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workers should be justly rewarded for
their labor. President Lincoln saw Gov-
ernment as a catalyst that could propel
the son of a farmer or a tradesman to
a better life, to greater economic sta-
bility. He believed that Government in-
vestment in public works projects cre-
ated jobs for millions of Americans,
and history has shown him right—
projects such as the transcontinental
railroad, the Morrill Act to create land
grants for colleges, and the building of
canals through much of what was then
the United States.

It was the same philosophy cham-
pioned by Franklin Delano Roosevelt
some 70 years later on behalf of a na-
tion in turmoil. Once again, the eco-
nomic might of our Government was
harnessed to promote public works
projects, to create jobs, and to create
economic prosperity.

President Roosevelt’s New Deal
projects led to the construction of elec-
tricity-generating dams—I know what
it did in the Presiding Officer’s part of
the country—in schools, in hospitals,
in highways and bridges.

The WPA, the Works Progress Ad-
ministration, was responsible for put-
ting millions of Americans back to
work to support their families, back on
the path to the American dream. Our
Nation once again faces chronically un-
certain economic times. During the
last 8 years, the wealthiest 1 percent of
our Nation got wealthier and wealthi-
er. Most of the rest of America saw
their wages stagnate. Yet the 1 percent
got the hugest tax breaks. Middle-class
families, the backbone of our Nation,
saw their income stagnate, their jobs
disappear, their health care costs rise,
and sometimes their health care itself
evaporate, their energy costs rise, their
homes go into foreclosure, their retire-
ment security vanish.

Productivity rose and real wages de-
clined. You would think in the history
of this country, in the postwar years
especially, when productivity went up,
when workers were more productive,
their wages kept up. During the Bush
administration, that was truncated,
where prosperity continued to go up,
but wages flattened and the workers
simply did not share in the wealth they
created.

That would so violate the spirit of
Abraham Lincoln and so run counter to
what he said about labor and about
workers. Let me read that line again:
It has so happened in all ages of the
world, that some have laboured and
others have, without labour, enjoyed a
huge proportion of the fruits. This is
wrong, and should not continue.

Our Government’s priorities in the
last few years were focused on enabling
the wealthiest Americans to accrue
more wealth, not focused on ensuring
that hard work would enable middle-
class families to thrive. Lincoln knew
better. Roosevelt knew better. And we
know better. That is why what we are
doing this week is so important. We are
walking away from priorities that
undervalue Main Street, Lima, OH,
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Main Street, Akron, OH, Main Street,
Mansfield, OH, and overvalue Wall
Street. We are walking away from pri-
orities that undervalue Main Street
and overvalue Wall Street.

We are focusing on making sure that
there are jobs to be had, and that
Americans who work hard and play by
the rules are rewarded for doing those
jobs and renewing American prosperity
by rebuilding its infrastructure, an in-
frastructure that has been starved by a
war in Iraq, and starved by tax cuts
going overwhelmingly to the wealthy.
We are investing in public works
projects because we know that the path
carved out by President Lincoln, ex-
panded by President Roosevelt, and
now the one we follow along with
President Obama, is the right path for
job creation. It is the right path for our
Nation’s economy and our Nation’s
workers. It is the right path to the
American dream.

Abraham Lincoln, first and foremost,
believed in American workers. He be-
lieved in American businesses. He be-
lieved in America itself. This economic
recovery package is an investment in
our great country, it is a fitting way to
mark President Lincoln’s birthday. I
think he would have been proud.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. I ask unanimous
consent that I be allowed to lead a col-
loquy among my colleagues for up to 30
minutes.

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

——
STIMULUS PACKAGE

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, the
stimulus bill is the subject of discus-
sion. There are some things we know
about it and some we don’t. We know,
for example, it is a massive amount of
money, almost $800 billion. These are
numbers we throw around. But accord-
ing to the DPolitico newspaper last
month, this is more than we spent on
Iraq, more than we spent on Afghani-
stan, more than we spent going to the
Moon in today’s dollars, and more than
the Federal Government spent in the
entire New Deal in today’s dollars. It’s
a massive amount of money. It is not
like some of the money we were au-
thorizing to be spent in October and
November, when we were giving the
Department of the Treasury, in effect,
a line of credit to help financial insti-
tutions begin to lend again so people
could get auto loans. This is money we
are spending. It goes out the door. We
have to pay it back. It adds to the na-
tional debt. It took from the founding
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of our country all the way to the late
1970s to accumulate a national debt as
large as the amount of money we are
spending in this bill. We have been
moving rapidly on this legislation. It is
not only spending. The amount of
money spent for education is such that
it may be the largest Federal education
bill we have ever passed in terms of
dollars. The amount of money spent for
energy is enough that it will be one of
the largest Energy bills. The amount of
money spent for Medicaid in the House
and Senate bills, nearly $90 billion over
2 years to the States, may completely
distort the discussion we are about to
have on national health care policy.
These are all topics that normally we
would take weeks to consider.

For example, if we are going to add
$40 billion to a Department of Edu-
cation that only spends $68 billion
today, we would ask the question: $40
billion for more of the same, or do we
have some better ideas about how we
might reward outstanding teachers or
give teachers more discretion or par-
ents more choices of schools?

I ask the assistant Republican leader
from Arizona, this is one of the most
important, massive bills. Republicans
want a stimulus package. We have
made clear we think we ought to start
by fixing housing first, letting people
keep more of their own money, and
confining the spending to only those
projects that create jobs.

I ask the Senator from Arizona,
where are we? Has he had an oppor-
tunity to read the legislation to know
how much is being spent, how much is
actually targeted for jobs, and how
temporary that targeting might be?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, we do not
know yet. I received an e-mail that
said the Speaker of the House would be
holding a press conference sometime in
about an hour. I assume that, there-
fore, by then they will actually have
produced the bill, that there will actu-
ally be a bill she can then share with
her colleagues in the House and then
would come over here and we could
begin to read as well.

The answer to the first question is,
despite all the discussion, we don’t
know yet exactly what is in it, how
much it is, and what the long-term
consequences will be. We do know from
news media that certain things in the
bill that passed the Senate have been
changed. We are also told the basic
amount is somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $20 or $30 billion less than the
House-passed bill. If that is true, we
can make some rough guesses. I will be
happy to share what the Congressional
Budget Office says about those guesses
about future amounts of money.

If I may indulge by setting one bit of
background first, when the Congres-
sional Budget Office, the nonpartisan
staff for the Congress, develops their
cost estimates, they base it on what
the language of the bill is and how the
bill needs to work in the future. They
always provide us with a 10-year cost.
That is particularly important because
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we hear about the cost of the bill, and
we assume that is all there is. The
truth is, there is a lot of cost that isn’t
calculated into the bill. When we hear
about a bill that is $790 billion or $820
billion, that is not the true cost.

I will give an example. One of the
programs in the bill expands Medicaid.
It is called the FMAP increase in Med-
icaid. That went through the Finance
Committee. For about 25 years, they
calculate the cost of expanding the eli-
gibility for Medicaid. Then they simply
assume, because the cost was getting
to be too big, that it stops at that
point. For the rest of the 5 years for
the 10-year total, in effect, the program
goes away. Everybody knows the pro-
gram is not going away. One program
that is not going away is Medicaid. The
eligible people on Medicaid are not
going to suddenly be wiped off the pro-
gram. Obviously, Congress will con-
tinue the program. What CBO had to do
is calculate not only the first-year cost
or the 5-year cost but what will it cost
over 10 years. They have done the same
thing with Head Start, Early Head
Start, title I education—incidentally,
there is something about all these pro-
grams; they do not in any way create
jobs or stimulate economic growth, as
they are social programs deemed to be
a good thing but having nothing to do
with stimulus—the LIHEAP program,
the National Institutes of Health,
COBRA insurance coverage, Medicaid,
and other programs.

What CBO did was to take the House
bill and calculate the true cost over
the 10-year period. When one does that,
it jumps from $820 billion to over $2.5
trillion. Then add in the interest pay-
ments on that amount which are about
$744 billion. The total deficit impact,
then, over the 10-year period would be
$3.27 trillion. Assume that the bill
might be slightly less expensive than
what CBO is estimating, it is still, ob-
viously, going to be in the neighbor-
hood of $3 trillion over 10 years.

It is important to look at expenses
over an extended period because, as the
Senator noted, this is borrowed money.
This is not money we have today. We
are borrowing it. Therefore, the long-
term consequences of that borrowing
are important. What the CBO also said
was that by the 10th year, we are actu-
ally going to be creating negative eco-
nomic growth. The GDP will grow by
between .1 and .3 of a percent less in
the year 2019 than it would if we hadn’t
even passed this bill.

I compare it to kids eating sugar.
They get a sugar high. They have all
kinds of energy for a while. But when
they crash, we have seen what that can
be. While some of this might be stimu-
lative early on, once the sugar high is
gone, we are going to be left with the
longer term consequences. Over this 10-
year period the CBO has to calculate,
we are talking about getting into nega-
tive economic growth, over $3 trillion
in cost.

The question is, At that point, what
is that going to do to our economy? I
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don’t think anybody can say it is good
news. But it is the kind of thing we
have been talking about, to think
about the long-term consequences of
what we are doing. If one is gambling
with a couple hundred million, that is
one thing. Start gambling with $3 tril-
lion, one better be right. I don’t think
anybody can say, with any degree of
certainty, that what is in this legisla-
tion we can doggone guarantee is going
to work and be worth the expenditure.

Mr. ALEXANDER. As I listen to the
Senator, what occurs to me is, we have
some laws about truth in labeling,
truth in packaging. This bill wouldn’t
meet any definition I have ever seen.
The whole argument for this legisla-
tion is, we are in an economic down-
turn. We Republicans know that.
Americans are hurting. We feel that
too. So we thought, what can we do to
help make a difference? The thought
was, fix housing first. We suggested
lower interest rate mortgages. We sug-
gested, with the leadership of Senator
ISAKSON, a $15,000 tax credit for home
buyers for the next 2 years to create
more demand to stabilize home values.
Those ideas would have been actually
stimulative. But most of the legisla-
tion the Senator from Arizona talks
about is very different. Medicaid would
come up in the regular appropriations
process.

As I am thinking about it, what has
the Senator heard about one of the as-
pects of this bill that would be actually
stimulative, the one I mentioned, Sen-
ator ISAKSON’s proposal for a tax credit
of $15,000 for home buyers, so that if
they bought a home, they would get
$15,000 off their taxes, cash in their
pocket, as a way of stimulating the
market? Is that in the compromise leg-
islation?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I say to my
colleague, obviously, we don’t know be-
cause we haven’t read it. But what my
staff believes, from contact they have
had with other staff, is that in order to
make room for a bunch of other spend-
ing, that incentive program has been
slashed. The amount of money has at
least been cut in half. The people eligi-
ble to take advantage of it have been
narrowed to first-time home buyers.
There would be an income cap. I think
now that CBO would score that some-
where in the neighborhood of about $2
billion, meaning that the impact of it
on the economy could not be particu-
larly significant.

May I mention one other thing, be-
cause it reminded me of another idea
that we had. We had a lot of good ideas
because we wanted to make sure this
would work. We mentioned, several of
us, the fact that 80 percent of the jobs
are created by small business. So we
looked in the bill to see where the re-
lief would be targeted to small busi-
nesses to encourage them to hire more
folks. When we finally found what was
in there, it amounted to .8 of 1 percent
of all of tax provisions in here that
could be utilized by small business, hir-
ing 80 percent of the jobs. Only .8 of 1
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percent of the bill is dedicated to those
kind of businesses as tax relief.

So when we talk about targeted,
well, our idea of targeting relief obvi-
ously does not comport with the au-
thors of the bill, and that is another
one of the real questions and concerns
we have about this legislation.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if I
could ask the Senator from Arizona
one more question.

Over the last couple days, we have
heard testimony from the Secretary of
Treasury about the importance of mov-
ing now to help strengthen financial
institutions so they can lend money, so
people can buy cars, buy homes, send
their kids to college. We have heard
about the importance of the housing
plan that is coming. We have heard
numbers of $1 trillion, $2.5 trillion. We
have had testimony from experts out-
side the administration who have esti-
mated that the so-called bad bank op-
tion for taking toxic assets out of
banks might need $2 trillion and that
we ought to capitalize that bank at
several hundred billion dollars.

I ask the Senator, is it possible, if we
spend the whole piggy bank on this so-
called stimulus package, we will not
have the dollars left to get the econ-
omy moving again by fixing housing
and strengthening our financial insti-
tutions?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I say to the
Senator from Tennessee, a friend of
mine has a saying that probably ap-
plies here: You broke the code. That is
one of the big problems. We know we
are going to need a massive amount of
money to deal with the housing prob-
lem and to deal with the credit prob-
lem so when you go to the bank, they
will have money to lend to you.

Because this so-called stimulus bill is
taking so much borrowed money—well
over a trillion dollars just in the first
2 years; $3 trillion over 10 years—there
is a real question about how much
money we can afford to spend on these
other things that, as you note, are ab-
solutely critical. There will come a
point in time when the people who buy
U.S. debt—primarily foreign govern-
ments and foreign entities now—are
going to believe we are so heavily in
debt they are not going to trust our
debt or be willing to give us as good a
rate on that debt, the result of which
there will come a tipping point when
we cannot afford to borrow anymore.
By, in effect, wasting a lot of it on this
stimulus bill, I think the Senator’s
question is exactly on point: Will we
have what is necessary when the real
time comes?

If I could finish with an analogy.
Some of my friends on the other side
have said: Well, when the house is on
fire, you just go put it out. You don’t
worry about how much water it takes
or whatever. Well, that is fine, unless
the fire is going to spread to the second
house and the third house and the
fourth house. You better not waste all
your water on the first house. That is
the essence of the question from the
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Senator from Tennessee, and I think it
is a very good point. I thank him.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Or to put it an-
other way: Don’t dump the water out
on the street and fertilize the field if
you need to throw it on the house.

Mr. KYL. Right.

Mr. ALEXANDER. We have a limited
amount of water, a limited amount of
money. I note the Senator from Ari-
zona as well as I both voted to give
President Obama the money he needed
to work on housing and to work on fi-
nancial institutions, and we may have
to do it again. So it is not just a mat-
ter of saying no to proposals; it is a
matter of being greatly disappointed
this legislation is not targeted, is not
temporary.

The Senator from Wyoming is in the
Chamber. He has been an outstanding
spokesman on the importance of the
stimulus legislation, how to fashion
that. I ask the Senator from Wyoming,
as he looks at this legislation—and I
know we have not yet seen the entire
compromise—but how satisfied is he
the legislation focuses on the problem
that will actually create new jobs for
Americans in a short period of time?

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, Mr. President,
that is my biggest concern. I make a
point of getting home to Wyoming
every weekend. I have been to Wyo-
ming just last weekend and the week-
end before that and the weekend before
that and this is what the people of Wy-
oming want to know. Is this money
going to be well spent? Are they going
to get value for their taxpayer dollars?

Similar to the other Members of this
body, I have not yet seen a copy of the
final proposal. But I think the answer,
from what I see of the little snippets, is
the value is not there for taxpayers. In
today’s Investor’s Business Daily there
is a front-page story, and the headline
is “Stimulus Bill Funds Programs
Deemed ‘Ineffective’ by OMB’’—the Of-
fice of Management and Budget. Stim-
ulus bill funds programs deemed inef-
fective.

Well, if they are going to be ineffec-
tive at stimulating the economy, my
question is: Why are they in a stimulus
bill? The people at home get it right.
This past Saturday I was at a Boys &
Girls Clubs function. We had 700 people
trying to help our Positive Place For
Kids in the community, and many of
them talked to me about this and said:
We want to help. We want a program
that will succeed. We need a program
that will help our Nation and will help
our economy. But they say, every dol-
lar you put into this that is not really
targeted and timely—and then, of
course, temporary—every dollar that is
spent that is not stimulating the econ-
omy is an extra dollar we or our kids
or our grandkids are going to owe to
people from around the world—owe to
the Chinese, owe to others—and that is
not the way to have a strong economy
for our Nation.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
wonder if I might ask the Senator, he
has been especially effective as a
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spokesman for the importance of fixing
housing first. Many of us, especially on
this side, believe housing got us into
this mess and helping housing restart
will get us out of the mess. Can you ex-
plain why there seems to be, in a near-
ly $1 trillion bill, so little focus on
housing?

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, I think they
did not focus where they should have
put the focus, which is where we got
into the problem in the first place and
that was housing. I believe this body
said unanimously we need to fix hous-
ing first, and we put in a significant
amount of money: a $15,000 tax credit,
tax relief for people who buy a house,
to get the economy moving in the area
that got us into the problem in the
first place. Then—while we have not
seen the bill yet—that has been
stripped away, I understand, in this
new compromise between the House
and the Senate, and they have taken
billions out of it, to a very small num-
ber, where it is $8,000 for certain, lim-
ited numbers of first-time home buy-
ers.

So there is a significant decrease in
dealing with housing. But there is
money in for all sorts of other things
that will not effectively help our econ-
omy, and that is what I have trouble
with. I am looking for something I can
support, can vote for. President Clin-
ton’s economic adviser, Alice Rivlin,
said there should be something much
smaller, something that is targeted at
the problem. Because, to me, this
seems rushed. We are making rushed
judgments on energy, education, health
care that, to me, do not belong in a
stimulus package. We should be fo-
cused on what got us into the problem
in the first place. That, to me, is hous-
ing.

So we can go on about other prob-
lems I see with this legislation. People
all say to me: Hey, how are you going
to judge success? I say: Well, the Amer-
ican people are going to judge success.
They will be the ones to decide whether
this will be a successful program. If
people believe things are working and
the Government is working for them,
then terrific. But if the people of Amer-
ica feel the burden of this whole pack-
age—the burden is on them with infla-
tion, with increased taxes, with less
buying power, with more Government
rules—well, then, the people of Amer-
ica will judge this to not be a success-
ful package.

But whether it is throwing water on
a fire or breaking the piggy bank, the
people of Wyoming think of this as we
are using so much money, we are
shooting all our bullets at once, and we
are not going to have any ammunition
left over if we have to come after this
again.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Wyoming for
his leadership, especially as a spokes-
man on the importance of fixing hous-
ing first, which we believe the Amer-
ican people have gotten that message,
but apparently the majority writing
this bill has not gotten that message.
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The Senator from South Dakota has
arrived. He is vice chairman of the Re-
publican conference, one of the leaders,
too, in this debate. I have heard him
speak about the importance of this leg-
islation for stimulus being temporary
and targeted. Actually, to give credit
where credit is due, I believe we bor-
rowed that phrase from the Speaker of
the House, who said last year that
stimulus packages, programs to create
jobs for the American people, should
meet the test of temporary, timely,
and targeted.

I ask the Senator from South Da-
kota, specifically in 1light of the
McCain amendment, which was of-
fered—which you may want to de-
scribe—whether he looks at this com-
promise which is coming our way as
temporary, timely, and targeted on the
problem of creating jobs for Ameri-
cans?

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the Senator from Tennessee
yielding and the comments of my col-
league from Wyoming in focusing this
debate where it should be, on things
that are actually stimulus, that actu-
ally do create jobs in the economy,
that actually do stimulate the econ-
omy and create growth and economic
opportunity for more Americans.

I would say to my colleague from
Tennessee that there are lots of things
about this bill that do not meet that
criteria, that do not meet that defini-
tion. You used the phrase ‘‘timely, tar-
geted, and temporary.” I would argue
that much of the substance of this bill
is much different than that. In fact, it
is slow, it is unfocused, and it is
unending.

Again, we do not know exactly what
is in it, unfortunately, because we have
yet to see the bill. All we know is it is
going to be somewhere in the neighbor-
hood of $800 billion in face amount.
When you add in the interest to that—
some $350 billion—you are talking
about almost $1.2 trillion in obligations
we are handing off to future genera-
tions.

I think whenever you talk about
that, you need to make sure you are
understanding what you are getting for
that amount of investment and what
that means to future generations. For
example, a lot of people do not realize
or think about the debt we have today.
The gross Federal debt is $10.7 trillion.
Now, that means that every man,
woman, and child in the United States
owes approximately $35,000. That is
their personal part of the Federal debt.
CBO projects the fiscal year 2009 deficit
to be $1.2 trillion before—before—any
additional stimulus measures are con-
sidered. So when you start adding that
in, the deficit as a percentage of our
gross domestic product will be 10 per-
cent, which is the highest level—the
last time we saw that kind of a deficit-
to-GDP ratio was back in 1945 when it
was 8 percent. That is the amount of
debt we are talking about.

I heard my colleague from Tennessee
say before that this generation of
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Americans will be the first generation
of Americans who will not have the
same standard of living as their par-
ents. If you think about what we are
doing, we are making matters much
worse. We have a lot of young people
out there who do not have a voice in
this debate. I would characterize them
as the ‘‘silent generation’ who are not
going to be heard. Somebody needs to
be their voice in this debate too. Some-
body needs to bring some rhyme or rea-
son to what is happening here and hope
we can get something reasonable
passed through the Senate that is fo-
cused on job creation, that is tem-
porary, that is targeted, that is time-
ly—all the things we have talked about
should be but this bill is not.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if I
could ask the Senator from South Da-
kota: As I recall, Senator MCCAIN of-
fered one amendment which almost all
of us voted for, which was very tar-
geted and cost about $400 billion, but
he also offered another amendment
which would have guaranteed that
whatever was passed actually be tem-
porary.

Mr. THUNE. Yes, that is correct. We
had an opportunity to vote on a num-
ber of alternatives. The McCain alter-
native, which you and I both supported,
was one that, in my judgment, made a
lot of sense because it got you about
twice the effectiveness, twice the job
creation, at half the cost.

It was focused, as you mentioned ear-
lier, and as our colleague from Wyo-
ming mentioned, on the central issue
of housing, which is so critical to
bringing our economy back on a path-
way to recovery. It also focused on tax
relief for middle-income Americans and
for small businesses which are respon-
sible for creating most of the jobs in
this country. It had an appropriate
focus on infrastructure, which many of
us agree is an area that can create
jobs. It also had a trigger in there, a
hard trigger that said when you have
two consecutive quarters of economic
growth, the spending would cease or
would terminate. In other words, when
we start to get our way out of the re-
cession, we would actually bring some
fiscal responsibility to this debate.

What troubles me about where we are
going with this particular bill right
now is it does not have that. In fact,
much of the spending in here is long
term and extends well beyond the so-
called period we are looking at in
terms of getting some stimulus into
the economy. Many of the commit-
ments that are made, many of the obli-
gations will be obligations we are going
to experience for months and years to
come. Much of the spending in the bill
is on what we call mandatory spending;
in other words, spending that will be
factored into the baseline and that we
are going to be responsible for going
into the future.

Senator MCCAIN’s amendment would
have addressed that issue. It would
have brought some fiscal responsibility
to this proposal. Unfortunately, it was
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defeated. But that being said, there are
lots of things in here that still I think
the average American, when they look
at this, they will wonder: What is
Washington doing, and why are they
spending money on these sorts of
things?

I am looking here at another pro-
posal: $750 million for the replacement
of the Social Security Administration’s
National Computer Center. Now, that
is almost a billion dollars we are talk-
ing about, and you have to ask the
question: What does this do to create
jobs? How is it that this in any way
stimulates anything other than per-
haps some jobs in a government agency
in Washington, DC? We have $2.5 bil-
lion to turn Federal buildings into
green buildings; $1 billion for the U.S.
Census; $850 million in new subsidies
for Amtrak; $650 million in additional
funds for digital TV conversion boxes;
$645 million for new and repaired facili-
ties at the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration; $448 million
for the headquarters of the Department
of Homeland Security in Washington;
$300 million for new cars for govern-
ment workers; $228 million to the State
Department for information tech-
nology upgrades; $125 million for the
Washington, DC, sewer system; $20 mil-
lion for the removal of fish barriers.
These are all things that are included.
I forgot this one: $3 million tax benefit
for golf carts, electric motorcycles, and
ATVs, provided they don’t exceed 25
miles per hour. These are all things
that are in this legislation, and I think
it would be very hard to convince the
majority of the American people these
have anything to do with stimulus.

Furthermore, as the Senator from
Tennessee has very appropriately
pointed out on many occasions, with
some of the spending in here, what the
States are asking for in terms of assist-
ance—because many of them have
shortfalls in their budget. My State is
an example of Medicaid now consti-
tuting a bigger portion of our State’s
budget. It was 15.83 percent of the
State’s budget in 2000, and in 2008 it
was 23.33 percent of the budget—a dra-
matic increase. What we are talking
about is sending a lot more money out
there. I have heard the Senator from
Tennessee talk about it as the States
asking for a life raft, and we are send-
ing them the yacht from Washington,
DC—

Mr. ALEXANDER. And we are going
down to the bank and borrowing the
money in their name?

Mr. THUNE.—to do it, almost eight
times the amount of money they would
need just to cover additional enroll-
ment due to the downturn. Eight times
the amount the States would need to
get that done is what we are going to
be shipping out there and, as the Sen-
ator from Tennessee mentioned, bor-
rowing from future generations and pil-
ing on to that $35,000 that every man,
woman, and child in America already
owes as their part or their share of the
Federal debt.
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This is a very bad direction, in my
view, to be heading for the country. I
think we have had some opportunities
to improve the bill, to make it better.
We have had some alternatives offered.
The McCain alternative which the Sen-
ator mentioned was one that I think,
again, was very well balanced, focused
on housing and tax relief and infra-
structure and had the kind of fiscal re-
sponsibility and discipline in it that
makes sure a lot of the spending
doesn’t go on ad infinitum—forever.

So I would concur with the points
and the arguments that have been
made by my colleague from Tennessee
and say that we ought to be thinking
not just about today but about the
next generation because we have al-
ways had a history in this country—for
200 years Americans have sacrificed to
make the next generation’s lives bet-
ter, to create a better life for our chil-
dren and grandchildren. We are asking
our children and grandchildren to sac-
rifice for us. That is a reversal of 200
years of American history. For genera-
tion after generation after generation,
we have attempted to build a better,
brighter, more prosperous future for
our children and grandchildren. What
we are essentially asking them to do is
to loan us $1 trillion to do these
things—some of which I mentioned and
that I think are just completely out-
side the realm of anything that fits
within the mission of job creation or
stimulating the economy—at enormous
cost to them because it is going to pile
additional debt on top of the $35,000
they already owe, their share of the
Federal debt we have today.

So I hope in the end people will come
to the realization that this is a mis-
take and that we will see the necessary
votes to defeat it and perhaps go back
to the drawing board and put some-
thing together that really does, in fact,
address the fundamental problem we
are facing in the country right now, to
get the focus back on housing, to get
the focus back on the American people
and families and small businesses, and
to make sure we are doing it in a fis-
cally responsible way.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from South Dakota. I imagine my
30 minutes has expired, but seeing none
of my colleagues, I ask unanimous con-
sent for up to 10 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from South Dakota
for his eloquent words. The numbers
being thrown around are so huge—and
numbers get thrown around so often in
Washington, DC—that it is sometimes
hard to distinguish between $1 million
and $1 trillion or $1 billion or $10.

One thing I was thinking of as the
Senator from South Dakota was speak-
ing, I believe he said as much as 10 per-
cent of the gross domestic product of
the United States would be the size of
this year’s Federal deficit. What that
means is, this country—even in these
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bad times—is such a marvelous coun-
try that we will produce about 25 per-
cent of all of the money in the world
just for Americans, 5 percent of the
people in the world. So what we are
saying is, just this year we are going to
run up a debt of 10 percent of 25 percent
of all of the money in the world and
add it to the national debt we already
have and which we already know we
are going to be increasing because of
the responsibilities we have to try to
help fix housing and encourage the fi-
nancial institutions to support the ef-
forts that the President is making to
get the economy moving again.

What we are asking is, why would we
spend the whole piggybank on a $1 tril-
lion piece of legislation that isn’t tar-
geted to create jobs when we have so
many other pressing responsibilities
for this limited amount of borrowed
money—namely, fixing housing and
getting lending moving again? That is
where we would put our attention. So
we have a lot of questions about the
bill.

As the Senator from South Dakota
said, Republicans offered our legisla-
tion, which was voted down, and it fo-
cused on housing, it focused on letting
people keep more of their own money
and on a limited amount of spending
for targeted, job-creating infrastruc-
ture projects. That saved $500 or $600
billion which could have been reserved
for housing, for lending, or to reduce
the debt. But this bill, I am afraid—and
we will know more about it as it
comes—is mostly spending instead of
mostly stimulus. Not enough of the
jobs come quickly enough to make as
much difference as this borrowed
money should make. Even most of the
tax cuts in the bill aren’t stimulative.
They may be welcome, they may leave
13 more dollars in your paycheck each
week. But is running up the debt this
much more worth that? This is a lot of
money—according to one report, more
than the Federal Government spent in
the entire New Deal, more than we
spent in Iraq, more than we spent in
Afghanistan, and we should spend this
money carefully.

As the Senators from South Dakota
and Arizona have pointed out, what
happens after 2 years? The Senate re-
jected our amendment that said once
the economy recovers, the new spend-
ing stops so we don’t continue to run
up an unimaginable debt.

States are having trouble and in a
shortfall. Tennessee has a $900 million
shortfall this year. But we are sending
Tennessee, according to the latest esti-
mates—even with the cuts and the
compromise—about $3.8 billion. We are
establishing policy without even think-
ing about it. In this legislation, which
has never been to the authorization
committees, we are having possibly the
largest, I believe, Federal education
bill in our history in terms of dollars.
We are having one of the largest health
care bills. We are having one of the
largest energy bills. That is not the
way we make energy, education, and
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health care policy—just by passing an
appropriations bill with a huge amount
of money.

We are very disappointed about the
lack of bipartisanship. We respect our
new President. We want him to succeed
because if he succeeds, our country
succeeds. We expected that in this first
major piece of legislation, a number of
us would sit down on both sides of the
aisle and compare our notes and say:
Let’s go forward. We know the Demo-
crats have the majority and we have
the minority, and so more of their
ideas are going to be included than
more of our ideas, but 58 Democrats
and 3 Republicans is not a bipartisan
effort. That is not the way we do things
around here.

The way we do things in a bipartisan
way around here is when we had the
Energy bill in 2005 and Senator Domen-
ici and Senator BINGAMAN worked side
by side. All ideas were considered. We
had our votes. It took weeks and we
got a big result. Another example is
when we passed the America COM-
PETES Act and we worked side by side,
or even with a contentious area such as
intelligence surveillance when Senator
BoND and Senator ROCKEFELLER
worked side by side and we came to a
conclusion together. The American
people gained more confidence in what
we could do and in the result that we
came to. I am afraid in this case we
have not had that kind of bipartisan-
ship.

What I fear is that this is not a good
sign for the future because this is the
easy piece of legislation. This is the
first major proposal from the Presi-
dent. This is just a spending bill, albeit
a massive spending bill. Next comes
health care and controlling entitle-
ments and whether we want to author-
ize more money to take bad assets out
of banks and to help housing. Next
comes whether we want to pass this
version of climate change or that
version of climate change. All of these
are difficult pieces of legislation.

I have said on this floor before that
President Bush technically did not
have to have broad-based congressional
support to wage the war in Iraq be-
cause he was the Commander in Chief.
So he went ahead, and it made the war
more difficult. It made his Presidency
less successful. ““We won the election,
we will write the bill”’ is not a recipe
for resolving a difficult problem or for
a successful Presidency.

I would hope we can either do as the
South Dakota Senator said, which is
start over again on this bill and retar-
get it, make it temporary, make it
timely, and save hundreds of billions of
dollars while focusing on housing and
lending. That somehow we can get the
Congress on track with the President
so that when we say bipartisan, we do
bipartisan, and we don’t have an atti-
tude that says, in effect: We won the
election; we will write the bill.

Unless the Senator from South Da-
kota has additional comments—I am
finished with mine, so I yield the floor
and yield to him.
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Mr. THUNE. Who controls the time,
Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Senators are authorized to speak for
up to 10 minutes each.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to use up to that
amount of time.

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

Mr. THUNE. Again, to my colleague
from Tennessee, I thank him for his
leadership on this issue and particu-
larly for bringing to the forefront of
the debate the housing issue which, as
so many have mentioned already, real-
ly is an integral, essential part of the
solution. If we don’t deal with that,
then I think we are not going to be
able to lead our country out of the re-
cession. I don’t think anybody will dis-
pute the fact that housing played a
very important role in where we are
today, and I think trying to recover is
going to require a good amount of
focus and attention on that issue
which, in this bill, is very light. In
fact, if you look at what is included in
the bill—let me see—1 percent of the
Senate bill goes toward fixing housing.
Even the $15,000 new home buyer credit
that was reportedly cut in half in the
final version of the bill, I am told—and
I don’t know the answer to this because
I have not seen the final bill, nor, I
don’t think, have any of us seen the de-
tails in it—that entire housing tax
credit may, in fact, be gone which
would eliminate any commitment to
helping to repair that aspect of our
economy—the housing sector of the
economy—which I think is going to be
so important in helping us to recover.

So 1 percent of the Senate bill goes
toward housing currently, 2.3 percent
of the Senate bill goes toward small
business tax relief, and, as I mentioned
before, small businesses create two-
thirds or three-fourths of all of the new
jobs in our economy. It seems to me at
least that ought to be a very proper
and important focus of this legislation.

Of course, some of the alternatives
we voted on last week, one of which
was the McCain alternative which we
referenced earlier, did include a signifi-
cant amount of incentive for small
businesses to invest and to create jobs.
I offered a couple of tax amendments
to a couple of alternatives to the bill
which really did focus on tax relief for
middle-income families and for small
businesses. That, of course, was de-
feated as well.

I guess my point is, the bill as we
have it in front of us is going to be
very much oriented toward spending,
and spending on government programs
and spending which, in many cases,
doesn’t go away; that isn’t temporary,
that, in fact, makes obligations and
commitments and liabilities well into
the future. We talked about up to
about $200 billion of funding in the bill
being what we call mandatory spend-
ing; in other words, spending that is
built into the baseline, that isn’t tem-
porary, and it is hard to see how that
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fits into the definition of temporary,
targeted, and timely, which was the
criteria that was set out by the Presi-
dent and by the Democratic leadership
in developing this bill in the first
place.

The Senator from Tennessee, when
he touched upon the amount of money
his State of Tennessee will receive and
what the State’s need is—and I would
repeat what I said earlier, that under
this bill, we are not giving States what
they have estimated their amount is to
cover the increased Medicaid enroll-
ment due to the economic downturn.

We are giving them—if you can be-
lieve this—almost eight times the
amount of money they would need to
cover additional enrollment due to the
economic downturn. Why? States, of
course, aren’t going to refuse it. Which
Governor out there will turn down ad-
ditional resources? It is estimated that
States would need about $11 billion in
additional funding to cover enroll-
ment-driven growth in State Medicaid
Programs.

Under this bill, we provide $387 billion
with absolutely no strings attached
and no requirements that States get
their own spending and fraud and abuse
under control. I hope we have pointed
out—and we will continue to point
out—the ways in which the funding
under this bill is being spent. Again, I
mention some of the particular ear-
marks here, much of which go to Gov-
ernment agencies: $20 million for the
removal of fish barriers; $300 million
for new cars for Government workers;
$645 million for new and repaired facili-
ties at the NOAA; and $750 million for
the new computer center for the Social
Security Administration.

It is hard to argue that these things
are stimulus. Perhaps they are needed
and, in fact, perhaps ought to be de-
bated, but it ought to be done in the
regular order, handled through the nor-
mal annual appropriations process, not
included in a bill that is being sold to
the American people as stimulating the
economy and creating jobs. There is
little in here I can see that meets that
definition.

I want to make a final point with re-
gard to the whole issue of job creation,
because the CBO, in a letter dated Feb-
ruary 11, 2009, clearly describes the
false economic theories behind this
Government spending bill. The CBO
letter encompasses the majority of the
economists’ views on this legislation.
Specifically, the letter states that be-
yond the year 2014, this legislation is
estimated to reduce gross domestic
product by up to two-tenths of 1 per-
cent. The reduction in GDP is therefore
estimated to be reflected in lower
wages, rather than lower employment.
Workers will be less productive because
the capital stock is smaller. The legis-
lation’s long-run impact on output also
would depend on whether it perma-
nently changed incentives to work or
save. The legislation would not have
any significant permanent effects on
those incentives.
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Those are quotes from the CBO letter
that came out last week. Even the
most optimistic CBO projection states
that long-run GDP growth will in-
crease by zero percent. Even the most
optimistic projection is built on an as-
sumption that all of the relevant in-
vestments, on average, would add as
much to output as would a comparable
amount of private investment.

The Government spending included
in the House and Senate bills doesn’t
change GDP at all due to Government
spending crowding out private invest-
ment.

Most of us would agree—I think most
of us on this side would agree—that we
are much better served in terms of cre-
ating economic growth and jobs, in see-
ing that the jobs are created in the pri-
vate sector, and that we are providing
the necessary incentives for invest-
ments in new jobs. This bill is very
light on the types of incentives that
would lead small businesses to go out
and invest and do the sorts of things
that actually will create jobs and help
us recover and build a better and more
prosperous future for our children and
grandchildren which, as I said earlier,
in my view, is in serious jeopardy be-
cause of this legislation—primarily be-
cause of the enormous amount of bor-
rowing it includes and how much it
adds to the debt for every man, woman,
and child in America, and $35,000 is
that share of the debt. Under this bill,
that would grow $2,700 per every man,
woman, and child in America.

What we are doing to future genera-
tions is wrong, it is not fair to them.
This Government needs to learn to live
within its means. We need to think
about building and sacrificing so that
our children and grandchildren and fu-
ture generations will have a brighter
future. That is the way it has always
been in this country. It is part of our
culture and ethic that we work hard
and sacrifice so that future generations
can have a brighter and better future.
This completely turns that whole his-
tory, that legacy, we have as a nation
on its head by asking future genera-
tions to sacrifice for us. That is the
wrong thing to do.

I hope we will reject this legislation
and go back to the drawing board and
do something that is effective and cre-
ates jobs and does work and will give
the American taxpayer a good return
on their investment.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
want to join my colleagues and discuss
the spending package that will be back
in front of us—the $800 billion but, with
interest, probably $1.2 trillion, which
will be in the package, and it will all be
borrowed—every cent of it. We don’t
have that money presently. So we are
going to be borrowing it to do this.

A couple of things strike me. One, we
learned last fall—and there is an old
saying that is true in government and
certainly with individuals as well,
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which is ‘‘haste makes waste.”” I grew
up with that saying. People say, look,
if you hurry at this and you don’t get
it right, you are going to have to do it
again. We saw that last fall with
TARP. We put in $750 billion because
they said we have to do it now and we
have to do it fast. But at the end of the
day, that haste made waste. The Treas-
ury Department went pillar to post,
saying we are going to do this or we
are going to do that, and they ended up
spending the money. Now we are look-
ing at TARP II and the banks still need
help. I have a lot of people back home
saying: What happened to the first
hundreds of billions of dollars you gave
the banks? Haste makes waste. We saw
it then.

There is no reason for us to rush to
get this wrong on the stimulus pack-
age. Yes, we need a stimulus package.
My State needs a stimulus package.
This country needs it. We need a stim-
ulus package, not a spending bill. If we
slow down a little bit—I think we
should refer this back to the Commit-
tees on Finance and the Appropriations
and put a requirement on it that every
dollar spent must yield at least $1.50 in
economic activity over and above what
is spent.

We should make it a stimulus bill,
not a spending bill. We have not done
that. We are hastily putting this for-
ward. I believe, tragically, we will be
wastefully putting it out. There will be
a number of programs that can use the
funds, I have no doubt about that. But
if the target is to get this economy off
its knees and moving forward, we have
to hit that target and not a multiple
set of targets, and not a set of spending
targets that are not stimulative in na-
ture.

There is another saying that Presi-
dent Reagan was fond of using, and it
was that there is nothing so permanent
as a temporary Government program.
That was his experience and it has been
mine as well. Once something gets
started, it is hard to stop, because it
gets a constituency built up around it,
and people build up their expectations
and infrastructure around it. When you
go to eliminate it once it has started,
it is like, wait a minute, now this has
a multiplier impact on a broader cross-
section of individuals. That is why
there is nothing so permanent as a
temporary Government program.

I think that is probably why some
people are looking at starting things
under the guise of stimulus that are, in
actuality, starting new Federal spend-
ing programs with the hope that infra-
structure builds up around it and in fu-
ture years, when it goes to be cut, peo-
ple will say you cannot do this because
it will have this multiplier impact.
That is the history of the Federal Gov-
ernment and its growth.

According to a CBO analysis, if most
of the new spending programs enacted
under the proposed stimulus were to
become long-term spending programs—
and that is our history and what we
have seen in the past—the cost of the
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stimulus package would rise to $2.5
trillion over the next decade, and $3.3
trillion if you include interest pay-
ments on that debt. We are borrowing
every cent. You are looking at long-
term spending in the $3.3 trillion cat-
egory. If you do and you look at a
rough outline of this, you are going to
move the Federal Government from
about 20 percent of the economy, which
it has been, up to 25 and possibly 30
percent of the economy. At what time
do you come to the tipping point? And
that is before you add in the baby
boomers retiring and the increased
costs in Medicare, and when that baby
boomer generation is retired and using
the Government programs instead of
paying into them. You will get to a tip-
ping point where people cannot afford
the tax structure that is needed under-
neath that. That is not wise for us to
do.

In this stimulus bill, we will take the
Federal debt in private hands relative
to our gross domestic product from
below 40 percent of GDP to move it
well over 60 percent of GDP. So that
will be like saying I have a job and I
make $100,000 a year, and I borrowed
$40,000 that I am paying on, and now I
am going to jump it to $60,000. You are
looking at that in this soft economy
and saying, is that a smart thing to do?
Most people would say, no, that is not
the right thing to do. You want to try
to stimulate things, not harm them.

Finally is this thought: I don’t be-
lieve that hastily constructed bills
such as this one being sold as stimula-
tive is a plan to help our economy
weather this recession. It strikes me as
a highly leveraged, speculative bet on
larger Government and massive long-
term spending as a cure to our eco-
nomic woes. We have seen what the
aftermath of highly leveraged specula-
tive bets can bring. That is what we
have gotten into in the first place,
where you have had highly speculative
leveraged events taking place in the
housing market and expanding into
credit card use, into automobile loans.
A number of homes were bought with
100 or 110 percent borrowing, and they
thought the appreciation would pay for
that. Those were completely leveraged
events. That doesn’t bring economic
prosperity; it brings bubbles. I don’t
think you are even going to see that
with this one. You are going to see
long-term costs. We are going to see
speculative debt with the Government
using our children as leverage. Is that
the way we want to go?

Clearly, the people in my State be-
lieve no, and they believe we need a
stimulus package, and that we need to
work together on a bipartisan package.
We should take it through the regular
order, through the Appropriations
Committee and the Finance Com-
mittee, and hold hearings on it, look at
what actually works, set a criteria on
this. When we had this very rapid,
hastily put together TARP legisla-
tion—and everybody is mad about that
now—we didn’t hold hearings on it. We
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did it quickly and in closed sessions.
Out pops the package, and now we are
back at it. I think we will be back at
this one also if we don’t do what we
need to do. But only our ammo box will
be empty. We are not going to have
anything in it, because haste makes
waste. We rush out there trying to get
it done and we don’t work the process
and work together on it. We are not
going to hit the target and that will be
sad for the American public.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for 20 minutes.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there
has been a generous amount of discus-
sion on the floor today about the eco-
nomic recovery package that has been
put together and about the dire condi-
tions of our economy. If you listen,
they have been described in so many
different ways—financial crisis, deep
recession, economic trouble, a wreck, a
dire condition—and I suspect almost
anybody who has been experiencing
trouble in the workplace as a result of
this rather steep economic decline
would understand all of those terms.

I have been listening to the debate on
the floor of the Senate, and I had to
come to see if we could add a little
clarity to what has caused all this. It is
pretty hard to describe a remedy unless
you understand what has caused it.

I understand from a lot of discussion
a bit ago that there are a lot of people
who don’t want to do anything or they
want to do something much less or
they are not sure. In any event, I was
thinking of how many people in the
Senate lined up to help the banks. The
Treasury Secretary said we have to
pass legislation to help the big Wall
Street banks. He said we have to pass a
3-page bill in 3 days for $750 billion.
Boy, there was a big-old traffic jam
trying to get up here to the well to
vote in favor of that legislation, help-
ing out all the big banks with hundreds
of billions of dollars. Now we are talk-
ing about helping someone else out,
helping out folks who need jobs, and all
of a sudden, there is a big problem. Mr.
President, $700 billion to bail out big
banks and steer this economy in the
ditch—that is OK, big traffic jam to do
that, but some money to help put peo-
ple get back on payrolls, no, that is
deficit spending, we are told.

I showed this chart the other day on
the floor of the Senate. There were 35
jobs available in Miami for firefighters,
and 1,000 people showed up on the side-
walk and lined up to apply.

The
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For some, it may be easy to come to
the floor of the Senate and talk about
the 598,000 people who lost their jobs
last month, the 1 million people who
lost their jobs in the last 2 months, and
the 3.6 million people who lost their
jobs since this recession began. But
name 1, name 10, name 1,000, name 1
million or look at their picture and see
the faces of people who want to work
but cannot because they were told
their jobs no longer exist. Then ask
whether this is important, and ask
yourself: What are you going to do
about it? What do you think the rem-
edy is? What do you think the priority
ought to be with respect to putting
people, such as these people, back to
work: giving them an opportunity with
a job or lining up in the well of the
Senate to say to the big banks: Here I
come; here is $700 billion. Big dif-
ference, in my judgment.

The difficulties we face in this coun-
try today are not some natural dis-
aster. This is not Hurricane Katrina
that came raging through our country.
This is not some disaster over which
we had no control. This is an economy
which is collapsing and has very seri-
ous trouble as a result of specific
things that have been done that have
been irresponsible.

How on Earth do you describe a solu-
tion unless you are willing to admit
what has caused it? Let me go through
some of it. It is not a question of point-
ing fingers, it is just a matter of decid-
ing, let’s be straight about where we
are and how we got here. They will
write in the history books about this
era and this age. We studied the Gay
Nineties. We studied the Roaring
Twenties. Somebody will study this
age, this age of excess, this carnival of
greed in the history books in the fu-
ture.

So how did we get here? Let me de-
scribe it by saying we got, in my judg-
ment, several fundamentally flawed
policy changes that happened over a
long period of time.

Trade. First of all, you cannot sug-
gest this problem we have does not lay
right on the doorstep of those who have
allowed this trade deficit in this coun-
try to rise to $700 billion to $800 billion
a year, buying $2 billion more each day
than we sell abroad and racking up a
giant deficit for this country that we
must repay to other countries. Most of
the Members of this body have been
perfectly willing to be brain dead on
that subject for a long time. Trade
doesn’t matter, the deficits don’t
count. Don’t worry about jobs going
overseas, don’t worry about unfair
trade agreements, just ignore it and
just keep chanting about free trade.
That is one big mistake that has been
made for a very long time and no more
so than during the past 8 years of the
past administration.

With a trade deficit of $700 billion to
$800 billion a year, add to that budget
deficits. I know what they say about
the budget deficit in the newspaper.
OMB puts out a number. I think the
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last administration said it is some $450
billion. That is not true at all. It is not
$450 billion. The question is how much
did we have to borrow last year. That
is the impact. It is between $700 billion
and $800 billion, even more depending
on whose counting. So with an econ-
omy of $14 trillion or so, a $700 billion
to $800 billion trade deficit, a budget
deficit of somewhere around $700 bil-
lion to $800 billion, that is 10-percent or
so indebtedness in 1 single year.

But it is not just the fact we have
this budget deficit that has been so out
of whack ever since the last adminis-
tration took office—and by the way,
they inherited a budget surplus. We
had a big debate on the floor of the
Senate, and those now saying: Let’s
not do much to remedy this economy,
were standing on the floor of the Sen-
ate saying: We want to get rid of the
budget surplus; we want very big tax
cuts for a very long time, most of
which will go to the very wealthy.
Some of us said: Let’s be careful, let’s
be comnservative. No. Katy, bar the
door. They passed their legislation. We
ran into very big budget deficits in a
very big hurry.

Trade deficits, budget deficits—and
by the way, a budget deficit that was,
in part, constructed by deciding to
fight a war and not paying for it. Can
you imagine, fighting a war and saying
we are going to charge every penny. We
say to the American people: You go
shopping. That is what President Bush
said: Your job is to go shopping. We are
going to fight this war. We are going to
spend $10 billion, $12 billion a month,
and we don’t intend to pay a penny of
it. Some of us who wanted to pay for
part of it were told: We will veto the
legislation if you try. He said: I will
veto the legislation if you try.

Trade deficits and budget deficits
have weighed this economy down in a
very significant way. And the very
folks who have come today to talk
about spending and deficits are the
ones who supported all along a fiscal
policy that created the most signifi-
cant budget deficits in the history of
this country.

Those are not the only two things.
They are significant—trade deficit, a
budget deficit, reckless fiscal policy.
They are significant, but something
else happened, something very signifi-
cant, and I talked about it frequently
on the floor of the Senate. The same
people who are so concerned about
these issues now joined forces to say:
You know what, we need to modernize
America’s banking system. It is way
old-fashioned, way out of date. We put
in place all kinds of things since the
Great Depression to prevent banks
from being modernized, and we need to
have one-stop shopping. We need to let
banks get involved in real estate in-
vestments again. We need banks to get
involved in securities investments
again. And so they passed—yes, the
Congress did; incidentally, there was
bipartisan support for it—a piece of
legislation called the Financial Serv-
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ices Modernization Act. It got rid of
old-fashioned things that were put in
place after the Great Depression and
helped create the big bank holding
companies that could get involved in
securities, real estate, and all kinds of
risk ventures attached to banking
which we had prevented for 80 years.

All of a sudden, we saw the pyramid
created, the big holding companies, and
it was Katy, bar the door. What we saw
was the buildup of unbelievable lever-
aged debt in these institutions and a
substantial amount of risk brought
into America’s banking system.

Almost immediately, that system al-
lowed greed to permeate. Here is how it
manifested itself in one significant
part of the contributor to this eco-
nomic malaise, and that is the housing
bubble and the subprime loan scandal.
I have spoken about it at great
length—I am sure people are tired of
hearing it—the subprime loan scandal.
We know people who were cold-called
by brokers to say: We know you are
paying a T7-percent interest rate. We
will give you a 2-percent interest rate,
and by the way, you don’t have to pay
any principal; 2-percent interest rate
and no principal, and you don’t have to
document your income to us. No-doc
loan, no principal, 2-percent rate. They
put people in subprime loans not tell-
ing or emphasizing that it is going to
reset in 2 years to 10 percent or 11 per-
cent and you can’t prepay because
there is a prepayment penalty for
doing it.

They larded up a whole lot of securi-
ties because they wrapped these into
securities with bad loans, bad mort-
gages, and then sold them upstream to
mortgage banks, hedge funds, invest-
ment banks. They were all fat and
happy, and that included the rating
agencies that would take a look at that
security and say: That is a good secu-
rity; that is AAA. They were all in on
the take. By ‘‘the take,” I mean in-
fected with greed. So we had the hous-
ing bubble. We had all of these mort-
gages out there.

Consider this: A $14,000-a-year straw-
berry picker buying a $720,000 home
placed by a broker who got a big bonus
for placing the mortgage without any
chance of that person being able to
make payments. But that mortgage
then becomes a mortgage wrapped into
a security sold to a hedge fund, rated
as a security as AAA, sold to an invest-
ment bank. Now all of a sudden you
have brokers who are happy because
they are making massive amounts of
money; you have the mortgage banks,
they love it, they are making lots of
money; hedge funds, they are making
5o much money they can’t count it.

By the way, the top hedge fund man-
ager a year and a half ago earned $3.7
billion. By my calculation, that is $300
million a month, about $10 million a
day.

Honey, how are you doing at work?

I am doing pretty well, $10 million a
day. I make as much in 3 minutes as
the average American worker does in a
year.
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They were all happy, all making mas-
sive amounts of money. The problem
is, they built a pyramid. The scheme of
this pyramid is not much different
from Mr. Madoff, who apparently alleg-
edly got away with a $50 billion Ponzi
scheme. This scheme was not much dif-
ferent. All of a sudden, it began to col-
lapse.

Huge trade debt, big federal debt,
reckless fiscal policy, fighting a war
and not paying for it, charging every
penny, in fact, insisting on continuing
tax cuts even during the war, and then
this unbelievable banking scandal by
removing the protections that existed
since the Great Depression and saying
to the big banks: You can create hold-
ing companies, you can attach risk,
such as securities and other issues, and
it will be just fine. You can do that.
And so they did. All of it was built on
leverage—trade debt, budget debt, le-
verage debt in the private sector, al-
most unparalleled in the history of this
country. Then the tent pole began to
come down. All of a sudden, we dis-
cover a very serious problem.

To describe how significant the
money that was being paid was, there
was a discussion in the last couple of
days in the Congress about maybe
doing what President Obama sug-
gested; that is, to those big companies
that got bailout funds, for the top 25
people in those companies, their com-
pensation should be limited to half a
million dollars a year. It is interesting,
when they tried to do that, my under-
standing is there was a budget cost to
that of something close to $10 billion.
Why would there be a budget cost? Be-
cause they were all making so much
money that the income tax they would
pay as a result of that money was so
significant that you had a $10 billion
budget cost if you limited the income
of the top people on Wall Street in
these firms to $500,000 a year. That is
almost unbelievable to me. But having
done some work to study how much in-
come exists in those areas, that is ex-
actly true.

There was an investigative story in
the Washington Post about the failure
of one of the largest investment banks.
They described the top trader in that
organization, a person trading securi-
ties and the person who was in charge
of risk management. It turns out they
carpooled every day from Connecticut
to New York. It wasn’t very hard to
have the top trader deal with his best
friend risk manager and get things
done pretty easily. The top trader,
they said, was making $20 million to
$30 million a year. So that company
turns out to be loaded with toxic as-
sets, as were most of the other institu-
tions engaged in exactly the same busi-
ness because they were making so
much money.

Now we are told the taxpayers have
to come to the rescue of these banking
institutions. So $700 billion has been
voted in what is called the Troubled
Asset Relief Program, TARP. I did not
support that legislation. I didn’t think
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the Treasury Secretary had the fog-
giest idea what he was doing, and I
think history shows that to be the
case.

But one of the questions I think
needs to be asked at this moment, is: Is
there a requirement that we bail out
these specific banks? Is that some di-
vine right of existing institutions, to
come to the Government to say: We are
in trouble, you need to help us. Well,
what has happened is the Government
has allowed them to become so big
they are referred to as being too big to
fail. That is an actual specific category
at the Federal Reserve Board—too big
to fail. Despite the fact that they are
bailing them out, our Government—the
Federal Reserve Board and the Treas-
ury, which have said these institutions
are too big to fail, and have in fact
failed and need taxpayer money to bail
them out—our Government is actually
pursuing mergers to make them bigger.
It is unbelievably ignorant, in my judg-
ment, as a policy matter. But I think it
is important for us to ask some basic
questions here. Do we care about too
big to fail; and should we, at some
point, decide to take apart those insti-
tutions and create different entities,
smaller institutions?

I understand we can’t tomorrow de-
cide there will not be any major bank-
ing institutions in this country. Our
country can’t function like that. Credit
is critical to every business in this
country. I know many profitable Main
Street businesses that are having great
difficulty finding credit from estab-
lished credit sources they have had for
decades. So I understand the urgency
and the need for credit from banking
institutions. My only observation is
this: If we are pushing $700 billion after
failed institutions in order to try to
make them well, even as we are saying
to them, we want you to become big-
ger, and when, in fact, they are already
too big to fail, I am saying that doesn’t
add up to me. I think maybe we should
have a discussion here in this Congress
about whether there is some inherent
right to preserve institutions, or
whether those that are too big to fail
should be perhaps taken apart and cre-
ate institutions that will better serve
this country’s interest.

Now, some say there are only two
choices in the future as we try to take
a look at financial reform. And by the
way, there is very little action on that
at this point, and I believe it ought to
go concurrent with all the discussion
about trying to put people back to
work and so on. But it seems to me the
two choices are: You go back to a
world in which you had Glass-Steagall
and separation of banks from other in-
herently risky things, such as securi-
ties and real estate. And I believe we
should do that. That means banks es-
sentially become very much like a util-
ity. That is the way it was. They were
regulated, but generally performing
traditional banking functions and
making money. Then risky enterprises
are over here, regulated in a different
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way but nonetheless able to engage in
substantial amounts of risk with secu-
rities, real estate, and other items.

We have to make that choice, and the
sooner the better. I think to ignore
that is to suggest, as some are now
doing, that what we are going to do is
we are going to have taxpayer money
chase current institutions that have
failed, and perhaps even make them
bigger when they are already too big to
fail. That makes no sense to me at all.

And that brings me to this issue
today of the economic recovery plan
that has been negotiated. I don’t think
anyone comes willingly to this either
starting line or finish line with this
kind of a plan to say, I am pleased to
be here. But I do think this: I see all of
the energy of people who rush to try to
help the big banks with $700 billion,
and then see so much concern about
trying to help people who are out of
work, and I say: Wait a second; maybe
we have our priorities wrong here. I be-
lieve that the economic engine in this
country works best when people have
something to work with, when Amer-
ican families have a job to go to, a job
that pays well and allows them to take
care of their family. I think that is a
percolating-up kind of strategy with
the economic engine, and I think it is
perfectly appropriate and important. In
fact, I think it is essential for us to
worry about trying to put people back
to work during a very deep recession.

No one can say that what happened
last month doesn’t matter. You can’t
say that 598,000 people coming home at
night and telling their loved ones they
lost their job doesn’t matter to this
place. If it mattered to this place that
the biggest banks in the country were
having some difficulty, and they had to
get $700 billion, why doesn’t it matter
that we care a little bit about the peo-
ple who lined up in Miami, FL, a thou-
sand of them, trying to get a little shot
at 35 firefighting jobs? This too ought
to matter. It is not unfair, as some
have suggested last week when 1
showed this chart, and said I was play-
ing on sympathy. This isn’t sympathy.
This is reality. Isn’t it important that
we talk a little about reality and a lit-
tle less about theory here in the Cham-
ber of the Senate? The fact is these
people got up, stood in line, because
they need a job, and we ought to be
able to do something about that, to try
to put people back to work and give
this economy a lift.

I think it is pretty clear that no one
knows exactly what the medicine is or
the menu is to try to make this econ-
omy well and healthy once again. But
this legislation we are going to be con-
sidering contains a couple of things
that I put in during this past week
when it was considered. One is very
simple: If we are going to put people
back to work building roads and dams
and bridges and so on and so forth, put-
ting people on payrolls to do these
projects that will invest in America’s
infrastructure, then let’s try to buy
American products while we do it so
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that we are putting people on factory
floors to produce those products. I am
talking about steel and iron and manu-
factured projects.

When I suggested that we buy Amer-
ican for the major purchases that we
are going to make to put people back
to work, I did that because I know
when we buy those products we will put
our people back to work in those fac-
tories. But you would have thought I
was talking the most radical kind of
talk in the world, by the reaction of
some—you are going to upset the inter-
national balance of trade. That is ab-
surd. We are already so out of balance
in trade. We are $700 billion to $800 bil-
lion in red in trade. At any rate, my
legislation is here. So as we try to put
people back to work and invest in our
infrastructure to create jobs, we should
buy American. It is common sense.

The second amendment I put in this
piece of legislation is different than
anything that has been required with
all the other money that has been
shoved out the door by the Federal Re-
serve Board, by the Treasury Depart-
ment, by the FDIC, and, yes, with
TARP, supported by the Congress, and
that is a provision that says: I want ac-
countability. If you get money from
this economic recovery package, you
have to report to us on a quarterly
basis that says: Here is who I am, here
is the money I got, here is how I used
it, and here is how many jobs I created.
That kind of accountability, demand-
ing that kind of reporting, is essential
for my support for this bill. And that is
in this piece of legislation because I
put it there last week.

Now, one final point, if I might. I un-
derstand, as I have said many times,
that in most ways the issue of trying
to promote economic recovery in this
country is not about some menu. It is
not about a menu of tax cuts or more
spending. It is not about a menu of
MI1B or anything of that sort in fiscal
or monetary policy. It is about trying
to give the American people some in-
creased confidence about the future.
That is critical in order to have an ex-
pansion of our economy. People have to
feel confident about the future in order
to act on that confidence—to buy a
suit, buy a new washing machine, buy
a car, buy a home, take a trip. It is the
kind of things people do when they are
working and they feel good about the
future and their job is secure. They do
things that expand the economy.

When people aren’t confident, they
do the exact opposite, and that causes
a contraction of the economy. That is
where we are today. People aren’t con-
fident about the future. I understand
that. I mean, I think all of us know
why. They have seen the most signifi-
cant era of greed perhaps since the
1920s, and they do not like it. They
have seen a collapse of the housing
bubble, they have seen big investment
bankers get rich, they have seen all
these things—the scandals—and it is
hard to be confident. They have seen
the country fight a war without paying
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for it. Some people have given their
lives. So I understand that we have a
lack of confidence. The question is not
whether that exists; the question is
what do we do about it? Do we decide
to do something about it? And if so,
what?

I have described often the response of
Mark Twain when asked if he would en-
gage in a debate at this organization,
and he said: Oh yes, if I can take the
negative side. They said, but we
haven’t even told you the subject yet.
He said: Oh, the subject doesn’t matter.
The negative side will take no prepara-
tion.

So I understand how easy it is to
simply be opposed to everything. The
question now, however, is: What do we
do to lift this country? What do we do
to help lift this country out of this
deep recession and give people some
confidence that we are on the right
road? Perhaps a trade policy that be-
gins to insist on some balance in trade
so we are not deep in the red; a budget
policy that at some point says you
can’t spend what you don’t have on
what you don’t need. You have to have
some balance in fiscal policy and you
have to recognize that. And you have
to have a policy on banking and fi-
nance that says we’re not going to
allow you to do this anymore. We are
not going to merge the safety and
soundness of banking with speculation
and risk in real estate and securities.
We are not going to do it. If we would
take those steps, it seems to me we
would give some substantial confidence
to the American people.

Passing the legislation that is going
to be proposed today or tomorrow—the
American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act—is not the easiest thing, I under-
stand, because it is counterintuitive to
somehow believe that the way out,
when you are deep in debt, is to spend
some money. Well, I understand that is
counterintuitive. Yet all of the lessons
we have learned are that you have to
prime the pump to put people back on
a payroll. If you have half a million
people a month losing their jobs, you
have to find a way to put people back
on the payroll and to inspire some con-
fidence in the economy again.

I have heard discussions today about,
well, I worry about this piece or that
piece, and people won’t go back to
work. I am telling you, I think there
are a lot of things in this bill that will
put people back to work.

I chair the Appropriations Sub-
committee on Energy and Water. We
have $4.6 billion in this with the Corps
of Engineers, and the Corps of Engi-
neers will be repairing mostly bridges
and water projects—that are designed,
engineered, and ready to go. They will
be being hiring contractors who will be
hiring workers. The fact is there will
be a 1ot of jobs created with this pack-
age—we believe 3.5 to 4 million jobs.
That is going to make a difference, I
believe.

Having described in some cases our
disagreements, let me say that I do
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think every single person in this Cham-
ber wants the same thing for this coun-
try. We perhaps have different ap-
proaches to how to get there, but we
all want this country to prosper, the
economy to be lifted and to recover, for
people to go back to work, and for us
to have the kind of future that we ex-
pect for our children. I believe that is
possible. If I didn’t believe it was pos-
sible, I would hardly be able to go to
work in the morning.

Let me tell one story, if I might—I
have mentioned it before, a couple of
weeks ago—and some people have
heard of this. I talked about this guy
named Ken Mink from Kentucky, be-
cause it is so inspiring. It is so indic-
ative of people in this country who
think we can do anything and they can
do anything.

Ken Mink, from a news report I read,
was 73 years old. He was out in the
back yard shooting baskets, and he
came in and said to his wife: Honey, it
is back. She said what is back? He said:
My shot. My basketball shot is back.
No matter where I shoot in the back
vard, I don’t miss. So he sat down that
night and wrote applications to col-
leges—junior colleges—at age 73. He
got into a junior college and tried out
for the basketball team, at age 73, and
made the basketball team. About a
month and a half ago, he made two
points in a college basketball game.
The oldest man, by 40 years, ever to
score at a college basketball game, at
age 73. I was thinking about that the
other day, and I thought: What a won-
derful inspirational story, of somebody
who didn’t understand what he couldn’t
do. Who says you can’t play basketball
at age 73 for a junior college some
place in Kentucky?

My point is: I think that represents
the story of our country. We have so
many stories of people who, against the
odds, do things that make this a better
place. And if we work together and be-
lieve in ourselves, and believe in what
we have accomplished in decades past
and will accomplish in the future, this
country is going to be fine. So we are
going to get through this week, and
hopefully we will give some boost to
this economy, and after which I believe
we will see an economy that provides
more jobs and begins to expand and
provides opportunity for American
families once again.

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

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

(The remarks of Mr. BENNETT and
Mr. WYDEN pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 426 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.””)
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
KLOBUCHAR). The Senator from Oregon
is recognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, in
the course of debating the economic
stimulus legislation, every Senator I
have talked to has been interested in
trying to find savings to keep down the
cost of the economic stimulus bill. I
have come to the floor this afternoon
because it appears that when the Sen-
ate debates the final stimulus legisla-
tion, it is not going to include a bipar-
tisan provision to protect taxpayers, a
bipartisan provision which would re-
quire that Wall Street companies that
recently paid excessive bonuses be re-
quired to pay those bonuses back to
the taxpayers.

Taxpayers in this country were horri-
fied several weeks ago to learn about
the fact that recently Wall Street com-
panies that had received TARP financ-
ing—TARP, of course, being the Trou-
bled Asset Relief Program—had just
paid $18 billion in bonuses. Once that
news became public, everybody in Gov-
ernment spoke out against the bo-
nuses. Everybody lined up in front of
the television cameras to say the bo-
nuses were wrong. Everybody said that
it was outrageous and unacceptable for
these Wall Street bonuses to have been
paid when these institutions were re-
ceiving billions and billions of dollars
of taxpayer money.

After the news, three of us on the
Senate Finance Committee—a bipar-
tisan group—said we were going to do
more than say the bonuses were wrong;
we were going to take steps to make
sure the bonuses were actually paid
back. So we came together and put for-
ward a bipartisan proposal. We collabo-
rated with law professors across the
country and had the Joint Committee
on Taxation, under the able leadership
of Edward Kleinbard, review the finan-
cial underpinnings of the proposal, and
they found that our modest approach
that would allow taxpayers to be paid
back the excessive amount of the cash
bonuses would generate $3.2 billion for
American taxpayers—just a fraction of
what had been paid out. We felt it was
a modest proposal. We felt it was a bi-
partisan proposal.

The fact is, nobody would oppose our
idea in broad daylight, but it now
seems that when the ink is dry on the
final legislation, the taxpayers of this
country are still going to get soaked. It
is not right. It is not right because tax-
payers in this country have been tak-
ing a beating with their health care
costs and their fuel costs and trying to
figure out how to stay in their homes.

Companies normally pay bonuses
when they are doing well. That wasn’t
the case with these Wall Street finan-
cial firms. Here is the math. The Wall
Street firms took $274 billion in tax-
payer money. When they weren’t doing
well, they paid $18 billion in bonuses,
but they couldn’t pay the taxpayers
$3.2 billion of the amount paid—the ex-
cessive amount paid—in cash bonuses
when the taxpayers are being hit in
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their wallets, as we all have seen every
time we are home and talking to our
constituents.

The arguments of the financial firms
don’t add up to me, and they aren’t
going to add up to the millions of tax-
payers whose money has gone to the fi-
nancial firms. The taxpayers deserve to
see in this stimulus legislation that
somebody was actually standing up for
them; that it wasn’t just about speech-
es; it wasn’t just about saying some-
thing was wrong; it was about backing
up those words and taking concrete ac-
tion to protect taxpayers.

So I have come to the floor more
than anything else to make it clear
that I am a persistent guy, and I am
going to stay at this until there is a
better accounting for our taxpayers’
money, until Congress puts a stop to
these kinds of actions where financial
firms take taxpayers’ money and give
the citizens of this country a run-
around. This needs to end, and it needs
to end now. It means concrete action
has to be taken. That means more than
speeches.

We know in the days ahead these fi-
nancial firms are likely to come back
to the Congress of the United States
and say they need additional sums of
money to deal with the toxic loans
that are on their books. How can one
have confidence about giving these
firms additional money when they have
just paid bonuses during these tough
times and they have fought—I know for
a fact—against a reasonable provision
to require that these bonuses be paid
back.

I intend to stay at this. It concerns
me greatly that we didn’t have a re-
corded vote here on the floor of the
Senate on this provision. I knew that
nobody would oppose this in broad day-
light, but I had no idea there would be
such an aggressive effort behind the
scenes to kill a modest step to protect
taxpayers, and particularly to find sav-
ings in this legislation. For days now,
Senators of both political parties have
been talking about ways to hold down
the costs. A bipartisan group of Sen-
ators found a way—a reasonable way—
to save more than $3 billion, according
to the Joint Committee on Taxation.

It is time to put a stop to financial
firms taking taxpayers’ money and
using the money to pay bonuses to
many of the same people responsible
for the current financial crisis. I am
old enough to know that normally you
pay bonuses when you do well. That is
what the American economy is all
about. That is what capitalism is all
about. Somehow, some of these institu-
tions think they ought to be able to
privatize their gains and socialize their
losses. That is not right, and it wasn’t
right to kill this modest provision to
force the repayment of the excessive
amount of these Wall Street bonuses.

So I intend to come back to the floor
of the Senate on this subject. I will do
everything I can to get a fair shake for
the taxpayers of Oregon and the tax-
payers of this country. I wish this
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bonus recovery provision was in the
stimulus legislation that will be voted
on here in the Senate. I regret greatly
that it is not. I am going to stay with
this until the taxpayers recover this
money that shouldn’t have been paid
out in the first place.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President, I
wish to speak on the pending matter,
which is the so-called stimulus plan,
with great concern about where we are.
As we hear, the plan has been agreed to
and the package is being put together;
however, we have yet to see it. So I am
going to make some assumptions about
the things I hear that may or may not
be included in it.

It appears we have some clear idea of
some things that definitely won’t be a
part of this package. The fact is that as
we approach this problem—and this is
a serious problem for our Nation—the
President talked about a timely, tar-
geted, and temporary spending pack-
age. The President talked about it
being timely because we needed to get
the money out the door now so that it
would get into the mainstream of com-
merce, so that it could get into the
economy so that we could avoid a deep
and long-lasting recession. It also need-
ed to be targeted because it made no
sense to do those things that would
spend money but not create jobs, not
create economic activity; the types of
tax cuts that are geared toward cre-
ating more jobs in the marketplace,
not simply to give money to people
that may or may not ultimately be
spent. It needed to be temporary be-
cause we all know that Government
spending in excess during a time of a
recovery, when the Government should
not be overspending, should not be
overheating the economy, could lead to
a slowdown of the recovery because it
would increase inflation.

So that is why, when the President
made those comments, I was excited. 1
was positive. I was very positive in
thinking this is exactly what our coun-
try needed at this point in time. How-
ever, we have found that as this has
evolved through the Halls of Congress,
that is not what we are getting. We are
getting an unfocused spending plan
which spends money on things that are
far afield from shovel ready, ready-to-
get-out-the-door types of projects, but
which is really an unfocused spending
measure that, in my view and in the
view of many others, spends too much
at a time when we can hardly afford to
be overspending needlessly, but it also
does not spend on that which is de-
signed to create the jobs America des-
perately needs today.

In my view, there are ways we could
have crafted a package. I made a pro-
posal because I do believe that to sim-
ply oppose what the President proposes
and what the majority of this body and
across the hall have put together is—it
is not enough to just say no, don’t do
it. We have a responsibility to be re-
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sponsible and offer alternatives, to
offer a proposal, because at this point
in time we know we are in deep and se-
rious economic times. So the key to
this is oppose but propose.

The fact is that some of us did at-
tempt mightily to see if we could not
come to a bipartisan compromise, a
spending package that would have
spent about $650 billion—a very big
package of spending. But the spending
would have been focused on what I be-
lieve would have gotten out the door
quickly. We also know it would have
been good to spend on things that we
needed to spend the money on anyway.
In fact, military reset, the resetting of
equipment that has been damaged or
lost in the long struggles in Iraq and
Afghanistan would have been a great
way for us to be spending it—those
things that we have to spend money on
anyway but at the same time be doing
S0 now in a manner that gets it out the
door in a hurry.

We have the infrastructure in place
for military purchases of equipment.
That would have helped. We could have
also done more in the infrastructure
field. I think this plan is not big
enough as it relates to the building of
highways and bridges. The fact is that
the Presiding Officer well knows the
need for bridges. In Minnesota, there is
a tremendous need for infrastructure. I
wanted to see more bridges. Across this
Nation, we have bridges that are fail-
ing and need to be rebuilt, and more
highways and bridges and infrastruc-
ture in that sense would have been the
right way to approach it.

Obviously, a part of the package
should also be tax cuts geared to job
creation. There is a difference between
giving money to the people who would
use it to pay down debt or hoard and
hold it because they are fearful of what
is coming in the economy. I believe in
more focused tax cuts, such as payroll
deduction or the corporate tax rate
being reduced, which ultimately is
America’s small businesses that will
put America back to work. Giving
those small businesses a tax break
would have encouraged them to get
people back on the rolls of the em-
ployed.

My largest disappointment of all is
that this plan fails to address the prob-
lem that got us into this mess in the
first place. Why did the President and
my Governor appear in Fort Myers a
couple of days ago? Because that is the
foreclosure capital of America, and
that is where more houses are being
foreclosed than anyplace else in Flor-
ida. I was speaking with a group of gov-
ernment officials from Charlotte Coun-
ty, a little north of Fort Myers, where
there is 11 percent unemployment and
a terrible problem with foreclosures.
They said: Please do something about
foreclosures. If we can stop houses
from being foreclosed, we can do two
very important things. We can Kkeep a
family in their home and keep that
family whole; we can keep that street
from having a foreclosed house, and we
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keep that community from yet declin-
ing further and further in the prices of
homes.

In addition, we also do something
else; we sustain home values in a way
that will help yet another foreclosure
from occurring as the declining spiral
of housing prices continues to go down-
hill.

The second one I would have loved to
have seen in this package—and I am
disappointed to know it is not in
there—is the proposal by Senator
ISAKSON, which is to give a $15,000 tax
credit to anybody who purchases a
home—not just first-time home buyers
but anybody. We know one of the great
problems in the housing market today
is that there is an enormous inventory
of unsold homes, many the result of
foreclosures. If we encourage potential
home buyers by giving them a signifi-
cant tax break, they would get into the
marketplace and make the decision to
buy, and we could begin then to stave
off this continuing cycle of declining
home prices, stalled sales, and more
foreclosures.

I know when the President went to
Fort Myers, he went there because
there is a foreclosure problem. If there
wasn’t a foreclosure problem in Fort
Myers, there would not be double digit
inflation in Lee County and Charlotte
County. I know my Governor wishes to
see this package passed. I don’t know
that my Governor understands all of
the details in the package. There will
be nothing here to help with Florida’s
housing economy, which is the No. 1
problem we have today. Until we ad-
dress the housing problem, we are not
going to bring Florida back to eco-
nomic health.

There is not enough largess that can
come to Florida from the Federal Gov-
ernment to fill the coffers of the
State’s needs. We need for Florida’s
economy to get back on its feet. We
need tax cuts so that the taxpayers
have more money to spend, and we
need to work on the housing problem.
We need to work on the overall econ-
omy of the country so that tourism
comes back to our State. All of these
things working in unison will bring
America back to economic health.

This package, unfortunately, misses
the mark. One of the great dangers in
it is that at the cost of almost just a
hair under $800 billion, there are not
enough additional hundreds of billions
that we can safely spend. We have to
get it right, because some of us in the
Banking Committee this week heard
from the Secretary of the Treasury,
who told us to get ready, another al-
most $2 trillion more is going to be
asked of you for the financial institu-
tions. At the end of the day, this is
very costly. At some point, continued
Government spending isn’t going to cut
it. So that is why it is so important
that this package be gotten right.

I hate to oppose this package, be-
cause I would have loved for us to have
come up with something that was a
truly bipartisan package—not just a
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way of getting three votes but a way
of, in fact, working together and get-
ting the best thinking of both sides and
working on something that was bipar-
tisan. Not working in that fashion has
caused some of us to oppose this pack-
age. I hate doing that. I wanted to
work with President Obama. I wish our
new President well, and I hope the
package succeeds and has the desired
effect. In my conscience, I cannot sup-
port it because I don’t feel it will do
what this economy currently needs or
that it will do what in fact all of us
need to work together toward doing,
and that is getting our country back on
the road to recovery.

With great regret, I will not be able
to support this package. I look forward
to seeing the final outcome because we
have not all read the bill yet. I will
analyze it again to see if the compo-
nent parts are there that will allow me
to support it. But it appears clear to
me, in the information we have, that
that in fact will not be the case. I am
increasingly disappointed, but at the
same time my hope is that it will suc-
ceed because, at this moment, at this
juncture in history, we need for our
country to be successful, so that Amer-
icans can get back to work and our Na-
tion can get back to prosperity.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
have been listening to the remarks of
the Senator from Florida. I find myself
in agreement with him. I want to
elaborate a little bit. For that reason,
I ask unanimous consent that my 10
minutes be extended to 15 minutes
should I need that time.

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

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized.

(The remarks of Mr. INHOFE Dper-
taining to the introduction of S.J. Res.
10 are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. INHOFE. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Utah.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
express my opposition to the con-
ference report that has been granted
and put together accompanying the
American recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009, more commonly known as
the stimulus package.

When I spoke on the floor last week
about my disappointments in the Sen-
ate version of the stimulus bill, I did
not think the bill would get much
worse in conference. In fact, I harbored
some hope it would actually improve.
Unfortunately, I was wrong.

What we have seen emerge from the
conference weakens the stronger provi-
sions of the Senate bill and worsens the
less effective provisions.

Many Utahans have called and writ-
ten me to express their concerns about
this stimulus package and the process
by which it has been legislated. They
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are rightly worried about the con-
sequences of an economic stimulus
package that, with interest, will cost
taxpayers well over $1 trillion. That is
just the beginning, by the way. They
are particularly worried it will be inef-
fective in saving or creating jobs.

Last year, President Obama’s cam-
paign was based on ‘“‘hope not fear.”
That is until he needs fear to help him
pass a bill, as Charles Krauthammer of
the Washington Post points out. The
pressure is on the majority to convince
the American people this is the right
economic package.

On Tuesday, President Obama spoke
to the American people, not about the
audacity of hope but rather to instill
fear into Americans. He said at that
time:

A failure to act will only deepen the crisis
as well as the pain of Americans.

He also said:

The Federal Government is the only entity
left with the resources to jolt our economy.

While I do not disagree with these
statements, it is wrong to use fear to
force the completion of an unbalanced,
largely partisan package that the Con-
gressional Budget Office estimates will
create at most 1.9 million jobs by the
end of 2011 and leave us with a lower
gross domestic product in 10 years than
if we do nothing at all.

Keep in mind, the head of the Con-
gressional Budget Office is a Demo-
cratic appointee.

It is clear we are in an economic re-
cession and that action is needed to
stimulate the Government. I think
every one of our colleagues agrees with
this. What troubles me is the
misperception about why most Repub-
licans are opposed to this bill. The
President and many of our Democratic
colleagues have unfairly implied that
Republicans prefer to do nothing. That
is absolutely not true. Yes, we are op-
posed to this bill, but we are not op-
posed to stimulating the economy. We
simply want to do it in the most effec-
tive and least wasteful way as possible.
We do not want to see us make a $1
trillion mistake, and this is a $1 tril-
lion-plus mistake.

Yet we Republicans were shut out of
negotiating the final conference report,
which is something President Obama
vowed to the American people he would
change. According to President
Obama’s Presidential campaign Web
site, change.gov, he vowed to ‘“‘end the
practice of writing legislation behind
closed doors.”

Specifically he said he would *“ . . .
work to reform congressional rules to
require all legislative sessions, includ-
ing committee mark-ups, and con-
ference committees, to be conducted in
public.”

That certainly did not happen here. I
believe this bill could be much more ef-
fective and so does President Obama.
At his Tuesday press conference, he ad-
mitted as much when he said:

I cannot tell you for sure that everything
in this plan will work exactly as we hope.

That concerns me. If we plan to
spend an amount equal to the 15th
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largest economy in the world, we ought
to make sure the stimulus plan is
drafted in the most effective way pos-
sible.

For example, many economists say
the make work pay tax credit provision
in the plan, which will give workers
roughly $15 more a week in each pay-
check, will largely be ineffective in
stimulating the economy. It is not
going to help the economy. Yet it is a
tremendous cost, around $150 billion,
that could have easily been spent on
something that would help the econ-
omy, create jobs. I suggested the re-
search and development tax credit by
making that permanent. I cannot begin
to tell you how that would keep our
unqualified lead in the high-tech world.

My objection to this bill is not based
on the fact it includes spending, it is
because it lacks an effective balance of
spending and tax relief.

If we look closely at the bill, we will
see that much of what the majority
lists as tax relief is actually spending.
In other words, those who do not pay
any income taxes, as well as State and
local governments, are receiving
money through the Tax Code. How can
there be tax relief to those who do not
pay taxes? That is more taxes for those
who do. Tax relief from what? I am not
saying those who do not pay income
taxes should not benefit from this
stimulus package. I am saying if you
are going to give money to people who
do not pay taxes, call it what it is—it
is spending, it is not tax relief.

Like I say, I would far rather would
have had a permanent research and de-
velopment tax credit, which would cost
about only two-thirds of what they are
going to spend on this so-called make
work pay provision that would create
millions of jobs in America and
throughout the world.

In fact, when one adds up all the pro-
visions in the bill, more than 70 per-
cent is spending and less than 30 per-
cent is real tax relief. Where is the bal-
ance? Even worse, only one-half of 1
percent of this bill—one-half of 1 per-
cent of this bill—is devoted to tax re-
lief to help struggling businesses keep
their doors open. One-half of 1 per-
cent—that is pathetic. We know small
business produces most of the jobs. Yet
this is what we are doing. Moreover,
the bill fails to adequately address the
housing crisis. TUnfortunately, the
$15,000 tax credit for home buyers,
which is one of the few bipartisan
amendments accepted into the Senate
bill during the Senate debate, has now
been watered down drastically. So has
the other major bipartisan amendment
added on the Senate floor—the deduc-
tion for interest on a new auto loan.
And one of the few provisions to help
struggling companies keep their doors
open—the expanded period for
carryback net operating losses—has
been erased from the conference report,
except for small businesses.

Now, I have some news for my Demo-
cratic colleagues. Small businesses are
not the only companies that are laying
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off workers. Allowing companies to get
quick refunds of taxes previously paid
was one of the few smart and efficient
provisions in the Senate bill, designed
to directly save jobs. Now that has
been whittled down to a mere shadow
of what it was.

I worry that my friends on the other
side of the aisle are looking through
rose-colored glasses, spectacles tinted
by spending priorities, such as expand-
ing Government programs, which they
hope will stimulate the economy. They
are trying to convince America that
spending millions on Government vehi-
cles will somehow stimulate the econ-
omy. They refuse to listen to even the
President’s Chair of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, Christina Romer, who
in a study determined that every dollar
of Government spending increases the
gross domestic product by $1.40, while
every dollar of tax relief increases the
gross domestic product by $3. That is
what the study says. The President’s
own Chair of the Council of Economic
Advisers says that $1 of Government
spending equals a $1.40 increase in
GDP, but if you do it in tax relief, $1
will give you a $3 increase in GDP.
Doesn’t take too many brains to figure
out it is far better to do it the second
way.

The Congressional Budget Office re-
cently estimated that the Senate
version of this so-called stimulus pack-
age would only save or create between
600,000 and 1.9 million jobs by the end
of 2011. At a cost of $1.2 trillion, includ-
ing interest, the cost to the taxpayer
for each job saved or created under the
plan is at least $632,000 and as much as
$2 million if that goes up. We are
spending taxpayer money to create one
job at the rate of $632,000 per job.

Now that the Senate bill has been
scaled back significantly, this job-cre-
ation estimate is almost sure to go
down significantly. We can do better
than this, Mr. President. This is not
good enough for Government work.
With the amount of money spent in
this bill, you could give every man,
woman, and child in America $4,000. I
think Utahns and all Americans would
put $1.2 trillion to better use than what
this bill does.

A large share of this stimulus bill
will go to States to implement tem-
porary programs. When that funding
runs out, what do we tell all of those
employees who were hired and now
have to be let go? Will we say: Sorry,
this is just a temporary job. Who are
we kidding? This makes about as much
sense as denying an undefeated football
team the chance to play in the na-
tional championship game. I know that
sounds a little bit like sour grapes
since the University of Utah was the
only undefeated team this last year but
had absolutely zero chance to play in
the national championship game.

The majority knows the American
people want to see more tax relief in
this stimulus bill. A February 9 poll
conducted by the Rasmussen Report
found that 62 percent of U.S. voters
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want the plan to include more tax re-
lief and less Government spending. It
appears as if the more time Americans
have to review this bill, the less they
like it. That is certainly the case for
me.

While time is of the essence, we can-
not afford to get this wrong. The
stakes are too high. Yet President
Obama has chosen to break the theme
of his Presidential campaign and use
fear to hurriedly pass this flawed eco-
nomic stimulus package. Now, I am not
sure I can blame him for that because
he is stuck with what the people up
here have done to him and to what he
said he would do. So I suppose he was
limited to using fear to get this pack-
age passed. I have a lot of respect for
him. I personally have helped him, and
I intend to help him more. But, gee
whiz, this is pathetic.

Mr. President, we Republicans realize
the severity of this economic situation.
We recognize the need to stimulate the
economy with a balanced stimulus
package that has an appropriate mix of
spending and real tax relief. We want
to create jobs and spur economic
growth. But haste makes waste, and,
like many of my constituents, I believe
our efforts are about to be wasted—
squandered on a stimulus bill that will
stimulate more criticism and feeling of
futility than the economy.

The great American poet and aboli-
tionist John Greenleaf Whittier wrote:

For of all sad words of tongue or pen, the
saddest are these: “It might have been!”

And while those words were written
more than a century ago, they can cer-
tainly be applied now to Congress.
Faced with serious recession, we need
to do our very best to get the economy
moving again. Instead, it looks as if
this body will settle for a partisan bill
that could well fail to do the job our
Nation requires. We should do better.
We could do much better. The Amer-
ican people need us to do much better.
And if this legislation passes, many of
us will one day shake our heads at the
opportunity lost and wonder aloud
about what might have been.

I have told a few people over the last
number of weeks who have blamed both
parties for what has gone on here over
the last number of years that I have
been here 33 years and there hasn’t
been 1 day in the Senate that I can
point to where a fiscal conservative
majority has been in control of the
Senate—not 1 day in 33 years—because
there are always enough liberal Repub-
licans, combined with the mostly all
liberal Democrats, to do just about
anything they want to in spending. It
is discouraging, I have to admit. We
have won some battles because we have
outworked the other side or we have
had a President who has made a dif-
ference on some issues, no question
about it. But not 1 day that I can recall
where, if you count the liberals on our
side and the liberals on the Democratic
side and you put them together—it is
usually only five or six, really, on our
side—we always have the majority on
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the other side. That is why President
Bush was hammered all the time for
his spending programs when, in fact,
his budgets were at all times less than
what we ultimately passed here in both
Houses.

Mr. President, I would like to now
take a few minutes to talk about the
health care provisions in this so-called
stimulus package or, more appro-
priately, the next installment of the
““Socialized Health Care for All Act of
2009.”” Democrats hate to hear that.
They think it is terrible to hear the
word ‘‘socialism.”

President Obama recently made the
media rounds stating that any delay in
passing this Government spending
package would be inexcusable and irre-
sponsible. Well, today I am going to
highlight certain health care provi-
sions in this Trojan horse legislation
that, in the President’s own words,
should be classified as inexcusable and
irresponsible.

First and foremost, let me make this
point again, even though I am starting
to sound like a broken record. Reform-
ing our health care system to ensure
that every American has access to
quality, affordable, and portable health
care is not a Republican or Democratic
issue, it is an American issue. When we
are dealing with 17 percent of our total
economy, it is absolutely imperative
that we address this challenge in an
open and bipartisan process.

Think about it. We are going to talk
about this for just a minute. Just like
the partisan SCHIP exercise preceding
this bill, this stimulus legislation is
another example of the Democrats jus-
tifying the current economic turmoil
to simply expand our entitlement pro-
grams and make the Federal Govern-
ment bigger. More and more Americans
are being pushed into Government-run
health care programs. Special interests
have taken priority over families; poli-
tics, of course, over policy.

In this time of national crisis, we
should have come together as one
group to write a responsible bill for the
American families who are faced with
rising unemployment and dropping
home values. Instead, the other side
has simply chosen to turn this into a
government-expansion exercise and a
grab-bag of favors for the liberal spe-
cial interests.

I continue to hope that the other
side’s promise of change was more than
a campaign slogan that did not expire
on November 4, 2008. Let’s all remem-
ber: Actions speak louder than words.

Let me start with the COBRA provi-
sions in this package. The Senate
version of the stimulus includes more
than $20 billion in subsidies for health
insurance premiums for those who have
lost their jobs in these tough economic
conditions. However, this subsidy will
only go to those Americans who had
access to COBRA coverage through
their employers.

Now, let me put this inequity into
perspective. If you worked for a large
employer, such as Lehman Brothers or
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Bear Stearns in New York City, which
had access to a COBRA qualified group
health plan, you will get help under
this bill. But mom-and-pop stores in
Salt Lake City that could not afford a
group health plan for their hard-work-
ing employees, they get nothing. Not a
thing. Now, let me repeat again—noth-
ing. This is not only unfair, it is uncon-
scionable.

That is not all. It gets worse. Both
the Senate- and the House-passed lan-
guage gave the same COBRA subsidy—
50 percent and 65 percent respectively—
regardless of one’s income threshold.
Look at this chart. You probably rec-
ognize the fellow on the left. This is
Richard Fuld, the former CEO of the
now-bankrupt Lehman Brothers, who
made almost half a billion dollars in
salary, bonuses, and stock options
since the year 2000. He is going to get
the same level of subsidy for his health
insurance premiums as the laid-off con-
struction worker on the right here in
Utah.

I worked with Senator GRASSLEY to
write an amendment that would have
applied income testing to this provi-
sion to target this taxpayer-funded
help to those who needed it the most.
We income test Medicare Part B for
our seniors, so why not do the same for
these subsidies? Unfortunately, it was
not included in the Senate package.

Another concern Americans need to
be mindful about is the impact of this
massive COBRA subsidy on our Na-
tion’s employers, who are already
struggling to meet their payroll needs.

By the way, just so everybody under-
stands what COBRA means, if you get
fired or the business ends or you have
to leave the business, you have a right
under COBRA to continue the insur-
ance, but you have to pay for it rather
than your employer.

Even though employers are not ex-
plicitly liable for the COBRA subsidies
in this legislation, they will suffer
from this phenomenon of adverse selec-
tion. A number of COBRA-eligible indi-
viduals have premiums that exceed
those of active workers. Studies have
shown that the average COBRA pre-
miums are at 145 percent of active
worker premium payments. According
to a study by PricewaterhouseCoopers,
the 10-year impact of this provision on
employers, even when limited to those
in the 55-t0-64 age group, could be up to
$65 billion. Economics 101 dictates that
these additional costs will simply be
passed on to employers, which in re-
turn will result in lower wages and
more layoffs. This is not exactly what
would qualify as ‘‘stimulus” in my
book—spending, sure, but definitely
not stimulus.

Let me shift my attention to the
comparative effectiveness provision.
The idea behind this concept is simple:
Compare the effectiveness of medical
treatments and procedures so payers,
providers, and patients can make
smart choices. Sounds good. However,
the difficulty arises when you decide to
compare on the basis of what is cheap-
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er rather than what works well. Both
the House- and the Senate-passed
versions provided $1.1 billion for com-
parative effectiveness, including a $400
million slush fund to be used by the
Secretary at his or her discretion. Once
again, this is a topic of bipartisan in-
terest and concern that should have
been discussed in the context of com-
prehensive reform.

We can all agree that a one-size-fits-
all approach is the wrong approach for
the American health care system.
Based on our own personal experiences,
we know that what works best for one
does not always work the same for the
other. Allowing comparative effective-
ness on the basis of cost can have dis-
astrous consequences not only on inno-
vation of lifesaving treatments but
also in the delivery of quality care.

On this chart, for example, we see
Jack Tagg, a former World War II
pilot, who in 2006 suffered from a severe
case of macular degeneration. The re-
gional health board that utilized cost-
based comparative effectiveness re-
jected his request for treatment citing
high cost, unless the disease hit his
other eye also.

It took 3 years to overturn that deci-
sion. Now let’s just all remember that
a family member with cancer in an in-
tensive care unit would probably nei-
ther have the time nor the resources to
appeal such an egregious decision. We
need to remember the real implications
of these provisions—not simply in
terms of political spin and special in-
terests—but in terms of its impact on
real people who are our mothers, fa-
thers, husbands, wives, brother and sis-
ters—children.

During the Finance Committee con-
sideration of the stimulus legislation,
Senators BAUcCUS, ENzI, CONRAD, and I
discussed the importance of getting the
comparative effectiveness provision
right.

I believe that comparative effective-
ness must focus on clinical effective-
ness, not cost, and it should maintain
patient choice and innovation. Failure
to do so could have disastrous con-
sequences.

As I have already said multiple
times, I am disappointed that Demo-
crats have decided to use the stimulus
legislation to address health care re-
form in a partisan and piecemeal man-
ner. Health IT—information tech-
nology—is another perfect example. It
is an area of consensus that should
have been part of a comprehensive and
bipartisan health care reform dialogue.

It is my hope that the Health Infor-
mation Technology Standards Com-
mittee that is created in this legisla-
tion will take into account the work of
States like Utah that already have
adopted statewide HIT. standards for
the exchange of clinical data. Utah is
much further down the road than other
States in this area. Therefore, when
the committee is making recommenda-
tions for HIT standards, it is my hope
that the work of States like Utah will
be taken into account and seriously
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considered by the HIT Standards Com-
mittee members. Utah has been a na-
tional leader in this area and I believe
that its work in this area should be
used as a template when national HIT
standards are developed.

In addition, as we incentivize physi-
cians, hospitals and other health care
providers to wuse electronic health
records—EHR, it is important that we
provide assistance for them with both
the purchase and maintenance of EHR
systems. I have heard from one Utah
physician in Ogden who paid over $8,000
for software only to discover that the
software simply does not work. This is
unacceptable. Therefore, if we are
going to incentivize health providers to
use electronic health records, we need
to make sure that providers will have
assistance in choosing, implementing
and using electronic health records.

Utah has been a leader in physician
EHR implementation as a result of its
participation in the Centers for Medi-
care and Medicaid Services—CMS—
Medicare Care Management Perform-
ance—MCMP demonstration project
which was created through the Medi-
care Modernization Act. The dem-
onstration provided incentive funding
to Utah physicians for adopting EHRs
and offered these doctors support and
assistance with their EHRs systems. In
the bill we are considering, I included
language to ensure that health pro-
viders in Utah and across the country
will continue to receive that assist-
ance. Without such assistance, many
practices will move forward with a
commitment to adopt EHRs, but will
not choose the right product for their
needs or could have difficulty using the
system.

Another concern that has been
brought to my attention by Utah
health care providers is that the main-
tenance of effort provision in this leg-
islation only applies to eligible State
and local governments and not to State
and local health care providers. This is
a real concern in Utah. My State, like
others across the Nation, is experi-
encing economic difficulties and, as a
result, is contemplating reducing pro-
vider payments. I am deeply concerned
about the impact this provision could
have not only on providers but patient
access to quality health care.

Finally, I would like to briefly ad-
dress the enforcement provisions con-
tained in section 13410 of this legisla-
tion relating to the State attorneys
general. When adopting rules to imple-
ment the health information tech-
nology provisions in this act, I would
urge Secretary of HHS to include rules
to require the States to notify the HHS
Secretary as to any outside groups
that will have contracts to assist with
the enforcement of these provisions. I
appreciate the opportunity to work
with my colleagues on this important
issue.

I look forward to working together to
transform our sick-care system into a
true health care system. However, the
other side at this time seems focused

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on transforming it into a socialized
welfare system through this Govern-
ment-spending bill. I continue to hold
deep hope in my heart that we will
soon move beyond these beltway games
and work together to fix Main Street
and make sure that our Nation con-
tinues to be the shining city on the
hill.

Let me just make one other com-
ment. When our bill went over to the
House—the House bill was passed too—
I happened to notice that the welfare
reform program that we worked so
hard on in the mid-1990s, that Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed twice until he fi-
nally decided that it was worthwhile
and signed it, has been greatly modi-
fied in this bill. I may be wrong in this
because I have not read that section,
but I have had indications that that
section basically has changed our wel-
fare reform law. It basically put, with-
in a short time thereafter, two-thirds
of the people who had been on welfare
to work, many of those people second
and third generations on welfare. They
found out that they could work and get
the self-esteem that comes from being
able to work, while still having a wel-
fare system to care for those who can’t
care for themselves but would if they
could.

My understanding is they have
changed the rules now where people
can stay on welfare their whole life-
time. I hope that has been changed. I
have not looked at this final version,
but I hope that has been changed. If
not, let me make a prediction. For
most all of my time in the Senate, the
percentage of GDP that our Federal
Government has required is somewhere
between 18 and 20 percent. If this bill
goes through and there is another $2 or
$3 trillion in spending, without being
done right, we are talking about
Europeanizing America. We are talking
about the percentage of GDP going up
as high as 39 percent—according to the
economists I talked to. That would be
disastrous.

Some are so crude that they suggest
that is the plan of our more liberal
friends on the other side because the
more they get people dependent on the
Federal Government, the more they
think the Democratic Party is the only
one that is going to take care of them.

We prefer a little different approach
to it. We prefer to help those who can’t
take care of themselves but would if
they could, to help them in every way
we possibly can. We have difficulty—at
least I do—helping those who can help
themselves but will not.

I hope that provision is no longer in
this bill, but I strongly suspect it is. If
that is so, we will have done the Amer-
ican economy tremendous harm.

I am concerned about this. I can’t
vote for this bill, but I would have
liked to have voted for a really good
bill that really provided appropriate
tax relief and made it possible to ex-
pand jobs in such a way as to bring this
economy back to the greatest economy
in the world, bar none, without ques-
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tion, and without question of its future
greatness.

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

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

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want-
ed to spend a few minutes this evening
talking about what we think, what we
think—I am going to emphasize that—
because nobody has seen the bill that I
understand we are supposed to vote on
tomorrow morning, that spends almost
$700 plus billion. We have not seen the
bill. We have not seen the report lan-
guage. And I can assure you that this
Senator is not about to vote on this
bill until he has read the bill and we
will do due diligence to do that, if we
ever get a copy of the bill.

But I wanted to talk about a couple
of things that are important that we
think are in the bill, and it has to do
with health care. I have a little bit of
experience in that. I have practiced
medicine now for 28, 29 years. I find
parts of this bill that I know when it is
explained to the American public, they
will agree with me, it is ludicrous.

Let me tell you the first part of the
bill. There is $20 billion in this bill to
pay hospitals and doctors to buy health
IT. Now, at the beginning you would
say, well, what is wrong with that? We
want electronic medical records. We
want to see the benefits that come
from the economy of scale, the in-
creased productivity that comes from
IT to help us in health care.

Where this bill does not understand
what is happening out there is doctors
will buy health IT, and hospitals will
improve—they all have health IT right
now, by the way—will improve their
health IT once there is a program out
there that is interoperable with the
rest of the program. The reason doctors
are not buying programs for electronic
medical records has nothing to do with
a lack of money, it is this very simple
reason: They know if they buy it now
they get to buy it again, because none
of the computers in health IT talk to
each other. They will not talk.

The way to make them talk is called
an interoperable standard. And a good
example for you to compare, think
about where we had ATMs. How did we
make an ATM, where you can go any-
where in the country if you have a
credit card that allows you to get cash
and go into any ATM in this country
and get cash. How did we do that? How
did ATMs come about? They came
about because the private sector, the
banking industry, created an interoper-
able standard first. Because they had
the interoperability standard, where
every bank could make sure that they
could talk to every other bank, they
put in ATMs.
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All of a sudden, voila, anywhere in
the world today, if you have money in
the bank and you have an ATM card,
you can get money out of the bank.
They did not build the ATMs first, they
did not have the Government buy the
ATMs before they had the standard set.

People say, well, we have taken care
of that in this bill. We are going to
have the Government decide what the
interoperable standard is. Well, the
Government has been working for 6
years to develop an interoperability
standard. They are at least doing it
through a private consortium now, and
80 percent of that standard has been ac-
complished. It will be completed in
2011. But it will not be completed the
way this bill is written, because we are
going to pull it all back from this pub-
lic-private consortium and we are
going to have some bureaucrats at HHS
decide what the standard is going to
be.

There are a lot of problems with
that. One is nobody at HHS knows that
information. No. 2 is, everything that
is out there in the market today is now
put at risk, so you are going to abso-
lutely stop private investment in this
area that is so much needed.

So what we are going to do is we are
going to allow bureaucrats to decide
what is it going to be. We are going to
eliminate companies that have great
ideas, because they are not going to be
in the mix, and we are going to accept
a standard that is not going to be the
best standard.

The way HHS has it set up now with
a public-private consortium was a poor
way to do it, but at least it has got it
80 percent of the way there. We are
going to backtrack on it. Just so you
know, we are so good at spending
money. We have spent $780 million al-
ready of your money trying to get this,
that we are going to now throw down
the toilet so we can start over and have
bureaucrats exactly decide what the
standard is going to be.

Well, I will predict to you, every-
thing else we do in IT in the Federal
Government, 50 percent of the money
we waste. That is what our studies
show. We waste $32 billion a year on IT
programs that never work, out of a $64
billion budget for IT programs alone.
So we are going to waste a ton of
money.

But that is not the important thing
in this bill. We are going to give every
doctor in the country, no matter how
much money they make, if they do not
have electronic medical records, we are
going to give them $60,000 to buy an
electronic medical record.

Now, it would seem to me that with
the incomes of the average physician
being over $200,000, the last place we
want to give $60,000 to buy a piece of
software that is not going to work,
that is going to have to be replaced
anyway, is to those who are in the
upper income in this country.

But that is probably not as impor-
tant as we are going to give for-profit
hospitals and the profitable non-profit
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hospitals $11 million each to buy elec-
tronic medical record software that
still will not talk to the doctors who
bought it and we gave $60,000.

The total cost of this, and what we
are doing, is going to be in excess, by
the time all of the problems are solved
and all of the defects are figured out,
and all of the wasted money, of $100 bil-
lion. This bill is going to waste $100 bil-
lion.

Now, tell me for a minute why we
would give some of the most profitable
companies in the country, the for-prof-
it hospitals and the not-for-profit hos-
pitals who last year made in excess of
$6 billion—that is the mnot-for-profit
hospitals made in excess of $6 billion
besides doing the charity care that
they did—why are we going to give
them $11 million each to accomplish
something that cannot be accom-
plished?

I will tell you why we are going to do
it. Because some Congressman or some
Senator said the way you solve this
problem is to throw money at it. They
haven’t thought it through. There has
been no development on or recognition
of what is needed, which is an inter-
operable standard. What should we
have done? Seven years ago when we
started down this process, there were
three great programs out there: one at
Mayo—I am talking big programs—one
at Cleveland Clinic, and one at Kaiser
Permanente. What should we have
done? We should have bought all three
of those, created the ability for those
three programs to talk to each other
and given it away. We would have
spent about $20 or $30 million, maybe
$100 million, maybe $200 million, but
not $100 billion. So again, Washington
has messed it up. The very thing we are
hoping to fix we are going to ruin. As
we do it, we are going to waste $100 bil-
lion, and $30 billion of that total is in
this bill.

The other interesting thing is none of
this money starts rolling out until the
middle of next year.

I am told I have 1 minute remaining.
I ask unanimous consent for 2 addi-
tional minutes.

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

Mr. COBURN. That is one of the
problems with this bill.

Let’s talk about the big problem. As
a practicing physician, I know what
physicians are taught. First, do no
harm. Second, listen to your patient,
and they will tell you what is wrong
with them. Third, if it has already been
done, don’t do it again. That is what
they are taught. With that comes years
of experience, clinical judgment, and
in-depth knowledge about people and
their disease. In this bill is a statement
that says: We are going to develop,
through a large slush fund at Health
and Human Services, a model called
comparative effectiveness. There is
nothing wrong with comparing effec-
tive outcomes. There is nothing wrong
with trying to use clinical data to
move us in a better direction. But that

S2199

is not what this is about. This is com-
parative effectiveness to control cost.

I warn the American people tonight,
if this bill goes through, we are well on
the way to absolute government con-
trol of the patient-doctor relationship,
because we are going to assume that
there is no way that a doctor can make
a better decision than a computer. I
will give two examples that happened
in the last 5 years in my practice, two
people who came in who had no clinical
signs, had no indications other than
my knowing them for years and devel-
oping a suspicion that something was
wrong. They didn’t come with a com-
plaint. Their complaint was something
else. I ordered MRIs on both patients.
They were both denied by their insur-
ance company. I arranged for both of
them to get MRIs. Both had deadly
brain tumors. They never would have
fit in the comparative effectiveness or
the cost control mechanism that we
are setting up with this so we can con-
trol Medicare costs. This is the first
step for the government to start ra-
tioning the very care it says it wants
to give to the American people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. COBURN. The American people
better pay very close attention to this
bill. If you are on Medicare today or if
you are b5 years of age, you better be
plenty afraid of the language in this
bill, because it is setting up the basis
with which the Government will decide
what kind of care you get. We are
going to use a chart. If you don’t fit in
the chart, you are out of luck. You are
going to lose the ability for clinical
skills to make a difference in your life.
Talk to the people of Great Britain
where cancer cure rates are lower than
ours because they don’t have access to
treatments Americans have today.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BEGICH). The Senator from New Mex-
ico.

(The remarks of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico pertaining to the introduction
of S. 433 are located in today’s RECORD
under ‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills
and Joint Resolutions.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise to discuss the economic stimulus
plan, and I rise in dismay. I am dis-
mayed because we are about to spend
$786 billion—or whatever the latest fig-
ure is that keeps changing almost by
the hour—one of the most expensive
bills this or any other Congress has
ever seen that will not truly stimulate
anything. I am also dismayed that in
doing so we are placing an almost in-
surmountable fiscal yoke across the
next generation’s shoulders.

Yesterday, I became the proud grand-
father of two twin granddaughters. It
saddens me to know the result of the
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votes we cast, I assume, tomorrow—
and the ultimate cost of this bill—is
going to be borne by those two little
girls in their lifetimes and not by my
generation in ours. We are saddling
this next generation of our children
and grandchildren with an unbelievable
debt for the purpose of trying to stimu-
late the economy when, in fact, there
is virtually nothing in this bill that
truly is going to stimulate the econ-
omy in the current crisis we are in.

Georgians and Americans are strug-
gling. They need jobs. They need food
on the table. They need to be able to go
to bed at night knowing, at the very
least, they have the blessing of a roof
over their heads.

But provisions in the bill that could
have truly helped Americans, such as a
$500-per-worker tax credit, have been
so watered down that now the experts
say that particular provision is going
to provide about $13 more per week in
workers’ pockets. That is not a stim-
ulus plan.

I commend my good friend and my
colleague, Senator ISAKSON from Geor-
gia, who worked to put an idea in this
bill, a housing tax credit that we know
would have stimulated the economy
and revived the plummeting housing
market.

Now, why are we in this economic
crisis we are in today? If you ask any
economist to point to one thing that
has put us in this crisis, every single
one of them—Republican and Demo-
cratic economists, conservative and
liberal economists, Independent econo-
mists—every one of them will tell you
the housing crisis is the No. 1 issue
that put us into this crisis.

Unfortunately, the bill that came out
of the House, the bill that originally
came out of the Finance Committee in
the Senate, contained not one single
provision, in either bill, that was fo-
cused on addressing this issue of the
housing crisis.

Under Senator ISAKSON’s proposal
that was an amendment to the bill on
the floor of the Senate, a $15,000 home
buyer tax credit would have been given
to anyone who purchased a home dur-
ing the next year. That would have had
a very positive effect on the economy.
How do we know that? We know that
because Congress passed a similar
housing tax credit in 1975, when we
were in the midst of another declining
housing industry situation in a crisis
that was not as severe as this one but
still in a crisis. What we found then
was that particular provision turned
around America’s sagging economic
fortunes.

I know families across the country
were waiting for this tax credit to pass.
I have heard from Georgians over and
over again, over the last several weeks,
who are looking for a new home to buy,
but they, frankly, have been waiting on
the proposal because they have been
reading about it.

I got a call from a radio talk show
host in my home State today who
made the statement to me, before we
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started the interview: Tell me about
Senator ISAKSON’s tax credit provision.
Where does it stand because I am look-
ing for a home to buy and my realtor
called me and said: Look, you can af-
ford to pay a little bit more because
here is what is going to be the result of
your buying this house: a $15,000 tax
credit.

Now, with the way this provision has
been watered down, it may as well not
even be in there. It is unfortunate. This
was a Dbipartisan amendment, an
amendment that was talked about on
both sides of the aisle by Senators in
this Chamber, and was agreed to with-
out even calling for a vote because ev-
erybody recognizes the housing sector
has to be fixed and that this would play
a major role in fixing that sector.

All week we have read in the papers
and heard from a majority of our col-
leagues that this bill is a compromise.
Well, let me say this: This bill is no
compromise. When deals of this mag-
nitude are struck in closed-door, back-
room sessions, when the White House
talks to this side of the aisle but does
not truly listen, you do not have a
compromise.

It is pretty clear the White House has
not listened to this side of the aisle in
crafting this final proposal that appar-
ently is in the process of being agreed
to. My Republican colleagues have of-
fered proposal after proposal to create
jobs, to fix the real crux of our eco-
nomic troubles—the housing crisis—
and to lend a hand to laid-off workers
who are suffering through no fault of
their own. Instead, we are spending
money we do not have on projects or
programs that are not needed.

What taxpayers are getting instead is
a  bloated Government giveaway
packed with pet projects. Let me say
there has been a lot of conversation
coming from the White House, as well
as on the floor of the Senate, that this
bill does not contain earmarks. Well,
anybody who says that simply has not
read the bill. This bill is packed with
as many earmarks as I have seen in
any bill that has come into this body
in the time I have been here. There is
earmark after earmark in here, and we
are going to talk some more about that
before this bill is voted on, presumably
tomorrow.

The American people know some-
thing needs to be done, and I agree that
it does. But this legislation is not what
is needed to address the housing crisis,
put hard-earned dollars back in our
citizens’ pockets to spend as they wish,
and put Americans back to work.

Our side of the aisle offered a very
targeted combination of spending and
tax reductions in the McCain amend-
ment. A truly bipartisan effort by the
majority and the Senate as a whole
would have passed that amendment,
and we could be headed down the road
of reaching a bipartisan agreement on
the issue of trying to solve this eco-
nomic crisis. Unfortunately, that
amendment was not agreed to because
it was not voted on in a bipartisan way.
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With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Georgia for his
excellent comments about the housing
proposal offered by our colleague, Sen-
ator ISAKSON. I thought it was a good
idea when he first brought it up. It
would have pleased me if that had been
included at the time President Bush
sent out those checks a year ago that
had no real permanent benefit, and I
thought it should have been included
then. I was very much supportive of it
when he brought it forward later, last
week, and I thought we had adopted it.
But it looks like it is going to be taken
out or so reduced it will not have the
same effect.

The advantage of that was it would
target the real problem we have; which
is the housing supply that is growing.
The growing supply of unoccupied
housing causes the price of everyone’s
home to decline. We know it had to de-
cline some because we had a bubble in
housing. But there is a danger when
home prices fall below what the real
market value is. When they fall too
low, it does begin to have serious rami-
fications in the economy.

Similar to Senator CHAMBLISS, I
thought Senator McCAIN’s proposal had
some real infrastructure spending,
some targeted tax reductions that
would put money in people’s pockets
immediately but would not necessarily
be permanent, and we could shut that
off without creating a bureaucracy. I
thought that was a real good piece of
legislation. It cost about half the cost
of this legislation.

So there are some things we could do.
I was certainly prepared to consider
other options and other alternatives.
But, as it is, there has been very little
input into this bill. Right now, we still
have not seen it. There was talk about
trying to vote on it tonight. That is
unthinkable: to have a 700-plus page
piece of legislation, spending almost
$800 billion, and people who have not
read it are going to vote on it? Surely,
that will not happen. It is not a good
process, in my view.

I am disturbed about it, and I think
the financial soul of our country is at
stake. If this becomes a pattern, if this
becomes the way we do business and
the way we spend money and throw
money around, it seems to me, too
much in a political way, rather than in
a stimulative way, we will say to our
constituents and to the world: The
United States does not have its house
in order, it is not a safe place to put
money, and there is no certainty about
what will happen next because unpre-
dictable Government actions may
dwarf the natural economic forces that
people relied on in the past to make
their investments. So I am worried
about that.

I would share something here. When
you get the Government spending a
large amount of money, it creates a lot
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of problems. Our economy has always
been less dominated by Government
spending than the European economies,
at least Germany and France in par-
ticular. They have had Government
spending that represents as much as 45
or 50 percent of their gross domestic
product. It is a huge portion of their
economy. Their unemployment rate
has always tended to be higher than
ours, and their growth has not kept up
with ours.

One other thing happens when the
Government injects itself into the
economy; and that is, it has a tendency
to corrupt the Government itself. We
have had a lot of criticisms about lob-
byists, that we have too many lobby-
ists. Lobbyists have too much influ-
ence, and we should have fewer lobby-
ists and they should have less influ-
ence. But as the size and power of the
Government expands, I think it is only
natural that one would expect compa-
nies worth billions of dollars would feel
a necessity to have more lobbyists.
This is a Washington Times piece not
long ago dealing with the $700 billion
Wall Street bailout, and it shows some
of the things that were happening. Dur-
ing the fourth quarter, Citigroup had
$1.28 million in lobbyist expenses. In
the third quarter, they had $1.39 mil-
lion in lobbyist expenses. People say,
well, that is unbelievable. That is a lot
of money. There are 1,000 million dol-
lars in a billion. That is how many 1
billion is, 1,000 million. During that
time, Citigroup gets $45 billion from
the U.S. Government. So what is that?
Forty-five billion is forty-five thou-
sand million. So it is probably a pretty
good idea, from the company’s point of
view, to spend $1 million on lobbyists.
That is a pretty good bargain. That is
all I am saying. The bigger the Govern-
ment, the more the Government gets
interfaced with what has historically
been a private sector that we didn’t
stick our nose in. Historically, the
companies paid taxes, they obeyed the
law, and the Government didn’t sub-
sidize winners and losers in the bank-
ing industry.

So AIG, they actually got, I think
now, over $100 billion. They spent
$390,000 in fourth quarter expenses.
General Motors, look at that: $3,320,000.
They got money out of this Wall Street
financial bailout that nobody ever
thought they could get. They got the
Government to give them $10 billion.
So I guess they consider $3 million in
lobbying expenses to be a pretty good
bargain. Those are some of the dangers
when we stick our nose into matters
that we out not to meddle in.

Once again, I wish to share this chart
because I think it is instructive of the
situation in which we find ourselves.
Back in 2004, President Bush had the
biggest deficit up to that time since
World War II—maybe ever, in terms of
real dollars. It was $413 billion. That is
when he was criticized so aggressively,
as many of my colleagues will remem-
ber, for reckless spending and running
up the deficit. I thought a lot of that
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criticism was valid, but we had a war
going on and we had some other things.
We didn’t contain spending as well as
we should have. The recession that oc-
curred was biting into revenue, and we
ended up with a $413 billion deficit, the
biggest we had ever had. It dropped in
2005 to $318 billion, it dropped to $248
billion in 2006, and in 2007 the deficit
dropped to $161 billion. It was defi-
nitely heading in the right direction.
That represented only 1.2 percent of
GDP. This 3.6 percent of GDP for the
deficit was the highest in about 30
years, since the recession in 1980, as I
recall.

So what about 2008, the last fiscal
yvear, ending September 30 of 2008. We
sent out the $150 billion in checks to
Americans in the hope that it would do
something good for the economy. Peo-
ple blamed the President for it. I think
he deserves blame for it because it
didn’t work. However, the President
has no authority whatsoever to spend a
dime that Congress doesn’t give him.
He had to come to Congress and ask for
that money. The Democratic leader-
ship supported it and moved the bill
forward, and we sent out the checks.
That, plus the economic slowdown,
caused the 2008 deficit. Last September
30, it was $455 billion, the largest ever.

What about this year? Our own Con-
gressional Budget Office has done some
analysis. And I would just say that the
CBO is a nonpartisan group. We just
elected a new Director. He was basi-
cally selected by the Democratic ma-
jority. The Republican members of the
Budget Committee liked him. We
thought he was an honest, capable
man, and we voted for him. So we got
a new Director. He is, I believe, an hon-
orable person, gives us good numbers,
as the previous Director did. So the
CBO estimates, without the stimulus,
the deficit ending September 30 of this
yvear will be $1.3 trillion. That will rep-
resent 8.3 percent of GDP, the highest
ever.

Now we are about to pass another al-
most $800 billion stimulus package on
top of that. It all would not get spent
in 2009. It is not all going to get spent
before September 30 of this year, so of
that 800 they are scoring about 232 to
be spent in this year, meaning the
total deficit would be $1.4 trillion,
three times—three times—the size of
the highest deficit we have ever had in
history.

I have to tell my colleagues, Gary
Becker, the Nobel Prize-winning econo-
mist, and another one of his associates,
just wrote an op-ed in the Wall Street
Journal. He questioned this stimulus
package. He used careful language. He
said normally in a stimulus package,
for every dollar you expend, you hope
to get a dollar and a half of growth. He
said in their opinion, because of the na-
ture of this legislation—I will say the
political nature of it rather than the
stimulus nature of it—they conclude
each dollar spent will produce less than
a dollar of stimulus.

So we are adding another $800 billion
on to our debt total for very little ben-
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efit. When you go to next year, they
are expecting it to be another $1 tril-
lion deficit and the year after that, $640
billion. By the way, these 2 years at
least have $70 billion more which will
be added because we are going to fix
the AMT, the alternative minimum
tax. It costs $70 billion to fix it, and we
do it every year, and that is never
scored until we fix it. So that will be
added on to both of those. Also, physi-
cians are set to get a 20-percent reduc-
tion next year in their physician pay-
ments. Why do we do that? Well, we
passed a law a long time ago that
would call for that. We have long since
recognized we can’t cut our doctors’
pay that way, we can’t cut them 20 per-
cent. Every year, we put the money
back in. It is about $30 billion, I be-
lieve, a year. That doesn’t score in
these numbers. So you can assume the
deficit next year will be at least about
$100 billion higher than current esti-
mates. Those are gimmicks we use to
hide the real nature of the deficit.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, interest in the stimulus bill
alone over the next 10 years will
amount to $326 billion, and that in-
cludes the first 2 years when all is not
yvet spent. It will actually be about $40
billion a year thereafter once it all gets
spent. That is a huge thing. That is
$400 billion every decade. Who is going
to pay it? Our children and grand-
children. There is no plan to pay this
off. So this is not a minor matter.

Finally, our own Congressional Budg-
et Office, after studying this package,
concluded these things: It would have a
temporary stimulus effect in the first 2
to 3 years, but over a 10-year period,
they conclude the gross domestic prod-
uct would grow less if the legislation
were enacted than if we didn’t pass
anything. They project that over a 10-
year period it would hurt the econ-
omy—not a lot, but it would be down.
Why? Because when we borrow $1 tril-
lion from the private economy to pay
this debt, it crowds out private people
who may want to borrow money and
create jobs.

Secondly, you have to pay the inter-
est on it every year; we have to pay $40
billion a year in interest. How much is
$40 billion? That is the amount of the
entire Federal highway budget each
year, $40 billion—a lot of money. Now
we are going to add that every year,
just in interest, which we will be pay-
ing indefinitely. Some people have
said—even some conservatives have
said deficits don’t matter. Wrong. Defi-
cits do matter.

Finally, I would just point out these
facts about why the bill is not effective
to do what it says it wants to do, which
is to create jobs. It is simple arith-
metic. We wrote this chart when the
bill was $826 billion. It actually came
out of the Senate at $838 billion. We are
hearing it is going to come out less
than that, and that we will end up with
about $789 billion. So we don’t know.
Apparently, they are still arguing over
what to spend and how to spend the
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money. The interest on that version,
according to CBO, would run $347 bil-
lion, give or take a billion or two, over
the next decade.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. So that totals over
$1.1 trillion. You divide that out per
taxpayer, per person who pays taxes—
don’t think that something can be cre-
ated for nothing. To inject $800 billion
into the economy today, we have to
borrow it. How much does that mean
that the average American is assuming
as new debt? Well, what we conclude
is—just from simple arithmetic—it is
about $8,400 per taxpayer. Think about
that. Just like that, we are going to
pass a bill that over 10 years will cost
over $1.1 trillion and increase the aver-
age taxpayer’s share of the debt by
about $8,400. It is like adding it to your
mortgage or something.

If it produces 3.9 million jobs, which
is the high end of what the Congres-
sional Budget Office says it would cre-
ate—the goal for those pushing the leg-
islation say they want to create 4 mil-
lion jobs. That is the high side of
what—it is higher, actually, than what
CBO, our own budget office, tells us it
will create. So 3.9 million jobs, that
costs $300,000 per job. Do the arith-
metic.

Is that a good deal for America? Is
that worth burdening us with $8,400
each? What if it came out on the low
side? What if it only created 1.3 million
jobs, which was the low side that CBO
scored—1.3 to 3.9? That would be
$900,000 per job.

Mr. President, I would say that, yes,
we can do some things to improve this
economy, but we are moving a political
agenda; we are moving programmatic
ideas. A lot of people might like to see
some of these things become law, but
they don’t want to go through the en-
tire budget process, to compete and de-
bate. They just stick these programs
into this emergency stimulus bill that
goes straight to the debt, none of
which is paid for, and then it is all
debt. I don’t think it is a good idea.

Good people might disagree, but I
firmly believe it is not a good idea for
my constituents. My phones are ring-
ing off the hook against it. I don’t be-
lieve it is good for my children, my
grandchildren, or yours.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are in morning business
for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
15 minutes.

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. President, what
we are debating in the Senate is about
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fighting for the economic future of
America.

Dr. King talked about the ‘‘fierce ur-
gency of now’” in the context of a
struggle for civil rights. We have to re-
member the fierce urgency of now
when we are tackling the worst eco-
nomic crisis our country has seen in
generations.

We have to understand the urgency
for the 3.6 million Americans who have
lost their job since December 2007—al-
most 600,000 in the last month alone. It
is an urgent situation when millions of
American families are in danger of los-
ing their homes. It is a dire situation
when State budgets are stretched so
thin they have to watch school build-
ings crumble. It is an emergency situa-
tion when local communities are forced
to consider cutting police or fire-
fighters who protect their residents. It
is an immediate crisis when a young
girl needs an operation but her parents
cannot afford health insurance. The
Dow lost 40 percent in a year’s time.
Businesses are closing. Life savings are
being drained.

Even for the hard-working Americans
who still have their jobs, pensions, and
health care, there is still a lot of fear
out there that their careers and health
insurance aren’t secure; that the job
loss or foreclosure that hit their neigh-
bor might knock on their door next.
Yet in the midst of all of that, I hear so
many of my colleagues basically say-
ing: Oh, no, do nothing.

Without bold and decisive action, the
country faces the possibility of a pro-
longed economic collapse rivaling the
worst we have ever seen.

In a crisis this severe, the Federal
Government has the responsibility to
step in and to stabilize the economy
and lay the groundwork for recovery.
We are not just talking about the fi-
nancial recovery of individuals; we are
talking about the renewal of a nation.

We have before us a tremendous op-
portunity to strengthen the 21st-cen-
tury economy, to make investments so
the private sector can create the inno-
vations that will help our country
prosper in the future, to transition
away from fossil fuels and stop sending
our money abroad, enhance America’s
energy security and meet the climate
crisis that threatens our planet.

We have an opportunity very soon to
vote on a bold plan to create and main-
tain more than 3.5 million jobs in
America and 100,000 in my home State
of New Jersey, helping workers dam-
aged by this crisis and laying the foun-
dations for economic growth well into
the future.

Is the bill we are considering perfect?
No. But in my many years of legis-
lating, I have never seen a perfect bill.
People are losing their jobs, their
homes, and their life savings. The un-
employment rate in New Jersey is the
highest it has been in a decade and a
half. More Americans are filing first-
time jobless claims than any time in a
quarter of a century. This isn’t a time
for delay, and it isn’t a time for games
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or political posturing. It is time for
quick, bold action. This is a com-
plicated piece of legislation, so I will
take a little time to lay out its most
important provisions.

First, this bill brings tax relief to the
middle class—about $230 billion worth
of tax cuts. In the Finance Committee,
I introduced an amendment to save
over 1 million New Jerseyans from the
alternative minimum tax, saving fami-
lies up to $5,600.

That AMT tax was originally de-
signed to ensure that the wealthiest
Americans could not use creative ac-
counting to avoid all taxes, but it was
never intended to hit the middle class
as hard as it is hitting them now. If we
don’t act, millions of taxpayers could
wake up next tax season to realize they
owe more in taxes even though their
income hasn’t changed.

The cornerstone of this legislation,
in terms of tax relief, is a making work
pay credit—the credit that is available
to those who are working. The average
working family—95 percent of all work-
ing families—are going to get a tax cut
of up to $800 to put money back into
their pockets to support their families
and, at the same time, create demand
for goods and services in this economy
that will be provided largely by the pri-
vate sector that creates other jobs for
those who provide those goods and
service.

It expands the earned-income and
child tax credit to help low-income
working families get through these dif-
ficult times. Those are the individuals
who need money, and when they have
it, they spend it in an economy that
also creates demand for goods and serv-
ices, created largely by the private sec-
tor. In fact, 90 percent of all of the jobs
created under this bill will be from the
private sector. It supports tax incen-
tives for businesses to make new in-
vestments and hire new employees.

This recovery package would not just
create jobs; it will create a new genera-
tion of green jobs. What we are consid-
ering today is a green recovery pack-
age, which will help change the direc-
tion of our economy for one based on
fossil fuels to one based on clean re-
newable energy. It makes important
investments in building efficiency, re-
newable fuels, clean vehicles, and green
job training. It makes a massive in-
vestment in weatherizing homes, which
will reduce emissions while bringing
down energy costs. All along the way,
each of those initiatives creates a dif-
ferent sector of the job marketplace
that Americans will be able to fulfill.

Just like the rest of it, the energy
piece of this legislation isn’t perfect. 1
would have liked to have seen more
support for mass transit. They are fac-
ing major budget crises and have to
consider service cutbacks, just as rider-
ship is growing and climate change is
accelerating. Transit funding is essen-
tial if we are going to meet our emis-
sions goals, get cars off the streets, and
keep efficient transportation afford-
able.
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The Federal Government has been
dragging its feet on energy security
and climate change for too long. Our
local governments have been leading
the way. That is why I am proud to
have created the energy efficiency and
conservation block grant in 2007, along
with Senator SANDERS, to help fund
and reward them for that work. I am
thrilled this Economic Recovery Act
contains substantial funding for these
grants, including tens of millions of
dollars for New Jersey. Cities and com-
munities across the country can use
the funding to promote efficiency,
lower greenhouse gas emissions, and
invest in renewable energy and the jobs
that will go along with that in doing
that work.

A municipality could work to insu-
late office buildings, install fluorescent
light bulbs, install solar panels, invest
in LED lighting for traffic signals or
purchase more efficient municipal ve-
hicles. Of course, what a municipality
would do for energy efficiency in New
Jersey would be different from what
one might do in Alaska or Arizona. So
the funding allows for flexibility.

There is strong support for solar en-
ergy, including a manufacturing tax
credit and tax incentives for home-
owners to install solar panels. That is
good news for New Jersey, which is the
second-biggest solar-producing State in
the country and where the solar cell
was invented.

The support for energy efficiency is
complemented by important invest-
ments in infrastructure. With this re-
covery plan, we can start building and
rehabilitating scores of roads, bridges,
and bypasses.

We have the chance to secure a
stream of funding to start construction
on the ARC rail tunnel, to ease com-
mutes across the Hudson, reduce traf-
fic, and clean our air. Most important,
those kinds of projects put people to
work. Not only the construction people
but the engineers and architects, the
clerical workers in their office, and ev-
erybody who creates supplies for these
jobs at their places of work, and the
transportation that brings it to the job
site. This is how we create all of these
jobs, and they’re mostly in the private
sector.

We understand a major part of help-
ing the economic recovery is allowing
workers who have lost their jobs to
keep their families afloat, develop the
skills necessary to maintain long-term
employment and find new jobs.

This economic recovery package
makes exactly this type of bold invest-
ment. It helps States close gaps in
their unemployment programs. It re-
wards States for innovative reforms,
providing benefits to more than 500,000
workers a year who are now falling
through the cracks of the unemploy-
ment program. It stimulates the broad-
er economy as every dollar put into the
hands of temporarily displaced workers
and their families generates $1.64 in
economic growth, whether it is spent
on housing, groceries, or other basic
necessities.
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For those who have fallen on the
hardest of times—who have been laid
off and haven’t been able to find work
and are having trouble putting food on
the table or keeping a roof overhead—
the recovery package includes impor-
tant support for food assistance, as
well as housing programs that will help
prevent foreclosures, rehabilitate
homes, and provide emergency housing
in New Jersey.

This legislation that we are talking
about is not only recovery but invest-
ment. This legislation also means
about $4 billion for worker training and
employment services. The labor mar-
ket has fundamentally changed. If we
are going to stay competitive in our
State and country, we need to invest in
human capital and give our workers
the skills to thrive in the 2lst-century
economy.

Preparing those students and work-
ers and those who will prepare them for
the high-tech, high-paying jobs means
investing in education at every level.
That is also not only going to lay the
foundation for Ilong-term economic
growth but give immediate opportuni-
ties for jobs as well. These are ways in
which we, in fact, can modernize our
schools. At least 2056 New Jersey
schools will have the opportunity to
modernize themselves with the tech-
nology necessary and the laboratory
necessary for preparation for this 21st-
century economy. It is an investment
that could mean the difference between
a crumbling schoolroom and a science
lab that prepares a child for a career in
biomedical engineering.

I was raised in a tenement, poor, the
son of immigrants, the first in my fam-
ily to go to college. I know I would not
be standing in the Senate today if it
weren’t for the Federal Government’s
support and those opportunities.
Whether it is our public education pro-
gram or in college through the Pell
grants and the opportunities in the
American opportunity tax credit to
make college more affordable, it will
produce a workforce that can compete
anywhere in the world and be able to
capture the new jobs created under this
bill.

Any parent in America knows the
challenges of affording health care,
even if you haven’t lost your job. Fam-
ilies working in low-wage or even mod-
erate-wage jobs struggle every month
just to pay the bills, not to mention
the medical bills on top of that. Those
who have recently lost jobs are pretty
much out of luck. Unfortunately, a
child’s illness doesn’t always wait for a
good-paying job with health care to
come along.

That is why we have included provi-
sions in this bill to help States con-
tinue to provide health coverage to
those children and families they are
serving. For those who lose their jobs
and their health insurance with it, we
have included a tax break to help them
pay for the COBRA coverage they are
eligible for in between jobs.

I will end where this whole crisis
began, in housing. This bill includes
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provisions that will allow more fami-
lies to get tax relief when they buy a
home, provide additional funding for
those who recently lost their home,
and provide additional funding for a
provision I authored to help children
affected by a home foreclosure stay in
school.

This plan may be detailed; the in-
vestments it makes may be diverse.
But we are not talking about just
throwing money haphazardly. We un-
derstand every dollar in the plan be-
longs to the American taxpayer. They
deserve assurances that their money is
invested wisely. So we are going to en-
sure unprecedented transparency, over-
sight, and accountability to the plan so
Americans can see not only how their
money is being spent, but also the re-
sults of their investments.

This includes requiring the President
to report quarterly on the plan’s
progress, as well as establishing an
oversight panel to review the manage-
ment of taxpayer dollars.

We have had a vigorous debate in the
legislation. That is part of our democ-
racy and it is always welcome. It has
been troubling to me to see such a bad
case of amnesia in some of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle. I
think it would make every American
who loss his or her job in this recession
cringe to hear that some of my Repub-
lican colleagues want to repeat the
policies that helped create this crisis
in the first place.

Republican policies dominated the
last Presidency over the last 8 years
and dominated Congress for a good part
of that period of time. All of a sudden,
they are guardians of fiscal responsi-
bility, after taxing the middle class
while passing capital gains and divi-
dend tax cuts aimed at the wealthy,
after turning President Clinton’s
record surpluses into President Bush’s
record deficits and doubling the na-
tional debt to more than $11 trillion—
$11 trillion. If we did absolutely noth-
ing, if President Obama did absolutely
nothing, he will have inherited a $1.2
trillion debt. I hear these voices now of
fiscal responsibility. Where were they
when they were driving this enormous
deficit to the Nation?

Now, to top it all off, they added
amendment after amendment that
added to the debt, and then they turned
around, after adding to the debt and
complaining about it, and voted
against the package because they said
it adds too much to the Federal debt.
Only in Washington can one believe
that.

Finally, I hope our Republican col-
leagues are not of the belief that by
hoping this package does not succeed
they will achieve political victory be-
cause, in essence, they would be voting
and betting against an American eco-
nomic recovery, against the American
people’s hopes and dreams and aspira-
tions to live a better life.

I fear, after reading some of the arti-
cles today, that is exactly where they
are: no plan to meet the economic chal-
lenges we have, complain about the
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plan that is there, and then ultimately
find ourselves in a set of circumstances
in which they are betting against the
American people and this economic re-
covery. That is not only bad politics, it
is pad policy for the Nation. I hope
they will see the light when it comes
time to vote.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. RISCH. Mr. President, first, let
me say to my distinguished colleague
from New Jersey, I sincerely appreciate
his passion about this problem. I think
everyone on this side of the aisle like-
wise feels as passionately about the dif-
ficulties facing the American people
today. There is no one who believes
this is not a problem. There is no one
here who does not feel the empathy
every one of us should feel about Amer-
icans who are losing their jobs and
about Americans who are under-
employed.

There are over 92 percent of Ameri-
cans employed, but there are over 7
percent who are not. The fact that 92
percent are employed in no way deni-
grates the fact that we have a substan-
tial and a high rate of unemployment.

With all due respect to my colleague
from New Jersey, he made reference to
the fact that there are people encour-
aging that we do nothing. I don’t know
who that person is. I have not run into
them yet. It is not anyone on this floor
that I know of.

I think this problem is so serious and
I believe my Republican colleagues be-
lieve this problem is so serious that it
does not only deserve something be
done but that something major be
done, something aggressive be done,
and something quickly be done.

With all due respect, I strongly dis-
agree with his characterization that
there is anyone on this side of the aisle
who hopes this plan does not succeed.
We pray every day that this package
does succeed. It has to succeed. If it
does not, this country is going to be in
very serious trouble.

Let there be no mistake about it,
this is clearly a Democratic plan. The
people who are saying this is a bipar-
tisan plan are flat wrong. This is a
Democratic plan. I hope it works. I
pray that it works. I pray that we will
be able to come out here one day in the
very near future and say congratula-
tions to the Democrats for putting to-
gether this package and putting it to
work so that we turn this economy
around. The Democrats own this plan.

Having said that, I urge, and my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle urge,
that this is not just a single path that
is going to take us out of the problem
we have. Indeed, it is going to take
more than just spending. Just spending
has not worked in the past. It did not
work at the time of the Great Depres-
sion. It did not work for Japan in the
nineties. It did not even work for us
last year when this Congress gave $600
to every individual to go out and
spend. It did not even put a blip on the
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screen as far as helping the downturn
in the economy.

The real problem, the systemic prob-
lem is the frozen credit markets. It is
not Government spending that is going
to get us out of this situation; it is the
spending by the great American people,
by the great American consumer, by
businesses large and businesses small.
It is their spending that will get us out
of the deep hole we are in.

With all due respect to my good
friend from New Jersey, I would like to
see as much passion about attacking
the problem with the banking sector
and the frozen credit markets that we
are seeing for this spending of $800 bil-
lion which, when all is said and done,
will turn out to be $1.2 trillion when we
include the interest that is going to
have to be paid.

I congratulate the good Senator for
referring to the work done in the hous-
ing sector. With all due respect, I urge
it is not enough. This Senate added an
excellent provision to this particular
package. It was taken out when the
conference committee met, and that
portion that was taken out reduced in
half what needed to be done to help
stimulate the housing sector.

Mr. President, you heard my distin-
guished colleague from New Jersey
talk about the amount people will be
able to use to go out and get a home. It
was reduced in the conference com-
mittee. It was cut virtually in half. On
top of that, it only allows for first-time
buyers, which just does not make
sense. If we are trying to stimulate the
housing sector, why just first-time
house buyers? Everyone should be
given this opportunity to go out and to
purchase a new home or a previously
occupied home and should get the cred-
it.

With all due respect, what this Sen-
ate did was taken out in the conference
committee. I would like to see the
same passion as the other two paths—
that is, attacking the frozen credit
market and the housing sector—that
we Kkeep seeing from the other side as
far as the spending of this $800 billion.

I close with this. I asked this on the
floor the other day: Why $800 billion? It
is really important that history knows
why America settled on $800 billion.
There is no doubt this is going to pass.
The Democrats will vote together on
this. Three Republicans have shown
they are going to vote with them. And
there is no doubt this is going to pass.
But we need, America needs, America
requires an explanation of why $800 bil-
lion.

I heard the President of the United
States say earlier this week: That is
not just a number I pulled out of the
air. I take him at his word. If it was
not just pulled out of the air, it was
carefully constructed with a formula. I
want to see that formula. America
wants to see that formula. Historians
are going to need to see that formula
because if it works, we are going to
need that formula in the future again
someday. If it does not work, we need
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to look at that formula and see if we
can figure out why it did not work.

Somebody, please, deliver us that for-
mula so we know how the number of
$800 billion was reached. It could be $50
billion. It could be $200 billion. It could
be $600 billion. It could be $1.5 trillion.
We don’t know. But if we have that for-
mula, we Republicans can help fine-
tune that formula to either spend more
if more needs to be spent based on the
formula or to spend less if less can be
spent and if we can save this money.
We are strapping our children, grand-
children, and great grandchildren with
a horrendous debt. They are going to
be paying this back. The money will
have to be borrowed probably from
China. They are the ones who usually
put up the money for this. Future gen-
erations are going to be working to pay
back the Chinese Government $800 bil-
lion. Future generations have the abso-
lute right to know how this adminis-
tration and how the Democratic Party
constructed a formula that spent $800
billion. It is only fair.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I have
been listening to the criticisms of the
recovery and reinvestment plan from
the other side of the aisle, and I have
tried to put them into categories so I
can address them and consider them.
The first complaint appears to be that
this is an $800 billion stimulus package
which will add to our deficit.

There is no question about the
premise. The facts are right. It is $800
billion, and it will add to our deficit.
But I find it interesting that the Re-
publicans who are criticizing this come
from the same party which, over the
last 8 years, saw America’s national
debt double from $5 trillion to $10 tril-
lion and they went along with all of it.
When the President wanted a war and
did not want to pay for it, which added
to the debt of the country, they voted
for it. The final cost was about $800 bil-
lion, and it is still accumulating. When
the President wanted tax cuts in the
midst of a weak economy, which added
to the deficit—and cuts that went pri-
marily to the wealthiest people—his
Republican Party supported him and
no questions asked.

In fact, the argument for many years
was that deficits don’t matter, when
President Bush was in the White
House, during that 8-year period of
time. Now deficits do matter. It is an
accumulated debt of America. It has a
lot of negative impact on our economy.
But for a party which ignored this re-
ality for so many years to come and
tell us now, in the midst of the worst
economic crisis in modern times, that
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we have to be so careful of the deficit
we cannot address this economic crisis,
is a little hard to take. That is the first
point.

The second point is they -criticize
this package for costing too much,
when in fact on two separate occasions
Republican Senators offered amend-
ments to this package which added to
the costs dramatically. In the Senate
Finance Committee, the Republican
Senator from Iowa offered an amend-
ment that added $70 billion in cost to
this package. It passed with the sup-
port of both parties, I will add. At the
end of the day, the package cost $70 bil-
lion more, and the Senator from Iowa
said he couldn’t vote for the final work
product because it was too expensive.
He had authored an amendment that
added $70 billion in cost and then said
he couldn’t vote for the package be-
cause it was too expensive.

Another Senator, from Georgia,
added an amendment on the floor—I
thought it was a thoughtful amend-
ment—that added in cost $11 billion to
$30 billion, by some estimates, to give
incentives for people to buy homes. It
makes sense. We need help in the hous-
ing market. Yet this added expense on
the bill, this added amendment, which
we adopted, could not win that Sen-
ator’s support. He too was critical of
the final product: It cost too much.

So it is hard to follow why so many
Republican Senators are criticizing the
President’s attempt to get this econ-
omy back and moving forward, because
they are saying it cost too much, when
they introduced and passed amend-
ments which added to the cost of the
package. It doesn’t follow.

And the third point, made by the Re-
publican leader, who came to the floor
today and criticized the compromise—
the final bill here that we will consider
probably tomorrow night—said they
cut back on some of the tax cuts for
working families.

It is true. The President’s original
proposal was $500 for individuals, I
think it was up to $70,000 or $80,000 in
income, and $1,000 for families. Then
when we had to cut back in the cost of
the overall bill to win the support of
several Republican Senators, the Presi-
dent offered to make a cutback in that
area. So when we try to cut back in the
cost of the bill to win Republican sup-
port, we are criticized for those cut-
backs; and when the bill comes to the
committee, or to the floor, Republican
Senators add amendments that add
cost to the bill and then tell us it costs
too much. It is hard to follow their
logic. I can’t.

I am glad that it appears, with our
fingers crossed, that there will be at
least 60 Senators tomorrow when we
vote on this bill that will do something
about the state of our economy. This
President has inherited the worst eco-
nomic crisis of any President since
Franklin Roosevelt’s in 1933. This situ-
ation is terrible. It is no Great Depres-
sion, thank goodness, but it is terrible.
We have lost jobs all over America—
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500,000 jobs in the month of December—
and 36,000 of them, incidentally, in my
home State of Illinois. That is 1,200
jobs a day we have lost in my State in
December, I am afraid a like number in
the month of January, and there is no
end in sight.

The President has stepped up and
said: We cannot let the American econ-
omy slide into this spiral that is going
to create so much hardship for workers
losing their jobs and businesses clos-
ing. We have to do something. We need
a solution. We can’t stand back and
watch the parade go by. We have to
step in and try to stop the negative im-
pact of this economic crisis.

Most Americans—in fact, the over-
whelming majority of Americans—be-
lieve the President is right in trying to
solve this problem. He has said, and
they understand, this may not be a 100-
percent solution. At the end of the day,
we may need to do more or something
different. But the alternative is to do
nothing, and that seems to be the posi-
tion of many Senators who are oppos-
ing this. They want to wait. They want
to wait and see if this economy gets
better or they want to return to the
old-time religion. What is the old-time
religion? It is what we tried last April.
When the economy was softening,
President George W. Bush came to us
and said: I know the solution. I know
how to get us out of this problem. It is
a tax cut.

Well, if you have been around Con-
gress for a while, you know that when
it comes to the Republican Party, the
answer to every challenge, every issue,
every circumstance is a tax cut. We
have a surplus. Is the economy boom-
ing? Cut taxes. Do we have problems. Is
the economy cratering? Cut taxes.
Well, tax cuts do have value, but in
certain circumstances they may not
work effectively. And we found out last
April that our $150 billion package—
and I think that was the number—that
President Bush asked for, enacted by
the Democratic Congress, didn’t work.
I believe it was $300 to individuals and
$600 to families. It may have helped an
individual family put some money in
savings or pay off a credit card, but at
the end of the day, when you step back
and look at the big picture—the macro-
economic picture—it didn’t work. The
economy continued to slide downhill.

So the magic elixir of tax cuts, which
we hear consistently from the Repub-
lican side, even during this crisis, is
one that has been tried and failed.

We included tax cuts in this package
in an effort to try to win over some Re-
publican votes. It didn’t work very
well. We got no Republican support in
the House and only three Republican
Senators who stepped up in the Senate
and said they would support it.

What we are trying here is something
that is dramatically different; not just
tax cuts for working families, which
they need, but injecting money into
the economy. Why do we need to have
the government spending money in this
economy? Because Americans are not
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spending enough of their own money.
We anticipate that this year Americans
will spend about $1 trillion less on
goods and services than they ordinarily
would.

We have a gross domestic product of
about $14 trillion a year. Well, that is
about 7 or 8 percent of it that won’t be
spent this year. And when you cut back
in that much spending, when people are
not buying the things they buy—refrig-
erators and cars and homes and cloth-
ing, and all the rest—jobs are lost,
businesses contract, and our recession
gets deeper. So the President said:
Let’s put this money into a stimulus or
recovery package that will inject new
life into this economy and try to get it
moving forward again.

It turns out economists—conserv-
atives, liberals, most economists—have
said it is worth a try. Historically, it
has worked; we should do it now. And
the President went further. He said
that our goal will be creating or saving
3% million jobs over the next 2 years.
That is an ambitious goal, and I hope
we can reach it.

I know those on the other side criti-
cize it. They say: You know what, when
you take the total cost of this bill and
divide it into the number of jobs, it is
a fantastic amount of money for each
job. But they have forgotten one basic
thing: That new worker in Illinois or in
Iowa is not only going to get a pay-
check, that worker is going to spend
the paycheck. And when the worker
spends the paycheck downtown, the
people who work at that shop have a
job, too. And the people who work at
the shop with the job take a paycheck
home, and they will go to another shop
and spend the paycheck. It moves
through the economy over and over
again. So to argue that we are spending
so much money for a single job over-
looks the obvious, overlooks Econom-
ics 101. I think I learned this in George-
town in one of the first classes. It is
called the multiplier. That says if I go
out and spend a dollar at shop, then
maybe 80 cents of that is going to be
spent by a worker there, and on and on.
So the dollar may turn out to be worth
a lot more in terms of the economic ac-
tivity.

That is the President’s goal, to cre-
ate enough jobs and save enough jobs
to breathe life into this economy to
start people moving forward again with
confidence in making purchases. That
is the bottom line.

It also provides, this bill we are going
to consider tomorrow, 40 percent in di-
rect relief to working and middle-class
families. I talked about the President’s
tax cuts. He focuses on the working
and middle-class families. I think it is
the right thing to do. It is about $400
an individual, $800 for a family. That
will give them a helping hand.

It also doubles the renewable energy
generating capacity of our country
over 3 years. Is there anyone who
doubts the President’s position that if
we are going to have a strong economy
over a long term we need to have more



S2206

energy independence, we need to have
more renewable sustainable sources of
energy right here in our country? This
bill, this stimulus package, invests in
energy for America’s future—good en-
ergy, reliable energy, energy that we
do not have to bargain with OPEC to
have in future years to build our econ-
omy.

It invests $29 billion in the Clean En-
ergy Finance Authority and renewable
tax credits. This is a way to encourage
the renewable energy sector. In my
State of Illinois, in the State of Iowa
and a lot of other States, you see the
wind turbines when you drive down the
highway. In one section of central Illi-
nois are 240 wind turbines that will
generate enough clean electricity to
supply the electricity needs of Bloom-
ington-Normal, a large—at least by Il-
linois downstate standards—metropoli-
tan area. More and more of these need
to be built. Solar panels, using wind
energy, geothermal sources, all of
these are clean, thoughtful, home-
grown, and make us less dependent on
energy sources from overseas.

There is also a dramatic investment,
$150 billion, in infrastructure. Infra-
structure is a generic word that does
not paint a very specific picture. We
are talking about roads and bridges
and highways. We are talking about
making certain that what we have in
our State and States across the Nation
is in good repair and safe, and is ex-
panding opportunities for the economy
to grow by building these roads and
bridges for the future. It is money well
spent, as far as I am concerned.

And health care, too. The first cas-
ualty for unemployed workers is usu-
ally health insurance, so we want to
help the families facing unemployment
with the costs of health insurance.
That to me is money well spent. These
families need the peace of mind to
know that if somebody gets sick they
have a doctor they can go to and a
medical bill that at least will get a
helping hand to be paid.

There is $25 billion for school con-
struction—no, not for new buildings
but modernizing schools. If you bring
energy efficiency to a school, it is
going to reduce the cost to the school
district and to the property taxpayers
who sustain that district.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for an additional 5
minutes.

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

Mr. DURBIN. In addition to that, we
are going to try to make sure this bill
moves us forward when it comes to
health care. One of the things we need
to do in America, which we have done
in the Veterans’ Administration, is
start putting medical records on com-
puters. The importance of that is obvi-
ous to anyone who has visited a mod-
ern hospital. You know if a doctor has
access to all of your medical records on
computer, or a nurse, that they are
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more likely to make a better diagnosis,
come up with better treatment, save
money in the process and have a safer
outcome. So if we are going to move
toward a health care system ready for
this century, we need to bring the
Internet into the hospital room and
into the hospital setting. This bill
makes the investment to do that. It is
a critically important investment and
it is the starting point I think in mov-
ing toward the health care system we
need to provide for Americans.

There will be critics. Many of them
want to do nothing, let the economy
solve its own problems. But most of
them are not students of history. The
last President facing a major economic
crisis, who said let’s ride it out, was
Herbert Hoover. Herbert Hoover, a Re-
publican President during the Great
Depression, said things will get better,
the economy will cure itself, the mar-
ket is a miracle. Guess what happened.
More and more people lost jobs, more
businesses failed, the stock market
cratered and Franklin Roosevelt rode
to the rescue.

We have to understand that standing
back and watching this economy crater
is unacceptable. This President was
elected last November 4 to bring real
change to this town in the way we do
business and real change to this econ-
omy so we have a fighting chance for
excellence in the 21st century. I think
he has the right approach.

Let me add another element. There is
a big section of this bill that demands
accountability. All of us, whether we
voted for or against President Bush’s
attempts to help the economy—all of
us were frustrated at the end of the day
that so few dollars could be accounted
for. We gave them $350 billion. At the
end of the day we wanted an account-
ing—those who voted for it and for the
taxpayers. We couldn’t get it. We still
don’t know what happened to the
money.

This bill is different. This bill not
only is going to provide inspectors gen-
eral in each of the departments to
watch the money as it is being spent,
accountability through the States and
through the local units of government,
but Web sites as well for taxpayers to
follow the course of this bill. It is a
new level of openness and transparency
we have not seen before and it is long
overdue. I am glad it is there. I think
that kind of openness is what the
American taxpayers want to see, too.

They want solutions, they do not
want political squabbling. They want
to have people working together here
rather than like in the House of Rep-
resentatives, where no Republicans
would even support the idea of a stim-
ulus package. They want account-
ability, transparency—so they know
their Federal tax dollars are being
spent wisely—and they want honesty
too. This President has been honest
from the beginning and he said: I be-
lieve this will work. The best minds in
the economy tell me this will work. If
it does not, we are going to try some-
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thing that does. We are going to be
honest with you about the outcome
here.

That is the best we can ask from our
leaders, that they give it their best ef-
fort, good-faith efforts to solve our
problems and be honest with us if they
do not succeed. We need to succeed.
There is too much at stake here.

I have seen it in Illinois. We have
seen it all across this country. This
particular proposal for Illinois is one I
am excited about, creating or saving
148,000 jobs over the next 2 years. We
need it. As I mentioned, we lost 36,000
jobs in December. We need to do some-
thing to stop this outflow of jobs.

A making work pay tax cut of up to
$800 will affect about 5 million workers
and their families in my State; 156,000
families are going to be eligible for an
American opportunity tax credit,
which makes college affordable. When I
talk to college presidents, they tell me:
I am worried. Kids are coming into the
dean’s office and saying: Dad’s business
is going down or Mom lost her job. I
may not be able to finish here.

Let’s give these families a helping
hand, a tax credit so these kids can
stay in school. If these young people
end up dropping out of school with a
mountain of student loans and no de-
gree, that’s the worst possible out-
come. This will help us avoid it.

An additional $100 a month in unem-
ployment insurance for those who lost
their job doesn’t sound like much to
most families, but for these folks $100
means an awful lot.

We are providing funding sufficient
to modernize 412 schools in Illinois so
our children have the labs and class-
rooms and libraries and energy effi-
ciency they need.

We are doubling the renewable en-
ergy generating capacity. I think there
will be more wind turbines that will be
installed in my State. There will be
some happy farmers renting their plots
of land for that and some communities
that will have cleaner energy sources.

This is a bill that looks forward. To
those looking in the rearview mirror of
what we tried last year and want to try
it again—we gave them their chance
and it didn’t work. It is worth a try
now. I am glad three Republican Sen-
ators stepped forward and said they are
willing to give this President a chance.
It shows the kind of bipartisan co-
operation we need more of.

I hope at the end of the day even
more will vote for this and I hope the
next time we debate an important issue
on the floor that more Senators from
both sides of the aisle will come to-
gether to solve the problems the Amer-
ican people face and do the job they
sent us here to do.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, we
have seen a whirlwind of activity on
this so-called economic stimulus pack-
age.

We began by watching the partisan-
ship in the House prevail, where the
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House passed a package strictly along
party lines. No House Republican voted
for it. And 11 Democrats joined the Re-
publicans in voting no.

Then we had a mark-up in the Senate
Finance Committee, the committee
that I am ranking member on. Over 200
amendments were filed. Some amend-
ments were agreed to, like the amend-
ment I filed for a 1l-year alternative
minimum tax ‘“AMT”’ patch.

But many others, specifically Repub-
lican amendments, failed or were never
brought to a vote.

Unfortunately, there was a tacit
agreement among the Democratic
members of my committee to vote no
on any Republican amendment, regard-
less of the merits. Those on my side of
the aisle did not find that very bipar-
tisan.

Then a floor debate in the Senate en-
sued. It lasted a full week. I am happy
that the debate gave many Members on
my side of the aisle an opportunity to
discuss how this legislation could be
improved. I was dismayed, however, on
the process. For example, there were a
number of amendments that I filed
that were never given a fair vote.

Bottom line, they were blocked. I
was not the only Republican Senator
that got locked out of the process.

And speaking of process, let me brief-
ly discuss how this conference com-
mittee process worked. Or shall I say
did not work. It was not a conference
that permitted bipartisan negotiations.

I have often used the following anal-
ogy to define bipartisanship. It is an
analogy that married couples can un-
derstand. That analogy comes from the
example of Barbara and CHUCK GRASS-
LEY going to buy a car. If I buy the car
and take it to Barbara that is not a
truly marital decision. If we both go to
the dealership and agree on the car,
then that is truly a joint marital deci-
sion.

The same logic applies to bipartisan
legislating. If Senator REID shows me a
deal that has been done by Democratic
conferees, which he was courteous
enough to do Wednesday morning,
without my participation as the lead-
ing Republican tax writer, that’s not
bipartisan. There is no ‘“bi” in that
partisan.

So let no one be mistaken that this
conference agreement is the result of
bipartisan negotiations. While Repub-
licans were courteously consulted at
the member and staff level, we were
never at the negotiating table. Speaker
PELOSI best described the bottom line
on the process.

She said: ‘“Yes, we wrote the bill.
Yes, we won the election.” That quote
comes right out of the front page of the
Washington Post, dated Friday, Janu-
ary 23, 2009.

Now, one can argue that all that I
have just described is water under the
bridge. We now have a conference
agreement that both Houses of Con-
gress are on the verge of approving. I
will be voting against the package.

But before I cast my vote I wanted to
take this time to applaud the inclusion
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of specific proposals in this conference
agreement that I advocated for. While
being locked out of the process, I am
happy to see that my commonsense
proposals were ultimately included in
this final bill.

The first commonsense proposal is
placing income limits on the subsidy
for COBRA benefits. As the provision
was originally drafted, which provided
involuntarily terminated workers a
subsidy to help pay for their health in-
surance, there were no income limits
on the eligibility for the subsidy.

I want to remind my friends in the
media that the House passed this provi-
sion with no income limits. The Senate
Finance Committee approved this pro-
vision with no income limits. And the
Nelson-Collins substitute, which gar-
nered 61 votes in the Senate, was
passed with no income limits.

That means if the original provision
that cleared so many legislative hur-
dles made it into law, Wall Street CEOs
and hedge fund managers, who made
millions of dollars while running our
economy into the ground, would have
received a taxpayer-funded subsidy to
pay for their health insurance.

In my opinion, this is outrageous.
Just last week the Obama administra-
tion released guidelines for capping
compensation paid to executives whose
financial institution receives taxpayer
dollars through the Troubled Asset Re-
lief Program. The COBRA subsidy pro-
vision was in clear contradiction to our
President’s policy.

During the Senate Finance Com-
mittee mark-up, however, I offered an
amendment that would have placed in-
come limits on the eligibility for the
COBRA subsidy. When I offered my
amendment, some Democratic com-
mittee members rebuffed my efforts
with trumped up charges that the IRS
would not be able to administer income
limits. It appeared that my Democratic
friends on the committee, who voted in
favor of the chairman’s mark, wanted
to give the taxpayer-funded subsidy to
Wall Street CEOs and hedge fund man-
agers. But in the end, Chairman BAU-
CUS gave me a commitment to at least
look at an income cap.

So I filed an amendment during the
floor debate. And I continued pressing
the point both publicly and privately. I
was disappointed that my amendment
was never given a fair vote.

Simply put, my amendment provided
that if a worker who was involuntarily
terminated from their job earned in-
come in excess of $125,000 for individ-
uals and $250,000 for families during
2008, this worker would not be eligible
to receive the subsidy.

Some Members of this body asked me
why I set these limits at $125,000 and
$250,000. It is simple. When candidate
Obama was campaigning to be Presi-
dent Obama, he continually said that
he wanted to raise taxes on families
making over $250,000 a year. Why? Be-
cause then, candidate Obama felt that
these people are too ‘‘rich” to pay
lower taxes.
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So it logically followed that if these
families are too ‘“‘rich’ to receive a tax
benefit in the form of lower taxes, are
these people not too ‘‘rich” to receive a
taxpayer-funded subsidy for health in-
surance?

I applaud the inclusion of income
limits for the COBRA subsidy. Al-
though, the income limits are set at
$145,000 and $290,000, I am happy that
my work was the reason it was added
during the conference committee.

The second proposal included in this
final conference agreement is some-
thing that is of vital importance to
workers who have been displaced by
trade. I am talking about the tem-
porary reauthorization of the Trade
Adjustment Assistance Act, or TAA.

At the beginning of this year, I en-
gaged with Chairman BAUCUS and our
counterparts on the Ways and Means
Committee, Chairman RANGEL and
Ranking Member CAMP, to see if we
could work out a compromise to reau-
thorize the trade adjustment assist-
ance programs that we could all sup-
port.

That engagement led to weeks of in-
tensive negotiations. They were not
easy negotiations. But they were truly
bipartisan and bicameral negotiations.
And they resulted in a compromise
that I am proud to support.

That is the way the process should
work. I wish the rest of the provisions
in the conference report had been de-
veloped in such a bipartisan way. If
they had, we would have seen more Re-
publican support for this conference re-
port.

Hopefully, the majority will not re-
peat the partisan process that produced
this conference report.

I want to highlight some of the rea-
sons why I support our compromise on
trade adjustment assistance.

The fact is, the current trade adjust-
ment assistance program is not doing
enough to help American workers. It is
outdated, overly rigid, and fails to in-
corporate appropriate oversight and ac-
countability at the State and Federal
level.

Our compromise addresses each of
those concerns.

First, it extends the benefits of the
program to service workers. Services
now account for almost 80 percent of
our economy. It doesn’t make sense to
exclude service workers from eligi-
bility for trade adjustment assistance
if they lose their job due to trade.

If a call center in the United States
is closed and the operation moved to
India, for example, those workers are
not currently eligible for trade adjust-
ment assistance. Our compromise
changes that.

But it does so in a way that preserves
the requirement that there be a causal
link between trade and the loss of a
job. Our compromise treats manufac-
turing workers and service workers the
same, if trade contributed importantly
to the workers’ job loss, then they may
be eligible for adjustment assistance.

We also improved the program by
interjecting much more flexibility, so
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that individual workers are empowered
to decide for themselves how best to re-
spond if they lose their jobs.

Workers can choose between full-
time and part-time training, or full-
time work with limited wage insur-
ance. Trade-impacted workers can even
take advantage of training and case
management services before they lose
their jobs.

Our compromise increases the fund-
ing for worker retraining to accommo-
date these expansions in the pool of po-
tentially eligible workers and the
array of benefits that are made avail-
able to eligible workers.

But it does so in a way that protects
against inefficient spending of tax-
payer dollars. For example, for the
first time, we have capped funding for
administrative expenses at an amount
equal to 10 percent of training funds. I
insisted on that.

In addition, our compromise requires
changes in the way the Secretary of
Labor allocates and distributes funds,
so that States that do not need addi-
tional funds are not building up their
kitties at the expense of States that
need those funds now.

We also require States to implement
control measures to ensure that the
data they collect and report is accurate
and timely. The Department of Labor
needs accurate data in order to admin-
ister the trade adjustment assistance
program efficiently.

And we require the Department of
Labor to collect and post the data on
the Department’s Web site, to increase
transparency and make the informa-
tion more readily accessible to the
public.

I am confident that the compromise
legislation that it have helped to craft
will provide immediate and long-term
benefits for workers in Iowa and across
the United States.

Separately, our compromise reau-
thorizes the trade adjustment assist-
ance for firms program, and it im-
proves and reauthorizes the trade ad-
justment assistance for farmers pro-
gram.

The farmers program was enacted as
part of the Trade Act of 2002, and it has
not operated as planned.

We have made it easier for farmers to
demonstrate that they are eligible for
benefits under the program, and we
have redirected those benefits to focus
on developing and implementing busi-
ness plans to better adjust to imports.

We also established a trade adjust-
ment assistance for communities pro-
gram to help entire communities re-
spond to the pressures of globalization.
One component of that program is a
new community college and career
training grant program which I have
been working to develop over the past
few years.

This is a timely, targeted, and tem-
porary grant program to help edu-
cational institutions develop and offer
the most appropriate courses to retrain
trade-impacted workers.

The program will improve and ex-
pand the educational opportunities
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available to eligible workers. It is an
investment in the long-term competi-
tiveness of the American workforce.

Mr. President, I have already noted
that our compromise is the result of a
bipartisan effort that reflects the work
of four offices.

There are portions of the amendment
that I might have done differently if it
were solely up to me.

But that is the nature of com-
promise. And the overall policy em-
bodied in this amendment is a good one
that will do a lot of good for a lot of
Americans, in Iowa and across the
United States.

Equally important, if we enact this
amendment into law, it will help
unlock the trade agenda so we can
progress with other important prior-
ities.

Chief among those is implementation
of the Colombia trade agreement,
which is my top trade priority.

And then we need to turn to our
other trade agreements with Panama
and South Korea as well.

We need to level the playing field so
that our exporters, service suppliers,
and farmers can increase their sales to
foreign countries.

It is more important than ever.

We have had a social compact on
trade for over 45 years.

One side of that compact is to ad-
dress them of trade-displaced workers,
and we are doing that with the com-
promise I have helped to negotiate on
trade adjustment assistance.

The other side is to open up new mar-
kets for U.S. exports. That was a driv-
ing principle when President Kennedy
established the Trade Adjustment As-
sistance program.

President Obama should hold true to
that principle by doing everything he
can to create new export opportunities,
starting with implementation of our
pending trade agreements.

A pro-growth trade agenda should be
integral to our economic recovery
strategy. I stand ready to work with
the President and my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to accomplish
that.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the con-
ference report for H.R. 1, the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of
2009, includes provisions that would
modernize and expand the trade adjust-
ment assistance program to reflect to-
day’s economy. This has been my high-
est trade priority. It has been the pri-
ority of workers and labor unions. And
it has been the priority of the business
community. We all recognize the im-
portance of passing a TAA bill that
helps American workers, firms, farmers
and communities.

Earlier this week, I received letters
of support from the following groups:
AFL-CIO; Change to Win; United Auto
Workers; United Steelworkers; Trade
and American Competitiveness Coali-
tion with over 50 businesses; and the
Information Technology Industry
Council. I ask unanimous consent that
a few of these letters of support be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CHANGE TO WIN,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2009.
Hon. HARRY REID,
Senate Majority Leader,
Washington, DC.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Senate Minority Leader,
Washington, DC.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
House Minority Leader,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS AND CON-
FEREES: Change to Win’s seven affiliated
unions and more than six million members
urge you to include the Baucus-Grassley-
Rangel-Camp Trade Adjustment Assistance
amendment in the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act conference report.

This amendment will bring many long-
needed improvements in the TAA program,
such as extending assistance to workers in
services-related industries, increasing access
to wage insurance and health insurance ben-
efits, and expanding training. This bipar-
tisan, bicameral compromise is an important
part of our economic recovery and should be
incorporated into the recovery package.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER CHAFE,

Executive Director.
FEBRUARY 9, 2009.

Hon. HARRY REID,

Senate Majority Leader,

Washington, DC.

Hon. NANCY PELOSI

Speaker of the House,

Washington, DC.

Hon. MI1TCH MCCONNELL

Senate Minority Leader,

Washington, DC.

Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,

House Minority Leader,

Washington, DC.

We, the undersigned companies and asso-
ciations, urge you to include the Trade and
Globalization Adjustment Act of 2009 in the
conference report for H.R. 1, the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

We applaud Chairman Baucus, Ranking
Member Grassley, Chairman Rangel, and
Ranking Member Camp for their tireless bi-
partisan, bicameral efforts to craft the Trade
and Globalization Adjustment Act of 2009.
Their hard work has created a good com-
promise package that will be a significant
improvement over existing law, offering
more flexible training opportunities so work-
ers can transition into new careers in a dy-
namic 21st century economy.

We support the Trade and Globalization
Adjustment Act of 2009 and hope you will in-
clude it in the conference report for the
American Recovery and Investment Act.

Sincerely,

Abbott; American Chemistry Council;
Applied Materials, Inc.; Auto Trade
Policy Council; Bechtel Corporation;
Business Roundtable; California Cham-
ber of Commerce; Cargill, Incor-
porated; Caterpillar Inc.; Chevron.

Cisco Systems, Inc.; Citi; Coalition of
Service Industries; CompTIA; Corning
Incorporated; Eastman Kodak Com-
pany; Emergency Committee for Amer-
ican Trade; FedEx; Financial Services
Forum.

Grocery Manufacturers Association;
Hewlett-Packard Company; IBM Cor-
poration; Information Technology In-
dustry Council (ITI); Intel Corporation;
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Microsoft Corporation; National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers; National
Foreign Trade Council; National Elec-
trical Manufacturers Association; Ohio
Alliance for International Trade.

Oracle Corporation; Pharmaceutical Re-
search and Manufacturers of America;
Pyramid Mountain Lumber; Retail In-
dustry Leaders Association; Software
& Information Industry Association
(SITIA); Sun Microsystems; Sun Moun-
tain Lumber; TechAmerica; Tele-
communications Industry Association.

The American Business Council; The As-
sociation of Equipment Manufacturers;
The Boeing Company; The Coca-Cola
Company; The Dow Chemical Com-
pany; The General Electric Company;
The McGraw-Hill Companies; The
Stanford Financial Group; United
States Council for International Busi-
ness; United Technologies Corporation;
UPS; U.S. Chamber of Commerce; Wal-
Mart Stores, Inc.; Whirlpool.

INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED
AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRI-
CULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS
OF AMERICA,

Washington, DC, February 10, 2009.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington,

DC.

Hon. HARRY REID,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER PELOSI AND MAJORITY LEAD-
ER REID: This week the House and Senate are
expected to have a conference on the pro-
posed American Economic Recovery and Re-
investment Act. The UAW wishes to share
with you and the other conferees our views
on several important provisions in this legis-
lation.

The UAW strongly supports the core ele-
ments of the House and Senate bills, includ-
ing the provisions that would:

Give tax relief to 95% of working families,
amounting to $500 for individuals and $1,000
for couples;

Increase spending on infrastructure, en-
ergy efficiency, and health care information
technology;

Provide fiscal relief for states and local-
ities through an increase in FMAP and other
mechanisms; and

Extend assistance to the unemployed
through an extension and expansion of UI
benefits and COBRA.

We Dbelieve these initiatives will create
millions of jobs and provide an immediate
stimulus for our economy, while also helping
to alleviate the impact of the current reces-
sion on the most vulnerable Americans.
Many of these measures also represent im-
portant investments that will lay the basis
for long-term economic growth.

The UAW applauds the inclusion of provi-
sions in the House and Senate bills that
would encourage investment in advanced
technology vehicles and their key compo-
nents, while also providing assistance to the
struggling domestic auto industry. This in-
cludes funding for advanced battery manu-
facturing, the purchase of fuel efficient vehi-
cles by the federal government, and the pur-
chase and manufacturing of plug-in hybrids,
as well as monetization of banked tax credits
and restoration of the tax deduction for in-
terest and taxes related to the purchase of
vehicles. We urge you to retain these provi-
sions in the final conference report.

In addition to these elements, the UAW
urges you to include in the final conference
report:

The stronger Buy American language in
the Senate bill; these provisions will help to
ensure that taxpayer funds are used to cre-
ate jobs for American workers and to stimu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

late the U.S. economy, rather than being
sent overseas;

The TAA reform package that has been
agreed to by Senators Baucus and Grassley
and Representatives Rangel and Camp; these
historic reforms will provide vital assistance
to workers who have lost their jobs due to
trade, and correct numerous longstanding
deficiencies in the TAA program;

The more expansive provisions in the
House bill that would provide health care to
more laid off workers both through an ex-
pansion of Medicaid and through a 65% sub-
sidy under COBRA; and

The provisions in the House bill that would
provide greater spending for school construc-
tion and assistance to states and localities;
in addition to generating jobs and boosting
the economy, these measures would provide
important investments in education and
other vital social programs.

The UAW believes it is critically impor-
tant that Congress act quickly to approve
the proposed American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act. Thank you for considering the
points discussed above as you fashion the
final conference report on this legislation.

Sincerely,
ALAN REUTHER,
Legislative Director.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I have
always been a steadfast supporter of
Federal funding for museums and the
arts in New York and across the coun-
try. When I voted in favor of Senator
COBURN’s amendment No. 309 to H.R. 1,
the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act, I thought the amendment
was only targeted to casinos and golf
courses and was not aware it also in-
cluded museums and other cultural
centers. The arts community knows
they have had—and will certainly con-
tinue to have—my full support.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the papers
from the House will be here momen-
tarily, within the next few minutes.
Senator McCONNELL and I have spoken
a number of times during the day. We
believe it is fair that Members have an
opportunity to study this big docu-
ment. The basic document people have
already read but, of course, that is
what the conference is about. They
change things. So this should be here
in a short time. This will give Members
all night to look at this. Senator
MCcCONNELL and I talked a few minutes
ago. We will come in tomorrow at a
reasonable hour, spend all day debating
this. This would give people the oppor-
tunity to read all the papers. Then we
would vote sometime late tomorrow
afternoon or in the early evening. I
have talked to Senator MCCONNELL. He
has been certainly more than fair. As
everyone knows, Senator KENNEDY is
ill. He came here earlier this week, and
it would be to his health advantage not

The

S2209

to have to come back tomorrow. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL has agreed that is, in
fact, the case. It doesn’t change the
vote count, but it means we can set a
definite time which is very helpful.

In addition, Senator BROWN’s mother
died. The celebration of his mother’s
life starts tomorrow. Senator BROWN
has agreed to leave for, I don’t know
what it would be called in his religious
belief, a viewing, and people will come
and greet his family. It is a very large
extended family. They will do that.
That would be completed around 8 to-
morrow night. So we are going to keep
the vote open for Senator BROWN until
he arrives tomorrow night. This is not
the first time we have done this.

I have announced we will hold our
votes to 15 minutes, plus we give Mem-
bers 5 minutes’ leeway. After that, the
vote is closed. But we have always said
that on a close vote, we would keep the
vote open until everything is done. Ev-
eryone understands that when one’s
mother dies, we have to be a little
more understanding of the situation.
This is very difficult for SHERROD
BrROWN to go home because he has to
turn right around and come back here
the same night. He is going to fly here
and fly back the same night so he can
be at the funeral Saturday morning. I
appreciate Senator MCCONNELL and all
Senators working toward doing this.
We will come in at some reasonable
time and enter a unanimous consent
request that I am confident will be
granted so we can do this. We are going
to close shortly and come back in the
morning at an agreed-upon time with
the minority leader.

———

100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
NAACP

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on the 100th anniversary of the
founding of the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple, NAACP, and to congratulate this
remarkable organization on its historic
achievements.

In the summer of 1908, a race riot
took place in Springfield, IL, my home-
town and the hometown of President
Abraham Lincoln. A mob of White resi-
dents destroyed homes and businesses
owned by African Americans, and
forced thousands of Black residents to
flee Springfield. Two prominent Black
men were lynched within half a mile of
the home President Lincoln had owned
and within 2 miles of his grave.

One of these two men was William
Donnegan, a longtime resident of
Springfield who was a friend of Presi-
dent Lincoln and the cobbler who made
the President’s boots. The mob went to
Mr. Donnegan’s home, cut his throat
and lynched him in a school yard
across the street.

These tragic events were widely re-
ported at the time and shocked the Na-
tion. It seemed clear that if African
Americans living in President Lin-
coln’s hometown could be attacked,
then such violence could happen any-
where in the Unites States.
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