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bills passed. I will sit down with my 
friend. He is right that 90-some people 
on the other side voted no, but 300- 
some people voted aye. So we must 
have done something right here when 
we got over 300 votes in a body that has 
a hard time getting bipartisanship. 

I say what we did right is we have a 
balanced bill. We allow these pets to be 
used for that which helps humanity, 
but we will, in effect, stop the inter-
state trade, the profitable pet trade 
which is leading us into a situation 
where we have seen so many injuries of 
children—40 children, about 100 adults 
injured between 1995 and 2009. 

I am encouraged that my friend 
wants to work with me. I am going to 
go right over there as soon as I finish 
these remarks and figure out a way we 
can work on this issue because we do 
not want to wake up another day and 
read about somebody having an injury 
that is so horrific and horrible that 
they will never have a normal life when 
it is in our power to do what is right 
here and move forward. 

I will not renew my request, but I 
will another day at a date, hopefully, 
when I have the support of my friend. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
(The remarks of Mr. SANDERS are lo-

cated in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.’’ 

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

NATIONAL PEACE CORPS WEEK 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I come to 
the floor today to recognize an organi-
zation that serves on the frontline of 
our Nation’s most important inter-
national and humanitarian efforts—the 
U.S. Peace Corps. This week, the Peace 
Corps celebrates its 48th anniversary, 
and this is National Peace Corps Week. 

Since the early 1960s, more than 
195,000 Peace Corps volunteers have fos-
tered positive relationships between 
the United States and nations across 
the globe through its grassroots ef-
forts. 

At present, 7,500 or more Peace Corps 
volunteers are active in over 75 coun-
tries around the world. These volun-

teers are exposed to a diverse array of 
cultures and languages during their 
time abroad. Approximately 22 percent 
of the Peace Corps volunteers are cur-
rently working in 16 predominantly 
Muslim countries. It is in these coun-
tries, in particular, where I believe the 
efforts of the volunteers are positively 
shaping and improving the much belea-
guered and much misunderstood image 
of America within the Muslim world. 

But there is still much work to be 
done. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in supporting an expansion of the 
Peace Corps and all of our Nation’s 
smart power assets. 

Smart power initiatives build upon 
our successful defense efforts and add 
economic and educational efforts, dip-
lomatic efforts, including educational 
exchanges, free trade, public diplo-
macy, fostering private sector invest-
ments, agricultural development, hu-
manitarian assistance, and English 
language teaching, just to name a few. 

All of these smart power initiatives 
contribute not only to a better life for 
so many in need, but they also help 
create conditions for a more stable and 
peaceful world. 

America and the developing world 
will benefit together from a greater in-
vestment in these initiatives and in 
particular in a revitalized and enlarged 
Peace Corps. 

Over the past few years, the Peace 
Corps has received numerous inquiries 
about entering or reentering the coun-
tries where volunteers once served. I 
made similar inquiries, particularly 
with respect to friendly Muslim coun-
tries in Southeast Asia, such as Indo-
nesia. Engaging moderate mainstream 
countries such as Indonesia with our 
Nation’s smart power initiatives will 
enhance the conditions for lasting 
peace and stability. 

Or as I like to say, putting more san-
dals and sneakers on the ground will 
prevent us from having to put more 
boots and bayonets on the ground in 
the future. 

The work undertaken by Peace Corps 
volunteers serves as a fine example of 
the United States reaching out to for-
eign neighbors to foster a greater un-
derstanding and dialog. The willingness 
of Peace Corps volunteers to engage 
people at the local, community level is 
exactly how we ought to be providing 
effective and sustainable development 
assistance. 

We need to get back out among the 
very people we are trying to help, 
which is why I also believe we need 
more USAID Foreign Service officers 
as well. Providing practical, hands-on 
assistance that is based on listening to 
the needs of the local population is a 
recipe for sustainable and lasting de-
velopment. I believe that by having 
these kinds of contacts, we can do a 
great deal to improve the conditions of 
the countries themselves as well as the 
people in them. The stronger, more sta-
ble these countries are, the better our 
relations are in the world and the more 
we foster world peace. 

We offer our hardy congratulations 
to all members, current and past, asso-
ciated with the Peace Corps on its 48th 
anniversary. We thank you for improv-
ing the lives of so many and for helping 
America be a good neighbor to those in 
need. Your country is grateful for your 
service. Your country is grateful for 
the good will and the seeds of peace 
you have sown or are sowing. Your 
country is grateful for your contribu-
tions to the safety and long-term secu-
rity of our Nation. Your efforts and the 
efforts of other volunteers are needed 
now more than ever. I will continue to 
work in supporting your important 
missions and expanding your ranks. 

I can’t stress enough the importance 
of our Smart Power initiatives and the 
importance of investing in efforts such 
as the Peace Corps. I am very glad to 
see the Obama administration, particu-
larly Secretary of State Clinton, our 
former colleague, giving these initia-
tives an important public boost. And 
more important, I would say to young 
people and old—the young people who 
work with us here and any who may be 
listening in—that this is a wonderful 
opportunity to make a significant con-
tribution to other countries, to the 
cause of peace in the world, and to pro-
vide yourself with an education you 
cannot get in any institution. 

I look forward to partnering with the 
new administration and will work with 
those and others in Congress to lead 
the effort to make Smart Power initia-
tives a cornerstone in our foreign pol-
icy and in our efforts to combat extre-
mism and terrorism around the world. 

f 

PRESIDENT OBAMA’S FIRST 
BUDGET 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today our President sent his budget to 
the Hill. On Tuesday night, in a joint 
address, our new President, with his 
usual eloquence, sketched out his fiscal 
policy goals. 

First off, as ranking Republican on 
the Finance Committee—and I am a 
senior Budget Committee member—I 
wish to point out that Republicans 
were happy to hear the President make 
deficit reduction a very high priority. 
If I heard correctly, the loudest bipar-
tisan applause, in terms of responses to 
the President’s policy proposals, greet-
ed that policy point. We Republicans 
want deficit reduction on our future 
fiscal path. As we come out of the re-
cession—hopefully sooner rather than 
later—we need to get the deficit down. 

While we Republicans agree with the 
President on that goal, we disagree on 
the degree to which the Democratic 
leadership has dramatically expanded 
the deficit and added to the debt. A 
couple of weeks ago, Republicans and 
Democrats disagreed on what is re-
ferred to as a stimulus bill. In both 
bodies, only three Republican Members 
supported that conference report. We 
parted ways on the stimulus bill for 
many reasons. Most on our side dis-
agreed that we should put $1 trillion of 
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taxpayers’ money into an effort to 
grow the economy by priming the Gov-
ernment pump. We also would have 
shut off that spending spree once the 
recovery occurred, as opposed to half of 
the spending money in that bill being 
spent in years beyond 2010—supposedly 
the end of the stimulus effort to the 
economy. 

But what disturbed most of us on this 
side was the hidden fiscal burden built 
into the bill—in other words, that pe-
riod of time of spending beyond 2010. 
Although advocated as a $787 billion 
bill, the real cost—the real cost—is 
much higher. Unfortunately, many in 
the media accepted the $787 billion 
score on its face. By contrast, most in 
the media looked much deeper when 
the bipartisan tax relief bill of 2001 to 
2006 was scored. Of course, I remember 
that because during that period of 
time, or most of it, I was chairman of 
the Finance Committee and involved in 
that tax relief. So they looked very 
deeply into what we did in tax relief, 
and in a bipartisan way, but they seem 
not to be as concerned about the im-
pact on the deficit of that $787 billion 
score that is in the stimulus bill. So I 
would encourage the punditry and 
other opinion makers to apply the 
same tough fiscal standards to the hid-
den spending in the stimulus bill as 
they applied to the tax relief packages 
in an earlier part of this decade. 

Soon, I am going to have some charts 
that will demonstrate this difference 
between tax issues versus the spending 
issues of the stimulus bill. 

According to the nonpartisan Con-
gressional Budget Office, if popular 
new programs in the stimulus bill are 
made permanent, the cost will be $3.3 
trillion. I have a chart here that lays 
out what the Congressional Budget Of-
fice says the total cost of the bill is— 
this column right here. Let’s move 
from the left to the right of the chart. 
First, we have the basic cost of the 
bill—$820 billion. If the making work 
pay refundable tax credit is extended, 
there is $571 billion—the second column 
here. If the new entitlement spending 
is made permanent, then the cost of 
the bill more than doubles; that is, 
there is almost $1 trillion in new hid-
den entitlement spending right here— 
the third column. Over here in the 
fourth column, if the appropriations in-
creases are baked in the cake, then 
there is $276 billion in new nondefense 
discretionary appropriations in the 
bill. That is the fourth column. And fi-
nally, CBO tells us that the interest 
cost on the overt new spending and the 
hidden new spending totals $744 billion. 
Total it all up, and you come out right 
here at $3.3 trillion. You don’t come 
out at $787 billion; it is $3.3 trillion. 
And these are Congressional Budget Of-
fice figures. They are not from some 
conservative think tank. They are not 
from Senate Republican sources. CBO 
estimated this hidden spending. 

There is one way, and only one way, 
for stimulus bill supporters to dispute 
what I have said. The Democratic lead-

ership in the House and Senate could 
pledge to keep temporary spending 
temporary—basically, the money spent 
in 2009 and 2010 is the end of it. If the 
Democratic leaders pledge to support 
leaving the bill as written and would 
not push to extend the new entitle-
ments and new appropriations spend-
ing, then we could go back to the fig-
ure many in the press are reporting on 
the cost of the bill. If the Democratic 
leadership makes a pledge to keep tem-
porary spending really temporary—in 
other words, for the 2 years of jump- 
starting the economy—we on this side 
would agree that the bill does not cost 
this $3.3 trillion. Otherwise, as Mem-
bers of the loyal opposition—with em-
phasis on ‘‘loyal’’—it is our duty to let 
the taxpayers know the true cost of the 
stimulus bill. 

Unfortunately, stuffing all of that 
understated new spending into the 
stimulus bill will make it harder for 
Democrats as well as Republicans to 
reach the bipartisan goal of fiscal dis-
cipline, and I have another chart which 
shows how hard it will be. 

This chart shows the trendline from 
President Clinton’s era through George 
W. Bush’s era and for the current fiscal 
year of the deficit as a percentage of 
gross national product. As this chart 
shows, President Clinton’s era saw defi-
cits decline in the early years. Once 
Republicans won control of the Con-
gress and entered the scene, making 
fiscal discipline a priority, the deficits 
turned into surpluses during those 
years. In the George W. Bush era, defi-
cits occurred during the economic 
downturn of 2000, with the tech bubble 
burst, the corporate scandals of 2001, 
and, of course, the economic shock of 
the terrorist attacks of 9/11. So we have 
a downturn, or we have an increase in 
the deficit is the easiest way to say it. 

Now, fortunately, during 2001 to 2003, 
we had bipartisan tax relief that 
kicked in, the economy recovered, and 
deficits started to come down during 
this period of time right here. 

Now we find ourselves dealing with 
the housing and financial sector prob-
lems. Those problems matured during 
the period of divided government—the 
last Congress—for the years 2007 to 
2008. During that 2-year period, Demo-
crats controlled Congress and, obvi-
ously, we had a Republican President. 
The response of the Republican White 
House and Democratic Congress was 
the Troubled Asset Relief Program, 
TARP, and other stimulus legislation. 
Those bipartisan actions led to the 
large deficit here in 2009, and that was 
the deficit that awaited President 
Obama. That is over $1 trillion. 

Two nights ago—Tuesday night— 
President Obama pointed this fact out, 
and Democrats lustily cheered. I found 
the partisan cheering just a bit odd. I 
saw people leading that cheer vigor-
ously clapping their hands. This enthu-
siastic applause from the other side 
would make you think President 
Obama was somehow predicting we 
would have a Mets-Yankees Subway 

Series in 2009. But, no, the President 
wasn’t making a sports prediction; 
President Obama was noting that he 
had inherited a record deficit. Not 
many on our side find much to cheer 
about a record deficit, and I doubt that 
many taxpayers find much to cheer in 
it either. That is why you didn’t see 
much applause from the Republican 
side of the aisle Tuesday night as the 
President was speaking to us. Big defi-
cits aren’t anything to applaud about. 
I was scratching my head on that one. 
Maybe the Democratic leadership for-
got they were running the show here 
the last Congress. Maybe they looked 
at some polling data and inferred from 
that polling data that voters didn’t re-
alize Democrats ran the Congress in 
the last couple of years and were au-
thors of the budgets for that period and 
last year’s stimulus and the TARP 
deal. Maybe they figured that the 
President was taking a sharp and effec-
tive political shot, but you must be 
careful because history says otherwise. 
The TARP legislation was cut by 
Democratic congressional leaders, ably 
led by Chairman BARNEY FRANK in the 
House and our able chairman from Con-
necticut, CHRIS DODD in the Senate. In 
the key negotiations on one fateful fall 
Saturday night, there was only one Re-
publican Senator in the room. There 
were at least four Democratic Senators 
in the room. I find it curious that 
Democrats lustily cheered when Presi-
dent Obama, Tuesday night, rightly 
pointed out that he inherited a $1.2 
trillion deficit. There is no doubt he 
did inherit such a deficit. We on our 
side do not dispute that. But for the 
congressional Democratic leadership to 
pretend that they did not play a key 
role in creating the deficit, at least 
from the standpoint of 2 years of their 
budgets as well as the TARP legisla-
tion and other stimulus things, is be-
yond being absurd. To be giddy about 
the record deficits is almost 
Kafkaesque. 

Yet that incorrect partisan assertion 
is, like this $787 billion figure I am re-
ferring to, somehow accepted as fact by 
opinion makers and pundits. If we go to 
the last column of this chart, the one 
with the red line, we see the real fiscal 
damage of the stimulus bill. In the first 
few weeks of this Congress the inher-
ited deficit, which was bad enough at 
8.3 percent of GDP, was made much 
worse. It is now 13.5 percent of GDP. 
We have not had deficits that high 
since the World War II era. 

If you go back over the debate in 
committee, on the floor and on the 
conference agreement, you will find 
that Republicans opposed the bill be-
cause, in general, we believed the bill 
failed National Economic Council Di-
rector Summers’—Dr. Summers of Har-
vard University—three ‘‘t’’ tests: that 
it needed to be timely, it needed to be 
targeted, and it needed to be tem-
porary. Those are words directly from, 
I think, a December 28 Post article 
that Dr. Summers wrote. It was failure 
in that third ‘‘t,’’ the ‘‘temporary’’ 
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test, that was most troubling to those 
of us who voted against it. I have laid 
out the degree of that failure in the 
comments today. 

The response from many on the other 
side is that Republicans are in no posi-
tion to criticize of because the deficits 
of the years 2001 through 2006. I put 
this chart back up here again. As I 
have shown, while briefly rising in 2004, 
the deficits consistently came down for 
budgets produced and implemented in 
the period 2004, 2005, and 2006. Most 
often the critics from the other side 
make the widespread bipartisan tax re-
lief of this era the culprit for our def-
icit. Let’s take a minute to put that 
characterization in context. 

I have a chart that compares the rev-
enue loss of the bipartisan tax relief 
with the full effect of spending in the 
stimulus bill. On the left side of this 
chart, over here, you will see all the 
tax relief enacted in various bills in 
the period 2001 through 2006. There 
were quite a few major tax relief bills 
in this period of time. They yielded tax 
relief for virtually every American tax-
payer. We cut marginal tax rates, we 
doubled the child tax credit, we greatly 
expanded education tax incentives, we 
created the largest retirement savings 
incentives in a generation and provided 
significant relief from the confiscatory 
reach of the death tax, and we pro-
tected tens of millions of families from 
the alternative minimum tax. 

In this major tax relief program we 
made the Tax Code—now everybody is 
saying this is counterintuitive—but we 
made the Tax Code more progressive in 
those pieces of legislation. But, as 
would be expected, the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation assigned signifi-
cant revenue loss to these packages. 
That is up here on this side of the chart 
where you see what the Joint Tax Com-
mittee says. It scores at $2.2 trillion. 
As I understand it, for some folks that 
figure raises their blood pressure. It 
would raise mine too if I liked to hike 
taxes and keep taxes high. You can un-
derstand it from the perspective of 
those critics—those taxes represent 
$2.1 trillion that folks in this body and 
the other body would rather spend. But 
we all know that tax relief did a lot of 
good. 

I have another chart about tax relief 
doing a lot of good. For a family of four 
at $50,000 a year of income, we have 
$2,300 more for that family budget to 
operate under. For a single mom with 
two kids it means she keeps $1,100 for 
her to spend instead of 535 Members of 
Congress spending. 

From what we heard on the campaign 
trail a few months ago, and we heard a 
couple of days ago here in the Capitol 
building, President Obama agrees with 
most of this tax relief program. He said 
his first budget will retain most of that 
tax relief that is in those various bills. 

For purposes of this discussion, let’s 
assume the merits—I want to assume 
the merits of the arguments of the crit-
ics of the bipartisan tax relief program; 
that is, let’s assume all of the $2.2 tril-

lion was policy that, despite what 
President Obama will propose, is policy 
these critics disagree with. For a fiscal 
damage assessment, let’s compare the 
revenue loss of this widespread tax re-
lief, leaving money of $1,100 in the 
pockets of a single mom or $2,200 in the 
pockets of a family of four—let’s as-
sume the real cost. So, for fiscal dam-
age assessments let’s compare the rev-
enue loss of this widespread tax relief 
with the real cost of the stimulus bill 
signed last week by the President. 

I am going to go back to the chart 
that makes the comparison. So here it 
is. On the right side you will see that 
CBO estimates the 10-year cost of the 
bill if the temporary proposals are 
made permanent. Guess what, it is 
higher than it is over here. The total is 
$2.5 trillion. This one stimulus bill 
costs about 10 percent more than the 
full effect of the tax relief bills passed 
between 2001 and 2006. For a lot of 
those bipartisan tax relief bills, again, 
virtually every American taxpayer 
benefits from these tax relief bills. On 
average, the American taxpayer’s tax 
bills would be 10 percent higher today 
if this bipartisan tax relief plan were 
not in effect. We heard a lot from the 
critics of tax relief about fiscal dis-
cipline. Where are those same people 
today? Why are they not applying the 
same standard to the one partisan 
spending bill that they applied to the 
widespread bipartisan tax relief bill? 

It was good to hear my President, 
President Obama, raise the important 
goal of deficit reduction Tuesday night. 
He got applause from our side of the 
aisle. He was right that he inherited a 
serious budget deficit. The Democratic 
leadership applauded that line because 
they falsely claim that only Repub-
licans bequeathed the deficit to Presi-
dent Obama. The reality is that a 
Democratic Congress as well as a Re-
publican President bequeathed the def-
icit from bipartisan policies they joint-
ly developed. To those who claim Re-
publicans have no right to discuss defi-
cits, they need look no further than 
their own actions. They need to take a 
look at the fiscal effects of the stim-
ulus that was crafted early in this new 
Congress and compare the costs in that 
bill with all of the bipartisan tax relief 
that they criticize. 

In other words, compare this here, 
what happened in 2 weeks, with what 
happened over a period of 5 or 6 years 
of deficit reduction. The partisan stim-
ulus bill’s costs exceed that of the bi-
partisan tax relief. 

As we examine President Obama’s 
first budget, let’s take a cue from his 
speech Tuesday night. Let’s make def-
icit reduction a priority and let’s do it 
in an intellectually honest fashion. A 
lot of fiscal damage was done in the 
stimulus bill enacted a few days ago. 
That is not so of what was assigned to 
the years 2009 and 2010, but what was 
assigned way out into the future years, 
as if somehow the stimulus bill were a 
platform for the subterfuge of getting 
things done in 2 weeks that ought to 

have the very crafty look-see that goes 
on in the very sophisticated appropria-
tion process between April and Sep-
tember, weighing one priority against 
another priority. 

As we proceed, then, to write a budg-
et in a couple of weeks, let’s do it in an 
intellectually honest manner. Let’s 
take off the political blinders and deal 
with the cold, hard fiscal facts. Let’s be 
realistic about expiring tax relief, its 
merits, its economic growth effect. 
That is shown by that one chart where 
the deficit went down an extreme 
amount, even though we had cut taxes, 
which I know to most people sounds as 
though it can’t happen. If you reduce 
tax rates, you have to reduce revenue. 
If you raise tax rates, you are going to 
bring more in. But I think our history 
over the last 6 years shows that you 
can reduce taxes and still reduce defi-
cits. 

Let’s take off the political blinders 
and deal with cold, hard fiscal facts. 
Let’s be realistic about expiring tax re-
lief, its merits, its economic growth ef-
fect and its political popularity. Let’s 
sharpen our pencils, get out our yellow 
notepads and rev up our calculators as 
we consider new nominally temporary 
spending or tax cuts. We owe it to the 
American people who send us here. 

f 

COMMEMORATING THE ROLE OF 
ENSLAVED AFRICAN AMERICANS 
IN CONSTRUCTION OF THE CAP-
ITOL 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor to speak on an issue I have 
certainly followed for many years now 
in the Senate and one I am proud to 
have brought to some conclusion along 
the way, particularly last evening. 

Many people look at history and see 
that when the Capitol was first built in 
the late 1700s to early 1800s, enslaved 
African Americans worked in all facets 
of its construction—carpentry, ma-
sonry, carting, rafting, roofing, plas-
tering, glazing, painting, and sawing. 
But for almost 200 years, the story of 
these slave laborers was not told and 
was basically unknown, I would imag-
ine to almost everyone who visited and 
worked in the Capitol every day. 

In July of 2000, I sponsored a resolu-
tion to establish a special task force to 
recommend an appropriate recognition 
for the slave laborers who worked on 
the construction of this great build-
ing—the U.S. Capitol—our symbol of 
freedom in this country. My cosponsor 
on this effort was then Senator Spen-
cer Abraham from Michigan, and so the 
resolution became known as the Abra-
ham-Lincoln resolution back then. 

The bicameral, bipartisan Slave 
Labor Task Force brought together 
historians and interested officials to 
work on this issue. One of those was 
Curtis Sykes, an educator and native of 
North Little Rock, AR, and an original 
member of Arkansas’ Black History 
Advisory Committee. Mr. Sykes passed 
away before our work was complete, 
but he made so many important con-
tributions to the task force before his 
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