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large cap companies start to spend out 
as well, it is important to the overall 
economic recovery. 

I would ask my friend and my col-
league, the leader on this important 
piece of legislation, if she might have 
some ideas as well about how we meet 
that appropriate long-term financial 
goal of making our financial standards 
appropriate, but not send this mixed 
message to regulators so that those 
small business loans that are still per-
forming have the appropriate forbear-
ance to get through this trough in the 
recession. 

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Virginia is absolutely 
correct. He has put his finger on two 
pending and very serious problems. One 
is the regulation direction being driven 
by some of the new legislation we have 
passed. Of course, he would know this, 
because as a member of the Banking 
Committee, he has been such a strong 
advocate for commonsense regulation 
and supporting community banks. So 
he is absolutely correct. And you do 
have my commitment, through the 
Small Business Committee, to keep 
this issue alive and in view so that we 
can find some appropriate solution. I 
think the Senator raises an absolutely 
very key point. 

The second point the Senator from 
Virginia has put his finger on is the $2 
trillion in capital sitting there. One 
thing that makes further interest is 
the zero capital gains rate in this bill, 
should they take some of that $2 tril-
lion in capital and invest in some small 
businesses that have a capitalization 
level below $50 million. That is one 
thing that could help encourage them. 
They will pay no tax, none, on the 
money they earn through that invest-
ment, which should be an incentive. 

But there are some additional things 
I think we can do. I want to work with 
the Senator from Virginia because his 
leadership is very much needed at this 
time, with his particular background 
as a successful business person, as a 
Governor. So the Senator is right, this 
bill is not a silver bullet. It is a good 
first step. But there are some other 
things we need to do as quickly as we 
can. I look forward to working with the 
Senator on those two and others in the 
weeks to come. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, again I 
will close my comments and thank the 
chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee for her leadership on this bill. 
We would not be here today but for her 
relentlessness on this legislation. 

This legislation has had more hur-
dles, many of them false hurdles, put in 
its face, and Senator LANDRIEU does 
not know how to say no when it affects 
the well-being of small businesses, 
which are the lifeblood of job creation 
coming out of a recession. 

I thank her for her leadership. 
I yield the floor. 
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time in re-

cess for the caucus luncheons count 
postcloture. 

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

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

(Thereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. BEGICH). 

f 

SMALL BUSINESS LENDING FUND 
ACT OF 2010—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the regular order. 

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized as 
in morning business for such time as I 
may consume. 

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

DON’T ASK, DON’T TELL 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, with all 
the talk about the small business bill 
and about the fact that we have an ad-
ministration, with a majority in the 
House and the Senate, that has 
amassed unbelievable debts, raising it 
up to $13 trillion, and a deficit of $1.4 
trillion in just 1 year, the first year, 
people have forgotten other things that 
are going on. 

I am very much concerned, being the 
second-ranking member of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, about the 
national defense authorization bill, 
which we have passed every year in all 
the years I have been here. Generally 
speaking, it is one we can bring out on 
the floor, Members can offer amend-
ments, and normally it takes 2, 3, 
sometimes 4 weeks, and longer, to pass 
it. But certainly, particularly during 
times of war, it is the most important 
piece of legislation we have. 

I do not know what the majority is 
going to do. I just keep hearing rumors 
that they may very well not be want-
ing to bring it up or may bring it up by 
‘‘filling the tree,’’ a little technical 
term, so Republicans would not be able 
to have amendments on the bill. 

Well, this is very much a concern of 
mine. I think it puts them in a position 
where they can say: Oh, Republicans 
certainly are going to vote for the De-
fense authorization bill. In times of 
war, we have to do it. Well, we do. But 
there is a limit as to what they can put 
in there that is purely right down 
party lines. 

There are a couple issues I wish to 
talk about in the Defense authoriza-
tion bill that ended up being right 
down party lines. One is the issue of 
don’t ask, don’t tell. But before doing 
that, I would like to suggest that in 
May, in the final meeting we had of the 

Senate Armed Services Committee, we 
passed this out, and two amendments 
were added on the very last day by the 
Democrats, and they were passed vir-
tually by all the Democrats right down 
party lines. One was opening our mili-
tary hospitals for abortions, and that is 
something we need to talk about, but 
the other one was one we need to talk 
about more right now because this is 
the issue that so many people are not 
aware of. That is the repeal of don’t 
ask, don’t tell. 

I remember back in 1994, I was in the 
House, running for the Senate, and one 
of the three issues that was very 
prominent in that race, which I won, 
concerned gays in the military. At that 
time, there were some efforts saying: 
Well, we want to acknowledge gays in 
the military so they can be open in 
their practices and all that. Well, a 
compromise was reached that I did not 
think at the time was all that good of 
an idea. But that was 1993, I guess, the 
latter part of 1993. It has worked for— 
what—17 years. It was called don’t ask, 
don’t tell; that is, if someone wants to 
serve who is a gay person, a man or a 
woman, in the military, that person 
can do it if that person is not out in 
the open. The whole idea of this thing 
was so they could not use the military 
as a forum to advance very liberal 
causes. 

I am a veteran. I can remember when 
I was in the U.S. Army, and anyone 
who is a veteran knows the problems 
that would be associated with the prac-
tice of repealing don’t ask, don’t tell so 
people are openly gay in the military. 
You are going to have all kinds of 
billeting and other problems. 

So I think when the discussion came 
up that we were considering doing this, 
the Secretary of Defense, Secretary 
Gates, did the right thing on February 
2 of 2010. He said: Let’s go ahead and 
have a study. Let’s have an inde-
pendent study as to how unit cohesion 
and readiness would be impacted if we 
repealed don’t ask, don’t tell. 

In addition to the study, this is also 
going to conduct a survey of military 
members, people who are out there, in 
asking: Well, what is your feeling? You 
are out there in the fields, in many 
cases, out in the foxholes. What is your 
feeling about having open gays in the 
military? 

So they were all getting ready to re-
spond to this when a surprise took 
place, when the Democrats, almost 
straight down party lines, came out 
and said: Well, we are going to go 
ahead and repeal it anyway. They 
worded it in such a way that we will re-
peal it, but, of course, that will not 
take place until after the study is com-
plete. The study was to be completed in 
December of this year. It was going to 
be a 12-month study. All the Members 
of the military were going to partici-
pate in that. 

I can remember as recently as April 
28 Secretary Gates and the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral 
Mullen, said—and this is a joint state-
ment: 
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[We] believe in the strongest possible 

terms that the Department must, prior to 
any legislative action, be allowed the oppor-
tunity to conduct a thorough, objective, and 
systematic assessment of the impact of such 
a policy change. 

Well, I was all for that. They were 
right, along with all the rest of the 
chiefs of the military and all the troops 
in the field. Of course, they obviously 
changed their minds. But if you want 
to know the effect, you need to go and 
talk to the troops in the field, and then 
you need to talk also to the chiefs of 
the military. 

I am going to go ahead and quote, so 
I can get it in the RECORD now, exactly 
the feelings of those Chiefs of the four 
services and what they are recom-
mending. I am so sick and tired of hav-
ing the administration make those de-
cisions without any consultation of the 
people in uniform. We are going 
through that right now in some of the 
things that are going on in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. The policy should be: The 
people in uniform know what to do. 
Quit trying to dictate their behavior. 

Well, anyway, General Casey, the 
Chief of the U.S. Army, said: 

I remain convinced that it is critically im-
portant to get a better understanding of 
where our Soldiers and Families are on this 
issue, and what the impacts on readiness and 
unit cohesion might be. . . . 

He said: 
I also believe that repealing the law before 

the completion of the review— 

That is the one that is supposed to be 
completed in December— 
will be seen by the men and women of the 
Army as a reversal of our commitment to 
hear their views before moving forward. 

That is exactly what we are saying. 
We are saying: All right. We wanted 
your views, but we are not going to lis-
ten to your views now. 

Admiral Roughead of the U.S. Navy 
said: 

We need this review to fully assess our 
force and carefully examine potential im-
pacts of a change in the law. My concern is 
that legislative changes at this point, re-
gardless of the precise language used, may 
cause confusion on the status of the law in 
the Fleet and disrupt the review process 
itself by leading Sailors to question whether 
their input matters. 

Obviously, their input does not mat-
ter now because they have already 
made that decision. 

General Conway, of the U.S. Marine 
Corps—he is the Commandant—said: 

I encourage Congress to let the process the 
Secretary of Defense created run its course. 
Collectively, we must make logical and prag-
matic decisions about the long-term policies 
of our Armed Forces—which so effectively 
defend this great nation. 

General Schwartz, of the U.S. Air 
Force, said: 

I believe it is important, a matter of keep-
ing faith with those currently serving in the 
Armed Forces, that the Secretary of Defense 
commissioned review be completed before 
there is any legislation to repeal the don’t 
ask, don’t tell law. Such action allows me to 
provide the best military advice to the Presi-
dent, and sends an important signal to our 
Airmen and their families that their opinion 

matters. To do otherwise, in my view, would 
be presumptive and would reflect an intent 
to act before all relevant factors are as-
sessed. . . . 

Well, I agree with all that. These are 
the guys in the field. They are the ones 
who are making this decision. Yet, on 
May 27, both Gates and Mullen, who 
had already stated they should wait 
until after this study is completed— 
that would be in December—on May 27, 
they had what they called a com-
promise. Basically, the compromise is 
saying: Well, we are going to go ahead 
and repeal it. That was the motion 
that was in the last day before we 
passed the Defense authorization bill 
out of the House, and the same thing, 
the Defense authorization bill of the 
Senate. 

Why did they change? Why did Gates 
and Mullen change? Gates and Mullen 
answered to the President. The Presi-
dent, I truly believe—and I hate to 
throw this into it—but, obviously, this 
is something the vast majority of peo-
ple in America would like to see hap-
pen the way we had said it was going to 
happen, so we could evaluate the effect 
on readiness and the effect on our 
troops in the field, the effect on the 
war that is taking place right now. Yet 
they went ahead and reversed that, 
and, again, that was right down party 
lines. 

There are so many other things hav-
ing to do with this that are critical. 
Obviously, current chaplains are not 
able to be heard. But we have a letter 
from 41 of the retired chaplains stating 
that ‘‘normalizing homosexual behav-
ior in the armed forces will pose a sig-
nificant threat to chaplains’ and Serv-
icemembers’ religious liberty.’’ 

So we have this that is taking place 
right now. 

I know a lot of people are concerned, 
as I am concerned, with a ruling that 
came from a district court out in Cali-
fornia. This ruling came out and said: 
We think it is a violation of the first 
amendment rights of homosexuals not 
to be able to express their preferences 
in any way they want. 

However, the military is different. It 
is my understanding—and I am not a 
lawyer—this ruling may not have any 
effect. In fact, there is an article. It 
was on FOX News this morning: ‘‘Pen-
tagon: No Plans To Change ‘Don’t Ask, 
Don’t Tell’ Policy After Court Ruling.’’ 
Well, that was good news to me be-
cause I thought maybe it was all over 
once the courts ruled. 

But the only thing they would go 
through now with the compromise, 
they call it, that they passed, is that 
you would have to have Admiral 
Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Secretary of Defense 
Gates, and President Obama making 
the statement as to what they prefer. 
That is why I say this is over and done 
with, unless we have an opportunity to 
bring out the Defense authorization 
bill and to offer amendments on the 
Defense authorization bill. I have to 
tell you, there are several Democrats 

now who have joined Republicans in 
wanting to stop the repeal of don’t ask, 
don’t tell or at least to wait until this 
study is completed. 

But if you do not think the three I 
just mentioned have already made up 
their minds, I will go ahead and read 
their statements. 

President Obama: 
This year, I will work with Congress and 

our military to finally repeal the law that 
denies gay Americans the right to serve the 
country they love because of who they are. 

Secretary Gates: 
I fully support the president’s decision. 

The question before us is not whether the 
military prepares to make this change, but 
how we best prepare for it. 

Admiral Mullen: 
Mr. Chairman, speaking for myself . . . it 

is my personal belief that allowing gays and 
lesbians to serve openly would be the right 
thing to do. 

So you have to ask the question, 
Why? What was wrong with waiting 
until December? I will tell you what is 
wrong: because there is an election 
that is taking place November 2 and 
the gay lobby is a huge lobby. I think 
we all know that. All these people who 
think they have not been liberal 
enough, I cannot imagine there is any-
one in America today who thinks this 
administration has not been liberal 
enough. But these individuals are the 
ones who want to have this done before 
the November 2 elections. I can think 
of no reason at all that they would 
take this stand other than the political 
reason. 

So here is what I believe. I think we 
are going to have to make a decision. I 
would certainly hope the majority 
leader and the Democrats who have 
this policy will allow this to come up 
and come up as soon as possible and 
allow a full and open debate, as we 
have always had. There is not a time in 
the history of this country that we 
have brought up a Defense authoriza-
tion bill, particularly in time of war, 
without allowing everybody to get in 
there and to offer amendments. Per-
haps it could be argued this is the most 
important bill of the year. 

So I am hoping people start talking 
about it. That is why I am bringing it 
up today. The fear I have is this is 
going to be shoved down our throats by 
the majority, and we cannot let this 
happen. 

Right now, we have a lot of men and 
women over in the various areas of 
combat. I have had the honor of being 
over there many times. I have worked 
with these individuals. We have more 
than our share in my State of Okla-
homa. Our 45th is going to be going 
back over there. I would like to make 
sure these guys and gals know we are 
listening to them. 

A lot of people criticize me and oth-
ers for spending so much time over 
there, but there are so many things we 
find out when we are over there— 
things we can’t get in hearings back 
here. I am talking about finding out, as 
we did over there, about the need for 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:15 Sep 15, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G14SE6.026 S14SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

8K
Y

B
LC

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7067 September 14, 2010 
the MRAP and some of the other capa-
bilities we need to have so we can come 
back and make sure our kids who are 
over there fighting have everything 
they want. The very least we can do is 
keep our word, when we promised them 
that we are not going to do anything 
until we hear back from our military, 
our soldiers in the field, as to what 
they feel about the repeal of don’t ask, 
don’t tell. It is a very significant issue 
and it is one we are going to have to 
talk about this week. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. BURRIS. Mr. President, we are 

in the process of debating the small 
business bill. I am so grateful to the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
who has fought so hard to get this bill 
through the process of cloture, includ-
ing an amendment attached to that 
piece of legislation which makes avail-
able $30 billion for the community 
banks to help out small businesses. I 
hate that it has taken so much time to 
get these important pieces of legisla-
tion through this body and out where it 
will benefit those needing it. Based on 
that, I am hoping we will bring this 
piece of legislation to a very speedy 
and expeditious close and that we will 
not continue to find political 
maneuverings to hamper the passage of 
this small business bill. 

For the last 2 years, this country has 
been held in the grips of an unprece-
dented economic crisis. The housing 
market collapsed. The bottom dropped 
out of Wall Street. For the first time in 
generations, many Americans felt their 
hard-earned economic security begin to 
slip away. Too often, the focus of legis-
lation has been on Wall Street rather 
than on Main Street. We have made 
some significant progress since the 
onset of our current crisis, but we still 
have a very long way to go, especially 
in creating new and sustainable jobs. 

But this is an election year, and that 
means partisan bickering is on the rise. 

So I believe my colleagues and I have 
a decision to make. We must make a 
decision. We can focus on winning the 
next news cycle, pitting Republicans 
against Democrats and falling into the 
same tired political battles that usu-
ally consume election years in Wash-
ington or we can reach for something 
better. We can tune out the partisan 
fights, reject the failed policies that 
got us into this mess, and prove to the 
American people that we have the will 
to make tough decisions to get our col-
lective economy on the move again. 

Our recovery is far from complete. 
We need to create more jobs. We need 
to bring American families more relief. 
Government can put people to work, 
but only the private sector—especially 
the small business sector—can create 
real and lasting employment. I believe 
that if we fail to continue the bold 
policies that pulled us back from the 
brink of disaster—if we shrink away 
from the difficult decisions that will 
move this recovery forward—then we 

place our economy at risk by slipping 
back into a recession. 

This is a time for bold action, not 
pointless ideological battles. The 
Small Business Lending Act will move 
this economy forward in real and tan-
gible ways. That is what the American 
people want and need, and they are 
asking us to get about the business of 
doing it. 

The bill before us gives small busi-
nesses $12 billion in tax cuts. It helps 
small businesses create 500,000 new 
jobs. It incentivizes and increases 
small business lending. It helps small 
business owners access private capital 
to finance expansion and to hire new 
workers. That is where the jobs are 
going to be created, is with these small 
businesses we are now seeking to help. 
It rewards entrepreneurs for investing 
in new small businesses. It helps Main 
Street businesses compete with large 
corporations. 

Just this past Friday, I hosted a 
small business forum in Chicago at 
Chicago State University and I spent 
the day talking with business owners 
from all walks of life from all over my 
State and from a wide range of indus-
tries. Everyone I spoke with said the 
same thing: We need help now. Pass the 
legislation. That is what they were 
telling me. 

Tomorrow I will host a small busi-
ness forum in partnership with my 
good friends over in the other Cham-
ber, in the House of Representatives, 
including Congressman LACY CLAY of 
Missouri and Congresswoman YVETTE 
CLARK. Together, we hope to work di-
rectly with these small business own-
ers to get capital flowing again. 

These entrepreneurs are not asking 
for a handout from this government; 
they are asking for the tools and re-
sources to grow themselves, to work 
and to build within their communities, 
and to create jobs for hard-working 
Americans. That is what they are ask-
ing for. Everyone I spoke with reminds 
me that there are many ways each of 
us can act to advance the interests of 
each of those small businesses in our 
own States. But together, by acting 
collectively and by supporting this bill, 
we can take a major step forward in 
strengthening our American economy. 

As I have reminded this Chamber be-
fore, long before I entered public serv-
ice, I was a banker. As a matter of fact, 
I was the vice president of the largest 
bank in my State. It no longer exists 
now, but it was Continental Illinois 
Bank and Trust Company. We were the 
seventh largest bank in America at 
that time. I ran a division that loaned 
money to small businesses. So I have 
firsthand knowledge and information 
of what it takes to finance and to run 
these businesses, because if I loaned 
you the bank’s money, you were going 
to pay me back. It was not my money, 
it was the depositors’ money, and I had 
to be the custodian of that money. 
Guess what. Just last Friday in Chi-
cago, we celebrated the 40th anniver-
sary of a company called Central City 

Productions—the largest black-owned 
production business in America—that 
produces TV programs and other mar-
keting and competitive programs for 
the communities. They have been in 
business for 40 years. I loaned that 
young man in those days $50,000. Of 
course, that was 1970, and $50,000 went 
a long way then. It probably would 
take about $1 million to do what we did 
with $50,000 then, in today’s market. So 
that is the knowledge I bring before 
this body and to this legislation we 
have on the floor: Knowing what small 
businesses take; knowing what we need 
to do to help those companies get the 
resources they need so they can get 
their inventory, so they can get their 
line of credit, so they can then put 
their people to work and sell their 
goods and services to their respective 
customers. 

There is no greater investment we 
can make if we are serious about sus-
tainable job creation and growth and 
to encourage investment and loaning 
to small businesses. 

So I call upon my colleagues in this 
great body to seize this opportunity. 
Let’s keep America on the road to re-
covery and restore the hard-earned se-
curity of ordinary folks who have suf-
fered because of bad decisions on Wall 
Street. It will not be easy, but it is our 
responsibility, and it is the right thing 
to do. We have that responsibility. We 
have no other alternative than to, as 
the old saying goes, do the right thing. 
We must make sure this legislation is 
passed. We should start by increasing 
our support right now for this legisla-
tion for small businesses. These compa-
nies foster progress and they foster in-
novation. They have the power to cre-
ate jobs and direct investment to local 
communities, where it can have the 
most and greatest impact and make a 
difference in our economic status. 

Small businesses form the backbone 
of our economy, but in many ways they 
have suffered the most as a result of 
this economic crisis. That is why this 
sector should be targeted for our 
strongest support. There should be no 
debate about this. It should not be Re-
publican or Democrat. This should be 
about helping America create jobs. We 
have outsourced all our jobs already to 
the foreign markets, which have 
shipped the manufacturing jobs out to 
other markets. We have to get back to 
manufacturing. Our small innovative 
companies should come back in so they 
can then create manufacturing jobs, so 
we can have value-added products and 
continue the workstream for people to 
be employed. 

I ask my colleagues to reject the 
tired politics that got us into this mess 
and embrace the spirit of bipartisan-
ship that can lead us out of this mess. 

On behalf of small businesses, I call 
upon this body to take action. Our eco-
nomic future may be uncertain, but 
with the Small Business Lending Act, 
we have the rare opportunity to influ-
ence that future. So let’s pass this 
measure and guarantee some degree of 
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relief for the people who continue to 
suffer the most. Let’s renew our invest-
ment in America’s small businesses 
and rely on them to drive our economic 
recovery. Let’s do it now. Let’s do it 
today. Let’s don’t even do it tomorrow. 

Thank you. I yield the floor and I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill 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. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak as in morning business 
for as much time as I may consume and 
ask that the time be counted against 
the postcloture time. 

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

AMERICAN JOBS 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this 

country, as all of us know, faces very 
significant challenges these days. We 
have roughly 20 million people who 
woke up in America today without a 
job, who probably are out today look-
ing for work and haven’t found it yet. 
It is a pretty tough thing in a severe 
economic downturn—the worst since 
the Great Depression of the 1930s—to 
find that you lost your job, and in some 
cases your home, and you have lost 
hope and you wonder what is next for 
you and your family. 

I suppose it is in keeping with our 
politics these days that, at a time 
when we face the most significant eco-
nomic challenges since the Great De-
pression, if you stop and watch and lis-
ten and hear the sounds of democracy, 
which sound a little like fingernails on 
a blackboard sometimes, what you 
hear on the news is something about 
someone’s dysfunctional behavior 
somewhere. Someone does something 
absolutely goofy, just a nutty activity, 
and all of a sudden, it is on the 24/7 
news. 

In the last couple weeks, I have been 
traveling and hearing on the television, 
radio, and in print about some nut 
from Florida—apparently a minister 
with a church of 50 people—who decides 
he is going to burn the Koran. We 
heard about it every day, all day. 
There is some suggestion that if you 
give this a lot of publicity and hold it 
up to the light and say, ‘‘Isn’t it ugly?’’ 
you would say, ‘‘Yes, but it is not 
America; it is just some nut.’’ You find 
someone’s dysfunctional behavior and 
say, ‘‘Isn’t this awful?’’ Sure, it is 
awful, but that is not the backbone of 
this country or what this country is 
about. 

We have to begin talking about what 
really matters to put this country back 
on track and to give people some hope 
for the future, that they are going to 
see more opportunity, that they are 
going to see expansion of hope and op-
portunity for themselves, their fami-
lies, and their children. 

I think it is true that of all of the 
issues that matter most at this point, 
it is, how can you put people back to 
work? There is no social program that 
we debate in Congress that is more im-
portant than a good job that pays well. 
That makes almost everything else 
possible. If you have a good job that 
pays well, with job security and bene-
fits, it allows you to take care of your 
family and do the other things that ex-
pand your opportunities in this great 
country. 

I have watched and observed what is 
happening, and I participate in the de-
bates in the Congress about what is 
happening in our country. I am very 
worried about this issue of trying to 
turn the faucet on to create new jobs in 
America at the very time the drain is 
open, with jobs moving outside of this 
country very quickly. 

I have spoken about this and have of-
fered 4 amendments over 9 or 10 years, 
and I have gotten anywhere from 40 to 
47 votes on an amendment that says: 
Let’s decide to stand up for employ-
ment in America, stand up for jobs 
here. Let’s shut down the insidious, 
perverse tax incentives that tell Amer-
ican businesses that if you shut down 
your business in America, fire your 
workers here at home, and you move it 
to China or Mexico, we will give you a 
big fat tax break. That is true. We have 
a tax incentive to say: Get rid of your 
American enterprise, ship it overseas, 
move it to Mexico, and we will give you 
a tax cut. I have tried four times in 
votes on the floor of the Senate to shut 
that down, and I lost all four times. 
But we need to try it again. We need to 
do this, especially when you have the 
deep economic abyss into which we 
have fallen. We now need to say to peo-
ple that we are going to stand up for 
employers, those who run the manufac-
turing plants in this country, those 
who hire American workers, those who 
produce products that say ‘‘Made in 
America’’ on the label. We are going to 
stand up for them, and we are not 
going to continue to give tax breaks to 
those who decide to do exactly the op-
posite and move their jobs overseas. 

I am going to talk about a few of 
those circumstances. I have done it 
many times, and sometimes people roll 
their eyes when I do. But it is impor-
tant, it seems to me, to continue to 
talk about this failure in our economic 
system. 

The American Prospect—a magazine 
I was reading a while back—estimates 
that since 2001, there are 42,400 Amer-
ican factories that have closed their 
doors. Roughly three-fourths of those 
employed over 500 people. Why is that 
happening? Why is it that American 
factories are closing? Does it matter? 
Do we believe America will long re-
main a world economic power if it 
doesn’t have world-class manufac-
turing? I don’t. It will not be a world 
economic power without world-class 
manufacturing capability, and very 
quickly, it is dissipating. We are losing 
jobs and economic strength in the man-

ufacturing sector. We see additional 
evidence of it every day. 

Here is a June New York Times 
piece: 

In Indiana, Centerpiece for a City Closes 
Shop. 

Whirlpool plans to close a plant on Friday 
and move the operation to Mexico, elimi-
nating 1,100 jobs here [in Indiana]. Many in 
this city in southern Indiana are seething 
and sad—sad about losing what was long the 
city’s economic centerpiece and a ticket to 
the middle class for one generation after an-
other. 

That is Whirlpool—1,100 jobs. 
Last week, I was in Pennsylvania 

with Congressman SESTAK, in Philadel-
phia. I told a story that I have known 
pretty well about something that hap-
pened in Pennsylvania. I told it on the 
floor many times. It is about some-
thing called Pennsylvania House Fur-
niture, which is upper end, fine fur-
niture, made by craftsmen. It is very 
good furniture. They worked for over 
100 years, using Pennsylvania wood, to 
create Pennsylvania House furniture. 
Then one day the company was bought 
by La-Z-Boy, and La-Z-Boy decided: 
You know what, we are going to get rid 
of those craftsmen who work in Penn-
sylvania and ship these jobs to China. 
What we will do is continue to use 
Pennsylvania wood, but we will just 
ship the wood to China and have the 
Chinese fashion it into furniture and 
then send it back to sell in the United 
States and call it Pennsylvania House 
furniture. 

What most people from Pennsylvania 
and across the country probably don’t 
know is that on the last day of work, 
when those workers lost their jobs, 
after a century of making fine fur-
niture in Pennsylvania, the last piece 
of furniture came down the line com-
pleted, and they turned it over and all 
of the craftsmen at Pennsylvania 
House furniture autographed it. Some-
one in America has an autographed 
piece of furniture by the craftsmen who 
cared so much about their jobs and had 
such pride in making the best furniture 
they could make. And then the jobs 
were gone. All the wood was sent to 
China and the furniture is sent back, 
and you have nearly 500 people out of 
work. So much for the story of Penn-
sylvania House furniture. Does it mat-
ter that we don’t make Pennsylvania 
House furniture in this country? Well, 
it sure matters to the 500 or so people 
for whom it was their career, a job that 
made a difference for their families. It 
made a difference to them because they 
were out of work. 

I just mentioned Whirlpool deciding 
to get rid of 1,100 jobs. Well, it is inter-
esting, here is a story in the Indiana 
Economic Digest. It says: 

U.S. based manufacturers are shipping jobs 
overseas. 

That is a familiar story. 
Whirlpool is just one local example of a 

story that has played out across the nation 
for decades. 

The appliance-maker is in the process of 
shutting down its Evansville refrigerator 
plant. March 26 was the last day for 455 [peo-
ple in that plant.] 
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Those jobs will go to Mexico in late 

June. 
But then it says something different. 

It says: 
But not all local manufacturers are inter-

ested in moving overseas. 
HMC manufactures and refurbishes large 

precision gears and other machinery compo-
nents. . . . The company has 75 employees. It 
has never laid off an employee. 

Robert J. Smith III, the company’s presi-
dent and chief executive officer, is dead-set 
against ever moving production overseas. 

‘‘We wouldn’t consider it in a 100 years.’’ 

His grandfather and grandmother 
started the company in 1921. 
‘‘Offshoring in search of higher profits 
is a mistake,’’ Smith said, ‘‘because it 
ignores manufacturing’s larger purpose 
in U.S. society.’’ And here is what he 
says finally: 

It’s my belief that every American citizen, 
not only me, should feel strongly about 
maintaining one of the most important cul-
tures we have, and that is manufacturing. 

I have used examples previously—and 
I will again—because I think repetition 
is important. The peppermint pattie 
called York—it is a tiny little pepper-
mint pattie in a silver encasing. It is 
made by Hershey’s Chocolate, by the 
way. It says: ‘‘The cool refreshing taste 
of mint dipped in dark chocolate will 
take you miles away.’’ It sure did that. 
It took it all the way to Mexico. They 
decided to fire those American work-
ers, and that mint chocolate went to 
Mexico to be produced. 

The list is actually pretty endless. I 
just described Whirlpool, 1,100 jobs. 
They received millions in Recovery Act 
funds, and yet announced 1,100 job 
cuts—by the way, this is the long walk 
on the last day of work at a manufac-
turing plant. You go there to make it a 
career and then all of a sudden you dis-
cover the job is not there. Some foreign 
country has that job because America 
has decided to reward those who leave 
as opposed to those who stay. 

If you wear a Reebok NFL jersey— 
and a whole lot of folks wear these jer-
seys—this is made in a Chinese-owned 
sweatshop in El Salvador. How do we 
get to the point where it is not just 
made in El Salvador but it is made in 
a Chinese sweatshop in El Salvador? 
This has to do with various trade 
agreements we have made where we 
incentivize the production of these 
being made in the lowest common de-
nominator sweatshop wage area in the 
world. This Reebok jersey is made in El 
Salvador by a working man who lives 
in this so-called house. That working 
man makes less than $1 for an $80 
Reebok jersey. 

I have spoken on the floor of the Sen-
ate at great length about underwear— 
Fruit of the Loom underwear. I have 
said—and I know it is not chic to do 
so—I said I understand losing one’s 
shirt, but Fruit of the Loom left the 
country with all of its underwear. It 
used to make underwear in America, 
and people appreciated those jobs. 
Fruit of the Loom left. 

As we know, Fruit of the Loom was 
advertising with dancing grapes. They 

put men and women in fruit uniforms. 
I do not know where one gets a grape 
uniform, but they march them down a 
road and put it on television and they 
all sing and sound happy—happy for 
reasons I do not understand because all 
those Fruit of the Loom jobs, all that 
underwear is made elsewhere. 

One might say: Who cares where un-
derwear is made. I suppose the people 
who made underwear in the United 
States care because they had jobs at 
Fruit of the Loom, but it is gone. 

I have spoken at great length about 
Huffy bicycle and shall not speak at 
great length today except to say this. 
Anyone who purchased a Huffy bicycle 
at Wal-Mart or K Mart was purchasing 
a bicycle made in Ohio, made by won-
derful workers who had a career mak-
ing Huffy bicycles. They made Huffy 
bicycles for many decades. They made 
$11 an hour plus benefits to make these 
bicycles. Now the bicycles are gone. 
Now they are made in China. 

This is actually a trifecta. Every-
thing that could have gone wrong went 
wrong. The company decided to fire 
American workers and build the bicy-
cles in China. Then they declared bank-
ruptcy and left American workers with 
no pension program so that the pension 
would have to be paid by the taxpayers 
out of the Pension Benefit Guaranty 
Corporation. And now China owns the 
brand. They got the company, the 
brand, make the bicycles, the workers 
got fired, and the American taxpayer 
got to pick up the pensions. It is unbe-
lievable when you think about it. 

Is this fair trade? I do not think so. 
It is a decision by a lot of people to de-
cide we are going to move our manu-
facturing overseas. 

Every young child has ridden in a 
Radio Flyer wagon, a little red wagon. 
They made those for 100 years in Chi-
cago, IL. They do not anymore. They 
are all made in China as well. 

I know where these are made. I know 
where Huffy bicycles are made. I know 
they are made by people who make 50 
cents an hour and work 12 to 14 hours 
a day, 7 days a week with never a Sun-
day off. Is that with what we want the 
American people to compete—a lower 
standard of living? Is it probably some-
thing we would like to do to help lift 
others in the world, or is it we want 
Americans to compete with the lowest 
common denominator, lowest wages, 
the workplace with the worst safety 
record? Is that what we want? 

Those are other issues. The issue I 
came to talk about is the issue of what 
about the fact the company that makes 
the little red wagon and the Huffy bi-
cycle and the York mint pattie and, 
yes, Fig Newton cookies—by the way, 
if you are wondering about Fig Newton 
cookies, they went to Mexico. They 
were made in New Jersey. Apparently 
when you make Fig Newton cookies, 
there is someone who shovels fig paste. 
You can get someone shoveling fig 
paste a lot less expensively by hiring 
them in Mexico rather than New Jer-
sey. If somebody says, Let’s get Mexi-

can food, just buy Fig Newton cookies. 
They escaped to Mexico. The jobs are 
gone, and somebody down south is 
shoveling fig paste because you can pay 
cents on the hour to get that kind of 
labor. 

The question is: Does it matter? Does 
anybody care? Does it matter that we 
do not produce Fruit of the Loom 
shorts and t-shirts, that we do not 
produce little red wagons, Radio Flyer, 
that we do not produce Huffy bicycles, 
that we do not produce Pennsylvania 
House furniture, that Whirlpool refrig-
erators are made in Mexico, that prod-
uct after product has gone to China? 

The fact is, people on this floor in 
this Congress and in other Congresses 
have voted affirmatively to say: We 
want to reward those who leave our 
country. We want to give you a tax 
break. Four separate times we have 
had votes on these issues, and four sep-
arate times the majority of the people 
in the Senate have said: We believe in 
giving tax breaks to those who ship 
American jobs overseas. 

The reason I raise this issue today is 
this: We have about 20 million people 
who are out of work today. They want 
to find work. They want a job and can-
not find one. Everybody talks about re-
starting this American economy. How 
about trying to find a sparkplug that 
will lift the American economy? What 
is that? If you are going to keep the 
drain open, how are you going to fill 
the tub? You can work with the faucet 
on all day long, but if you have the 
drain open, Whirlpool decides one day, 
We are moving 1,100 jobs out of this 
country—and the list goes on and on— 
where are the jobs going to be? Who is 
going to incentivize the creation of 
new jobs? We have to do this. It is our 
responsibility. It is not our responsi-
bility to provide economic recovery for 
the Chinese economy or the Mexican 
economy. It is our responsibility to try 
to see if we cannot restart this eco-
nomic engine at home. It seems to me 
implausible that at least a majority of 
the Members of the Senate would not 
understand that we need to stand up 
for American jobs. 

I understand, because I have been in-
volved in many trade debates and I 
subsequently wrote a book about it, 
that when you start talking about 
standing up for American jobs, there 
are a bunch of pointy-headed folks with 
thick glasses who call you a 
xenophobic isolationist stooge. You 
just don’t get it; it is a world economy, 
Mr. DORGAN; you don’t have the fog-
giest idea what you are talking about. 
Oh, really? 

All those people who say that wear 
dark suits, take showers in the morn-
ing, and have never been unemployed. 
Isn’t that a great thing? How about 
people who require taking a shower 
after work because they worked hard, 
and find out they lost a job because 
pointy-headed folks describe a world 
economy that reduces all the standards 
we built up over a century? 
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Think of the problems we went 

through to try to create the cir-
cumstances that built an expansion of 
the middle class in this country. Just 
think of it. In my book, I describe 
James Fyler, and I probably should not 
have. I said he died of lead poisoning. 
He was shot 54 times. Why was James 
Fyler shot in the early part of the last 
century 54 times? Why did he give his 
life? 

Here is the radical proposition that 
James Fyler felt: He felt that people 
who went underground to dig for coal 
in this country ought to have an under-
standing that they are working in a 
workplace that is safe and ought to be 
paid a fair wage. For that he gave his 
life because that was unbelievably rad-
ical: insisting on behalf of workers that 
they work in a safe workplace and be 
paid a decent wage. 

We went through all of that and fi-
nally said: A safe workplace is impor-
tant. We have to protect workers. A 
fair wage, a minimum wage, is impor-
tant—all of these things that we went 
through to lift up America and expand 
opportunity and put people to work. 
We have been through that and at 
great struggle, at really great struggle. 

Yet now in the last decade and a half, 
the question is: Isn’t that all old-fash-
ioned? It is a world economy. Why can 
you not compete with a Chinese sweat-
shop in El Salvador making Reebok 
football jerseys? Why can you not com-
pete with a worker in Shenzhen, China, 
willing to work for 50 cents an hour, 
working 7 days a week, 12-to-14-hour 
days? I say to you, the people at Huffy 
bicycle would have said: We cannot 
compete with that. We cannot live on 
those wages. And the people who em-
ployed them said: We don’t care. Your 
jobs are gone. 

The last day of work at Huffy bicycle 
in Ohio, when they were all fired and 
all those jobs moved to China to make 
those bicycles, those workers left in 
the space where their cars parked at 
the plant, in the empty space they left 
a pair of shoes. That parking lot was 
filled with empty shoes, not cars. It 
was a plaintive way for those workers 
to say to those companies that fired 
them: You can fire us and get rid of our 
jobs but you will never replace us. You 
will never replace us. 

It seems to me if people in this coun-
try are wondering about where will the 
jobs come from, who is going to stand 
up for the economic interests of this 
country—no, not cut us off from the 
rest of the world, not suggest we are 
not part of the global economy, but 
rather suggest we will attempt to lift 
the rest of the world by saying: Here 
are the conditions under which we will 
involve ourselves in the global econ-
omy. 

We are a country with a huge trade 
deficit with the country of China. This 
year I suspect it will be between a $200 
billion and $250 billion trade deficit 
with the country of China. Our trade 
deficit this year generally will prob-
ably be around $600 billion, perhaps a 

little less. Last month it was a $50 bil-
lion trade deficit. No country can con-
tinue with this. It is not sustainable. 
You cannot sustain a country by 
hollowing out the manufacturing base 
and deciding manufacturing does not 
matter, yet we want to remain a world 
economic power. You cannot sustain a 
country that says we are going to do 
$50 billion a month in trade deficits 
and that doesn’t matter either. A trade 
deficit ultimately is going to be repaid 
with a lower standard of living in this 
country. 

We have a responsibility, and that re-
sponsibility now is to find a way to 
begin stopping the hemorrhaging of 
jobs overseas and decide to reward 
those companies that decide they are 
going to keep jobs in this country. 

I just read this today about HMC 
manufacturers and Robert Smith III, 
the company’s president and chief ex-
ecutive. Good for him. He said: We 
wouldn’t consider moving our jobs 
overseas, not in a hundred years. 
‘‘Outshoring jobs in search of higher 
profits is a mistake,’’ he said, ‘‘because 
it ignores our manufacturing’s larger 
purpose in America.’’ Good for him. 

How about doing something in this 
Chamber that says to people who are 
employing the manufacturing workers: 
Good for you. We stand with you. We 
want to incentivize you to continue, 
and then say to those who are shipping 
their jobs overseas: You know what, 
you want some help from this govern-
ment? Go take a hike. Make something 
in America. And, by the way, you are 
not going to get tax help. We are not 
going to give you a tax break, as has 
been done for far too long when you 
ship your jobs overseas. It is not going 
to happen. 

Unfortunately, it has been hap-
pening. I said it is not going to happen 
four times. We have had four votes, and 
I have lost on all four occasions. I hope 
at long last when we go through the 
deepest recession since the Great De-
pression, there might be enough of an 
urgency for people who come out here 
and bloviate and thumb their sus-
penders, cast the shine of their shoes 
on the magnificence of this great place 
that maybe that magnificence might 
spread to casting the right vote on 
something that stands up for this coun-
try’s best economic interest. 

Mr. President, the list of challenges 
are very significant. I have been talk-
ing at length about one, and that is 
jobs because it makes everything else 
possible. If we can get the American 
engine working once again, put people 
to work once again, this country will 
do just fine. But it doesn’t do just fine 
when it is in a very deep recession and 
we have incentives that say jobs don’t 
matter. 

I grew up in a very small town, less 
than 300 people, and I knew every day 
that I was a kid—just because I under-
stood it—that this country, this Amer-
ica, was the biggest, the best, the 
strongest, and that we could beat any-
body in trade or economic issues with 

one hand tied behind our backs. That is 
how good this country was. We were 
good at almost everything. We in-
vented, we created, you name it. We de-
cided to split the atom. We spliced 
genes. We invented radar, the silicon 
chip, the telephone, the computer, the 
television. We cured smallpox and 
polio. We built airplanes and learned to 
fly them. Hundreds of attempts were 
made, and finally on December 3, 1917, 
they flew an airplane—the Wright 
brothers. Then we built rockets and 
walked on the Moon and planted an 
American flag. Nobody has done that, 
but we have done it. This is a great 
country. 

Yet somehow, in the shadow of this 
very deep recession—that, in my judg-
ment, was not some natural thing to 
have happened to our country. This 
was something that was caused by un-
believable avarice and greed and things 
that went on particularly in the larg-
est financial firms in this country that 
had nothing to do with investment, 
that had nothing to do with savings or 
real banking but had everything to do 
with building a casino society so people 
could buy what they wouldn’t get from 
people who never had it. They were all 
making money, but it was a house of 
cards. 

I offered an amendment on some-
thing called naked credit default 
swaps. You know what. It sounds like a 
foreign language. Nobody even knew 
what a credit default swap was. We had 
tens of trillions of dollars of credit de-
fault swaps, and a fair amount of them 
were naked. What does that mean? It 
doesn’t mean they didn’t have clothes. 
It meant there was no insurable inter-
est on either side. It was simply a 
wager, simply a bet, not on invest-
ment. I lost that amendment. 

I probably should talk about some-
thing I won. But the fact is, on the big 
issues in this country, in most cases 
the big interests are well organized to 
make certain their interests carry the 
day in the Congress. It just seems to 
me that as we tackle these issues of 
jobs and Federal budget deficits, which 
is a very significant issue, and the 
issue of taxes—who pays them and how 
much—energy policy—how we remove 
our addiction to foreign oil—the trade 
issues I have just described in great de-
tail, we have to do better. The Amer-
ican people deserve better and expect 
better. Instead of getting the worst of 
what both parties offer, we need to get 
the best of what each has. Both parties 
can contribute something significant 
to our country, in my judgment. 

Mr. President, there is a lot, it seems 
to me, at stake. We can continue to see 
anemic economic growth—and as I say 
that, let me point out this President 
inherited a circumstance where just 
prior to his coming to office we were 
losing 700,000 jobs a month. That is 
what he inherited. I know some people 
come and say: Well, how dare you talk 
about the economy this President in-
herited. What else would you talk 
about? Would you create a fiction 
about it? 
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This economy was nearly in a free 

fall and, like it or not, this President 
took action. Like it or not, this Presi-
dent made proposals that began to put 
some capability under this economy to 
avoid a total collapse. 

Now the economy is growing, but 
slowly, and too slowly. The President 
knows that and says that. This growth 
is good. We didn’t suffer a complete 
collapse. We caught it. This President’s 
policies have worked. Those, by the 
way, who come to the floor of the Sen-
ate and say the economic recovery act 
didn’t create any jobs know better 
than that. Look at the studies that 
have been done: 3 million jobs at least 
have been saved as a result of taking 
the action that had to be taken. Would 
they suggest we sit and watch and be 
simple observers? 

Now we come to this discussion 
about the economy and we are deep in 
debt and we have to get out of this. So 
the question is tax cuts. Who gets tax 
cuts? Well, 9 years ago, on the floor of 
this Senate, President George W. Bush 
said: Let’s provide very substantial tax 
cuts. The bulk of them will go to the 
wealthy, but nonetheless everyone will 
get a tax cut. Why? Because for the 
first time in 30 years we had a budget 
surplus that year under President Clin-
ton. The first time in 30 years we had 
a budget surplus. 

So President Bush came to office and 
said: Well, it looks like we are going to 
have budget surpluses for the next 10 
years, so let’s provide very large tax 
cuts. 

I voted against them. I said: You are 
talking about projections. We don’t 
have the tax surpluses yet. When we 
get them, let’s figure out what we do 
with them, but they do not exist yet. 
They are simply projections. President 
Bush said: Well, Katey, bar the door. 
He and Mr. Greenspan and others said 
we need to do this. Mr. Greenspan said 
he couldn’t even sleep he was so wor-
ried that we were going to have such 
big surpluses that it would ruin the 
economy and we would pay down the 
debt too fast. I hope he didn’t lose a lot 
of sleep over that. 

So the Congress passed, without my 
vote, very large tax cuts for 9 years 
after which they would expire. So they 
expire at the end of this year. Now the 
question is, What do we do with them? 
The debate is, Should they be ex-
tended? 

The President says let’s extend them 
for the middle class. We are still in the 
middle of slow economic progress, so 
let’s extend them for the middle class. 
The Republicans and others say: Well, 
let’s make sure we extend them for ev-
erybody, including the wealthy. 

Well, it just seems to me this: We de-
cided—without my vote—to provide 
very large tax cuts because we needed 
to give back a surplus which then 
didn’t exist in the subsequent years. A 
surplus didn’t exist. Then what hap-
pened? Within a couple of months after 
passing the tax cuts 9 years ago, we 
discovered we were in a recession. Not 

a deep one, but a recession. That, of 
course, enhanced instead of surpluses 
Federal budget deficits. 

Then what happened? We were hit on 
9/11 with a terrorist attack and we 
went to war in Afghanistan and then 
we went to war in Iraq and not a penny 
of it was ever paid. In spite of the fact 
I and others came to the floor of the 
Senate and said: If you are going to ask 
our young men and women to go to war 
and to get up in the morning and strap 
on ceramic body armor, to be in harm’s 
way and potentially lose their lives, 
the very least we can do in this Cham-
ber is pay for the cost of the war. But, 
no, we couldn’t do that. We have 
fought a war for 9 years and haven’t 
paid for one penny of it. That is fun-
damentally irresponsible. 

Now, the question is, In the middle of 
a very serious economic situation, who 
is going to get the tax cuts extended? 
Some say: Well, you have to extend 
them for the upper income folks, the 
wealthiest Americans, because their 
philosophy is that things trickle down. 
Put things in the top and ultimately 
they trickle down. Others, my philos-
ophy, is things percolate up. Give the 
American family a little something to 
work with and get the engine working 
again and things will percolate up to 
help everybody. 

I do think this: The tax rates that 
were paid by the upper income people 
in the 1990s, when we had the most ro-
bust economic growth in our country, 
are tax rates that I think should con-
tinue to exist for upper income people. 
I think that is fair. Plus, that $800 bil-
lion that it would cost for the next 10 
years to do those tax cuts for upper in-
come Americans will be added right to 
the Federal budget deficit, and that 
doesn’t make any sense to me at all. 
How would that give confidence to the 
American people; that at last—at long, 
long last—this Senate, this Congress 
was willing to tackle these destructive 
budget deficits? That is not much con-
solation to people who watch what is 
happening in this country. 

Now, Mr. President, let me finish by 
saying I have talked about a number of 
things, and things we need to correct. I 
remain hopeful about this country’s fu-
ture. I know we have a chattering class 
that spends all day and all night on the 
radio dial and television talking about 
what is wrong with America. I know 
there are plenty of challenges ahead of 
us. But I also believe there are a lot of 
people who, for two centuries, have bet 
against this country’s future and lost. I 
think it would take a fool to decide 
this country would not get through 
this period. 

But this country deserves good lead-
ership from Republicans and Demo-
crats. It deserves a President who is 
aggressive, and I believe this President 
is aggressive, in tackling these prob-
lems. It deserves a Congress that is 
willing to work together. If ever we 
needed an outbreak of some minimum 
amount of bipartisanship, some min-
imum cooperation, it is now. I have 

just watched all of this year cir-
cumstances where every single thing is 
objected to, everything is blocked. It 
doesn’t take much in this Chamber. 
The two most powerful words are ‘‘I ob-
ject.’’ One person saying ‘‘I object’’ 
grinds this machinery to a halt. 

The fact is, I have seen cir-
cumstances in this Chamber this year 
where objections were raised and fili-
busters ensued on motions to proceed 
to noncontroversial items that ulti-
mately got 96 or 98 votes, but it took a 
week to get through because of block-
ing and objections. I mean, if someone 
would have brought up a Mother’s Day 
resolution, it would have been filibus-
tered, I assume. Block everything, stop 
everything, make sure nothing gets 
done. That is not in the interest of this 
country. This country deserves better 
and expects more. 

I hope in the coming several weeks— 
we don’t have a lot of time—the things 
I have just described, the issue of jobs 
moving overseas, the issue of an unbe-
lievably ignorant tax provision that 
says if you get rid of your American 
workers, you lock your factory doors 
and ship those jobs overseas, tell you 
what we will do. We will give you a big 
old fat tax break. I hope finally, at 
last, at long, long last, enough Mem-
bers of this Senate will agree that has 
to stop; that we would pass legislation 
to shut it down and at the same time 
say to those who are moving their jobs 
overseas: You are off the public dole. 
But you know what. We are going to 
stand up for those who keep their jobs 
here. We are going to say: If you are 
running a manufacturing plant in this 
country, good for you. We want to do 
the things that help you continue, that 
help you hire people and help you be a 
good employer. Good for you. You are 
the ones we stand up for because you 
are the ones who will rebuild oppor-
tunity in this country. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURRIS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest 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 ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

DREAM ACT 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to 

speak about an issue that is timely and 
controversial; it is the issue of immi-
gration. There has been a heated de-
bate for over a year about the immi-
gration law passed by the State of Ari-
zona. This debate highlighted the need 
for Congress to fix our broken immi-
gration system. 

Here is how the Arizona Association 
of Chiefs of Police put it: 

We strongly urge the U.S. Congress to im-
mediately initiate the necessary steps to 
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begin the process of comprehensively ad-
dressing the immigration issue to provide so-
lutions that are fair, logical and equitable. 

I agree with the Arizona Association 
of Chiefs of Police. Congress has an ob-
ligation to the American people to fix 
our broken immigration system. This 
broken system harms our national se-
curity, it hurts our workers, and it 
falls short of the most basic standards 
of justice. 

First, we must secure our borders, 
strengthen enforcement of our immi-
gration laws, and address the situation 
of approximately 11 million undocu-
mented immigrants who live and work 
in our country. Unfortunately, the re-
ality is that Congress is not likely to 
consider comprehensive immigration 
reform this year. I have supported 
every effort toward that end during the 
time I have served in the Senate. 

I recall not that long ago, just a few 
years ago, an amazing, bipartisan 
group of Senators which included, at 
that time, the two men who just ran 
for President of the United States, Sen-
ator MCCAIN and then-Senator Barack 
Obama. It was an incredible effort, and 
it had the invested political capital of 
President George W. Bush, who was 
genuinely committed to immigration 
reform. I can recall the President say-
ing in meetings and saying to me per-
sonally how much he wanted to see 
that done. I still salute him for his 
leadership on what was a tough issue 
then and still is. 

The reality is that we did not pass 
comprehensive immigration reform de-
spite our best efforts. But that should 
not prevent us from moving forward 
with reforms so our broken immigra-
tion system is repaired and is improved 
over what we currently have. 

Let’s take one example. In recent 
years, we have made dramatic progress 
in securing the border and reducing il-
legal immigration. The number of Bor-
der Patrol agents serving our country 
and protecting our borders has doubled 
from 10,000 in 2004 to 20,000 today. Ac-
cording to the Department of Home-
land Security: ‘‘Today the Border Pa-
trol in America is better staffed than 
any time in its 86-year history.’’ 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has completed 646 miles of border 
fencing out of the 652 miles authorized 
by Congress. The remaining 6 miles 
will be completed before the end of the 
year. In the first 9 months of fiscal 
year 2010, the Department of Homeland 
Security has deported approximately 
280,000 illegal immigrants. That is a 10- 
percent increase in the number of de-
portations over the same period in fis-
cal year 2008, which was the last year 
of the Bush administration. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has focused on deporting illegal 
immigrants who have committed 
crimes. As a result, more than 136,000 
criminal aliens have been deported so 
far in this fiscal year. That is a 60-per-
cent increase over the number of crimi-
nal aliens deported during the same pe-
riod in fiscal year 2008, and it is the 

most criminal aliens ever deported dur-
ing a single year. 

What is the result of all these ef-
forts? Earlier this month, the Pew His-
panic Center released a new report on 
illegal immigration with two striking 
findings. First, the number of illegal 
immigrants entering the United States 
annually has decreased by two-thirds 
in the past decade, from 850,000 per 
year to 300,000 per year. 

Second, the total number of illegal 
immigrants living in the United States 
is down by 8 percent in just the last 2 
years. The Pew Center said: ‘‘The de-
crease represents the first significant 
reversal in the growth of the illegal im-
migrant population in America in 20 
years.’’ 

Let me repeat that. The number of il-
legal immigrants entering our country 
has decreased by two-thirds, and for 
the first time in 20 years there has 
been a significant decline in the num-
ber of illegal immigrants living in 
America. So we are making remark-
able progress in our fight against ille-
gal immigration. 

Our efforts will not end there. Last 
month, Congress passed the 2010 emer-
gency border security supplemental ap-
propriations bill, legislation authored 
by my colleague from New York and 
the chairman of the Immigration Sub-
committee, Senator SCHUMER, cospon-
sored by Senators MCCAIN and KYL of 
Arizona. That bill provided $600 million 
more additional funding to enhance 
border security. 

Let me tell you how we will spend it: 
$176 million for 1,000 more additional 
Border Patrol agents, $68 million for 
520 Customs and Border Protection of-
ficers, $80 million for 250 new Immigra-
tion and Customs enforcement per-
sonnel, and $32 million for 2 unmanned 
aerial vehicles to monitor the border. 

We have taken this challenge seri-
ously. We are investing the resources 
on a bipartisan basis, and we can see 
the results. When I sat down with Sen-
ator JON KYL, my Republican counter-
part, and talked about this issue, he 
showed me a map of Arizona, and he 
pointed to a section of the border 
which has had a dramatically positive 
change when it comes to illegal immi-
gration. He then pointed to another 
section which he said needed improve-
ment. But he conceded, and most do, 
that we have made a commitment. We 
have dedicated the resources, and the 
Obama administration has joined with 
Republicans in Congress to produce 
real results when it comes to illegal 
immigration. 

We are making great progress in se-
curing the border and reducing illegal 
immigration, but let’s be clear. Border 
security alone will not fix our broken 
immigration system. There are other 
critical reforms we can make right 
now. One important step Congress 
should immediately take up is passing 
the DREAM Act. This is bipartisan leg-
islation I have introduced with Repub-
lican Senator DICK LUGAR of Indiana. 

Let me say a word of thanks to Sen-
ator LUGAR for stepping out on this im-

portant issue and joining me in this ef-
fort. The DREAM Act is a bill which I 
introduced 10 years ago. If you have 
been around the Senate, that is consid-
ered a brief period of time. But I can-
not imagine I am standing here 10 
years later still arguing for this bill. I 
think it is worth recounting how I hap-
pened to introduce it. 

About 85 percent of all of the case 
work, constituent work we receive in 
our Chicago office relates to immigra-
tion. Chicago is a great city, a diverse 
city, with people from all over the 
world. It is no surprise many of them 
come to our office with immigration 
issues. So 10 years ago we received a 
phone call. It was from a Korean-Amer-
ican lady, a single mom who ran a dry 
cleaners. 

As I have mentioned in previous de-
bates, in our great city of Chicago, 
about 85 percent of the dry cleaners are 
owned by Koreans. It is one of their 
commitments in entrepreneurial skill, 
and they work hard, with long days. 

Well, she called to tell me about her 
little girl who was now graduating high 
school. It turns out, her little girl was 
an amazing pianist, an amazing musi-
cian, and had been accepted by the 
highly acclaimed Juilliard School of 
Music in New York. Her mom was so 
excited. But as her daughter filled out 
the application form to go to Juilliard, 
there was a little box there that said 
‘‘nationality,’’ and she turned to her 
mom and said: I know I was born in 
Korea, but what am I? 

Her mom said: I don’t know. We 
brought you here at the age of 2, but 
we never filed any papers. We better 
call Durbin. So they called our office, 
and we checked into it. We learned, 
through the Immigration Service, that 
she had an option. They said it was her 
only option, and it was very clear. 

We said: What is it? 
They said: She can go back to 

Korea—back to Korea, to a place where 
she did not speak the language, where 
she had no memory of ever living, a 
place she had not even visited in 16 or 
17 years. 

This woman also married in the 
United States and had other children 
who were American citizens, but this 
one daughter, brought over on a plane 
from Seoul, Korea, was living in Chi-
cago, thinking everything was just fine 
and normal, and now, at the age of 18 
or 19, learned she was about to be de-
ported to a place where she did not 
even speak the language. 

It seemed to me fundamentally un-
fair. If you arrest someone for speeding 
and they have an infant in the car seat 
behind them, you do not charge the in-
fant with speeding, do you? It would 
not make sense. There is no blame 
there, no liability, no culpability. So 
why in this case, if this mother came 
to the country and did not file the pa-
pers, would this girl, this young 
woman, be denied an opportunity to be-
come legal in the United States? 

So I wrote a bill called the DREAM 
Act. The DREAM Act says basically 
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this: If you came to the United States 
under the age of 16, if you have lived in 
this country for at least 5 years, if you 
have no criminal record, if you grad-
uate from high school, we will give you 
two chances to become legal in our sys-
tem. The first opportunity: We will 
allow you to serve in our Armed 
Forces. If you will enlist for 2 years of 
Active Duty, we will allow you to be-
come legal in the United States. If you 
are willing to risk your life for our Na-
tion, we are prepared to give you legal 
status. Secondly, if you complete 2 
years of college, we will also give you 
that same option. 

That is it. That is the DREAM Act. It 
gives to these young people who have 
no country and literally no future be-
cause they have no citizenship, an op-
portunity. 

Well, that is what I introduced 10 
years ago. I still think it is valid. The 
DREAM Act will give a select group of 
immigrant students the chance to earn 
legal status if they grew up in the 
United States, have good moral char-
acter, attend college, or enlist in our 
military. 

Today, in America, there are tens of 
thousands of immigrant students who 
were brought to the United States 
when they were too young to under-
stand the consequences of their par-
ents’ decisions. It was not their deci-
sion to come to this country. They 
came along for the ride, and many of 
them were infants. They grew up here. 
They became part of our country. It is 
the only home they have ever known, 
and now they are without a country. 

These young people are the presi-
dents of student councils, valedic-
torians, junior ROTC leaders, and star 
athletes. They are tomorrow’s sci-
entists, doctors, teachers, engineers, 
and soldiers. They will be our leaders. 

The fundamental premise of the 
DREAM Act is that we should not pun-
ish the children for the decisions of 
their parents. It is not the American 
way. Instead, the DREAM Act says to 
these students: We will give you a 
chance, a chance to prove yourself, and 
a chance to improve America. 

Here is how former Republican Presi-
dential candidate Mike Huckabee ex-
plained it. Mike, as you know, was a 
former Governor of the State of Arkan-
sas. Here is what he said: 

A kid comes to this country, and he’s four 
years old and he had no choice in it—his par-
ents came illegally. . . .That kid is in our 
school from kindergarten through the 12th 
grade. He graduates as valedictorian because 
he’s a smart kid. 

Governor Huckabee said: 
The question is: Is he better off going to 

college and becoming a neurosurgeon or a 
banker or whatever he might become, and 
becoming a taxpayer, and in the process hav-
ing to apply for and achieve citizenship, or 
should we make him pick tomatoes? I think 
it’s better if he goes to college and becomes 
a citizen. 

That is what Governor Huckabee 
said. 

The DREAM Act has broad bipartisan 
support. The last time the Senate con-

sidered it on the Senate floor a few 
years back, it received 52 votes, includ-
ing 11 Republicans. Since then, support 
for the DREAM Act has grown. The bill 
now has 40 cosponsors, and the DREAM 
Act is the only immigration bill—the 
only one—this President, his adminis-
tration, has endorsed. 

The DREAM Act is also supported by 
a broad coalition of education, busi-
ness, labor, civil rights, and religious 
leaders, including, just to name a few, 
the American Jewish Committee, the 
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, 
the National PTA, the U.S. Conference 
of Catholic Bishops, the CEOs of For-
tune 500 companies such as Microsoft 
and Pfizer, the AFL–CIO, and dozens 
upon dozens of colleges and univer-
sities across the country, including Ar-
izona State, Penn State, the University 
of Utah, and the University of Florida. 

It also has broad support from the 
American people. According to a recent 
poll by Opinion Research Corporation, 
70 percent of likely voters favor the 
DREAM Act, including 60 percent of 
Republicans. 

The DREAM Act is not just the right 
thing to do, it would be good for Amer-
ica. Michael Bloomberg, the mayor of 
New York City, knows something 
about economic development. He sent 
me a letter supporting the DREAM 
Act, and here is what he said: 

Why shouldn’t our economy benefit from 
the skills these young people have obtained 
here? It is senseless for us to chase out the 
home-grown talent that has the potential to 
contribute so significantly to our society. 
They’re the ones who are going to start com-
panies, invest in new technologies, pioneer 
medical advances. 

Our country would also benefit from 
thousands of highly qualified, well-edu-
cated young people who are eager to 
serve in the Armed Forces during a 
time of war. Since the Bush adminis-
tration, we have worked closely with 
the Defense Department on the 
DREAM Act. Defense Department offi-
cials have said the DREAM Act is 
‘‘very appealing’’ because it would 
apply to the ‘‘cream of the crop’’ of 
students and be ‘‘good for military 
readiness.’’ 

Military experts agree. LTC Mar-
garet Stock, a professor at the U.S. 
Military Academy at West Point, wrote 
an article supporting the DREAM Act. 
She concluded: 

Passage of the DREAM Act would be high-
ly beneficial to the United States military. 
The DREAM Act promises to enlarge dra-
matically the pool of highly qualified re-
cruits for the U.S. Armed Forces. 

The Army says high school gradua-
tion is ‘‘the best single predictor’’ of 
success in the military. However, in re-
cent years, the Army has accepted 
more applicants who are high school 
dropouts, have low scores on the mili-
tary’s aptitude test, and some who 
have had criminal backgrounds. In con-
trast, under the DREAM Act, all re-
cruits would be well qualified high 
school graduates with no criminal 
record and good moral character. 

Many DREAM Act students come 
from a demographic group that is al-

ready predisposed toward military 
service. The RAND Corporation found 
that ‘‘Hispanic youth are more likely 
than other groups to express a positive 
attitude toward the military’’ and 
‘‘Hispanics consistently have higher re-
tention and faster promotion speeds 
than their white counterparts.’’ 

Immigrants have an outstanding tra-
dition in America’s military. More 
than 65,000 immigrants are currently 
on Active Duty in the United States. 
The Center for Naval Analyses has con-
cluded ‘‘non-citizens have high rates of 
success while serving—they are far 
more likely, for example, to fulfill 
their enlistment obligations than their 
U.S.-born counterparts.’’ 

The DREAM Act is not a free pass to 
citizenship. It is designed to assist only 
a select group of young people who 
would be required to earn their way to 
legal status. Here is how it works. A 
student would have the chance to qual-
ify only if he or she meets these re-
quirements: came to the United States 
as a child, has lived here for more than 
5 years, has good moral character, has 
not engaged in criminal activity, does 
not pose any threat to national secu-
rity, passes a thorough background 
check, and graduates from an Amer-
ican high school. 

If a student fulfills each and every 
one of these requirements, they can re-
ceive temporary legal status. Next, 
they can serve in the military or at-
tend college for at least 2 years. 

Then, after 6 years, if—and only if— 
this requirement is completed, the stu-
dent could apply for permanent legal 
status. If this requirement is not com-
pleted, the student would lose his legal 
status and be subject to deportation. 

These requirements are fair, but they 
are tough. Only a select group of stu-
dents would be able to earn legal status 
under the DREAM Act. In fact, accord-
ing to a recent study by the Migration 
Policy Institute, only 38 percent of 
those who are potentially eligible for 
the DREAM Act would ultimately ob-
tain legal status. 

The DREAM Act also includes other 
important restrictions to ensure it is 
not abused. I will mention a few: Stu-
dents who obtain conditional legal sta-
tus under the DREAM Act would not be 
eligible for Pell grants. Of course, that 
is up to $5,000 or more each year to go 
to college. Residents of the United 
States, American citizens, who qualify 
can receive that help. These students, 
in the process of going to college, could 
not receive them. Students who apply 
for the DREAM Act would be subject to 
tough criminal penalties for fraud. The 
DREAM Act would not allow what is 
known as ‘‘chain migration.’’ In fact, 
DREAM Act students would have very 
limited ability to sponsor their family 
members for legal status. 

I first introduced this bill 10 years 
ago. Since that time, I have met a lot 
of young people who would at least be 
eligible to be considered for this legis-
lation. They have been waiting a long 
time for this opportunity. Every 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:15 Sep 15, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G14SE6.046 S14SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

8K
Y

B
LC

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7074 September 14, 2010 
week—every week without fail—when I 
go back home, I meet young students, 
receive calls, e-mails, and letters. I 
want to mention just a few of them 
here. I want to put a face on this issue 
so you can understand the lives that 
would be affected. 

Here is the first one, as shown in this 
photograph I have in the Chamber. 
This is Benita Veliz. She was brought 
to the United States by her parents in 
1993, when Benita was 8 years old. She 
graduated as the valedictorian of her 
high school class at the age of 16. She 
received a full scholarship to St. 
Mary’s University. She graduated from 
the honor’s program with a double 
major in biology and sociology. 
Benita’s honors thesis was on the 
DREAM Act. She sent me a letter, and 
here is what she said: 

I can’t wait to be able to give back to the 
community that has given me so much. I was 
recently asked to sing the National Anthem 
for both the U.S. and Mexico at a Cinco de 
Mayo community assembly. Without missing 
a beat, I quickly belted out The Star-Span-
gled Banner. I then realized that I had no 
idea how to sing the Mexican national an-
them. 

She writes: 
I am American. My dream is American. It’s 

time to make our dreams a reality. It’s time 
to pass the DREAM Act. 

This is Minchul Suk. Minchul was 
brought to the United States from 
South Korea by his parents in 1991 at 
the age of 9. Minchul graduated from 
high school with a 4.2 GPA. He grad-
uated from UCLA with a degree in 
microbiology, immunology, and molec-
ular genetics. With support from the 
Korean-American community, Minchul 
was able to graduate from dental 
school. He has passed the national 
boards and licensing exam to become a 
dentist, but he can’t obtain a license 
because he does not have legal status. 
Minchul is a person without a country. 
He sent me a letter recently, and here 
is what he wrote: 

After spending the majority of my life 
here, with all my friends and family here, I 
could not simply pack my things and go to a 
country I barely remember. I am willing to 
accept whatever punishment is deemed fit-
ting for that crime; let me just stay and pay 
for it. . . . I am begging for a chance to prove 
to everyone that I am not a waste of a 
human being, that I am not a criminal set on 
leeching off taxpayers’ money. Please give 
me the chance to serve my community as a 
dentist. 

Without the DREAM Act, Minchul 
won’t be able to serve his community 
as a dentist. 

This is my Mayra Garcia. Mayra was 
brought to the United States by her 
parents when she was 2 years old. 
Mayra, who is now 18, is the president 
of Cottonwood Youth Advisory Com-
mission in her hometown of Cotton-
wood, AZ. She is a member of the Na-
tional Honor Society. She graduated 
from high school last spring with a 3.98 
GPA. Mayra just started her freshman 
year at a prestigious university in Cali-
fornia. In an essay about the DREAM 
Act, Mayra wrote: 

From the time I was capable of under-
standing its significance, my dream was to 
be the first college graduate in my imme-
diate and extended family. . . . College 
means more to me than just a 4-year degree. 
It means the breaking of a family cycle. It 
means progression and fulfillment of an obli-
gation. 

Here is what she told me about grow-
ing up in the United States: 

According to my mother, I cried every day 
in preschool because of the language barrier. 
By kindergarten, though, I was fluent in 
English. . . . English became my way of un-
derstanding the world and myself. 

Mayra Garcia, like all DREAM Act 
students, grew up in this country. 
America is her home. English is her 
language. As one of these students once 
said to me, ‘‘I dream in English.’’ 

The next person I wish my colleagues 
to meet is Cesar Vargas. Cesar was 
brought to the United States when he 
was 5 years old. He is currently a stu-
dent at the City University of New 
York School of Law, where he has a 3.8 
GPA. Cesar founded the Prosecutor 
Law Students Association. His dream 
is to serve our country as a military 
lawyer, but without the DREAM Act, 
Cesar cannot even volunteer to enlist 
in the military, despite the fact that he 
is in law school. 

The last person’s story I wish to 
share is Eric Balderas. This is an amaz-
ing story. Eric’s mother brought him 
to the United States from Mexico in 
1994 when he was 4 years old. Eric was 
valedictorian and student council 
president at his high school in San An-
tonio, TX. Eric just began his sopho-
more year at Harvard University, 
where he is majoring in molecular and 
cellular biology. His goal in life is to 
become a cancer researcher, but he 
can’t reach that goal because he has no 
country. He has no citizenship. He 
needs the DREAM Act. 

Wouldn’t America be a stronger 
country if someone such as Eric 
Balderas could become a cancer re-
searcher? Wouldn’t our military be a 
better place with Cesar Vargas, who 
wants nothing more than to serve as a 
lawyer in the Judge Advocate Gen-
eral’s Corps? Wouldn’t we be better off 
if these talented young immigrants 
were able to contribute more fully to 
this country they love? The DREAM 
Act would give immigrants such as 
Eric Balderas and Cesar Vargas a 
chance to earn their way to legal sta-
tus—earn their way to legal status—by 
contributing their talents to America. 
This is the choice the DREAM Act pre-
sents to us. We can allow a generation 
of immigrant students with great po-
tential and ambitions to contribute 
more fully to our society and our na-
tional security or we can relegate them 
to a future in the shadows, which 
would be a loss for us all. 

I am going to conclude. I see my col-
league waiting patiently over there. I 
wish to conclude by saying this: I stand 
here today as a Senator from the great 
State of Illinois. I feel blessed in so 
many ways to have been given this op-
portunity to serve, but I also feel 

blessed because my mother was an im-
migrant to this country. She was 
brought by her mother at the age of 2 
in 1911. As they came down the gang-
plank off the boat in Baltimore, my 
grandmother had my mom in her arms 
and my aunt and uncle by her side. 
Somehow, they made it from Balti-
more, MD, to East Saint Louis, IL, to 
join my grandfather, who was an immi-
grant and who worked in the most 
basic immigrant jobs. My grandmother 
and grandfather never spoke much 
English—just enough to get by. My 
mom spoke Lithuanian and English, 
and I speak English only. It is kind of 
the story of America, I guess. 

My mom didn’t become a naturalized 
citizen until after she was married and 
had my two older brothers. I went to 
her later in her life, just a few months 
before she passed away, and said: Mom, 
I have never seen your naturalization 
certificate. Do you still have it? 

She said: Sure. 
She got up. 
I said: No, you don’t have to. 
She said: No, I am going to go get it. 
So she went in the other room, 

wasn’t gone a minute, and came back 
with the naturalization certificate. 
Then a little piece of paper floated to 
the floor. I picked it up and I said: 
What is this? 

She said: That is the receipt for the 
$2.50 filing fee that I paid when I be-
came a naturalized citizen back in the 
1930s. 

My mom was tighter than the bark 
on a tree, and she was going to have 
proof if any government bureaucrat 
ever came around to challenge her if 
she ever paid her fee. She was also a 
proud American and proud of her three 
sons and family, and I am glad she got 
to see me sworn in to the U.S. Senate 
before she passed away. 

I stand here today as a Senator in 
this great body and the proud son of an 
immigrant mother. If my mother and 
grandmother had entered this country 
illegally and my mother had been 
somehow denied an opportunity for 
citizenship, I don’t know where I would 
be today. But I have tried to make a 
contribution to this country, and that 
is all these young people are asking 
for—a chance to make a contribution 
to this country. 

Let’s not get caught up in the emo-
tional and angry rhetoric about immi-
grants and immigration, but let’s give 
these young people a chance. Let’s try 
to gather on a bipartisan basis to put 
enough votes on the board to give them 
a chance to serve our country in the 
military or to serve our Nation with 
their great talents. That is their 
dream, it should be our dream, and 
that is why we should pass the DREAM 
Act. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
A SECOND OPINION 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today as the Senate 
returns to give a doctor’s second opin-
ion of the health care law. As the Pre-
siding Officer knows because he has 
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been here for so many of these speeches 
every week since this bill was signed 
into law, I have come to the Senate 
floor as a physician, an orthopedic sur-
geon, as someone who has taken care of 
families in the State of Wyoming since 
1983, to give a doctor’s second opinion 
of the new health care law and what I 
view is the impact it is going to have 
on health care in this country. 

The Presiding Officer knows that 
during the debate and discussions at 
the time of the health bill and now the 
health care law, I had many reserva-
tions. My concern was that it was 
going to be bad for patients, bad for 
providers—the nurses and doctors who 
take care of those patients—and bad 
for payers, the people paying their 
health care costs, as well as the tax-
payers of this country. 

When the health care bill was signed 
into law, Democrats were extremely 
proud of it, and they were actually 
eager at that time to tell all of Amer-
ica about their vote. As a matter of 
fact, the Senate majority leader, Sen-
ator REID, said: 

This is a happy day. We are going to hear 
an earful, but it is going to be an earful of 
wonderment and happiness that people wait-
ed for a long time. 

Here we are just 6 months later, but 
the new law is not greeted with happi-
ness. It is not greeted with wonder-
ment. Now the Democrats of this coun-
try are singing a very different tune. In 
fact, 56 percent of Americans want the 
law repealed. Each week, as I have 
given my second opinion, I have said it 
is time to repeal and replace this 
health care law. Now Democrats are 
completely changing their message 
about the new law. Now they no longer 
say the law will lower costs. They no 
longer say it will improve care. In-
stead, they now admit the law has 
some shortfalls, and they are talking 
about how they are working to improve 
it. This law needs to be repealed and 
replaced. 

I think that now the people of Amer-
ica know what NANCY PELOSI meant 
when she said, ‘‘First we have to pass 
the law before you get to find out what 
is in it.’’ That is what she said. Well, 
now the people of this country have 
found out what is in it, and they recog-
nize that it is not good for the country. 

There was an interesting article in 
the Wall Street Journal last Friday. 
Kimberly Strassel talked about the 
health care law, and she said: 

A total of 279 House and Senate Democrats 
voted for ObamaCare. Now not one is run-
ning an ad touting that vote. How can they, 
given the headlines? 

But she does quote a number of 
Democrats who are running for elec-
tion this year, and those Democrats 
are talking about why they voted 
against—against—the bill that the 
President claimed would be good for 
the country. These are Democrats vot-
ing against what they call ‘‘massive 
government health care.’’ That was one 
Member of the House. Another said she 
voted against the ‘‘trillion-dollar 

health care plan.’’ A former Governor 
of Georgia, a Democrat, said: 

Not only is ObamaCare ‘‘financially dev-
astating,’’ it is ‘‘the greatest failure, modern 
failure, of political leadership in my life-
time.’’ 

While Congress was out of session in 
August, Politico ran a story entitled 
‘‘Dems Retreat on Health Care Cost 
Pitch.’’ I ask unanimous consent to 
have that article printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From POLITICO, Aug. 19, 2010] 
DEMS RETREAT ON HEALTH CARE COST PITCH 

(By Ben Smith) 
Key White House allies are dramatically 

shifting their attempts to defend health care 
legislation, abandoning claims that it will 
reduce costs and the deficit and instead 
stressing a promise to ‘‘improve it.’’ 

The messaging shift was circulated this 
afternoon on a conference call and 
PowerPoint presentation organized by 
FamiliesUSA—one of the central groups in 
the push for the initial legislation. The call 
was led by a staffer for the Herndon Alliance, 
which includes leading labor groups and 
other health care allies. It was based on poll-
ing from three top Democratic pollsters, 
John Anzalone, Celinda Lake and Stan 
Greenberg. 

The confidential presentation, available in 
full here and provided to POLITICO by a 
source on the call, suggests that Democrats 
are acknowledging the failure of their pre-
dictions that the health care legislation 
would grow more popular after its passage, 
as its benefits became clear and rhetoric 
cooled. Instead, the presentation is designed 
to win over a skeptical public and to defend 
the legislation—in particular, the individual 
mandate—from a push for repeal. 

The presentation concedes that groups 
typically supportive of Democratic causes— 
people under 40, non-college-educated women 
and Hispanic voters—have not been won over 
by the plan. Indeed, it stresses repeatedly, 
many are unaware that the legislation has 
passed, an astonishing shortcoming in the 
White House’s all-out communications ef-
fort. 

‘‘Straightforward ‘policy’ defenses fail to 
[move] voters’ opinions about the law,’’ says 
one slide. ‘‘Women in particular are con-
cerned that health care law will mean less 
provider availability—scarcity an issue.’’ 

The presentation also concedes that the 
fiscal and economic arguments that were the 
White House’s first and most aggressive sales 
pitch have essentially failed. 

‘‘Many don’t believe health care reform 
will help the economy,’’ says one slide. 

The presentation’s final page of ‘‘Don’ts’’ 
counsels against claiming ‘‘the law will re-
duce costs and [the] deficit.’’ 

The presentation advises, instead, sales 
pitches that play on personal narratives and 
promises to change the legislation. 

‘‘People can be moved from initial skep-
ticism and support for repeal of the law to 
favorable feelings and resisting repeal,’’ it 
says. ‘‘Use personal stories—coupled with 
clear, simple descriptions of how the law 
benefits people at the individual level—to 
convey critical benefits of reform.’’ 

The presentation also counsels against the 
kind of grand claims of change that accom-
panied the legislation’s passage. 

‘‘Keep claims small and credible; don’t 
overpromise or ‘spin’ what the law delivers,’’ 
it says, suggesting supporters say, ‘‘The law 
is not perfect, but it does good things and 

helps many people. Now we’ll work to im-
prove it.’’ 

The Herndon Alliance, which presented the 
research, is a low-profile group that coordi-
nated liberal messaging in favor of the pub-
lic option in health care. Its ‘‘partners’’ in-
clude health care legislation’s heavyweight 
supporters: AARP, AFL–CIO, SEIU, Health 
Care for America Now, MoveOn and La Raza, 
among many others. 

Today’s presentation cites three private 
research projects by top Democratic poll-
sters: eight focus groups by Lake, Anzalone’s 
1,000-person national survey and an online 
survey of 2,000 people by Greenberg’s firm. 

‘‘If we are to preserve the gains made by 
the law and build on this foundation, the 
American public must understand what the 
law means for them,’’ says Herndon’s 
website. ‘‘We must overcome fear and mis-
trust, and we must once again use our collec-
tive voice to connect with the public on the 
values we share as Americans.’’ 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
thought it was so important that more 
Americans should know about this. 
The article explains that: 

Key White House allies are dramatically 
shifting their attempts to defend health care 
legislation, abandoning claims that it will 
reduce costs and the deficit and instead 
stressing a promise to ‘‘improve it.’’ 

Well, this new Democratic message 
strategy on health care was developed 
by key Democratic strategists and 
pollsters, and it was detailed in a 24- 
slide PowerPoint presentation. The 
language in the presentation is re-
markable, and it is radically different 
from what President Obama and the 
Democrats on this floor promised dur-
ing the debate about health care. This 
new Democratic spin demonstrates 
that people who voted for this bad law 
now recognize how unpopular it is with 
the people of this country and how it 
will never live up to the grand prom-
ises. That is why people all around the 
country were saying, ‘‘Don’t vote for 
this’’ as people in this body were cram-
ming this bill—and now law—down the 
throats of the American people. 

Well, rather than walk through all 24 
slides, I wish to hit some of the high-
lights of the new Democratic health 
care message. 

Let’s take a look at what they call 
‘‘Challenging Environment.’’ They say: 

Straightforward policy defenses fail to be 
moving voters’ opinions about the law. 

They say: 
The public is disappointed, anxious, and 

depressed by the current direction of the 
country—not trusting. 

Voters are concerned about rising health 
care costs and believe costs will continue to 
rise. 

That is in spite of promises made on 
this floor that it wouldn’t happen. 

They say: 
Women in particular are concerned that 

the health care law will mean less provider 
availability—scarcity an issue. 

They say: 
Many don’t believe health reform will help 

the economy. 

Well, there is a reason people don’t 
trust Washington. There is a reason 
the policy defenses in the new law fail 
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to move voter opinions, and it is be-
cause the new law is not good for pa-
tients; the new law is not good for pro-
viders—the nurses, the doctors, the 
hospitals, the home health aides, hos-
pice care; and the new health care law 
is not good for the people who are 
going to be paying the bill. 

Let’s take the next slide and make it 
personal. It says: 

Use personal stories coupled with clear, 
simple descriptions of how the law benefits 
people at the individual level to convey crit-
ical benefits of reform. 

Well, there are a lot of personal sto-
ries they won’t tell you, and those are 
the personal stories including the 
small business owners all across this 
country who are being strangled by the 
redtape in this law, strangled by rules 
and regulations and expense. That is 
why we are looking at 9.6 percent un-
employment in this country—because 
of the lack of certainty for small busi-
nesses and the increased expenses they 
are having to deal with as a result of 
this law. 

They won’t tell you the stories about 
patients with preexisting conditions 
who did have insurance but now have 
been penalized by the new law because 
they played by the rules. 

Let’s look at another slide. It says 
‘‘improve the law.’’ The recommenda-
tion of the pollsters to the Democrats 
is ‘‘use transition or bridge language to 
meet public where they are and relax 
their defenses.’’ The American people 
know what they are talking about. 
Then they say: 

The law is not perfect, but it does good 
things and helps many people. Now we’ll 
work to improve it. 

The question is, does this new law 
help you, the American citizen, at 
home? That is the question. That is 
what people ask themselves. What is 
the impact of this going to be on my 
own health care? Is the new law help-
ing you? Is the new law helping small 
businesses that can’t seem to qualify 
for the tax credit the administration 
and the congressional Democrats prom-
ised, in spite of the fact that 4 million 
postcards were sent out to small busi-
nesses, and only a very small percent-
age of those could qualify for any of 
these tax opportunities? Were those 
people willing to cut the salaries of the 
employed and lay off others? That is 
why we voted against this bill. 

Is this new law helping individuals 
who, thanks to the new administration 
grandfathering rules and regulations, 
will lose their employer-sponsored 
health insurance plan? Is the new law 
helping seniors, who will see more than 
$500 billion robbed from Medicare—sen-
iors on Medicare Advantage, a program 
they signed up for intentionally be-
cause they know there is an advantage 
to being on that program, because it 
works with preventive care and it co-
ordinates care? That is all gone. 

Is the new law helping the 18 million 
people who will find themselves locked 
into the Medicaid Program? Is the new 
law helping the millions of Americans 

who will see their health insurance pre-
miums go up next year to comply with 
benefit mandates in the law? 

Instead of working to improve the 
law now, those on the other side of the 
aisle should have improved it before it 
was passed. Members of my party re-
peatedly wanted to work with Demo-
crats to improve this legislation. Un-
fortunately, we were shut out of the 
process. 

Let’s look at the next chart. It says 
‘‘blunt’’ the mandate. Part of the new 
Democratic spin is to blunt the man-
date. It says: 

Tap into the individual responsibility to 
blunt opposition to the mandate to have 
health insurance. 

Mandate? What is this mandate? It is 
a mandate that everybody in America 
has to have insurance. All individuals 
have to have it. All employers have to 
offer it. People either must buy insur-
ance or employers must provide insur-
ance. There is a mandate. Currently, 20 
States are suing the Federal Govern-
ment about the mandate. It also says: 

Those who choose not to have insurance 
and use the emergency room for routine care 
are increasing costs for the rest of us who 
have insurance. 

Well, let’s look at a report from the 
Centers for Disease Control, which 
came out in May. It confirms that, as 
opposed to what this slide says, the un-
insured don’t visit the emergency room 
more often. Do you know who does? It 
is Medicaid patients. It shows that 
more than 30 percent of Medicaid pa-
tients under the age of 65 visited emer-
gency rooms in this country at least 
once in 2007. This health care law locks 
18 million more Americans into Med-
icaid, forcing them into the emergency 
rooms, because doctors frequently can-
not afford to see them in their offices. 
So the question is: Will these 18 million 
more Americans who have been locked 
into Medicaid be able to find a physi-
cian to treat them? If not, how will the 
emergency rooms of this country cope 
when these patients use the ER as their 
primary care provider? 

We all know that the health care law 
was modeled after the Massachusetts 
State health reform plan. The Boston 
Globe reported on July 4 of this year 
that recent State data proved emer-
gency room visits rose in Massachu-
setts by 9 percent, from 2004 to 2008— 
about 3 million visits a year. According 
to the Massachusetts Division of 
Health Care Finance and their policy 
plan, providing insurance coverage 
may have actually contributed to the 
ER visit increase. But the goal was to 
lower the number of visits to the emer-
gency room. 

Let’s look at another chart that 
talks about what health care coverage 
Members of Congress have. It says: 

Supporters of the law and those cam-
paigning need to highlight that Members of 
Congress will participate in the same plan. 

It is important to remember that the 
only reason Members of Congress are 
on the same plan is because Senators 
COBURN and GRASSLEY fought for this. 

It is also important to remember that 
members of the congressional leader-
ship, their staffs, White House employ-
ees, and other Federal employees will 
not be on the plan. Then let’s look at 
the new head of Medicare and Med-
icaid, Dr. Berwick, who is someone 
named to that post in a recess appoint-
ment. His name didn’t surface during 
the entire debate of the health care 
bill. Nobody was in charge of Medicare 
and Medicaid during the health care 
debate. Why? Because the President 
chose to not even name someone. When 
he finally named someone, this is 
someone who is in love with the British 
health care system. He made a number 
of quotes about rationing of care and 
ways that he envisioned the British 
health care system to be so much bet-
ter than the U.S. health care system. 

Yet, Dr. Berwick has, as a result of 
his contract, from the group he worked 
with in Boston before taking this new 
job—a job that the President made a 
recess appointment for—somebody who 
never came to Congress to testify, 
never presented himself to the Amer-
ican people—I don’t know what he is 
hiding. He doesn’t have to live under 
the plan forced down the throats of the 
American people because his contract, 
when he left Boston, said that he will 
get care under them for life. So will his 
wife. So he is making rules and regula-
tions that apply to the rest of the 
country but not to him. 

Let’s look at another slide having to 
do with Medicare cuts. The new Demo-
cratic spin says: 

It is critical to reassure seniors that Medi-
care will not be cut. 

Then it says: 
Free preventive care. 

This is absolutely absurd and untrue. 
It is clear that the new law cuts $500 
billion from our seniors on Medicare. It 
is not to save Medicare. It doesn’t just 
start a whole new government program 
for someone else, but when I talk to 
seniors—and I have done this all over 
the last month, traveling around the 
State of Wyoming, visiting parades, 
picnics, fairs, and rodeos—the seniors 
say: If you want to change Medicare to 
save Medicare, we can deal with that, 
but not to start a whole new govern-
ment program for someone else. 

The final slide I think is most tell-
ing. It is a slide that is a list of the 
don’ts. The new Democratic spin says: 

Don’t assume that the public knows the 
health reform law passed, or if they know it 
passed, understand how it will affect them; 
don’t list benefits outside of any personal 
context; don’t barrage voters with a long list 
of benefits; don’t use complex language or in-
sider jargon; don’t use heated political rhet-
oric or congratulatory language. 

And believe it or not, it also says on 
the slide the Democrats’ pollsters put 
out: 

Don’t say the law will reduce costs and def-
icit. 

Well, let’s take a look at some of the 
quotes we heard leading up to passage 
of the law—promises by the President 
of the United States, by House Speaker 
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PELOSI, and by Majority Leader REID. 
The President met with Senate Demo-
crats in December of 2009, before a vote 
in the Senate. He said: 

We agree on reforms that will finally re-
duce the costs of health care. 

He says: 
Families will save on their premiums. 

He said: 
This will be the largest deficit reduction 

plan in over a decade. 

Now the Democrats are being told: 
Don’t say the law will reduce costs and the 

deficit. 

Isn’t that what the President said to 
the Democrats in December of 2009? 

The American people have been mis-
led. They can see through this. That is 
why they were screaming: Do not pass 
this law. Yet what the President said 
and now what the American people 
know to be the truth is the exact oppo-
site. 

Let’s look at what House Speaker 
PELOSI said. In March of this year she 
said: 

This is a triumph for the American people 
in terms of deficit reduction. 

This isn’t going to reduce the deficit. 
Now, finally 6 months after it has been 
passed into law, the Democrats are ad-
mitting that this is not a triumph for 
the American people in terms of deficit 
reduction. 

Then Senator REID, from that desk 
on the Senate floor, in November of 
last year, said: 

One of the major goals of the Patient Pro-
tection and Affordable Care Act is to lower 
Federal health care costs and reduce the def-
icit. 

He then said: 
Our bill does that. 

The bill signed into law does not do 
that. And now even the Democrats, 
with their new spin, are saying that we 
better not keep saying it because the 
American people don’t believe it. That 
is why 56 percent of the American peo-
ple want this law repealed and re-
placed. 

The American people are sick of the 
spin. They deserve the truth about the 
new law and how it will impact their 
lives. It is clear that this law is not 
good for patients, it is not good for pro-
viders—the nurses and doctors who 
take care of the patients—and it is not 
good for the payers—the taxpayers of 
this country and the people who pay 
their own health care costs. We need to 
repeal and replace this new law with a 
plan that will actually help our coun-
try. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN.) Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

TAX CUTS 
Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, 

just yesterday the Republican minority 
leader indicated that every Republican 
in the Senate would join him in filibus-
tering legislation that would provide 
middle-class tax relief to over 97 per-
cent of American workers and their 
families unless the Bush tax breaks for 
the wealthiest 2 percent were extended 
as well. 

In my view, what we have to do is 
stand up to that filibuster no matter 
how long it takes. If it means being in 
here 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, that 
is what we have to do. Senate Repub-
licans should not be allowed to hold 
middle-class tax cuts hostage in order 
to give even bigger tax breaks to mil-
lionaires and billionaires at a time 
when this Nation has a $13 trillion na-
tional debt and a widening gap between 
the very rich and everyone else. 

In fact, we have the most unequal 
distribution of wealth and income of 
any major country on Earth. The 
dumbest thing we could probably do at 
this moment is to provide hundreds of 
billions of dollars in tax breaks to 
some of the wealthiest people in this 
country. That would be totally absurd. 

Today, the top 1 percent earns more 
income than the bottom 50 percent. 
The top 1 percent owns more wealth 
than the bottom 90 percent, and the 
gap between the very rich and everyone 
else is growing wider. We have the du-
bious distinction—not a good distinc-
tion—of having, by far, the most un-
equal distribution of wealth and in-
come of any major country on Earth. 

In 2007, the wealthiest 1 percent took 
in 231⁄2 percent of all income earned in 
the United States. That is not an issue 
we talk about in the Senate. Appar-
ently, in polite organizations, polite 
groups, we are not allowed to talk 
about that. But let me repeat it. The 
top 1 percent in 2007 earned 231⁄2 per-
cent of all the income earned in the 
United States. 

That is the latest data available. 
There is no reason to believe that in-
come is not even greater right now. It 
is not a coincidence that the last time 
that income was this concentrated was 
in the year 1928. 1928. Those of us who 
remember history know what happened 
in 1929. The stock market crashed, and 
we plunged into the Great Depression. 

Louis Brandeis, one of the great Su-
preme Court Justices in the history of 
this country who served on the Su-
preme Court during both the Roaring 
Twenties and the Great Depression 
once said: ‘‘We may have democracy, or 
we may have wealth concentrated in 
the hands of a few, but we cannot have 
both.’’ 

Mr. Brandeis was right then and his 
words ring true today. Today, the 
wealthiest 400 Americans make an av-
erage of $345 million a year—$345 mil-
lion a year, on average, for the top 400 
American earners. 

Under the Bush administration, these 
400 individuals saw their incomes dou-
ble—double—while their Federal tax 

rate was cut almost in half over the 
last 15 years, before Bush, through 
Bush. So during the Bush years their 
incomes doubled while their tax rates 
went way down. 

Now our Republican friends, and 
maybe some Democrats, are saying: We 
should give these people huge tax 
breaks at this moment. We have a Fed-
eral Tax Code that is so absurd, that is 
so unfair that Warren Buffett, one of 
the wealthiest Americans and certainly 
one of the wealthiest people in the en-
tire world, who is worth tens of billions 
of dollars, himself, what he has often 
stated is that he, one of the richest 
people in the world, pays a lower effec-
tive tax rate than does his secretary. 

Hedge fund managers who made $1 
billion last year now pay a lower effec-
tive—by ‘‘effective’’ I mean real be-
cause of all the loopholes—a lower ef-
fective tax rate than many teachers, 
nurses, firefighters, and police officers, 
and our Republican friends want to 
make that absurd situation even worse 
by maintaining huge tax breaks to mil-
lionaires and billionaires. 

During the Bush years, the wealthi-
est 400 Americans saw their wealth in-
crease by some $400 billion. Let me re-
peat that. Four hundred families—not 
a whole lot of people—saw their wealth 
increase by some $400 billion, and all 
the while, while the people on top have 
seen an explosion in their incomes and 
in their wealth, the middle class is rap-
idly disappearing, poverty is increas-
ing, and we are moving toward an oli-
garchic form of society, where so few 
have so much, so many have so little. 

Our Republican friends have argued 
that these massive tax breaks, some 
$700 billion in a 10-year period for the 
top 2 percent, would trickle down, 
trickle down to all Americans. Give tax 
breaks to billionaires and it is going to 
trickle down and improve our economy 
and do well by everybody. 

We have been told over and over by 
Republican colleagues that million-
aires and billionaires would use the 
massive tax breaks they received under 
President Bush to create jobs in the 
private sector. Well, guess what. The 
results are in. During the 8 years of the 
Bush administration, a time in which 
the wealthiest Americans received one 
of the largest tax cuts in this Nation’s 
history, the United States of America 
lost over 600,000 private sector jobs and 
only gained, over that 8-year period, a 
net total of 1 million new jobs, all of 
them, by the way, government jobs. 

So we saw the experiment in action. 
We gave huge tax breaks to the rich, 
and we ended up having one of the 
worst job creation records in the his-
tory of the United States—losing over 
600,000 jobs. It is an interesting theory. 
We have seen it in practice. It does not 
work. 

In addition, under President Bush, 
median family incomes went down by 
over $2,000. Let me repeat that. Do you 
know why people are angry in North 
Carolina, Vermont or all over this 
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country? They are angry because dur-
ing an 8-year period, their median fam-
ily income went down by $2,000 a fam-
ily, and we lost 600,000 private sector 
jobs. 

During those same 8 years, more 
than 8 million Americans slipped out of 
the middle class and into poverty, over 
7 million lost their health insurance, 
more than 4 million manufacturing 
jobs were lost, and over 3 million 
Americans lost their pensions. In other 
words, we went through that exercise. 
It failed. How could anybody want to 
go back to those policies? 

Our Republican friends do. That is 
what they want. That is what they 
want to see us move toward—more tax 
breaks for the wealthy, more inequal-
ity, more power concentrated in the 
hands of a few, and more middle-class 
Americans slipping into poverty. Do we 
provide tax breaks to millionaires and 
billionaires or do we invest in the mid-
dle class? That is what this debate is 
all about. 

My Republican friends have told us 
the worst thing you can do in a reces-
sion is to increase taxes on the 
wealthy. Well, the Republicans told us 
the same thing when Bill Clinton was 
President. 

When Bill Clinton’s economic plans 
were signed into law in 1993—as a Mem-
ber of the House I voted for it, it won 
by one vote—a plan which increases 
taxes by a few percentage points, guess 
what happened. We raised taxes on the 
wealthy. We lowered the deficit. Guess 
what happened. Unlike the Bush years, 
where we lost 600,000 private sector 
jobs, during the Clinton years, over 22 
million jobs were created. We had the 
longest peacetime expansion in our 
economy in our Nation’s history, and 
budget deficits turned into budget sur-
pluses. Those are the facts. No one can 
deny them. 

Further, what conservative and pro-
gressive economists of all stripes have 
told us is that providing tax breaks for 
the rich is the least effective way—the 
least effective way—to stimulate or 
improve the economy. 

That is not Senator BERNIE SANDERS 
talking. That is what both the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
and Senator JOHN MCCAIN’s top eco-
nomic adviser during the Presidential 
campaign, Mark Zandi, have told us. 
According to Mr. Zandi, again, an eco-
nomic adviser to Presidential Can-
didate MCCAIN, every $1 provider in tax 
breaks to the wealthy pumps only 32 
cents into the economy. 

On the other hand, we know that one 
of the best ways to grow the economy 
and to create decent-paying jobs is to 
invest in our Nation’s crumbling infra-
structure so we build the roads, the 
bridges, the railways, the culverts, the 
tunnels we desperately need. 

According to Mr. Zandi, for every $1 
invested in infrastructure, it generates 
$1.57 in economic activity. Without a 
strong and vibrant transportation sys-
tem, businesses fail, the Nation fails. 
Increasingly, as people travel around 

the world, go to airports, ride on 
trains, use roads, they tell us the 
United States has an infrastructure 
which is falling way behind much of 
the rest of the world. 

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers gave us a D several years ago and 
has told us we need to invest trillions 
of dollars in our crumbling infrastruc-
ture in order to bring us to the level we 
have to be. 

Not only is rebuilding our infrastruc-
ture good for our future, it is also good 
for the moment in dealing with the 
need to create jobs in this terrible re-
cession. Every $1 billion invested in in-
frastructure creates or saves over 45,000 
American jobs. Not only is investing in 
infrastructure good for the economy, it 
is something we have to do sooner or 
later. 

I am a former mayor. What I can tell 
you is, you can ignore your roads and 
bridges this year or the next year, but 
at some point you are going to have to 
deal with them. They do not get better 
by not rebuilding them. In fact, it is 
often more expensive to have to rebuild 
them than it is to maintain them. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, the 
American Society of Civil Engineers 
tells us that over the next 5 years we 
need to invest $2.2 trillion in our Na-
tion’s infrastructure. Why not do this 
work now when we have millions of 
Americans who desperately want to go 
back to work? We are going to have to 
do it sometime. Let’s do it now. 

Allowing the Bush tax breaks to ex-
pire for the wealthiest 2 percent will 
bring in $700 billion in revenue over the 
next 10 years—$700 billion. In my view, 
what we should do with that $700 bil-
lion is pretty simple. I would take half 
of that—$350 billion—and use it for def-
icit reduction so that we begin to cut 
back on our national debt and our def-
icit. The other thing I would do is in-
vest the other half—$350 billion—in our 
infrastructure so we create the des-
perately needed jobs that our economy 
calls for. 

Our Republican friends are dead 
wrong, are irresponsible, are not keep-
ing faith with our kids and grand-
children when they want to maintain 
these tax breaks for the top 2 percent, 
for many millionaires and billionaires, 
which would result in increasing the 
deficit by nearly $1 trillion over a 10- 
year period counting interest and that 
would provide an average break of over 
$100,000 a year to some of the wealthi-
est people in this country. 

So that is what the choice is: Do we 
put money into deficit reduction, low-
ering our interest costs, helping our 
kids and grandchildren a little bit in 
terms of the kind of debt they are 
going to have to assume—$350 billion 
over a 10-year period for deficit reduc-
tion is significant—do we use another 
$350 billion to invest in our infrastruc-
ture so we can create millions of jobs 
rebuilding America or do we make the 
richest people in this country even 
richer? 

I think the answer is pretty clear. I 
think the American people have spoken 

out with their views on this issue. They 
do not believe, when the middle class is 
collapsing, the wealthiest people are 
becoming richer, and when we have a 
$13 trillion national debt, it makes any 
sense at all to give huge tax breaks to 
the rich. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

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. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for up 
to 10 minutes as in morning business. 

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

LEARNING FROM HISTORY 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, 

yesterday on the floor of the Senate I 
told the story of something that hap-
pened in Lordstown, OH, a community 
not too far from Youngstown, in the 
Mahoning Valley in northeast Ohio 1 
week ago today. This story was a cele-
bration of the first car coming off the 
line in the Lordstown Chevrolet-GM 
plant, the car the Chevy Cruz. It is a 
high mileage car, I believe the highest 
mileage car GM ever produced. It is a 
relatively inexpensive car. They expect 
it to be a huge seller all over the 
United States. It is a good economy car 
with a lot to it that recommends itself. 

I am not here to endorse the car or 
even endorse the company. I am here 
to say that this celebration was a di-
rect result of what the Presiding Offi-
cer and others in this body and the 
President of the United States did a 
year and a half ago. 

Turn the clock back to the beginning 
of the Presiding Officer’s service in the 
Senate in early 2009. President Obama 
had just taken office. We were losing 
800,000 jobs a month. The banking in-
dustry almost collapsed. President 
Bush had begun the bailout of the 
banks to make sure they did not col-
lapse. President Obama continued 
working on this issue. 

We know where the auto industry 
was at the same time. Sales were down 
40 percent in the auto industry, 1 mil-
lion jobs were at risk of being lost, on 
top of the 8 million jobs that had al-
ready been lost by the time President 
Obama raised his right hand to be 
sworn in on January 20, 2009. 

It was not just the Big Three—Chrys-
ler, Ford, and GM—that were in trou-
ble, two of which declared bankruptcy. 
It was also the tier 1 suppliers, those 
large companies that made products 
that go directly into the assembly of a 
car. It was also all the other compo-
nent manufacturers—tier 2, tier 3 com-
panies—that make everything from 
door handles to tires to bolts to hold 
the car together to windshields to side 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:15 Sep 15, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G14SE6.057 S14SEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

8K
Y

B
LC

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7079 September 14, 2010 
panels, the stamping plants, the com-
ponent plants, the engine plants, and 
ultimately the automobile itself. 

I take special pride in the Chevy Cruz 
because it is such an Ohio car. The en-
gine is made in Defiance, OH. The 
transmission is made in Toledo, OH. 
The bumpers are made in Northwood, 
OH. Most of the metal is stamped in 
Parma, OH. Some of the rest of the 
metal is stamped in Lordstown, and 
the assembly is done in Lordstown. The 
Cruz is really an Ohio car. 

The good news is that 1,100 jobs were 
added for a third shift on the Cruz. 
That is the Lordstown plant alone. 
That is just that plant. That is not 
counting all the job increases for the 
component manufacturers. 

Again, looking back a year and a half 
when there was so much trauma in this 
country, when we were losing 800,000 
jobs a month—we had already lost 8 
million jobs the last year of President 
Bush’s term. The auto industry was 
about to go belly up. Conservative poli-
ticians, the naysayers, the doom-and- 
gloom crowd in this body and across 
the way and others were saying: Let 
the market work. If the auto industry 
fails, that is the market’s decision. If 
the dealers go out of business—dealers 
not just in Ohio but in Colorado and 
everywhere else—that is the market. If 
the suppliers go out of business, that is 
the market speaking. If the commu-
nities where these companies are lose 
jobs and lose revenue and they lay off 
teachers, firefighters, police officers, 
and mental health counselors, that is 
the free market working. If the auto 
dealer in Lima, OH, goes out of busi-
ness, that means the Little League 
that car dealer used to sponsor will not 
have new uniforms. That is the market 
working. 

In spite of the naysayers, in spite of 
the conservative politicians in this 
country and in this body who said, 
Wash our hands, we didn’t cause it, we 
are not going to do anything about it, 
we did not do that. We did not turn our 
back on that. Mr. President, 400,000 
Ohio jobs are directly or indirectly de-
pendent on the auto industry. Tens and 
hundreds of thousands of jobs in every 
State of this country depend on the 
auto industry, not to mention the re-
tirees, many of whom get pensions be-
cause of their 25, 30, 40, sometimes 45, 
years of work in this industry. 

We did not turn our backs. We in-
vested in the auto industry. That is 
why we had that celebration last Tues-
day in Lordstown, OH, because the 
naysayers lost, the doom-and-gloom 
crowd was cast aside, and those of us 
who thought we should invest in the 
auto industry were successful. We were 
successful in that 1,100 people in 
Lordstown are back at work and hun-
dreds of thousands of others did not 
lose their jobs because of that. And we 
are all in a much better position be-
cause of that. 

We need to learn from our history. If 
we had turned our back on this indus-
try, we would have been in a depres-

sion. Almost any economist thinks 
that. Auto and housing are, I believe, 
the two biggest industries in our coun-
try. 

I want to go back a little further to 
the whole idea of letting the market 
work and the government never being 
involved. Let me take—and do it very 
fairly—January 20, 1993, to January 20, 
2001, the 8 years of Bill Clinton’s Presi-
dency, then January 20, 2001, to Janu-
ary 20, 2009, the 8 years of George 
Bush’s Presidency. I am not shading 
this. I am just taking these 8 years. 

During the 8 years of President Clin-
ton’s Presidency, we increased taxes on 
the wealthy, balanced the budget, and 
had smart—not too much regulation— 
had smart regulation. During the 8 
years of President Clinton, a net 22 
million jobs were created in this coun-
try, more than a 22 million net in-
crease of jobs during Bill Clinton’s 8 
years. During George Bush’s 8 years, 
there was a net increase of 1.1 million: 
22 million during President Clinton’s 8 
years; 1.1 million during President 
Bush’s 8 years. 

During President Clinton’s 8 years, 
incomes went up for the average person 
in this country. During President 
Bush’s 8 years, income for the average 
person went down. 

At the end of President Clinton’s 8 
years—in other words, January 20, 
2001—when he left the White House, we 
had the largest budget surplus in 
American history. When George Bush 
left the White House on January 20, 
2009, we had the largest budget deficit 
in this Nation’s history. 

Yet too many people in this body 
think that we should go back to the 
years of deregulation of Wall Street, 
cutting taxes on the rich, and passing 
trade agreements that send jobs to 
China, Mexico, and all over the world. 

I will take you back further. If you 
do not quite believe that—although it 
is provably true—go back to the 
Reagan tax cuts. Ronald Reagan 
staked his whole reputation on them. 
When he was campaigning, he said: We 
are going to cut taxes. In 1981, the 
Reagan administration pushed through 
a tax cut. Congress voted for it. It was 
a major tax cut, overwhelmingly for 
corporations and the wealthiest wage 
earners of the country. 

For the next 16 months, we lost jobs 
in this country. For the next 16 
months, we had a net decrease in em-
ployment—for 16 months. Only when 
President Reagan signed a tax increase 
to balance the budget did we begin to 
have job growth. 

The same thing happened with Presi-
dent Obama. President Obama came in 
and passed the stimulus package. We 
were losing a lot of jobs. We kept los-
ing jobs because that is what was hap-
pening to the economy. 

When we passed the Recovery Act, we 
began to see the economy get better. It 
has not gotten better quickly enough. 
We have gotten no help from the other 
side of the aisle, which opposed every-
thing because they wanted to go back 

to the Bush ideas and tax cuts for the 
wealthy, deregulation of Wall Street, 
and passing trade agreements that 
outsource jobs. 

We are not going to do that with 
President Obama. We are not going to 
do that with the Democrats in the ma-
jority in the House and the Senate. We 
are not going back to tax cuts for the 
rich, deregulation of Wall Street, and 
trade agreements that send jobs over-
seas. 

Instead, we are beginning the recov-
ery. For the last several months, we 
have seen a net increase every month 
in private sector job creation. That in-
creased not as fast as we wanted. Too 
many 22-year-olds come home from the 
Army and college and cannot get a job. 
I know that. There are too many peo-
ple laid off who cannot get a job. There 
are too many people working but not 
working as many hours, not working 40 
hours, even though they want to. 

We know this economy is not where 
it should be. If the voters this year 
elect people who subscribe to the 
George Bush philosophy of tax cuts for 
the wealthy and deregulation of Wall 
Street and more trade agreements that 
outsource jobs to China and Mexico, we 
are making a terrible mistake. We do 
not want to look back. We want to 
look forward. 

We can learn from history, and the 
best way to learn from history is to see 
who has been President, what their 
governing philosophy has been and 
what works. Twenty-two million jobs 
during the Clinton years and one mil-
lion jobs during the Bush years. When 
President Bush cut taxes—at the begin-
ning of his 2001 and 2003 tax cuts—you 
know what happened? Wealthy Ameri-
cans saved their money. They didn’t in-
vest it or spend it on job creation; they 
saved it. Good for them. But why would 
we pass a tax cut instead of doing it 
right, the way we have done it, and put 
people to work on bridge projects and 
water and sewer projects and helping 
small businesses? 

We are passing legislation this week 
that Senator LANDRIEU has pushed so 
hard on. My colleague, Senator 
VOINOVICH, is one of only two Repub-
licans to support it, even though the 
Chamber of Commerce is a strong sup-
porter of it. It will make a difference in 
creating jobs because we know most 
jobs—two out of three—are created by 
small business. 

Facts are facts, Mr. President. We 
can learn from history. We shouldn’t 
turn back the clock and do things the 
way we did in the first part of this dec-
ade. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 
SPECIALIST CHAD DEREK CLEMENTS 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the life of SPC Chad 
Derek Clements of the U.S. Army and 
Huntington, IN. 

Specialist Clements was assigned to 
F Company, 4th Brigade Support Bat-
talion, 4th Infantry Division. He was 
only 26 years old when he lost his life 
on August 30th while serving bravely in 
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom in the Arghandab River Valley in 
Afghanistan. He was only 3 weeks into 
his first deployment. 

A Huntington, IN, native, Chad grad-
uated from Huntington North High 
School in 2002. He enlisted in the Army 
in February 2009 and arrived in Afghan-
istan the second week of August. He 
followed in the proud military tradi-
tion of his father, Daniel, a Navy vet-
eran who passed away in 2001. 

Those closest to him described Chad 
as having a big heart. He deeply valued 
his family and his friends. Chad was an 
avid fan of the local Fort Wayne 
Komets and the Pittsburgh Penguins 
hockey teams, and he enjoyed col-
lecting memorabilia of NASCAR driver 
Dale Earnhardt. 

Today, I join Chad’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. He is 
survived by his mother, Anne Beady 
Tarter; his stepfather, Ed Tarter; his 
sister, Danielle Clements; his grand-
mother, Betty Beady; his grandfather 
and step-grandmother, Marvin and 
Carol Beady; his grandfather, Everett 
Clements; his stepbrother, Corey 
Tarter; and his stepsister, Heather 
Tarter. 

We take pride in the example of this 
American hero, even as we struggle to 
express our sorrow over this loss. We 
cherish the legacy of his service and 
his life. 

As I search for words to honor this 
fallen soldier, I recall President Lin-
coln’s words to the families of the fall-
en at Gettysburg: ‘‘We cannot dedicate, 
we cannot consecrate, we cannot hal-
low this ground. The brave men, living 
and dead, who struggled here, have 
consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will 
little note nor long remember what we 
say here, but it can never forget what 
they did here.’’ 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of SPC Chad Derek Clements in the 
RECORD of the U.S. Senate for his serv-
ice to our country and for his profound 
commitment to freedom, democracy 
and peace. 

SERGEANT CHRISTOPHER NEAL KARCH 
Mr. President, I also rise today to 

honor the life of SGT Christopher Neal 

Karch of the U.S. Army and Indianap-
olis, IN. 

Sergeant Karch was assigned to the 
2nd Battalion, 508th Parachute Infan-
try Regiment, 4th Brigade Combat 
Team, 82nd Airborne Division. He was 
only 23 years old when he lost his life 
on August 11 while serving bravely in 
support of Operation Enduring Free-
dom in Afghanistan. He was 20 days 
from completing his second tour of 
duty. 

Sergeant Karch graduated from Law-
rence Central High School in 2005 and 
was pursuing a degree from the Univer-
sity of Maryland with plans to grad-
uate in 2012. He joined the Army 2 
months after his high school gradua-
tion, where he served in the same divi-
sion and lived in the same barracks as 
his father Pat—also a veteran. A deco-
rated soldier, Sergeant Karch earned 
the Bronze Star Medal, the Purple 
Heart and the Army Good Conduct 
Medal. His platoon leader described 
him as the ‘‘epitome of an airborne 
paratrooper.’’ 

Today, I join Sergeant Karch’s fam-
ily and friends in mourning his death. 
He is survived by his father, Pat Karch; 
his mother Lynn Kersey; his grand-
parents, Nick and Dian Nicholson, Bill 
and Joyce Seal, Norman and Denise 
Karch, and Jerry Hallgarth; and his 
uncle, Vince Karch. 

As we struggle to express our sorrow 
over this loss, we take pride in the ex-
ample of this American hero and cher-
ish the legacy of his service and his 
life. 

As I search for words to honor this 
fallen soldier, I recall President Lin-
coln’s words to the families of the fall-
en at Gettysburg: ‘‘We cannot dedicate, 
we cannot consecrate, we cannot hal-
low this ground. The brave men, living 
and dead, who struggled here, have 
consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will 
little note nor long remember what we 
say here, but it can never forget what 
they did here.’’ 

I pray that Christopher’s family finds 
comfort in the words of the prophet 
Isaiah, who said: ‘‘He will swallow up 
death in victory; and the Lord God will 
wipe away tears from off all faces.’’ 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Sergeant Christopher Neal Karch in 
the RECORD of the U.S. Senate for his 
service to our country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy and peace. 

SPECIALIST JUSTIN B. SHOECRAFT 
Mr. President, today I also wish to 

honor the life of SPC Justin B. 
Shoecraft of the U.S. Army and Elk-
hart, IN. 

Specialist Shoecraft was assigned to 
the 1st Squadron, 2nd Stryker Calvary 
Regiment and was only 28 years old 
when he lost his life while serving 
bravely in support of Operation Endur-
ing Freedom in Kakarak, Afghanistan. 
He had been in Afghanistan for 5 
weeks. 

An Elkhart native, Justin graduated 
from Elkhart Memorial High School in 

2000. He shared a passion for working 
on old bicycles and cars with his fa-
ther, Blue, who described his son as 
hardworking and dependable. 

Today, I join Justin’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. He is 
survived by his wife, Jessica; his moth-
er and father, Donna and Carroll 
‘‘Blue’’ Shoecraft; his sister, Sherry 
Schoonover; and his half-brother, Mi-
chael Garver, Jr. 

We take pride in the example of this 
American hero, even as we struggle to 
express our sorrow over this loss. We 
cherish the legacy of his service and 
his life. 

As I search for words to honor this 
fallen soldier, I recall President Lin-
coln’s words to the families of the fall-
en at Gettysburg: ‘‘We cannot dedicate, 
we cannot consecrate, we cannot hal-
low this ground. The brave men, living 
and dead, who struggled here, have 
consecrated it, far above our poor 
power to add or detract. The world will 
little note nor long remember what we 
say here, but it can never forget what 
they did here.’’ 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Army SPC Justin B. Shoecraft in 
the RECORD of the U.S. Senate for his 
service to our country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy and peace. 

SPECIALIST CHRISTOPHER SHANE WRIGHT 
Mr. President, today I also honor the 

life of U.S. Army SPC Christopher 
Shane Wright. 

Specialist Wright was assigned to C 
Company, 1st Battalion, 75th Ranger 
Regiment. He was only 23 years old 
when he lost his life on August 19 while 
serving bravely in support of Operation 
Enduring Freedom in Pech, Afghani-
stan. 

Chris grew up near Jeffersonville, IN, 
where he attended Sacred Heart 
School. He later moved to Tollesboro, 
KY, and graduated in 2005 from Lewis 
County High School. Chris enlisted in 
the Army shortly after his 18th birth-
day and went on to serve in both Iraq 
and Afghanistan. 

Specialist Wright was highly re-
garded among his fellow servicemen. 
His regiment commander, COL Michael 
E. Kurilla, described Specialist Wright 
as ‘‘the epitome of a Ranger’’ and 
called him ‘‘a hero to our Nation, the 
Army and his family.’’ Specialist 
Wright received the Army Good Con-
duct Medal, the National Defense Serv-
ice Medal, and the Iraq Campaign 
Medal. He was posthumously awarded 
the Bronze Star, the Army Commenda-
tion Medal, and the Purple Heart. 

Today, I join Specialist Wright’s 
family and friends in mourning his 
death. He is survived by his mother, 
Linda Wright-Dennis; his father and 
stepmother, James Cochran and 
Michele Cochran; his grandmothers, 
Carol Cochran and JoAnn Stockton; 
his brothers, Zachary Pope, Zane Pope, 
and Andrew Dennis; and his sisters, 
Marianne Dennis and Katie Dorman. 

We take pride in the example of this 
American hero, even as we struggle to 
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