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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, still hav-

ing the floor, let me respond. First off, 
I want to make sure, as the public is 
watching this, what that means. Keep-
ing the tax rates where they are means 
millionaires and billionaires continue 
to get a bonus because that is what it 
is, with no disrespect to my colleague 
on the other side. I mean, corporations, 
businesses today—and I can speak 
about this, again with no disrespect to 
my colleague, as someone in the small 
business world. Our family is in this 
business. My wife owns four retail 
stores, started from scratch, just as I 
did in many of my businesses. The 
small business community—the small 
business community—benefits not by 
the people over the 2 percent, the top 2 
percent; the small business community 
are the ones below that. Half of the 
businesses in this country, the small 
businesses, gross less than $25,000. That 
is a fact. 

So for us to just kind of continue 
business as usual and keep these tax 
rates where they are for the million-
aire and billionaire club—that didn’t 
help us the last 3 years. The fact is, 
right now they have those tax breaks. 
Right today, they have those. They had 
them last year. They had them the 
year before. And what happened to this 
economy? It crashed and burned almost 
to the ground. What has happened to 
the millionaire and billionaire club? 
They have more money in their bank 
accounts today than ever before. That 
is not me saying it; that is other inde-
pendent data out there. Corporations 
have more cash on hand today than 
they have had in decades. 

So for us now to say: Hey, let’s give 
the millionaires and billionaires an-
other bonus for the next year for run-
ning our economy into the ground 
doesn’t make any sense to me and 
doesn’t make sense to the people back 
home in my State, the Alaskans I talk 
to every single day. As a matter of 
fact, when I came here in January of 
2009, we were in our fourth or fifth 
month, if I remember right, of losing 
500,000 to 700,000 jobs a month. Do you 
know what that is equal to? That is the 
total population of my State every sin-
gle month being lost. 

People who are saying we have to 
make sure the millionaires and billion-
aires have this $700 billion bonus, paid 
for by the taxpayers of this country, to 
drive us more into debt, and believe 
that is going to solve this economic 
problem is absolutely wrong. I have 
had to scratch nickles and dimes to-
gether to build businesses. I have done 
it before. I have succeeded and failed. 
That is not what grows business, giving 
millionaires and billionaires breaks. 
What makes a difference, for example, 
is the small business bill we passed, 
where we only got two votes on the 
other side, a small business bill that 
brought money to loan small busi-
nesses. That is what makes a dif-

ference, or extending the tax credit, 
which we did, not only during the re-
covery bill, the stimulus bill, which I 
know everyone on the other side hates, 
but also during our small business bill 
so people can buy equipment and depre-
ciate it in the first year, write it off in 
the first year. That is of real benefit to 
small businesses. Extending the SBA 
loan program, expanding it from the 
limitations they had before to $5 mil-
lion to make sure that the front-end 
fees do not have to be charged, what 
did that do in my State? It tripled—tri-
pled—the loan capacity of SBA to 
small businesses. That was supported 
on this side. You want to grow small 
business. That is how you do it, be-
cause the way it has worked, we drove 
into the biggest recession since the 
Great Depression. 

So I respect the comments on the 
other side, but for us to say to the 
American taxpayers: Hey, we are going 
to give another $700 billion to million-
aires and billionaires, is beyond com-
prehension—beyond comprehension, es-
pecially when we tell them: Oh, by the 
way, it is going to be debt financed. So 
my son, who is 8 today, and his kids, 
my grandkids, maybe, in the future, 
will still be paying that bill because we 
were told that by Monday we have to 
make a decision. 

I am not doing that. I didn’t come 
here to play those games, to swap off 
the START treaty or national security 
for the benefit of millionaires and bil-
lionaires. 

The other thing I have learned about 
this place, we can multitask. I came 
down here this morning, no one was on 
the Senate floor. I go to committee 
meetings—there is supposed to be 15, 25 
people—2 people show up, maybe 4. I 
don’t know what other people are 
doing. I am showing up because that is 
what I was sent here to do by the peo-
ple of my State, to come here and 
work. For us to sit around and say we 
can only do one thing at a time—I talk 
to families every single day. They are 
doing multiple things every day, every 
single day. Why we can’t, with all the 
staff we have, all the abilities we have, 
focus on more than one thing is ridicu-
lous. 

Again, no disrespect to the Senator 
from Tennessee. I mean him no ill 
words. I am frustrated. I didn’t come 
here for these kinds of games. We put a 
1099 amendment on the Food Safety 
Act. People are asking: What are we 
doing? I heard yesterday, why did we 
spend a week on the food safety bill. 
The other side wanted to delay it be-
cause it was good politics for them to 
delay and drag it out. So here we are. 
We have a deadline. We have to get this 
passed or we are going home. If you 
don’t want to be around here, then go 
home. But the fact is, the American 
people sent us here, Alaskans sent me 
here to not just do one issue but to do 
multiple issues. That is what our coun-
try is about. It is complex. There is no 
single issue that drives the economy. 
But giving millionaires and billionaires 
a $700 billion tax bonus is ridiculous. 

I appreciate the comments. I am 
sorry my colleague objected to this one 
item because in order to build this 
economy, we have to have multiple 
things in play. This gives more tools to 
the private sector to grow their neigh-
borhoods and businesses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. BEGICH. I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to rant for a little bit and yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

f 

SENATE AGENDA 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
see the Senator from Alabama here. I 
don’t want to take time from him. Let 
me see if I can go back to the begin-
ning. 

The government runs out of money 
Friday. Taxes go up at the end of the 
month. Republicans have written a let-
ter to the majority leader that says: 
Let’s focus on those two things. Let’s 
fund the government and let’s keep the 
tax rates where they are which would 
be the single best thing we could do in 
the middle of an economic downturn to 
help create jobs, and then we are ready 
to go home. 

We think we heard the results of the 
election. Our friends on the other side 
keep on insisting on an encore after a 
concert which attracted a lot of boos. 
What the American people were saying 
to us is, fund the government, keep the 
tax rates where they are, freeze spend-
ing, and go home. Bring the new Con-
gress back in January, and let’s begin 
to work on the priorities of the Amer-
ican people which are, No. 1, to make it 
easier and cheaper to create private 
sector jobs; No. 2, bring spending closer 
to revenues; and No. 3, be smart and 
strategic in dealing with terror. So 
one, two, three—those should be our 
objectives. 

In the last 2 weeks in this so-called 
lameduck session, insisting on an en-
core after a concert that attracted a 
lot of boos shows a lot of tone deaf 
politicians. 

What we Republicans have asked is 
extraordinarily reasonable. The Presi-
dent—and I give him great credit for 
this—had a bipartisan leadership meet-
ing. It was the best one he has had 
since he has been President. It was con-
structive. As a result, the Republican 
and Democratic leaders who met to-
gether said: We will designate a small-
er group to see if we can work out the 
tax part of this. Then, in the discussion 
that came afterwards, we, on our side, 
made it clear to the President and to 
the Democratic leader that after you 
fund the government—remember, the 
money runs out Friday. We have to do 
this. Nobody wants the government to 
shut down. After we deal with taxes— 
remember, they go up automatically at 
the first of the year—then we will go to 
wherever the majority leader of the 
Senate wants to go. He is the single 
person who can bring up something, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:58 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01DE6.036 S01DEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
B

9S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S8331 December 1, 2010 
and if he chooses to go to the DREAM 
Act, if he chooses to go to Don’t Ask, 
Don’t Tell, if he chooses to go to a 
whole laundry list of other issues, that 
is entirely his prerogative. 

We, under the traditions of the Sen-
ate, have the right to make the voices 
heard of the people we represent and 
amend and debate things. If the major-
ity leader says: I have listened to the 
President. He thinks the New START 
treaty is the most important thing to 
go to next. He can bring that up if he 
wishes to. We can debate that. We 
would want ample time to do that. 
That is a part of the Senate tradition 
as well. 

There is nothing in the letter that 42 
Republicans signed that says anything 
about national security or the New 
START treaty. It talks about legisla-
tive proposals. We recognize that until 
some fortuitous event should occur 
that we might have the majority, it is 
up to the Democratic leader what 
comes up. 

The Senator from Missouri was talk-
ing about the New START treaty. We 
are not talking about it. In fact, we are 
meeting on it. We are working with the 
administration to see if nuclear mod-
ernization can be properly done. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I will not. I will 
continue my remarks and the Senator 
may gain the floor later. 

We are working on making certain 
that if the New START treaty is ap-
proved, we are not left with a collec-
tion of wet matches. We want to make 
sure the nuclear warheads we have 
work. 

I am one Republican who is open to 
voting for the New START treaty. I see 
the advantages of the data and of the 
inspections that come from it. I know 
the tradition of disarmament and nu-
clear arms control. I am deeply con-
cerned about the condition of the fa-
cilities that do our nuclear moderniza-
tion. I am impressed with the progress 
the President is making in that area. 
Let’s continue to make that progress. 
If the majority leader wants to move to 
that, he can. But instead this after-
noon we get a long list of new pro-
posals that have come in here that we 
haven’t read, that haven’t been 
through committee. It reminds me of 
Christmas Eve a year ago. Let’s just 
bring a bunch of bills in here. Nobody 
has read them. It doesn’t matter. 

The American people said in Novem-
ber they didn’t like that. So they sent 
a bunch of new people here. 

With all respect, we understand what 
it is like to lose an election. We have 
lost a lot of them lately. We had very 
few Republicans elected in 2006. We had 
very few elected in 2008. We thought 
the people had something to say to us. 
We tried to learn from that. We hadn’t 
been doing some things well. We are 
trying to work our way back. We are 
trying to re-earn the confidence of the 
American people going step by step. We 
think the steps that are appropriate 

today are to keep the tax rates where 
they are in the middle of an economic 
downturn. It makes no sense to tax job 
creators at a time when unemployment 
has been above 9.5 percent for 16 out of 
the last 17 months and when it has only 
been that high for 30 out of the last 862 
months. 

What we are suggesting is the kind of 
thing that President Obama’s former 
budget director has suggested, Mr. 
Orszag. He said: Let’s extend it for 2 
years because raising taxes in the mid-
dle of an economic downturn makes no 
sense because it doesn’t create jobs. We 
would like for them to be permanent. 
That is a possible area of compromise. 
Keep the tax rates where they are, deal 
with funding the government, and then 
let’s move to whatever subject the ma-
jority leader would like to move to, in-
cluding the New START treaty, if he 
thinks that is the most important 
area. 

I wish to make sure the Republican 
position is well understood. I under-
stand we have printed in the RECORD 
our letter to Senator REID of yesterday 
which says very simply: Dear Mr. Ma-
jority Leader, we 42 Republicans be-
lieve that we should keep tax rates 
where they are because they go up at 
the end of the month, and we should 
fund the government because it runs 
out of money Friday. And after those 
two, we can move to whatever legisla-
tive item you would like to. Of course, 
we have no comment on whether you 
move to a treaty such as the New 
START treaty. That is our position. 
We believe that is a reasonable posi-
tion. 

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

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I will be brief, but I 

do appreciate so much the comments of 
the Senator from Tennessee. He is one 
of our most valuable Members. He is an 
honest person. He can summarize com-
plex matters in ways even I can under-
stand. I think he stated honestly and 
fairly where we are today. 

Not only did President Obama’s own 
Office of Management and Budget Di-
rector, Peter Orszag, say we ought to 
keep the rates where they are, not go 
up on the upper income people at this 
time of economic stress and job loss, 
not raise taxes on them—although my 
colleague is saying that somehow if we 
pass this legislation it would be a 
bonus. For 10 years these rates have 
been at this level. We are talking about 
raising the rates if we don’t take ac-
tion. 

I am going to recall that Senator AL-
EXANDER serves on the Budget Com-
mittee, as does Senator MCCASKILL. We 
worked hard on some important legis-
lation together that I think will be 
helpful in containing spending. 

We recently had a Budget Committee 
hearing a few months ago. I think Sen-
ators ALEXANDER and MCCASKILL were 
there. We had three premier, exceed-
ingly well-known economists testify, 
two called by the majority and one 

called by the Republican minority. 
That is sort of traditional. We had Mr. 
Zandi from Moody’s, Allen Blinder of 
Princeton, and John Taylor of the Tay-
lor rule. The violation of his rule by 
Mr. Bernanke was a significant factor 
in the bubble in housing. But Mr. TAY-
LOR was a Republican witness. All 
three said: Don’t raise taxes now in 
this economy. 

It is offensive to me a bit to have my 
colleagues stand up and in a demagogic 
way say: You are trying to give a tax 
benefit, a bonus to millionaires. I don’t 
believe that is accurate. These three 
premier economists, two of them called 
by the Democratic majority, said: 
Don’t raise taxes. 

Do you think these economists were 
saying this because they want to help 
millionaires, or do you think they were 
making that opinion because they be-
lieve it would be best for the economy 
and help more Americans who are out 
of work get work? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Assuming the 
Senator from Alabama still has the 
floor, I agree with him, in answer to 
the question. The idea is that you don’t 
raise taxes in the middle of an eco-
nomic downturn because it makes it 
harder to create jobs. And that raising 
those taxes now makes no sense. That 
is simply the argument. 

Mr. SESSIONS. And Mr. Orszag was a 
former Congressional Budget Office 
head and also was chosen by President 
Obama when he first came to office for 
that significant, premier center of the 
government, the Office of Management 
and Budget, a student of these issues, 
far more liberal in ways than I would 
be in a lot of matters. But he has indi-
cated he did not think we should raise 
taxes now that he has left the adminis-
tration. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, that is his 
point. He wrote that in the Wall Street 
Journal shortly after he left the ad-
ministration. I believe, in fairness to 
Mr. Orszag, he said tax rates ought to 
be differentiated, and he expects that 
we would have a big argument about 
the levels of taxation, if we are doing 
something in a permanent way. But he 
did say very clearly that given the 
length and severity of the economic 
downturn, that the logical thing to do 
would be to keep the current rates ex-
actly where they are for at least 2 
years because not to do so would clear-
ly cause job loss. 

If we are listening to the American 
people and we have our eyes open, 
making it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs should be our main 
objective, and raising taxes on anybody 
in an economic downturn runs against 
that objective. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 
for sharing those thoughts. I would say 
it is concerning that this gets boiled 
down to some sort of an idea that we 
are just trying to protect the rich. 

What we are trying to do is to do 
something to help this economy to 
allow the private sector to create jobs 
and reduce this unemployment, which 
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is maddeningly remaining at very high, 
unacceptable levels. Everybody, all the 
economists and others, tells us the 
economy will not come back until we 
have a lower unemployment rate. Rais-
ing taxes is not the way to lower unem-
ployment, and we are talking about a 
significant increase to 39.6 percent on 
upper income taxpayers. 

These are small businesspeople. I met 
one gentleman who has 10 fast food res-
taurants and 200 employees. He told me 
with the health care bill and the stress 
he is seeing, he expects to be laying off 
70 of those employees. We do not need 
to even be laying off 7. We need to be 
able to hire more, if we can, so we can 
have more people working. 

Then we have, in addition, a 2.9-per-
cent increase on upper income people, 
a 2.9-percent additional tax for Medi-
care. That makes the total tax rate 
about 42.8 percent or 42.6 percent. Plus, 
my State of Alabama has a 5-percent 
income tax. That makes it 47 percent. 
Some have 10 percent income tax. Then 
we pay sales taxes. Then we pay prop-
erty taxes, and other taxes, gasoline 
taxes and those things. So the idea 
that we can just continue to ratchet up 
taxes without consequence to the econ-
omy is not accurate. 

I do remember and would say one 
more thing. I talked to a businessman 
at an airport of an international com-
pany. He is the CEO for North America. 
He told me they had sought to obtain 
an environmental chemical process in 
the United States at their plant, and 
he thought he had won it. The people 
in Europe, who evaluate the pro-
posals—it would have added 200 jobs in 
my State of Alabama—they said: 
Sorry, you have lost because you did 
not count taxes. And tax rates are 
higher in the United States than for 
the competing company. They had 
plants all over the world. This other 
plant, in another country that had 
lower taxes, was going to get it. We 
lost 200 jobs in the United States as a 
direct result of higher taxes. 

So I just want to repeat, it is an ab-
solute myth that we can just raise 
taxes on productive enterprises and 
small businesspeople who do a sub-
chapter S and take their money di-
rectly rather than through corporate 
taxes; that we can raise those taxes 
and it will not have a job impact. It 
will have a job impact. That is why all 
three of the economists who testified 
before the Budget Committee—two of 
them Democrats—said: Don’t raise 
taxes now. That is why Mr. Orszag said: 
Don’t raise taxes now. 

I see my colleague seeking the floor, 
and I am pleased to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor so the Senator from New 
York can be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague for yielding the 
floor. I will be brief. 

I would first like to ask my col-
leagues a question of any of my Repub-
lican colleagues. They say we have to 
do this by Monday. It is one of the 
most important economic issues we 
have. If today we were to offer you— 
certainly I would; I cannot speak for 
every one of my colleagues—we will 
keep the tax rates the same for every-
one whose income is below $1 million 
and have them go up to what they were 
in the Clinton years for people $1 mil-
lion or higher, how is that for a com-
promise? Would you accept it? Well, I 
would ask any of my colleagues to 
come on the floor and tell us why they 
would or would not accept it. 

We all know there was greater pros-
perity in the Clinton years than there 
was during the Bush years. We all 
know there was less of a deficit—in 
fact, a surplus at the end of the Clinton 
years—and a huge deficit in the Bush 
years. We also all know just about 
every economist tells us that tax cuts, 
taxes for millionaires, do not create 
jobs. This is not capital gains. This is 
not an investment tax credit. This is 
personal income of millionaires and 
billionaires. It is one of the least effec-
tive ways to create jobs. 

So, again, I would ask my colleagues, 
are you willing to accept that com-
promise? I am. 

I would like the RECORD to show no 
Republican colleague has accepted that 
compromise. 

I have another proposal I would like 
to offer before I yield back quickly to 
my colleague from Missouri. 

ORRIN HATCH and I passed a bipar-
tisan bill, a tax cut for small busi-
nesses and large businesses, called the 
HIRE Act. It said if you hired some-
body during the course of 2010, and 
they were unemployed for 60 days, they 
did not pay payroll tax. It has been re-
garded as a success. Five million jobs 
have been created since it passed. We 
cannot attribute all of them to the 
HIRE Act, but certainly it had to do 
with a good number of them. I would 
like to see us move that bill right now. 
It is a tax cut. It is for business. It cre-
ates jobs. 

So I ask unanimous consent—and I 
would like to do that now, not to wait 
until we give a tax break to million-
aires. These could be retired people 
who do nothing, who have a load of 
money, not small businesses working 
hard that would get a tax break. 

So I ask unanimous consent that the 
Finance Committee be discharged from 
further consideration of S. 3623 and 
that the Senate then proceed to its im-
mediate consideration, the bill be read 
three times and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
that any statements related to the 
measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I would say as to the 
question raised by my esteemed col-
league, I respect his economic judg-
ment, but I respect the economic judg-
ment more of Mr. Zandi of Moody’s, 
Mr. Blinder of Princeton, and Mr. Tay-
lor of the Taylor rule. They all have 
said without exception: Do not raise 
taxes in this economy, and those per-
sons who might be making higher in-
comes most likely are the people who 
have the most employees and could be 
affected. They could pay for that by re-
ducing employees. I would also cite 
him Mr. Peter Orszag, President 
Obama’s own former budget director. 
Therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I yield 
for my colleague from Missouri who 
graciously yielded to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, 
sometimes we selectively like certain 
testimony and dislike other testimony 
around here. My friend from Alabama 
is so proud of Mr. Zandi. I think it is 
important we put on the record what 
else Mr. Zandi said. 

Mr. Zandi said if we had not passed 
the stimulus, we would have a depres-
sion. Now I hear the other side saying 
there was nothing worse than the stim-
ulus. Mr. Zandi said if we had not done 
the stimulus, we would have a depres-
sion. 

Now, I think Mr. Zandi would also 
say, if he were here right now, that the 
least stimulative tax cut we could do is 
a personal tax rate at the very highest 
bracket. Do you know what he would 
say is the most stimulative thing we 
could do to the economy right now? 
Unemployment benefits. And what are 
we fighting over? They are blocking 
the most stimulating thing we can do 
for the economy to do the least stimu-
lating thing for the economy for the 
millionaires and billionaires. 

Let’s go over that again to make sure 
we understand this. The same econo-
mist my Republican friend is hanging 
his hat on has said, time and time 
again, the only thing that stood be-
tween this country and a depression 
was passing the stimulus. Now my col-
leagues want to use that same econo-
mist to justify holding up unemploy-
ment benefits, holding up the START 
Treaty, national security, and holding 
up any other business of the Senate, ju-
dicial nominations, work that needs to 
be done, to protect the millionaires and 
billionaires. 

We do not need to argue about 
whether tax cuts are good. I think we 
have shown that. The proof is in the 
pudding. All my Republican friends 
know we have passed tax cut after tax 
cut. We have passed tax cuts for almost 
everybody in America. We passed tax 
cuts through payroll taxes. We passed 
middle-class tax cuts. We passed tax 
cuts for small businesses, which they 
were busy opposing. That is rich. They 
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opposed the tax cut for small busi-
nesses, and now they want to go to the 
mat for the millionaires. 

People need to understand what they 
are saying. The reason the economists 
say do not raise taxes in a down econ-
omy is because we want money to go 
into the economy in a recession. We 
are trying to get money to circulate. 
We are trying to get investment. We 
are trying to get people to buy things. 
So that is why we look at spending on 
an emergency basis like a stimulus. 
And we look at tax policy and figure 
out what is the most stimulative thing 
we can do with the Tax Code to help 
this economy. That is why we focused 
on the middle class and small busi-
nesses. And they are stuck with those 
millionaires. 

Now, I am very blessed; my husband’s 
first job out of college was in a steel 
mill. I worked my way through college 
as a waitress. My husband has been 
very successful in business. When I 
talk to him—and he is an economist, 
very bright—when I talk to him about 
the various things we can do to stimu-
late investment—he has invested in 
many businesses through the years, 
created thousands and thousands of 
jobs—when I ask him is a 3-percent dif-
ferential in your tax rate going to 
make a difference in your investment 
decisions next year, he kind of laughs. 
It may make a difference in terms of 
how much money he has to invest in 
one thing or another, but this is not 
the engine of our economy—a 3-percent 
difference in the tax rate for people 
who make millions of dollars. What 
does make a difference is a tax cut for 
the rest of America. 

Here is where their argument falls 
apart even further. How many times 
have we heard our friends on the other 
side of the aisle talk about the deficit? 
Here is the dirty little secret. They do 
not want to extend taxes temporarily 
because we have a down economy. They 
want to do it permanently. They want 
to go borrow trillions of dollars from 
China to make sure we keep this tax 
break there for the millionaires perma-
nently. They are not focused on the 
next year. They are not focused on the 
next 2 years. They want to blow the lid 
off this deficit and not pay for a dime 
of it by extending them permanently. 

So he can say: Well, we don’t raise 
taxes in a down economy. Then they 
ought to immediately acknowledge 
that this should only be a 2-year exten-
sion. But they will not even acknowl-
edge that at this point. We agree on 
permanent tax relief for the middle 
class. Book it, Danno. We agree on 
that. Let’s get that done: permanent 
tax relief for the middle class. All of us 
agree on that. 

I, frankly, think it is time we start 
looking at the deficit, take the least 
stimulative money that we spend, 
which is this extra money for million-
aires, and put that against the deficit. 
We will never get this deficit solved if 
anybody thinks we can do it on discre-
tionary spending. 

I have worked hard on discretionary 
spending. Senator SESSIONS and I have 
sponsored an amendment and put it be-
fore the Senate time after time trying 
to get our colleagues to accept a cap on 
spending. We have not been able to get 
it across the finish line. I am confident 
we will in the coming months, and we 
will put a cap on spending. That is part 
of the equation: take a hard look at en-
titlements, figure out if we really need 
to be buying prescription drugs for mil-
lionaires with tax dollars when we are 
in debt. I do not know. I do not think 
that makes a lot of sense. That is part 
of the entitlement program I think we 
should take a look at, as to how many 
rich people we are buying prescription 
drugs for. Then, finally, we need to 
look at tax policy. If we can’t bring the 
tax rate for millionaires—not talking 
about a corporate tax rate, not talking 
capital gains, not talking about divi-
dends, I am talking about the perma-
nent tax rate—if we can’t bring it back 
to the 1990s—find me a millionaire that 
didn’t do well in the 1990s. I would like 
to meet one. Man, it was tall cotton in 
the 1990s for wealthy people in this 
country and, by the way, it hasn’t been 
bad for the last 10 years. We haven’t 
seen a lot of job creation after this tax 
cut. We created 22 million jobs in the 
Clinton years with the tax rate we 
want to go to for the millionaires, and 
they created 1 million after this tax 
cut was created—22 million versus 1 
million. Really? We want to blow the 
lid off a deficit for that kind of job cre-
ation? No, we don’t. 

I wish to clarify one thing. Senator 
KYL didn’t yield for a question. I didn’t 
ever say there was a threatening on 
START in the letter written by the Re-
publicans. I said Senator KYL today— 
and let me read the quote. 

If taxes all can’t be resolved and voted on 
and completed, and spending for the govern-
ment for the next 10 months completed by 
next Monday, I don’t know how there is 
enough time to complete START. 

Keep in mind, we have had 16 hear-
ings on START; close to 1,000 congres-
sional inquiries. It is hard to find 
somebody who understands the threat 
who doesn’t support START. They are 
saying: Well, the verification doesn’t 
go far enough. We have no verification 
now. 

So Senator KYL is the one who is say-
ing that if we don’t get everything 
done by Monday, they are done on the 
START treaty. I think I can speak for 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle. 
We are not done. We are not ready to 
go home. We want to stay here until we 
make sure we cut taxes for the middle 
class and continue that tax cut for the 
middle class. We want to stay here 
until we get that START treaty done, 
and we want to stay here and make 
sure we get an agreement to continue 
to fund the government. We will stay 
here, and I think most of us are willing 
to stay here weekends, all night, 
Christmas Eve, Christmas Day, and the 
day after Christmas. I think we will 
stay here as long as it takes to com-
plete this work. 

So the sooner we find out the com-
promises they are willing to make, the 
better. Will they hold the middle class 
hostage, are they holding unemploy-
ment benefits hostage, and now will 
they hold the START treaty hostage 
for tax cuts for millionaires, the least 
stimulative tax break we can give? I 
hope not. For the sake of our economy, 
the future of this country, our grand-
children, deficit reduction, and na-
tional security, I hope not. 

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

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I wish 

to thank my colleague from Missouri 
for her outstanding words. 

Again, let us take three facts. First, 
over the last decade, middle-class in-
comes have declined for the first time 
since World War II. Second, over the 
last decade, if you made over $1 mil-
lion, you did just great. Third, in 2001, 
when George Bush took over, until 
today, we have gone from a surplus of 
$300 billion to a huge deficit. Yet what 
are my colleagues suggesting we do? 
That we hold up the entire government 
until we get tax breaks for the 
wealthy, the people who have done 
well, the people who have plenty of 
money, the people who, when they get 
a tax break, don’t rush out to the gro-
cery store or to the clothing store be-
cause they haven’t had enough money 
to buy things. 

That is what they want to do. It is 
hard to believe. It is hard to believe 
politics aren’t at stake; that there 
aren’t a group of very wealthy people 
who believe they made all their money 
all by themselves and they do not want 
to pay any taxes and that is what is 
pulling that party so far to the right. 

My good friend from Tennessee 
talked about elections. I want him to 
come to the floor and tell me that in 
this election the electorate cried out: 
Give more tax breaks to the million-
aires. Everyone knows they didn’t. 
They said: Help the middle class. If our 
party had a fault—and I believe we 
did—we didn’t pay enough attention to 
the middle class. But they are not 
going to convince us that because they 
won a few seats in the Senate and 
picked up the House that the election 
was a mandate to give more tax breaks 
to the people who need it the least—the 
millionaires and billionaires. Oh, no. 

In fact, we are listening to the elec-
torate far more than they are. We are 
saying: Give the middle class tax 
breaks and deal with the deficit not by 
preventing unemployment insurance 
from being extended, not by preventing 
the HIRE Act from being enacted, and 
not by preventing tax breaks for manu-
facturing or green energy. Oh, no. We 
want to do those things, and we want 
to deal with the deficit by not giving 
an extra huge tax cut to the million-
aires and billionaires. 

Here is another thing I don’t want to 
hear from my colleagues, if they per-
sist with this policy. I don’t want to 
hear them say: The deficit is the rea-
son we can’t spend money on middle- 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:58 Dec 02, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01DE6.040 S01DEPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
B

9S
0Y

B
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES8334 December 1, 2010 
class needs such as education or trans-
portation or unemployment insurance, 
because there are lots of middle-class 
people unemployed. 

I don’t want to ever hear that again. 
If they are willing to increase the def-
icit by $300 billion or $400 billion to 
give tax breaks to the wealthy—unpaid 
for—I don’t want to hear about deficit 
reduction from the other side because 
they are not honest about it. ‘‘Deficit 
reduction’’ is code for giving more 
money to the wealthy and less money 
to the middle class. 

I am somebody who believes in the 
American dream, and I think people 
who have made a lot of money in 
America are great. I think they are 
terrific, and they do create jobs. A 
whole lot of wealthy people—many of 
them—have inherited money, it is true, 
but many more made it by themselves. 
God bless them. But it is only a small 
percentage of the wealthy who are so 
eager to get a tax break when they 
know the country has so much trouble. 
Lots of wealthy people I speak to—Re-
publicans in my State—say: You know 
what. I know the rates could go back 
up to what they were in the Clinton 
years for me, and I can afford it. If the 
money goes to a good purpose—improv-
ing our schools, building our roads or 
decreasing our deficit—I am all for it. 
So we are not talking about class war-
fare. We are talking about an economic 
problem America faces. Middle-class 
incomes are declining and they need a 
tax break. Upper incomes are greatly 
increasing and they can help reduce 
the deficit and improve America. 

I have heard the economists whom 
my good friend from Alabama was 
talking about, and I believe that if you 
talk to them, they will also tell you 
that you get far more bang for the 
buck in other types of policies to get 
the economy going than in giving an 
additional huge tax break to the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires. 

We are not going to stop. The Repub-
licans have hidden for 15 or 20 years be-
hind the idea of ‘‘don’t increase taxes 
on anybody.’’ Those are code words. It 
means, don’t increase taxes on million-
aires. That is what they care about. 
Because right now I have offered them 
a deal. Give everybody else the tax 
break except the millionaires. Are they 
going to take it? Of course not, because 
the millionaires come first in the eco-
nomic books of my friends—most of my 
friends—on the other side of the aisle. 

I remember when my Republican 
friends discovered the words ‘‘death 
tax.’’ It had its effect in a way I didn’t 
like, but it had its effect. Well, now we 
have the millionaire tax break. Mil-
lionaire tax. You know what. It is 
going to have the same effect, and we 
are going to finally be able to show 
America what the other party has been 
all about: tax breaks for the wealthy, 
above all—above the deficit, above 
helping the middle class, above cre-
ating jobs. The days of hiding behind 
the screen are over because the tax de-
bate we are having now pulls back that 

screen and shows exactly where my Re-
publican friends are. 

So again I repeat my offer. I see my 
good friend from Tennessee is on the 
floor. I would offer him, if he wants to 
improve this by Monday—here are 
more colleagues—I will offer this deal. 
We will take the tax break for every-
one below $1 million. Will you accept 
it—that is a great compromise—or are 
you going to say: Oh, no, we are hold-
ing out for the millionaires. Take it or 
leave it. 

I can’t speak for my whole party, but 
I can speak for myself and my col-
league from Missouri and many others 
on our side. We can solve this problem 
tonight. Tax breaks for everybody else 
but not for the millionaires. Take it or 
leave it. You said you wanted to nego-
tiate, here is an offer. 

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

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Pre-

siding Officer, and I thank the Senator 
from New York for mentioning me. 

There is a little problem with our ne-
gotiating. We weren’t invited to the 
meeting. The Senator from New York 
and I were in the Capitol doing our 
work, tending to constituencies, while 
the President and the Democratic lead-
ers and the Republican leaders were at 
the White House. They had a very con-
structive meeting, from what I under-
stand, and they designated certain 
Democrats and certain Republicans to 
see if they could come up with a com-
promise. 

One of those who might have been at 
the meeting may have just walked onto 
the Senate floor and maybe he can in-
form us, but the negotiations are con-
tinuing where they should continue. I 
was delighted to see the President in-
vite the leaders down to the White 
House for such a good meeting. I know 
they have had some joint meetings be-
fore, but we are never going to get any-
where in the Senate where we have a 
relatively equal number of Members— 
as we now do or are now about to—un-
less we swap ideas. So I assume they 
are down there swapping ideas. 

I assume they can read the calendar, 
and I assume they can remember that 
last year we were standing here in the 
worst snowstorm in decades in the mid-
dle of the night—1 a.m.—voting on bills 
nobody had read. I don’t think we want 
to do that kind of thing again. So we 
Republicans have said, very simply, 
let’s deal with the tax issue because 
taxes go up automatically at the end of 
the month, let’s fund the government 
because it runs out of money on Fri-
day, and then, if we have any time left, 
let’s do whatever the Democratic lead-
er would like to do. 

If he wants to bring up the new 
START treaty, that would be fine. We 
would have time to debate it. If he 
wants to bring up a whole string of 
other things, that is up to him. 

What would the terms of the tax 
agreement be? I guess it will be what-
ever that group who discusses, our ne-

gotiators, come back with. If the Presi-
dent were to say, for example, he 
agrees with his former Budget Direc-
tor, that raising taxes on anybody in 
the middle of an economic downturn 
makes it harder to create jobs—and in 
my words, therefore, makes no sense— 
he would probably get a welcome re-
sponse on our side. 

So while the Senator from New York 
is one of the most skillful debaters and 
negotiators anywhere on the planet, 
and he would be very good in any sort 
of discussion on taxes—he is a member 
of the Finance Committee, and he is 
chairman of the Rules Committee—he 
wasn’t in the meeting and neither was 
I and those in the meeting are having 
the discussion and they will make a 
recommendation. My hope is they 
make a recommendation that permits 
tax rates to stay right where they are 
because raising taxes on anybody in 
the middle of a recession is a bad idea 
because it makes it harder to create 
jobs. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, 
through the Chair, may I ask my good 
friend from Tennessee a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I will be happy to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I un-
derstand we are not in the negotiating 
room right now, but he and I are both 
in the leadership of our respective par-
ties. We are good friends. I have tre-
mendous respect and admiration for 
my friend from Tennessee. I do. I think 
he is a fine man, and we have passed 
some good legislation together. So I 
understand the negotiators are doing 
their negotiating, but we might be able 
to help. 

Again, I repeat my offer: Will my col-
league—just he and I can agree. That 
might break the ice. We will give tax 
breaks to everyone—Bush tax cuts— 
below $1 million. We will continue 
their capital gains rates at the same 
rate, we will continue their dividend 
rates at the same rate but not the peo-
ple above $1 million because, as I men-
tioned, their incomes are doing fine. 
Most economists will tell you it is a 
highly inefficient way to get jobs or 
money flowing into the economy. Un-
employment insurance, which my col-
leagues insist be paid for, is much bet-
ter. 

Let just he and I agree that that is a 
good idea, a good starting point. Will 
he? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 
am delighted to hear the eloquence of 
the Senator from New York. As I was 
listening to him I was reminded that 
most of the people whose taxes he is 
trying to raise live in New York. They 
are not in Tennessee. We are a rel-
atively low-income State. So I admire 
him for his courage—it is almost a tax 
earmark to be so specific that we are 
going to raise taxes on just a small 
number of people, most of whom live 
on Wall Street and in New York. That 
makes a pretty good line. 
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But what I agree with is what I re-

peatedly said, what the Republican 
leader said, and the former budget di-
rector said. Let me just say it again be-
cause it makes very good sense, and I 
think most Americans would instinc-
tively agree with this. We are in the 
middle of a very severe economic reces-
sion. We have had more than 9.5 per-
cent unemployment for 16 out of the 
last 17 months. We have only had 30 
months in modern history where we 
have had unemployment that high. Al-
most half of those months have been 
lately. 

Making it easier and cheaper to cre-
ate private sector jobs should be our 
main objective. Almost every econo-
mist—the President’s former budget di-
rector, almost everyone who has 
looked at this—says raising taxes on 
anybody in the middle of an economic 
downturn makes it harder to create 
jobs. 

We may want to have a big argument 
when the economy recovers about 
whether people in New York should pay 
more and people of more modest means 
in Tennessee should pay less. We could 
have that argument at some point. But 
what we are saying is at the end of the 
year, taxes are going up, almost every-
one except some on that side seem to 
agree that it makes it harder to create 
jobs if we raise taxes on anybody. We 
are saying let’s not raise taxes on any-
body. We want that permanently. But 
most of us are saying, if we would do 
what Mr. Orszag says, that would have 
wide support here. 

That is our position. We respect the 
position of the Senator from New York. 
Maybe someday we will have a debate 
about what the permanent tax rates 
ought to be. But right now the goal is 
to make it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs. The single best 
thing we can do is keep tax rates where 
they are before they automatically go 
up at the end of the month. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from New York and my 
colleague from Missouri who was here 
a moment ago and all those who came 
to the floor to talk. I assume my col-
leagues are aware of the fact that all 
across America there have been cable 
TV subscribers who have been calling 
in and asking for a refund because 
when they turned on C–SPAN to see 
the Senate they saw an empty Cham-
ber and nothing going on, and at least 
now we give them a little activity on 
the Senate floor. But, unfortunately, 
that activity is not going to lead to 
anything meaningful. The Senator 
from New York even offers a legislative 
idea that doesn’t seem to be greeted by 
any applause on the other side or any 
counteroffer of any conciliatory mag-
nitude. 

I was at the meeting the Senator 
talked about yesterday, and it was a 
historic meeting with the President 
and Senator KYL, Senator MCCONNELL, 
Senator REID, myself, the President, 

the leaders of the House, as well and 
some members of the President’s Cabi-
net—Secretary Geithner, for example. 
Vice President BIDEN was there. 

I would say the reports generally 
have been accurate, that the President 
said: I want to change the environ-
ment, I want to change the dialog, I 
want there to be more meetings like 
this, open to suggestions from the 
other side about how we can work to-
gether and solve the problems facing 
our Nation. 

Then the President did something 
which those of us who have been fortu-
nate to visit the White House once in a 
while really considered to be rare. He 
stood up and said: I would like to ask 
the elected Members and the Vice 
President to come with me to my pri-
vate dining room off the Oval Office. 

We went in and had another cup of 
coffee and in a much more isolated and 
private setting had an even more can-
did conversation. I really felt good at 
the end of it. I felt we were starting at 
least to develop the kind of dialog the 
American people asked for in the No-
vember 2 election. 

The President asked us, Senator REID 
and some others: Pick someone and 
let’s sit down and talk about this tax 
situation. Let’s try to find some com-
mon ground if we can, and I understand 
the group met this morning and again 
this afternoon. It is all, from my point 
of view, a very positive development 
and good for our Nation. 

But what troubles me, I say to the 
Senator from Tennessee, is this letter. 
I see the letter is dated November 29, 
so it started circulating even before 
this peacemaking meeting we had. It 
seems that this letter which was sent 
to Senator REID is basically an ulti-
matum. The ultimatum is, we are not 
going to do anything on the floor of the 
Senate until we act on the tax measure 
and funding our government—nothing. 
It says basically that your side, the Re-
publican side, the 42 Senators who 
signed it, are going to object to moving 
to any other item of business—any-
thing. 

Now we are back into the cable TV 
problem, where people are going to see 
this empty Chamber and wonder why, 
with all the things we could be doing in 
the Senate, why we can do nothing— 
nothing whatsoever, according to this 
letter—until we reach an agreement on 
the tax issue. 

I think we all concede the fact that 
we need to do it. We all concede the 
fact we need to fund the government. 
But what is the point? Really, if we are 
going to draw a paycheck for coming 
into the Senate, shouldn’t we at least 
do the people’s business? Do we have to 
sit here with empty desks and an 
empty Chamber and quorum calls day 
after day because of this threat that 
says: Don’t try to bring up another 
issue? 

It strikes me as odd. I know the Sen-
ator from Tennessee is an industrious 
man. He served as Secretary of Edu-
cation. He was a Governor. He plays 

the piano. The man sings songs. He has 
more talents than most people I ever 
met. To think you would want us to 
just do nothing—nothing on the floor 
of the Senate. 

The Senator from New York has of-
fered an idea—I think a reasonable 
idea. Let’s agree. Let’s agree that peo-
ple making $1 million or less will have 
the same tax cuts that they had before, 
no questions asked, to invigorate the 
economy. But let’s say to Paris Hilton 
and Bill Gates and Warren Buffett, no; 
you are not going to get a $100,000 tax 
cut each year. If you make $1 million, 
that is the average. We don’t think 
that really invigorates the economy. 

I would add as a postscript to what 
the Senator from New York raised, 
wouldn’t it be reasonable for us also to 
say if we are going to give tax cuts to 
the wealthiest people in America, and 
add to our deficit in the process, 
shouldn’t we help those who are unem-
ployed in Tennessee—I see the two Sen-
ators from Tennessee—or Wyoming—I 
see the Senator from Wyoming is 
here—or Minnesota or Illinois? Do you 
think it is right for us to cut off unem-
ployment benefits for people in the 
midst of this holiday season? 

There are 127,000 people in the State 
of Illinois who will lose their unem-
ployment benefits this month. Merry 
Christmas. 

I know what those people receive. It 
is about $300 a week. I don’t know any 
of us who could survive on that. They 
try, they try to keep going. Yet we cut 
them off. There have been efforts on 
the Senate floor, unanimous consent 
requests to fund the unemployment 
benefits for another year, objected to 
by the Republican side of the aisle. 

I find it hard to follow the logic on 
the Republican side that we cannot af-
ford to help those who are out of work 
through no fault of their own but we 
can afford to give a tax break, a huge 
tax break to Warren Buffett—who is 
not asking for it, incidentally—Bill 
Gates, Paris Hilton, or any of these 
others. I don’t follow the logic. 

I think, although the Senator is fer-
vent in his belief that tax cuts are the 
key to prosperity—some of us may 
question how much they are the key— 
it really is fundamentally unfair that 
those who are unemployed would face 
this kind of problem. 

I am going to make a unanimous con-
sent request on another issue that I 
think will help create jobs. It will save 
jobs in Tennessee and Wyoming and Il-
linois and Minnesota, and it relates to 
something that is not new because it is 
already on the calendar. For those who 
want to follow this and say where is 
this coming from, turn to page 73, the 
Calendar of Business of the Senate, and 
go to order No. 578, S. 3816, a bill I in-
troduced with others to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986, create 
American jobs, and prevent offshoring 
of such jobs overseas. 

It was actually read the second time 
and placed on the calendar September 
22 of this year. It relates to something 
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which has affected the Senator’s State 
and mine. When a company in Ten-
nessee decides to send jobs overseas, to 
close down a local production facility, 
and to ship those jobs and that produc-
tion facility to another country— 
China, Mexico, wherever it happens to 
be—we reward them. We give them tax 
benefits and tax deductions to help fa-
cilitate that decision. 

Many of us believe that is upside- 
down. If a company thinks it is in its 
best interest, profit motive and best in-
terest to locate overseas, so be it. Let 
them make that decision. But we 
should not encourage it. We should not 
subsidize it. We should not reward it. 
The reward should actually go to the 
many businesses that stay in Min-
nesota and Illinois and Tennessee and 
Wyoming, hiring American workers, 
paying them a decent wage and giving 
them basic benefits and retirement. 
That is where the reward ought to be in 
the Tax Code. It should not be in the 
area where we are creating tax incen-
tives for companies to move jobs over-
seas. 

If the economy, prosperity, and jobs 
are really the No. 1 goal here—I think 
they are, and I think they should be— 
then let’s change this provision in the 
Tax Code. That is what this does. It 
tries to slow down the exodus of jobs 
from the United States. It will save 
jobs in Tennessee and save jobs in 
other places as well. This provision 
called ‘‘Creating American Jobs and 
Ending Offshoring Act’’ that I intro-
duced with Senators HARRY REID, 
BYRON DORGAN, and Senator SCHUMER 
is a simple bill with three common-
sense provisions. 

Let me describe it before I make the 
unanimous consent request. I will be 
brief. 

First, we make two changes that dis-
courage U.S. companies from giving 
out pink slips to Americans while they 
open their doors abroad. We will say to 
firms: If you want to shut down oper-
ations here and move them somewhere 
else, we are not going to let you take 
tax deductions on the shutdown ex-
penses. 

We also say to firms: If you want to 
sell your products in this country, we 
are not going to let you start making 
those goods abroad, ship them back to 
this country, and avoid paying taxes on 
your profits. 

Second, we make it more attractive 
for companies to bring the production 
of goods back home. We say to firms: If 
you bring jobs home from another 
country, you don’t have to pay your 
share of payroll taxes on those U.S. 
workers for 3 years, repatriating jobs 
from overseas back into the United 
States. It is not radical, it is basic. 

There are a lot of folks who defend 
this loophole I am trying to close: the 
Chamber of Commerce, National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers. They oppose 
this. Republican leaders have spoken 
out in the past against it, but I think 
these two brilliant leaders from Ten-
nessee on the floor of the Senate are 

not going to join that group. They are 
going to stand by their workers and 
companies from Tennessee. I am sure 
of that when I make this unanimous 
consent request. 

So I hope they will join me in this ef-
fort. With this measure we can lit-
erally bring to the floor of the Senate 
a measure which will help save Amer-
ican jobs and create American jobs. We 
can debate it and get it over for a final 
vote in a matter of hours, and we can 
still have negotiations going on about 
taxes. We can walk and chew gum in 
the Senate. We can do more than one 
thing at a time. We should not be vic-
tims of an ultimatum that says: You 
will either do the tax cuts and funding 
the government or else. 

So I am going to make this unani-
mous consent request that the Finance 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Calendar No. 578, S. 
3816, the bill be read three times and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table with no intervening 
action or debate, and that any state-
ments be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Senator from Ten-
nessee. 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I re-
serve the right to object and say, as is 
the Senator from New York, the Sen-
ator from Illinois is most eloquent, and 
I always enjoy listening to his com-
ments. I agree with him that many at-
tributes regarding the senior Senator 
from Tennessee are all true—and many 
more, I might add. He is a multital-
ented person. 

But I say the President’s commission 
on deficit reduction actually is ad-
dressing this issue. 

And they have actually made many 
bold steps in trying to address the 
many deficit issues, the tax expendi-
ture issues which cause our country, in 
many cases, not to be as competitive as 
we could be around the world. So 
knowing that it is imminent, that this 
group is meeting on Friday, I object. 

I would like to say for the C–SPAN 
watchers that there is not really much 
happening on the floor right now that 
matters. I would agree with the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, the senior Sen-
ator, that there is a great negotiation 
that is taking place, and I applaud the 
President for bringing members of both 
parties together. I think there is a lot 
of activity. 

I just came in from the hallway. I 
know one of our negotiators was rush-
ing to a meeting. I know that in a 
meeting about an hour ago, he had to 
step out because the President had 
called regarding this very issue we are 
talking about regarding taxes, regard-
ing keeping the government operating. 
So I think there is work taking place 
in the Senate. I know there is work 
looking at nuclear modernization, and 
there is all kinds of activity through-
out the course of this building and 
other buildings adjacent. It is just that 
here on the floor, we have somewhat of 
a charade taking place while that is oc-
curring. 

So I look forward to fruitful activity. 
I think most Americans realize that on 
Friday, our government is going to 
shut down, and I think what Repub-
lican Senators have said is that we 
think it is important that we deal with 
actually funding our government so it 
continues to operate past Friday. We 
think it is important to deal with the 
tax issues since forms are going out 
across our country—some have already 
gone out, as a matter of fact—and 
Americans want to know what they are 
going to be paying as it relates to tax 
rates. 

And actually, what the letter said is 
any legislative item. I think the Sen-
ator from Illinois, whom I greatly re-
spect, knows full well that things such 
as the START treaty are not legisla-
tive items, they are executive items. 

That was excluded in our letter on 
purpose so that in the event the 
START treaty wanted to be brought to 
the floor by the leader, it could be 
brought to the floor. I know the Presi-
dent has said this is something of great 
national interest. 

So all we are trying to do is 
prioritize. We know any debate that is 
taking place on the floor right now 
over taxes has no real meaning. The 
real debate will take place after these 
negotiators finish their discussions. I 
think, again, they are being done in a 
very fruitful and earnest manner, and 
after that the debate that takes place 
will be real. We will be talking about 
something we have given leaders of 
each party the ability to negotiate. So 
that is when the real debate will take 
place. I hope the C–SPAN watchers who 
were alluded to will actually tune in at 
that time. All of this discussion now is 
really not nearly as relevant as what is 
happening in other places. I think 
there is a lot of work taking place. 

I would just add that I think all of us 
on our side have been watching as the 
majority party has met for hours and 
hours and hours each day trying to fig-
ure out what they feel should come to 
the floor. And we understand that. But 
I think what we have said is that in-
stead of debating things that could be 
well debated next year, that do not 
have the urgency of causing govern-
ment to continue to function, when 
you have two wars underway and you 
have all kinds of issues that need to be 
dealt with, we have said: Please, we 
ask you to prioritize. Let’s deal with 
those most important issues first. If 
you want to bring up the START trea-
ty, that is not a legislative item, that 
is an executive item, bring it up. But 
let’s deal with those issues that are 
most important to the American peo-
ple first. If there is time to deal with 
all of these other issues, certainly after 
that is done, we would be more than 
glad to stay as long as the other side 
would like to debate all of those issues. 

I thank you for the time to speak. I 
thank the Senator from Illinois for all 
of the kind comments he has made 
about the senior Senator and me. I 
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thank him. I thank him for the leader-
ship he shows on the other side of the 
aisle. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wanted 
to give my friend from Tennessee time 
to make his objection in its entirety. I 
thank him for that. I am glad he clari-
fied the fact that we could bring the 
START treaty to the floor. I sincerely 
hope we do. I think it would be a seri-
ous mistake for us to leave Washington 
for the holiday season without voting 
on that treaty on the floor. 

This is a treaty which the President 
has worked on and which is supported 
by previous administrations, Demo-
cratic and Republican. It is an effort to 
reach an agreement with the Russians. 
It should be based on a premise that 
most Republicans applaud because it 
goes back to an earlier statement by 
President Reagan that we should 
‘‘trust but verify.’’ The fact is, for over 
1 calendar year, we have not had any 
inspectors on the ground in Russia to 
verify the safety and treaty compliance 
of their nuclear weaponry. 

Senator LUGAR, on that side of the 
aisle, a man whom I greatly respect, 
supports this treaty, and if there is one 
person in the Senate who is probably 
more expert than any other when it 
comes to this issue of nuclear weapons, 
nuclear weapon control and moderniza-
tion, it is Senator LUGAR of Indiana. 
He supports this treaty and wants it to 
come forward. I hope Senators feel he 
is right. I think he is. 

I hope we can do this. The notion 
that we do not have time—I said at an 
appearance a few days ago that we had 
time to create the Department of 
Homeland Security in a lameduck ses-
sion because two extraordinary Sen-
ators—SUSAN COLLINS of Maine, a Re-
publican, and JOSEPH LIEBERMAN, then 
a Democrat of Connecticut—worked 
overtime to put together a bipartisan 
bill which we considered in a lameduck 
session and literally reorganized the 
intelligence structure of America. It 
was an amazing undertaking and one I 
believe has served us well. We did it in 
a lameduck session, and no one stood 
up and said: I object; do not go forward. 
I object; I need 2 weeks. People really 
worked together to get it done. 

We can do it in that same spirit when 
it comes to the START treaty. Let’s 
get that done. Let’s get the tax provi-
sion done. Let’s get funding the gov-
ernment done. And let’s get the 
START treaty done before we go home. 
We can do this. We are capable of doing 
this. But an empty Chamber and empty 
desks and no Senators on the floor will 
not achieve that. 

I am glad the Senator clarified that 
he is not stepping in the way of consid-
ering the START treaty with this ulti-
matum that was sent out from 42 Re-
publican Senators. I wish we could do a 
few other things, too, such as extend 
unemployment benefits, but apparently 
there is an objection to that. 

So I hope we can work forward from 
this point in a more positive way. I 

truly value my friendship and the fact 
that I can serve with these two fine 
Senators from Tennessee. Although I 
spent a lot of time extolling the virtue 
of the senior Senator from Tennessee, I 
guarantee you, next time, I will extoll 
the virtues of the junior Senator so 
that he has a positive feeling about our 
relationship. 

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

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, if I can 

just briefly indulge, I wish to thank 
the Senator, and actually, based on his 
closing comments, I think he may have 
actually signed the letter himself had 
it been presented, because I agree that 
we should fund the government, we 
should deal with the tax issue, and that 
if we did that, there would be ample 
time to deal with the START treaty. It 
is not to say we do not want to deal 
with all of those other issues; it is to 
say: Let’s prioritize based on those 
things that are of most national sig-
nificance. 

The issue he recalled regarding 
homeland security was of national sig-
nificance at the time. I think most 
Americans would agree that making 
sure the government functions beyond 
this Friday is of national significance. 

So I thank him for his comments. I 
thank him for his good humor and 
tone. 

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

ator from Oregon. 
Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I also 

rise to talk about the importance of 
creating jobs and how the Republican 
plan is the exact opposite. We have on 
our desks this letter that was put for-
ward that says there should be tax cuts 
for all Americans. Well, you know 
what, that is the Democratic plan. 
That is the plan we have been putting 
forward that would create tax cuts on 
the first $250,000 that every single 
American makes. But if you scanned 
the letter the Republicans signed, you 
find in the fine print, down there in the 
third paragraph that, no, it is not tax 
cuts for all Americans that they want; 
they want a version that creates bo-
nuses, paid by the taxpayer, for billion-
aires. Bonuses for billionaires. That is 
the only version they want to see de-
bated, the only version they say they 
will vote for, and it is the sole goal 
they put as an obstacle to every other 
important piece of legislation to get 
America back to work. 

We have been trying so hard this 
year to get job-creation bills on the 
floor of the Senate, and we have en-
dured a recordbreaking number of fili-
busters. 

When I came here as an intern back 
in 1976, bills were passed by majority 
vote. Upon rare occasion, someone 
would say an issue is so important as 
to obstruct the Senate. But not our Re-
publican majority. Not this year in 
2010. Not last year in 2009. No. My col-
leagues have said: It is our goal to 
paralyze the Senate. It is our goal not 

only to prevent legislation from occur-
ring but to damage the executive 
branch by obstructing nominations in 
unprecedented numbers and to damage 
the judicial branch by obstructing 
nominations. 

This attack on the American system 
of government has gone way too far, 
and now my friends across the aisle 
say: Unless we get bonuses for billion-
aires, paid for by the taxpayers of the 
United States of America, we will 
block every effort to create jobs in this 
country. At some point, it needs to be 
said on the floor of the Senate—and so 
I am saying it now—that is simply 
wrong. It is misguided to put the top 
priorities to be billionaire bonuses. I 
think the American public weighed in 
on this in the discussion over Wall 
Street. It is wrong to fund those bo-
nuses out of the pockets of working 
Americans who are paying their taxes, 
and it is certainly wrong to bring this 
body to a standstill once again in order 
to get those bonuses for billionaires. 

I would like to ask my friends across 
the aisle to reconsider the substance of 
their vision for America, a vision in 
which ordinary workers fund extrava-
gant bonuses for the richet Ameri-
cans—how big a bonus? An average of 
$100,000. Now, I can tell you, in my 
working-class neighborhood, there are 
very few people who earn $100,000 a 
year. There are folks who might not 
earn $100,000 in the course of multiple 
years because they are working for 
minimum wage. They may be earning, 
if they can get a full-time minimum 
wage job, $16,000. If they are working 
two jobs and their spouse is working, 
maybe they can bring home $30,000 or 
$40,000. 

So I would suggest that stopping the 
business of the Senate to create a 
$100,000-per-taxpayer bonus—and I say 
‘‘bonus’’ because it is on top of the tax 
cut they would get under the Demo-
cratic plan—is simply completely out 
of touch with the challenges faced by 
ordinary working Americans who are 
trying to make ends meet, who would 
like to see us spend the funds in our 
Treasury to create jobs because they 
know the best program for any single 
person is the opportunity to have a liv-
ing-wage job. It not only creates the fi-
nances that shore up the foundations of 
the family, it creates a sense of pride, 
it creates a sense of work ethic, it pro-
vides a strong example to our children, 
it builds a family. But a $100,000 bonus 
for the richest Americans does not 
build those financial foundations for 
working Americans, and funding it out 
of the pockets of the working Ameri-
cans is absolutely one of the most dia-
bolical plots I could have ever imag-
ined—in fact, I couldn’t probably have 
imagined. If it would have been in a 
novel that my colleagues are bringing 
the work of the Senate to a stop in 
order to do $100,000 bonuses for the 
richest Americans, funded by the rest 
of the taxpayers, I would have said: No 
way. That plot is beyond anything that 
could possibly happen on the Senate 
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floor. But today we have it right here 
in writing that it has to be the billion-
aire bonus plan or none at all. 

But at any point, the Senate can, by 
unanimous consent, come back to its 
senses and pursue that which builds 
our economy, builds opportunity for 
working Americans. There have been a 
host of bipartisan bills that have said: 
There is a strategy that is estimated to 
create more jobs than any other per 
dollar invested, and that is low-cost 
loans for energy-saving renovations. 
This core idea recognizes that very few 
of us can go out and put double-paned 
vinyl windows in our house or full insu-
lation in our house because we do not 
have the money in our bank account 
for the upfront costs. But if we can get 
a low-cost loan, then we can, in fact, 
pay for those vinyl windows out of the 
savings on our electric bill. 

This basic concept is a concept now 
embodied in the HOME Star bill, a bi-
partisan bill. It is the basic concept 
embodied in the Building Star bill, 
which aims more at commercial build-
ings. It is the same basic concept em-
bodied in the Rural Energy Savings 
Program, which is not only a bipar-
tisan bill but is fiercely advocated for 
by our rural electrical co-ops that un-
derstand this would be a tremendous 
value to Americans in rural America. 
Knowing we can bring the Senate back 
to do good work through unanimous 
consent, I am going to ask for such 
unanimous consent. 

I will start with a bill, which is the 
rural energy savings plan bill, sup-
ported by rural co-ops across America 
so rural Americans such as those in 
rural Oregon, such as those in rural Il-
linois, such as those in rural Ten-
nessee, such as those throughout rural 
America everywhere can pursue these 
low-cost, easy-to-arrange loans 
through their local electric co-op. One 
of the reasons people get excited about 
this concept is, it is not just about the 
fact that your house now functions a 
lot better with these energy-saving 
renovations. It is not just about the 
fact that now the monthly cost of your 
electric bill or your gas bill goes down, 
often more than your loan payments 
would be, but it is the fact that 
through this kind of conservation, we 
actually create jobs—installation jobs 
and jobs producing the products for 
those energy-saving installations. Be-
cause virtually every aspect, from 
caulk to pink fiberglass to double- 
paned windows, is made here in Amer-
ica, manufactured in America. So peo-
ple know they are not only creating 
jobs locally, but they are creating jobs 
in manufacturing America. If we don’t 
build things in America, we will not 
have a middle class in America. People 
understand this at their core. 

There is something else they like 
about this. Every time we address our 
energy needs domestically, we are de-
creasing our demand for foreign oil. 
Why does that make Americans smile? 
Because we would rather have red, 
white, and blue American energy and 

American energy savings than import 
oil from overseas. When we buy that oil 
from overseas, the money goes out of 
the economy. It doesn’t go into the 
local grocery store. It doesn’t go into 
the local retailer on Main Street. It 
doesn’t build the financial foundations 
of American families. It goes to places 
such as Iraq and Saudi Arabia and Ni-
geria and Venezuela. What is hap-
pening with the money that goes over-
seas to places such as that? Some of it 
ends up in the hands of terrorists who 
oppose our policies around the world. 

It has been said by national security 
experts that our current wars in Iraq 
and Afghanistan are the first American 
wars where we are funding both sides. 
What they are referring to is our pur-
chase of foreign oil. So when we engage 
in energy savings here, we are doing 
what is right for our economy and for 
our families and for our national secu-
rity. 

By the way, these types of jobs can-
not be shipped overseas, installation 
cannot be shipped overseas. Not only 
are the materials made in America, the 
installation can’t be shipped overseas. 
It is the perfect strategy to help ad-
dress the challenges in our current 
economy. That is why I have some 
hope my colleagues across the aisle 
will join in this unanimous consent to 
get this bill done so we can help folks 
in rural America get back to work, im-
prove their homes, shore up their fi-
nancial foundations and, in the proc-
ess, improve our national security. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Agriculture Committee be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 3102; 
that the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration, the bill be read 
three times and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
that any statements relating to the 
measure be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Is there objection? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, there must 
be something about the interval be-
tween the Thanksgiving holiday and 
Christmas and the effect it has on our 
Democratic friends. Again, this year, 
as they did last year, they begin to dis-
appear for hours at a time into a room 
together, without any Republicans or 
any other kind of person there to talk 
and they get excited about issues and 
they come together. They persuade 
each other that they are right, and 
then they rush to the Senate floor 
after several hours and offer a bill of 
the most urgent kind. In this case, it is 
about double-paned vinyl windows. 
Here we are. The Senator from Oregon, 
a good colleague, a distinguished 
friend—this may be a good bill, but he 
is asking by his request that we not de-
bate, that we not amend, and that we 
just pass it. 

He is saying, at the same time, that 
this must be the most urgent thing be-
fore us. When he is finished with his 
other matters, I wish to say a little bit 

more. But let me reiterate what I have 
said over and over again. We have sug-
gested to the majority leader that we 
focus on dealing with funding the gov-
ernment first, since we run out of 
money Friday, and deal with the tax 
issue next since taxes automatically go 
up the first of the year. After we have 
done those two things, we move to 
whatever the majority leader brings 
up. He may wish to bring up the new 
START treaty. He could bring up the 
new START treaty today. We said 
nothing about that in our letter. So all 
this talk I just heard has nothing to do 
with our letter, with what has been 
said on the floor. 

I will have more to say about that in 
a moment. But we should fund the gov-
ernment, keep tax rates where they 
are. Then I think what the American 
people said to us was: Go home, bring 
this new Congress back, and let’s begin 
to deal with the debt. We have a report 
of the debt commission coming out. We 
should be making it easier and cheaper 
to create private sector jobs. The best 
way to do that is not to raise taxes on 
anybody in the middle of an economic 
downturn. That makes it harder to cre-
ate jobs and makes no sense. We want 
to do that first. Therefore, I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate that my good friend from Ten-
nessee rose to defend his caucus’s let-
ter. I certainly enjoy working with 
him. Here I am talking about energy 
efficiency. We have had the pleasure of 
working together on a bill that is 
about deployment of electric cars that 
can save enormous amounts of fuel and 
have many beneficial effects that I 
have been speaking to in regard to the 
importation of foreign oil, cutting off 
that flow of oil from abroad, and the 
American money that goes out to buy 
it. I certainly treasure that relation-
ship, that working relationship. But we 
couldn’t have a more different perspec-
tive. We couldn’t have a broader dis-
agreement on this issue. I have noted 
that the Democrats have laid out a 
plan that provides tax cuts for all 
Americans. But my good friend from 
Tennessee just noted he wants the 
version that has no increase on anyone. 

What he didn’t explain—but I will—is 
that the difference between the two is 
additional bonus tax cuts for the rich-
est Americans. Those are the tax cuts 
that are $100,000 per person. Those are 
the tax cuts that will create a $700 bil-
lion addition to the national debt over 
the next 10 years. When I have families 
who are struggling to get by on the 
best jobs they can find—and those jobs 
are paying near minimum wage, and 
they are lucky to make $16,000 to 
$20,000 a year, if they can find a min-
imum wage job—is it justifiable to give 
bonuses paid by other taxpayers or by 
additional debt on our children to the 
richest Americans to the tune of 
$100,000 each? I would say, no, that is a 
bad decision. In that regard, we are 
coming from different places. 
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I can tell my colleagues, if there is 

something in the air in this period be-
tween Thanksgiving and Christmas, it 
is that it further increases or should 
increase our connection to the fact 
that American families are suffering. 
They need jobs, and it is our duty to 
create them, not our role to charge 
working Americans so $100,000 bonuses 
can be handed out to the richest Amer-
icans. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, if I 

could reflect for a few minutes on what 
we have heard. There is a lot of passion 
in the Senate. This is actually a place 
where there is supposed to be. We come 
here to debate the most important 
issues that are before us. Let me talk 
first about what Republicans have sug-
gested. I have said this a few times dur-
ing the debate, but I wish to say it 
again. We have suggested setting prior-
ities in the Senate. We have a right to 
be heard. There are 42 of us now. There 
will be 47 after January. It is not our 
voices. It is the voices of the American 
people. They expect to be heard. Just a 
few weeks ago they said to us and to 
the entire country: 

We have had a government of too 
much taxes, too much debt, too much 
spending, and too many Washington 
takeovers. We would like Members of 
Congress to focus on making it easier 
and cheaper to create private sector 
jobs, No. 1; bring spending under con-
trol so we don’t have such a debt, No. 
2; and be smart about terror, No. 3. 
That is what we would like to do. 

This lameduck session is a period 
after an election where people usually 
listen to the voters. So our rec-
ommended view is we should keep the 
tax rates where they are, fund the gov-
ernment, consider the debt commis-
sion’s report, which we hope to receive 
this week, and go home and bring the 
new Congress back, which was just 
elected, to begin to deal with jobs, 
debt, and terror. 

If the President feels it is sufficiently 
important for the new START treaty 
to be dealt with before Christmas, his 
majority leader can bring it up any day 
he wants to. He has a right to do that 
tonight, this afternoon. He can put it 
on the floor, and we can have several 
days of debate. But remember, the gov-
ernment runs out of money Friday. 
Tax forms are being filled out because 
taxes automatically go up in January 
for almost everybody, and we are say-
ing: Why have we waited so late to deal 
with this? Let’s do it. 

There is nothing wrong with priority 
in government. In fact, I respectfully 
suggest that for the last couple years 
the lack of priorities has been a big 
part of the problem. We have had a lot 
of very smart people in the govern-
ment, but managers, leaders usually 
say: Here is the most important thing. 
Let’s work on it until we fix it. 

We do not have to go far back in his-
tory to have General Eisenhower, run-

ning for President in 1952, saying: I 
shall go to Korea. He did not announce 
23 different things he needed to do. He 
said: I shall go to Korea. In October he 
said that, and in November he was 
elected. By the beginning of December 
he was in Korea, and he said: I shall 
spend my time on this until I get it 
done, and the people of the world and 
of the United States believed in him 
because they knew that a President of 
the United States who throws himself 
into almost any subject, with as much 
as he has for as long as it takes, can 
get a pretty good result. 

We should be doing that with jobs. 
There is no magic formula on that. But 
virtually every economist who has tes-
tified—either those called by the 
Democrats or the Republicans—have 
said to us this simple fact that I bet 
most Americans would agree with: 
Raising taxes on anybody in the middle 
of an economic downturn makes it 
harder to create jobs. If our No. 1 pri-
ority is to make it easier and cheaper 
to create private sector jobs, raising 
taxes makes no sense as a policy. That 
is our position. 

We would like for those tax rates to 
be permanent. The President’s former 
Budget Director, Mr. Orszag, after he 
left the President’s employ just a few 
months ago, said: Well, perhaps a 2- 
year extension of the current tax rates 
would be a good idea because it does 
make it harder to create jobs. He is 
aware, as all of us are aware, that for 
16 out of the last 17 months unemploy-
ment has been at more than 9.5 per-
cent. 

So it is all right to consider a bill to 
deal with double-paned windows, but 
when tax rates are going up on every-
body in America, including the job cre-
ators, if we want to take a step toward 
making it easier and cheaper to create 
private sector jobs, not more govern-
ment jobs, we need to keep the tax 
rates right where they are right now 
and send that signal to the American 
people. All we are saying to the Demo-
cratic majority is, let’s do that first, 
let’s fund the government, and then 
let’s go to the other issues. 

The President, to his great credit, 
had a meeting yesterday which had a 
decidedly different tone to it. I had 
been mystified by the relationship of 
the President and the Republican lead-
er over the last 2 years. I came up here 
40 years ago in the Senate as a young 
aide. I remember Senator Howard 
Baker’s story of when he first came 
here. I was his legislative assistant. He 
said he was sitting in there in the Re-
publican leader’s office, the phone 
rang, and it was President Johnson 
calling Senator Dirksen. He heard Sen-
ator Dirksen say: No, Mr. President, I 
can’t come down and have a drink with 
you tonight. I did that last night and 
Louella is very mad at me. 

Then, about 30 minutes later, there 
was a big rustle outside and the noise 
came up and two beagles came through 
the door with the President behind 
them and the President said to the Re-

publican leader: Everett, if you won’t 
come have a drink with me, I will have 
one with you. 

David Gergen told me that President 
Johnson called the Republican leader 
at 5 o’clock almost every afternoon. 
That was the kind of relationship they 
had. 

Yet for the first 2 years, the current 
President and the Republican leader 
had only one one-on-one meeting be-
cause the whole attitude around here 
was: We won the election. We will write 
the bill. 

So you jammed the health care law 
through last Christmas, which nobody 
had a chance to read, feeling pretty 
good about it. So there have been im-
mediate, multiple efforts to repeal it 
from the day it passed. 

Compare that with the relationship 
40 years ago when the civil rights bill 
passed. It was written in the Repub-
lican leader’s office, even though the 
Democratic majority was large and the 
President was a Democrat, because 
they not only wanted to pass it, they 
wanted it to be supported by the coun-
try. When it was passed, even though 
Senator Russell, for whom one of the 
buildings here is named, had opposed it 
for years—the Civil Rights Act of 
1968—he went back to Georgia and said: 
It is the law of the land. We should en-
force it, because he respected the proc-
ess by which it had been done. 

So this attitude that we won the 
election, we will write the bill, we will 
jam it down your throat whether you 
like it or not—that was the last 2 
years, but that is over. When 47 Repub-
licans come in, it is going to be a bal-
anced Senate. There is going to be a 
change toward more balance, and that 
is an important part of what the Amer-
ican people voted for just a few weeks 
ago. 

The President, to his credit, recog-
nizes that. He had a meeting yesterday 
at the White House which had a decid-
edly different tone it to. Everybody 
who was a part of it says that, both 
Democrats and Republicans. One thing 
they talked about was taxes. We have 
to deal with it. So they formed a little 
group, and they are busy trying to 
work that out. The other thing is fund 
the government. We run out of money 
Friday. We are busy trying to work 
that out. 

On the New START treaty, senators 
have very strong opinions: Senator 
KYL, Senator CORKER, Senator LUGAR. 
We respect the President on matters of 
national security, and if he says some-
thing is important, it is important to 
us, even if he is a Democratic President 
and we are Republicans. So the major-
ity leader may want to bring that up. 
But he is the majority leader. It is up 
to him to bring it up. We cannot do 
that until we have the majority, which 
we hope we do someday. So he can 
bring it up. 

So we have said: Let’s set a couple of 
priorities around here: deal with taxes, 
fund the government, and then if there 
is time left, Mr. Majority Leader, bring 
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up what you want. If you want to bring 
up a bill about double-paned windows, 
that is fine. If you want to bring up 
don’t ask, don’t tell, that will take a 
week of debate. If you want to bring up 
a bill about this, that or the other, 
that is fine. You set the priorities. 

There is one other thing I heard dur-
ing this discussion: Why aren’t we 
working? 

I will tell you why we are not work-
ing. It is because of the schedule of the 
Democratic leader. Forty times he has 
brought up legislation, and then he 
said there will be no amendment and 
no debate. That is like having the 
Grand Ole Opry open and saying: There 
will be no singing. That is what we do. 
We offer amendments. We debate on be-
half of the American people. This is the 
only body in the world where you have 
unlimited debate and unlimited amend-
ment. 

When you bring up any bill, whether 
it is the double-paned windows bill that 
was so urgently presented a moment 
ago, whether it is the New START 
treaty, which has to do with our nu-
clear modernization and our national 
security, we bring it up, hopefully, 
after it has had careful consideration 
by the committees, where the military 
experts and the foreign policy experts 
have weighed in, and then we have a 
debate and everyone gets to offer their 
amendments and everyone gets to say 
what they think about those amend-
ments. If we have to stay Monday 
night, we should stay Monday night— 
and Tuesday night and Wednesday 
night and we can even stay Friday. We 
have not voted on one Friday this year. 
That is not because of the Republican 
schedule. We are not in charge of the 
schedule. So, why is there nobody here 
to debate? Because there is nothing to 
debate. The Democratic leader brings 
up a bill and then he says there will be 
no amendment and no debate. 

My hope is that as a result of this 
more evenly balanced Senate and the 
good will of the Democratic leader, 
whom I greatly respect, and the Repub-
lican leader—he and Senator REID are 
very much veterans of the Senate. 
They respect this institution greatly. I 
would like to see us get back to the 
point at which we were not very long 
ago. 

I can remember the Senate in the 
days of the late Senator Byrd and Sen-
ator Baker, with whom I first came to 
the Senate as a staff member. They ba-
sically had an agreement that worked 
like this: Senator Baker was majority 
leader for 4 years, Senator Byrd major-
ity leader for 4 years, but they led 
their parties for 8 years. When they 
did, Senator Baker would say to the 
committees: Don’t bring a bill to the 
floor unless it has the chairman and 
the ranking minority committee mem-
ber both agreeing to it. Then, when it 
came to the floor, they would say: All 
right, let everybody offer their amend-
ments. There might be 300 amend-
ments. Then, after a while, they would 
offer a motion to agree to have no 

more amendments, and usually they 
would get that. Then they would, by 
discussion, narrow that down to a num-
ber and then people would get their 
amendments. You might have to be 
here late one night. You might have to 
be here Friday. You might have to be 
here Saturday. Senators would say: 
Well, I wonder how important this 
amendment is. But the American peo-
ple were heard on the floor of the Sen-
ate. 

So it is my great hope that in the 
new Congress, where there will be a rel-
atively even number of Senators— 
Democrats will still be setting the 
agenda, they can bring up whatever 
they wish—I would hope what we agree 
to do is to go back to this body being 
what it was and can be and should be. 

We have 16 new Senators, 3 of them 
Democratic, 13 Republican. They ran 
for this office in very difficult races. It 
is not easy to do these days. They are 
here not just for their voices to be 
heard but for the voices of the people of 
their States to be heard—for the people 
of Kentucky, for the people of Wyo-
ming, for the people of Pennsylvania, 
for the people of Delaware. They want 
to be heard here. 

If we bring up the New START treaty 
or the double-paned window bill or the 
tax bill or whatever it is, the Senator 
from Delaware, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, the Senator from Tennessee 
ought to have a chance to amend it, 
ought to have a chance to be heard. 
Then, after we do that, we can decide: 
OK. That is enough of that. Let’s have 
a vote. 

That is the way we do things. I think 
we can do that. I have seen it happen 
time and time again. We did it on the 
energy bill. We tried it on the immi-
gration bill. Sometimes it works; 
sometimes it does not. It is a great way 
to legislate. So it would again be a joy 
to be a Member of the Senate. 

This period between Thanksgiving 
and Christmas is not a great time to do 
very much. We have been here for 2 
years. We just had an election. We are 
waiting for the new Members to come. 
They have their marching orders. I said 
to some of my friends the other day: 
My friends on the Democratic side keep 
insisting on an encore for a concert 
that drew a lot of boos. 

I think what most Americans would 
like for us to do is keep the tax rates 
right where they are, fund the govern-
ment before it runs out of money, con-
sider the proposals for reducing the 
debt, and go home. If the President 
thinks it is important for us to deal 
with the New START treaty before 
Christmas, then he might say a word to 
the Democratic leader that after we 
deal with taxes and fund the govern-
ment, that maybe that ought to be the 
next order of business instead of the 
double-paned window bill or any other 
variety of bills, all of which may be 
fine legislation. But you just do not 
walk in here 3 weeks before Christmas 
with some bill with nobody here and 
ask it be passed by unanimous consent. 

That is not the way the American peo-
ple want us to do business, and that 
does not give this body the respect it 
deserves. 

So I greatly appreciate my friends on 
the other side and their passion for 
their point of view. I respect that pas-
sion. I think one of the cardinal rules 
of this body is never to question the 
motive of another Senator and always 
to respect the passion and point of view 
of another Senator. But I would like 
for us to get back to the point where 
you bring up something and we debate 
it—not you bring up something and 
you cut off amendments, you cut off 
debate, and then you do not do any-
thing for a week. That is why nobody is 
here. 

I will conclude with these remarks, 
by just restating our position. We sent 
this letter at the beginning of the week 
saying that the 42 Republican Senators 
want to use our voices to say that first 
we should fund the government, since 
we run out of money by the end of the 
week, and, second, we should deal with 
taxes so we can prevent a tax increase 
on anybody in the middle of an eco-
nomic downturn. Then we should go to 
any other legislative item the majority 
leader wishes. Of course, he is free to 
bring up something like the New 
START treaty any time he wants to. 

That seems, to me, to be a very rea-
sonable approach, presented at the 
right time, in the right way, during a 
time when the President and the Re-
publican and Democratic leaders are 
meeting together, when negotiations 
are going on about what the tax bill 
might be, when discussions are going 
on about how to fund the government, 
and when we are all in meetings right 
through this stretch about whether we 
are modernizing our nuclear weapons 
sufficiently so we can, in good con-
science, vote to ratify the New START 
treaty. 

Those are the most important issues, 
and that is what we should be talking 
about this month. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and 
yield the floor. 

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

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

f 

JOB CREATION AND SPENDING 
Mr. LEMIEUX. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about the issues and the 
topics this body badly needs to get to. 
Just a month ago there was an election 
in this country, and the people of this 
country spoke loudly and clearly. What 
they said is they wanted this Congress 
to focus on two things: No. 1, they 
wanted us to focus on creating jobs. 
This is the most difficult economy any-
one who is working now has ever had to 
experience. 
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