, contract, or cooperative agree-
ment under this Act until every other eligi-
ble institution that has applied for a grant,
contract, or cooperative agreement under
this Act has received such a grant, contract,
or cooperative.

(b) AWARDS ADMINISTERED BY ELIGIBLE IN-
STITUTION.—Each grant, contract, or cooper-
ative agreement awarded under this Act
shall be made to, and administered by, an el-
igible institution, even when it is awarded
for the implementation of a consortium or
joint project.

SEC. 7. ANNUAL REPORT AND EVALUATION.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIRED FROM RECIPI-
ENTS.—Each institution that receives a
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement
under this Act shall provide an annual report
to the Director on its use of the grant, con-
tract, or cooperative agreement.

(b) EVALUATION BY DIRECTOR.—The Direc-
tor, in consultation with the Secretary of
Education, shall—

(1) review the reports provided under sub-
section (a) each year; and

(2) evaluate the program authorized by sec-
tion 3 on the basis of those reports every 2
years.

(c) CONTENTS OF EVALUATION.—The Direc-
tor, in the evaluation, shall describe the ac-
tivities undertaken by those institutions and
shall assess the short-range and long-range
impact of activities carried out under the
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement on
the students, faculty, and staff of the insti-
tutions.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director
shall submit a report to the Congress based
on the evaluation. In the report, the Director
shall include such recommendations, includ-
ing recommendations concerning the con-
tinuing need for Federal support of the pro-
gram, as may be appropriate.

SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—The term ‘‘eligi-
ble institution” means an institution that
is—

(A) a historically Black college or univer-
sity that is a part B institution, as defined in
section 322(2) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1061(2)), an institution de-
scribed in section 326(e)(1)(A), (B), or (C) of
that Act (20 U.S.C. 1063b(e)(1)(A), (B), or (C)),
or a consortium of institutions described in
this subparagraph;

(B) a Hispanic-serving institution, as de-
fined in section 502(a)(5) of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1101a(a)(b));

(C) a tribally controlled college or univer-
sity, as defined in section 316(b)(3) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1059¢(b)(3));

(D) an Alaska Native-serving institution
under section 317(b) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1059d(b));

(E) a Native Hawaiian-serving institution
under section 317(b) of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1059d(b)); or

(F) an institution determined by the Direc-
tor, in consultation with the Secretary of
Education, to have enrolled a substantial
number of minority, low-income students
during the previous academic year who re-
ceived assistance under subpart I of part A of
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title IV of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C. 1070a et seq.) for that year.

(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion.

(3) MINORITY BUSINESS.—The term ‘‘minor-
ity business’ includes HUBZone small busi-
ness concerns (as defined in section 3(p) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p)).
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion $250,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
2004 through 2008 to carry out this Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

————
RECESS

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
stand in recess until 3 p.m. today.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 2:11 p.m., recessed until 3 p.m. and
reassembled when called to order by
the Presiding Officer (Mrs. DOLE).

————————

EXECUTIVE SESSION

NOMINATION OF PRISCILLA
RICHMAN OWEN, OF TEXAS, TO
BE UNITED STATES CIRCUIT
JUDGE FOR THE FIFTH CIRCUIT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
go into executive session to resume
consideration of Executive Calendar
No. 86, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Priscilla Richman Owen, of
Texas, to be United States Circuit
Judge for the Fifth Circuit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I
wish to speak about the nomination of
Priscilla Owen. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota for allowing me to
go first.

I rise in opposition to the nomination
of Priscilla Owen to the U.S. Court of
appeals for the Fifth Circuit. I know
the President has the constitutional
responsibility to appoint Federal
judges. I respect that right. In fact, I
have voted for President Bush’s judi-
cial nominations 97 percent of the
time. Yet the Senate also has the con-
stitutional responsibility to advise and
consent. We cannot rubberstamp nomi-
nations. Our courts are charged with
safeguarding the very principles on
which our country was built: justice,
equality, individual liberty, and the
basic implicit right of privacy.

When I look at a nominee, I have
three criteria: judicial competence,
personal integrity, and a commitment
to core constitutional principles.

I carefully reviewed Judge Owen’s
rulings and opinions. I read the dis-
senting opinions of other judges and
the views of legal scholars. I have con-
cluded that Judge Owen does not meet
my criteria. Her decisions appear to be
driven by ideology—not by law. She ap-
pears to be far outside the mainstream

S5511

of judicial thinking, and her extreme
and ideological agenda would make her
unsuitable to sit on the Court of Ap-
peals for the Fifth Circuit.

What we are considering with an ap-
pellate nomination is a lifetime ap-
pointment for a court that is only one
step below the Supreme Court. The de-
cisions made by this court have a last-
ing impact on the lives of all Ameri-
cans for generations to come. This
court’s decisions will affect America’s
fundamental protections involving
civil rights, individual liberty, health,
and safety, and the implicit right of
privacy. We need to be very careful
about what we do.

That is why President Bush and all
Presidents should nominate competent,
moderate judges who reflect broad
American values. No President should
try to place ideologues on the court. If
they do, I am concerned that it will
slow the pace of confirmations, back-
log our courts, and deny justice for too
many Americans. Yet in nominating
Judge Owen, the President has chosen
someone with an extreme ideological
agenda on civil rights, individual
rights, and the rights of privacy.

Judge Owen has pursued an extreme
activist agenda. Can anyone be sur-
prised that this nomination has so
many flashing yellow lights?

When President Bush discussed what
would be his criteria for nominating
judges, he said his standard for judicial
nominees would be that they ‘‘share a
commitment to follow and apply the
law, not to make law from the bench.”

We applaud that criteria from the
President. But I must say when we
look at Priscilla Owen, that is exactly
what she does. She makes law and does
not limit herself to interpreting law,
and, therefore, fails the President’s
own criteria.

The Texas court-watching journal,
Juris Publici, said that Owen is a ‘‘con-
servative judicial activist.”” That
means she has a consistent pattern of
putting her ideology above the law and
ignoring statutory language and sub-
stituting her own views.

She has offered over 16 significant ac-
tivist opinions and joined 15 others.
Even White House counsel Judge
Alberto Gonzales, who served with
Judge Owen on the Texas Supreme
Court, once called her dissent in the
case ‘‘unconscionable . . . judicial ac-
tivist.”

In a different case, Judge Gonzales
called a dissent by Judge Owen an at-
tempt to ‘‘judicially amend’” a Texas
statute. A number of dissents she wrote
or joined in would have effectively re-
written or disregarded the law usually
to the detriment of ordinary citizens.

An example: Quantum Chemical Corp
v. Toennies was a case concerning age
discrimination based on a civil rights
statute. The majority of the Texas Su-
preme Court found for the plaintiff.
Owen’s dissent stated that the plaintiff
needed to show that discrimination
was a motivating factor. Her dissent
would have changed Texas law and
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weakened Texas civil rights protec-
tions.

On the issue of individual rights to
seek justice, I think we all believe the
courthouse door must always be open.
When you walk through that door, you
must find an independent judiciary.
Yet Owen’s rulings show a bias against
the rights of consumers, victims, and
individuals. She has consistently ruled
against workers, accident victims, and
victims of discrimination. These deci-
sions would impair the rights of ordi-
nary people from having access to the
courts to obtain justice.

In Montgomery Independent School
District v. Davis, a case concerning a
teacher whose contract was not re-
newed, the teacher requested a hearing,
which is allowed under the Texas Edu-
cation Code. The hearing examiner
found that the school district didn’t
have a justification to fire the teacher
and said her contract should be re-
newed. The school board fired her.

The majority of the Texas Supreme
Court found the school board went over
its legal authority, and Judge Owen’s
dissent ignored the language and it
would have weakened the rights of this
teacher and all of those before the
court. The majority of the court found
that Owen’s dissent showed ‘‘disregard
of the procedural elements the legisla-
tion established to ensure the hearing
examiner’s process is fair and efficient
for both teachers and school boards.”’

On the right to privacy, zealous oppo-
sition to women’s rights to choose is a
hallmark of Judge Owen’s legal rul-
ings. She used her position on the
Texas Supreme Court to restrict wom-
en’s rights to choose by ignoring the
statute to create additional barriers
for women seeking an abortion. Her
opinions have been biased and unfair.

An example: Texas law requires that
a minor’s parent be notified before she
can obtain an abortion. Many of us
agree with that. But we also agree with
the fact that there is a judicial bypass
enabling a mature, well-informed
minor to obtain a court order permit-
ting abortion without parental notifi-
cation, which in several cases Judge
Owen dissented vigorously from the
majority of the court. That would have
resulted in the rewriting of Texas law
to place more hurdles in front of mi-
nors.

In Jane Doe, the majority actually
included an extremely unusual section
explaining the proper role of judges ad-
monishing the dissent, including
Owen’s duty to interpret the law and
not attempt to create policy. Judge
Owen has ignored the law, seeking to
impose new and impossibly high stand-
ards for minors who seek abortions.

Based on her rulings and written ar-
guments, I can only conclude that
Judge Owen would use her position to
undermine existing laws and the con-
stitutional protection of a woman’s
right to choose. When you do that, you
undermine the principles related to the
implicit right of privacy.

Also very troubling to me is that in
her opinions Judge Owen has often sub-
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stituted her authority for that of civil
juries. She has a consistent and per-
sistent pattern of overriding juries’ de-
cisions. When the jury has taken a po-
sition of awarding claims to accident
victims and victims of discrimination,
Judge Owen has tried to undermine
them.

In Uniroyal Goodrich Tire Company
v. Martinez, in a product liability suit
brought by a man who was severely in-
jured when a tire he was working on
exploded, a jury found in favor of the
plaintiff. A key issue was whether the
manufacturer could be held liable be-
cause it knew of a safer alternative
product design.

The majority of the Texas Supreme
Court sided with the jury’s verdict. But
Owen dissented. Had her opinion pre-
vailed, it would have overturned a jury
verdict.

I could give example after example
after example. I am not going to go on
just for the sake of going on. There are
others who wish to speak. I believe we
should have full debate on the Owen
nomination.

Let me conclude by saying that the
President does have the right to nomi-
nate judges, but I cannot consent to
the nomination of Judge Owen. My ad-
vice to the President is to give us mod-
erate judges. We have approved of
many of them. We want to be sup-
portive. But in this instance, she is so
far outside the mainstream of judicial
thinking.

My advice to the President is to
withdraw the nomination and appoint
a nominee who will fairly interpret the
law for all Americans, and follow the
Bush test of interpreting the law and
not making the law.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, I
listened to my colleague from Mary-
land and appreciate her comments. Let
me make a couple of additional com-
ments with respect to this issue of
judgeships.

I have spoken previously on the floor
of the Senate about the Estrada nomi-
nation. What I indicated then was that
Mr. Estrada, who aspires to have a life-
time seat on the second highest court
in the country, the DC Circuit Court,
did not answer basic questions put to
him by the Judiciary Committee at his
hearing.

The administration has not released
the information that has been re-
quested by Members of the Senate with
respect to Mr. Estrada’s work at the
Solicitor General’s Office. That is in-
formation that has been requested of
him and the administration so we
might understand a bit more about Mr.
Estrada and his qualifications. Despite
the fact that Mr. Estrada did not an-
swer the basic questions at his hearing,
the administration has not released the
information that has been requested of
his nomination.

There are some in the Senate—and
perhaps some in the country—who be-
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lieve there is a requirement for the
Senate to proceed in any event to give
Mr. Estrada his vote. There is no such
requirement.

The Constitution provides the mech-
anism by which we give citizens of this
country lifetime appointments to the
judiciary on the Federal bench. And
that Constitution provides two steps:
One, the President shall propose, by
sending a nomination to the Senate;
and, second, the Senate shall advise
and consent, by deciding whether they
wish this candidate to have a lifetime
appointment on the Federal bench. It
is not some entitlement that any
President—Republican or Democratic—
has to be able to send a nomination to
the Senate and have that nomination
automatically considered. In fact, in
recent years, this particular circuit
court, the DC Circuit Court, has had a
number of nominations sent to the
Senate from another President of a dif-
ferent party, and the Senate not only
did not bring it to the floor, the can-
didates did not even get a hearing—not
a b-minute hearing—let alone a hearing
and a vote in the committee and then
going to the floor and having a vote.

Those candidates never even got a
hearing. Mr. Estrada got a hearing. He
received the hearing I think he should
have received, but he did not answer
the questions at the hearing. And the
administration and Mr. Estrada have
not provided information requested of
him. Therefore, Mr. Estrada’s nomina-
tion is not proceeding.

The Members of the Senate have the
right, and perhaps the obligation, if
they choose, to stop a nomination they
think represents a nomination offered
by a President trying to stack the judi-
ciary or pack the judiciary with those
of a certain extreme philosophy. It is
not out of bounds for any group of Sen-
ators to decide to say to the President:
This is a partnership. You propose; we
dispose. You nominate; we provide ad-
vice and consent.

In order to have candidates on the
Federal bench, they have to be can-
didates who are going to be approved
by the Senate. I expect a Republican
President will nominate Republican
judges. In North Dakota, we have had
two recent open judgeships—one in Bis-
marck, one in Fargo. Both judgeships
have now been filled by Republican
judges. I am a Democrat. I supported
both candidates. Both are exception-
ally well qualified. I am proud of both
of them. They have both assumed their
duties. I voted for both. I told the
President I fully supported both. That
is the way this process should work.

Regrettably, it is not working that
way with respect to some nominations.
The White House, instead, is saying:
We intend to strain candidates through
a philosophical filter, and notwith-
standing what we think might or
might not happen in the Senate, we are
going to send people to the Senate who
are to the far edge of the philosophical
spectrum. If the Senate does not like
it, tough luck; we are somehow going
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to auger up a lot of noise around the
country that says the Senate has an
obligation to proceed. We have no such
obligation. The President and the Sen-
ate have an obligation in this partner-
ship to make sure we get good judges
on the Federal bench.

I just want everyone to be clear, 1
have voted for almost all of the nomi-
nations for Federal judges sent to us by
the President. I voted, I believe, for 112
of them. I have only voted against a
very few. I intend to support most of
the President’s nominees.

But when the President sends us the
nomination of a candidate whose posi-
tions are well off the norm, way off to
the side of the philosophical chart, we
have every right—in fact, an obliga-
tion—to make our judgment known in
the Senate. That is what is going to
happen if Mr. Gonzales and President
Bush decide they are going to try to
stack or pack, as it were, circuit judge-
ships with candidates for those judge-
ships who philosophically are not any-
where near the center of Republican
and Democratic philosophies in this
country.

In any event, I just wanted to make
that point. I think the comments made
by the Senator from Maryland are
right on point, and I hope at some
point we are able to move ahead.

We have another Hispanic judge who
has been waiting who has been cleared
on the Judiciary Committee. We are
wondering why that judge is not on the
floor. He should be on the floor. Per-
haps his nomination is coming to the
floor, but we have been calling for that.
I believe the minority leader yesterday
asked unanimous consent to bring that
judgeship to the floor. He has the sup-
port of most everyone.

FREE TRADE AGREEMENT WITH SINGAPORE

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, on
Thursday of next week, U.S. officials
will sign a trade agreement with Singa-
pore. It will be the first free trade
agreement that is negotiated under so-
called fast track. Fast track, inciden-
tally, is a procedure that the Senate
adopted in a Byzantine way. They did
it without my vote, but enough Sen-
ators did it so that we have a fast-
track procedure, which is a guarantee
that your trade negotiators can go
overseas, go in a closed room, close the
door, keep the public out, and then you
reach a negotiation with another coun-
try.

When you bring it back to the Sen-
ate, we will agree that none of us will
be able to offer any amendment at any
time. What we have said is, bring us a
straitjacket so we can put it on and we
can all grin.

It makes no sense. That is what the
Senate has done. So now we will have
a free trade agreement coming back to
the Senate, the first one under the so-
called fast-track procedure, and it is
done with the country of Singapore.

Let me read what is in the trade
agreement, just one piece. There are
many, and I will talk about them in fu-
ture days. All of this is cloaked in lan-
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guage that is hard to understand, but
the implications are not hard to under-
stand because it is related to American
jobs. It all relates to waving goodbye
to American manufacturing jobs. Arti-
cle 32, treatment of certain products,
under chapter 3: A party shall consider
a good listed in annex 2 when imported
into its territory from the territory of
another port to be an originating good.
Within 6 months after entry into force
of the agreement, the parties shall
meet to explore the expansion of the
product coverage of annex 2.

This sounds like six or eight people
sitting around drinking, but these are
pretty smart people who have reached
a trade agreement. This is the way
they write it: A party shall consider a
good listed in annex 2 when imported
into its territory from the territory of
another party to be an originating
good.

What does that mean? What that
means is that, in the circumstances of
a free trade agreement with Singapore,
products such as electronics, semi-
conductors, computers, telecommuni-
cations equipment, cell phones, fiber
cables, optical cables, photocopy equip-
ment, medical instruments, appliances,
a wide range of high-tech products can
come in through the free trade agree-
ment with Singapore, even if they are
not produced there. If they are pro-
duced elsewhere, they come through
Singapore and come into this country
under a free trade agreement.

It is fascinating to me that in the
last 12 years we have lost 2 million
jobs. I am not talking about decreasing
the rate of growth of jobs. This country
has lost over 2 million jobs. We are off
negotiating new trade agreements—
and, incidentally, proposing new fiscal
policies that will exacerbate the loss of
jobs with huge Federal deficits—and we
say to other countries, by the way, we
will give you a special deal. We don’t
care much about providing basic pro-
tection of fair competition for Amer-
ica’s domestic manufacturers. We will
give you a special deal.

The special deal is this, Singapore:
You can move goods through Singa-
pore, high-tech goods, the product of
high-skilled labor, good jobs. You can
move them through Singapore through
a free trade agreement into the United
States and displace American jobs.
That is what this says.

In every single circumstance we have
negotiated trade agreements—United
States-Canada, NAFTA, the WTO—in
agreement after agreement, we have
said to American workers and compa-
nies producing goods, we want you to
compete with others overseas that
don’t have to meet any basic stand-
ards. It doesn’t matter if the country
will not allow them to organize as
workers, if they don’t have worker
rights, if they hire kids, work them 16
hours a day, pay them 16 cents an hour.
That doesn’t matter. They should be
able to produce those products, these
agreements say, and run them through
Singapore, some other country, run
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them through Mexico, for that matter,
and move them into Toledo and Pitts-
burgh and Bismarck and Los Angeles
and Pierre, and then have American
workers and businesses compete with
that labor.

What does it mean? It means we
can’t compete. Is there an American
worker who decides they can compete
against 16-cents-an-hour labor per-
formed by a 14-year-old who works 16
hours a day in a plant where they don’t
have basic safety standards, where
they can pump pollution into the air
and water; is there anybody who can
compete with that? The answer is no.
And they should not be expected to.

This Singapore free trade agreement
is coming here under fast track. We
cannot offer amendments. There isn’t
one single parliamentary step that will
be missed as we move to try to con-
sider this. When they sign this next
Thursday—and they certainly should
not sign it with this provision in it;
this is a loophole big enough to drive a
semi truck through—let them under-
stand that there will be no unanimous
consent agreement for anything under
any circumstance at any step of the
way to get this considered by the Sen-
ate.

They will get it considered, no doubt,
and no doubt those Senators who de-
cided they would like to put them-
selves in the straitjacket and prevent
themselves from offering an amend-
ment—God forbid they should try to
correct this—they will vote for it. And
no doubt the Senate will ratify this
free trade agreement. I am just serving
notice that it is going to take some
time. We will have some lengthy dis-
cussion about it.

There is no justification, in my judg-
ment, for this kind of nonsense. I will
come to the floor in a day or so to also
talk about China. We did a bilateral
trade agreement with them 2 years ago
that has not meant a thing. It is like
spitting in a high wind. They agreed to
everything so they could join the
World Trade Organization. We have a
$103 billion trade deficit with China.
Our jobs have been exported.

The fact is, China has not done what
they said they would do in the bilateral
agreement. And nobody seems to care.
We have all these bureaucrats running
around, most of them negotiating in-
competent trade agreements. We have
a few of them down at the Department
of Commerce who are supposed to en-
force the trade agreements.

Take a look at what we have. We
have this miserable skeleton of an en-
forcement unit. We have no more than
a dozen people who are supposed to en-
force the trade agreements in China. If
you gave them a pop quiz, they would
not have the foggiest idea of what is in
the agreements, let alone enforce
them. I think we have a growing scan-
dal with the imbalance in Chinese
trade, especially since we had a bilat-
eral agreement 2 years ago with them
and they have complied with none of it.
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Madam President, I want to serve no-
tice on the Singapore free trade agree-
ment that there is a lot to fix in this
agreement. It doesn’t mean a thing
when people such as I talk about this
because our trade negotiators don’t
care; they don’t see; they are in their
little cocoon, and they will negotiate,
and the success of their life is reaching
an agreement—even if it is bad. They
did a bad agreement with Canada, with
NAFTA, and with the WTO, and a bad
agreement with Singapore. Apparently,
they have not done a bad one with
Chile yet Dbecause we didn’t know
where they stood on Iraq. The fact is, it
is time for them to stop doing bad
agreements and time for them, on be-
half of American workers and compa-
nies, to say we demand and insist on
fair trade. That certainly will not be
the case with respect to the agree-
ments we expect in future free trade
deals, with respect to labor protections
and a whole range of issues in the
Singapore agreement.

THE SIZE OF THE TAX CUT

Madam President, I want to talk for
a moment about the front-page issue
every day these days, and that is how
big will be the tax cut. That misses the
point. Our press almost always reports
all this as a horserace. It is never much
about the horse or jockey; it is about
who is ahead down the stretch. Does he
or doesn’t he have the support to get
350, 550, or 750? What would be much
more important would be to have a re-
port that talked about: What does this
really mean for our country? What are
the experts really saying? What are the
consequences? Where will this come
from? Now, a tax cut.

Well, we have lost slightly more than
2.6 million jobs in the last nearly 2 %
years, and that is unusual because in
the last 50 years every single adminis-
tration has seen a growth in jobs—
some less than others; nonetheless, a
growth. We have, in this circumstance,
lost jobs—2.6 million in 2 Y2 years.

You can make a case—and I think
part of it is valid—that we had 9/11, the
war on terror, the war in Iraq, the
technology bubble bust, the collapse of
the stock market, the bursting of the
tech bubble, and we had the largest
corporate scandals in the history of the
country. So you can make a pretty
good case that all of these things inter-
secting at the same time have caused a
lot of havoc with this country and our
economy.

But it is the easiest lifting in Amer-
ican politics for any politician at any
time to say: Do you know what I stand
for? 1 stand perpetually for reducing
taxes and tax cuts.

If, in fact, cutting taxes always cre-
ates jobs, sign me up for $2 trillion in
tax cuts. Just sign me up. Then I think
the President’s $700 billion proposal of
permanent tax cuts is way too short. If
this in fact creates jobs, let’s do $4 tril-
lion in tax cuts. But we know what is
happening here. We know that 2 years
ago we were told if we had very large
tax cuts, and Congress voted for them,
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what we would be doing was giving
back surpluses that would exist in our
budget as long as 10 years down the
line, as far as the eye could see. So the
Congress supported very large perma-
nent tax cuts. I did not, because I said
at the time I thought we should do
them on a temporary basis, in order to
be a business conservative, and then
figure out what is going to happen in
the future.

What if something happens? It did.
We found ourselves in a recession, a
war, the bubble burst, and corporate
scandals. Congress said: The heck with
that; we see surpluses forever. Two
years later, we have projections by all
economists that we are going to have
deficits forever. Even the President’s
budget has deficits predicted for 10
straight years. The President’s budg-
et—which was on our desks right here,
and the Senate voted for it—said let’s
increase the Federal indebtedness from
$6 trillion to $12 trillion in 10 years.

I am not making that up. It is on
page 6 of the Budget Act that the Sen-
ate voted for and the President sup-
ported. It is what he wanted. Let’s dou-
ble the Federal debt. Now they say
let’s have very large tax cuts. Where do
they come from? Every single dollar of
the tax cut is to be borrowed. So we
send our sons and daughters to war;
and then we say: By the way, when you
come back, you are going to pay the
bill because we are not paying for that.

Just yesterday, the Wall Street Jour-
nal pointed out that the Federal Gov-
ernment will need to borrow $79 billion
in this quarter. That is a reversal of
the more than $100 billion that was es-
timated for this quarter. So we missed
the economic results by $100 billion in
this quarter. I think the Government
spends too much in a range of areas. I
think we ought to cut spending. I think
we ought to make sure that those
things that improve the lives of people
in this country are the things in which
we invest. I think we ought to make
sure we deal with education, health
care, roads, and the kinds of things
that represent infrastructure that
make this a great country.

But having said all that, I think to
borrow $6 trillion more in 10 years in
order to provide tax cuts, the bulk of
which will go to the largest income
earners in the country—if you do that,
look at the economic data. They say if
you earn $1 million a year, good, you
are lucky because you are going to get
an $80,000-a-year tax cut with the
President’s plan, on average. At this
point, when we are choking on red ink
and proposing to double the Federal
debt from $6 trillion to $12 trillion, do
we think those who earn a million dol-
lars a year, on average, should receive
an $80,000 a year tax cut? I don’t think
so. That ought not be the priority.

The very first priority might be to
reduce the Federal debt and get our fis-
cal house in order; second, to invest in
those things that make life worth-
while, improve our schools, do a range
of things like that. In addition to that,
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we should, as many colleagues say, cut
spending in areas where we spend too
much—and there are plenty of them.

I find it bizarre that we are having a
national discussion about this without
any requirement for their being spe-
cific. If you want, at a time when we
have very large budget deficits, to re-
duce the tax revenue by $550 billion or
$750 billion over 10 years, then what
don’t you want to do? Do you want to
increase defense spending? That is
going to happen. Increase homeland se-
curity spending? That is going to hap-
pen. Have very large tax cuts? That is
going to happen. So what don’t you
want to do? What is it in domestic dis-
cretionary spending? Educating our
kids? Making sure grandma and
grandpa have access to adequate health
care? Having safe neighborhoods? What
is it you don’t want to do in that
batch? How about building roads and
bridges to make sure we have a good
infrastructure? What is it you don’t
want to do? I think that is a question
that needs to be answered.

Madam President, it is not answered
by anybody. All the reporting is on the
horserace—who is ahead coming
around the turn? Does the President
have the vote or not? Is this Senator or
that Senator finally going to turn or
relent? That is not the issue.

Take a look at the best economic
thinkers in this country, 10 Nobel lau-
reates, and ask them what they think
of this country’s economic future if we
don’t have some basic fiscal responsi-
bility. I come from a small town, with
380 people or so. It has shrunk a bit
since then. But most people in Amer-
ica’s towns and cities think about all
this in practical, candid terms, making
sure it adds up. They say let’s handle
this as a business or a family.

Well, let’s do that then. If you are
short of revenue, do you want to cut
your revenue further and increase
spending? How does that add up? I
didn’t take higher math, but I learned
that 1 plus 1 equals 2 in Kansas, in
North Dakota, in New York, and all
over the country—except in fiscal pol-
icy in Washington, DC, where 1 plus 1
equals 3, and apparently $12 trillion in
additional debt. That is not a fiscal
policy, in my judgment, that is good
for my kids, your Kkids, or America’s
kids.

I am not saying one party is all right
or wrong. I am saying this: There isn’t
any way Wwe can reconcile this with
what is happening in the country
today. We have turned the largest sur-
plus in American history into the larg-
est deficits. Yes, you can make a case
that a lot of things have happened that
have intervened to make that happen
that are outside of the control of the
Congress and the President; yes, that is
true. But if that is the case, then
should we not recognize that? If 9/11
says we need more spending for home-
land security, we just charge it to the
future and say, well, we need to do
that, but let’s have tax cuts, too. If 9/
11 says and Iraqg means we need more
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