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with food, clothing, and other neces-
sities; and together it means the
youngsters—primarily young women—
who are going to be in these shelters
will know from the time they get to
the shelter that caring individuals
want them to have a different life.

That is what drew me to this legisla-
tion. When you are talking about prey-
ing on young people, every Member of
the Senate is concerned. What I think
galvanized my attention was that a lot
of these young women don’t think any-
body cares about them except their
pimp. They have gotten to the point in
life where they believe there isn’t any-
body in their corner.

Their pimp says: You know, sweet-
heart, I care about you. You are what’s
really important to me. Let’s just
make some money, and eventually you
will be out on your own.

What you have with these shelters,
and also the law enforcement people I
saw in Portland, is young women say-
ing for the first time that there is an
adult, a role model, who wants them to
have a different life, who wants them
to have the prospect of a different fu-
ture, where they are not degrading
themselves, where they are not victim-
ized, where they have a different set of
possibilities for their lives.

The human services aspects of this
legislation are extremely important,
and they complement the help that law
enforcement would get as well. I was
particularly struck, as we got into the
law enforcement aspect of this fight
against sex trafficking, that there,
again, had been some model ap-
proaches. The law enforcement official
I was particularly impressed with was
the Dallas, TX, police sergeant Byron
Fassett. He explained to me that with-
out the right training, law enforcement
officers would not know how to spot
the signs of sex trafficking and would
not know how to handle the victims.

So Senator CORNYN and I thought,
with the counsel of our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, it would be im-
portant to provide specialized training
for police officers and prosecutors to
help them understand how to handle
sex trafficking cases. The fact is, Ser-
geant Fassett of Dallas, TX, can only
be at one place at a time.

What this legislation is going to do is
make it possible for other leaders in
the law enforcement field to get the
training out across the country, the
state-of-the-art approaches about how
to best fight the violent criminals who
engaged in this activity, and I am very
pleased that we were able to make pos-
sible part of the grant in this legisla-
tion assistance for the law enforcement
community.

Finally, the bill would address an-
other issue that is a major component
of sex trafficking, and that is runaway
children. Omne-third of runaway chil-
dren are lured into prostitution within
48 hours of leaving their home. The evi-
dence also shows that the children who
have run away multiple times are at
the greatest risk of being drawn into
sex trafficking.
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So what we are doing in this legisla-
tion is making it possible for law en-
forcement officials to, in effect, make
priority the children at greatest risk;
that is, these runaways. I am very
pleased we were able to work out a bi-
partisan agreement for our approach in
this area.

It would be hard to give appropriate
thanks to all who participated in this
effort—certainly, to do it without
keeping you here until breakfast time.
Let me name just a small number of
the many groups and individuals who
provided extremely valuable insight:
the Polaris Project, Shared Hope Inter-
national, National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children, the FBI’s Inno-
cence Lost Project, and ECPAT-USA. I
could go on with the list of many
groups.

Mr. President, I will tell you I am es-
pecially grateful to the faith commu-
nity for all of their efforts. Throughout
this debate, Senator CORNYN and I have
been contacted by religious leaders
from all over the country, from all par-
ticular denominations, talking about
how important this legislation is to
them; and what they conveyed to us is
that this is what they see in their con-
gregations. This is what parents go to
bed at night worrying about—the pros-
pect of seeing one of their youngsters
caught up in this vicious cycle of deg-
radation, crime, and lost hope for the
future.

We could not be here tonight if it
wasn’t for the faith community that,
all across the country, contacted their
Senators, contacted various civic
groups, and made common cause with
rallies and marches and petitions. This
is what has made this night possible.

So I have tried to make sure the Sen-
ate knows that a whole host of col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle have
worked on this. I will say my older
daughter said the other night: Dad, I
have figured it out. You are in the only
profession on Earth where somebody
your age is considered one of the young
guys. I thought about that, because I
have had the honor of serving in the
Senate for some time—recently was re-
elected—and I can’t recall a time when
I felt prouder of the Senate coming to-
gether to deal with something that
would make a real difference.

This one piece of legislation is not
going to wipe out this reprehensible,
heinous crime, where youngsters who
are 12 and 13 and 14 are trafficked for
sex. But with this legislation, from
Portland, OR, to Portland, ME—and,
frankly, this will have benefits inter-
nationally because a 1lot of these
youngsters are also trafficked for sex
far from the shores of the United
States—tonight the Senate is making a
difference. Tonight, the Senate is giv-
ing hope to parents who are concerned
about their kids’ future. For young
women who are literally going to be
hiding tonight near some of these
interstates—Interstate 5, which goes
all through the West—with the passage
of this legislation and, hopefully, quick
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action by the House, this is a chance to
make a difference for these young peo-
ple.

This is what public service is sup-
posed to be all about—making a dif-
ference for young people and families
and doing it not on the basis of Demo-
crats and Republicans but on the basis
of what is right, what is moral, what is
just. There are a lot of people who de-
serve credit here tonight, especially
my friend and colleague, Senator
CORNYN, but I am very hopeful the
House will act on this legislation. I am
going to put additional remarks into
the RECORD, but Joel Shapiro, of my of-
fice, did yeoman’s work on this legisla-
tion and deserves considerable credit
tonight. I will leave my additional re-
marks for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
but tonight, through the good-faith ef-
forts of lots of community and faith
leaders, there is an opportunity to help
reduce one of the fastest growing
criminal enterprises in our country—
certainly one of the most immoral—the
trafficking of young people for sex.

With that, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

AIRPORT AND AIRWAY EXTENSION
ACT OF 2010—Resumed

Pending:

Reid motion to concur in the amendment
of the House to the amendment of the Senate
to the bill, with Reid amendment No. 4727 (to
the House amendment to the Senate amend-
ment), to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 4728 (to amendment
No. 4727), of a perfecting nature.

Reid motion to refer the message of the
House on the bill to the Committee on Fi-
nance, with instructions, Reid amendment
No. 4729, to provide for a study.

Reid amendment No. 4730 (the instruc-
tions) (to amendment No. 4729), of a per-
fecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 4731 (to amendment
No. 4730), of a perfecting nature.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, what is the
pending business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the motion to con-
cur

Mr. REID. The message to accom-
pany H.R. 4853.

Mr. President, I move to table my
motion and ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the
Senator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the
Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
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CoONS), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DobpD), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON), the
Senator from Florida (Mr. NELSON), the
Senator from Montana (Mr. TESTER),
the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER), and the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WEBB) are necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the
Senator from Texas (Mr. CORNYN), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. KyYL), the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK),
the Senator from  Texas  (Mrs.
HUTCHISON), the Senator from OKkla-
homa (Mr. INHOFE), the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
GREGG), the Senator from Florida (Mr.
LEMIEUX), and the Senator from Lou-
isiana (Mr. VITTER).

Further, if present and voting, the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING)
would have voted ‘‘yea,” the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. ALEXANDER) would
have voted ‘‘yea,” and the Senator
from Texas (Mr. CORNYN) would have
voted ‘“‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 65,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 271 Leg.]

YEAS—65
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Barrasso Gillibrand Murkowski
Baucus Grassley Murray
Bennet Hagan Nelson (NE)
Bennett Hatch Pryor
Bingaman Inouye Reed
gond MA) (Ijsaﬁ(son Reid
rown ohanns ;
Cantwell Kerry gls;h "
Cardin Kirk oberss
Carper Klobuchar Rockefeller
Casey Kohl Schumer
Chambliss Lautenberg Sessions
Coburn Leahy Shaheen
Cochran Levin Shelby
Collins Lieberman Snowe
Conrad Lincoln Specter
Corker Lugar Stabenow
Dorgan Manchin Thune
Durbin McCain Whitehouse
Enzi McCaskill Wicker
Feinstein McConnell Wyden
NAYS—I11
Brown (OH) Landrieu Udall (CO)
DeMint Menendez Udall (NM)
Ensign Merkley Voinovich
Harkin Sanders
NOT VOTING—24
Alexander Cornyn Johnson
Bayh Crapo Kyl
Begich Dodd LeMieux
Boxer Feingold Nelson (FL)
Brownback Graham Tester
Bunning Gregg Vitter
Burr Hutchison Warner
Coons Inhofe Webb

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to withdraw my motion
to concur in the House amendment to
the Senate amendment to H.R. 4853
with the Reid for Baucus amendment
No. 4727.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

MOTION TO CONCUR WITH AMENDMENT NO. 4753

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
concur in the House amendment to the
Senate amendment to H.R. 4853 with
the Reid-McConnell amendment No.
4753 and that the amendment be con-
sidered read.

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

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to concur in the House amendment to the
Senate amendment No. 4753 to H.R. 4853.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. REID. I ask for the yeas and nays
on that, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4754 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4753

Mr. REID. I have a second-degree
amendment at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4754 to
amendment No. 4753.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the end insert the following: ‘‘The pro-
visions of this Act shall become effective in
5 days upon enactment.”

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
cloture motion at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant
to rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to the Sen-
ate amendment to H.R. 4853, the Middle
Class Tax Relief Act, with an amendment
No. 4753.

Max Baucus, Joseph I. Lieberman, John
D. Rockefeller IV, Byron L. Dorgan,
John F. Kerry, Sheldon Whitehouse,
Mark L. Pryor, Robert P. Casey, Jr.,
Richard J. Durbin, Mark R. Warner,
Jeanne Shaheen, Ben Nelson, Evan
Bayh, Christopher J. Dodd, Xent
Conrad, Jim Webb, Bill Nelson, Amy
Klobuchar.

MOTION TO REFER WITH AMENDMENT NO. 4755

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
refer the House message to the Finance
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Committee with instructions to report
back forthwith, with the following
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] moves
to refer the House message to the Senate
Committee on Finance with instructions to
report back forthwith, with an amendment
numbered 4755.

The amendment (No. 4755) is as fol-
lows:

At the end, add the following: ‘‘The Senate
Finance Committee is requested to study the
impact of any delay in extending tax cuts to
middle income Americans with incomes up
to $250,000.”

Mr. REID. On that I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4756

Mr. REID. I have an amendment to
my instructions at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4756 to the
instructions to the motion to refer H.R. 4853.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end, insert the following: ‘“‘including
specific information on the impact of the
delay in extending the tax cuts.”

Mr. REID. On that I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 4757 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4756

Mr. REID. I have a second-degree
amendment to my instructions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 4757 to
amendment No. 4756.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end, insert the following: ‘‘and in-
clude statistics which reflect regional dif-
ferences.”

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the cloture vote
occur on Monday, December 13, at 3
p.m., with the mandatory quorum
being waived.

Before the Chair rules on this, there
are some people who need the ability—
anyway, there is no need to go into de-
tail, but for those people who can’t get
here on time, if people can’t get back
until 5:30, it would be our normal vote.
We are not going to cut anyone off at
an unreasonable time. There will be
plenty of time for people to vote, with-
in reason.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, as I
think almost everyone knows, Presi-
dent Obama and the Republican leaders
have reached an agreement on taxes. It
is, in my view, a bad deal, and I think
we can do a lot better. Tonight, I wish
to speak briefly, and I think I will have
some other Senators join me. Tomor-
row, I intend to be back to speak a lot
longer about this issue because I think
this is an issue the American people
want serious discussion about.

I can tell my colleagues that rep-
resenting the small State of Vermont,
we have received in the last 3 days
thousands—thousands—of phone calls
from my State and from other States,
and what I will tell my colleagues is
that 99 percent of those calls were
against this agreement. What I wish to
do tonight, briefly, and at greater
length tomorrow, is to tell my col-
leagues why 1 vigorously oppose the
deal that has been cut and how we have
to move in a very different way if we
are going to save the disappearing mid-
dle class of our country.

In my view, the American people are
against this agreement. They want to
hear Members of the Senate speak out
against this agreement, and that is
what I will do this evening.

Let me explain, very briefly, why I
am opposing the agreement reached by
the Republican leadership and Presi-
dent Obama. First, at a time when our
country has a recordbreaking $13.8 tril-
lion national debt and a collapsing
middle class, it is unconscionable to
me that we could support an agreement
that drives up our national debt be-
cause we have given huge tax breaks to
millionaires and billionaires who don’t
need it. Here is an interesting irony: In
many cases, they are telling us they
don’t even want it. Two of the richest
people in the world, Bill Gates and
Warren Buffett, have said: Thank you.
We don’t need this tax break.

This country has serious problems.
Use the money on those problems, not
giving billionaires a tax break.

In my own State, the founder of Ben
& Jerry’s ice cream, Ben Cohen, said:
Yes, I would like a tax break, but I
don’t need it. You know what.

There are millionaires all over this
country who are saying the same
thing.

We have been told that the extension
of the tax breaks for the rich will go on
for only 2 years. The Bush tax breaks
for the rich will go on for 2 years.
Maybe that is the case, but I person-
ally don’t believe that. I believe that
given the political reality that exists
in Washington, my guess is that 2 years
from now, when this same debate hap-
pens again, these tax breaks for the
rich will once again be extended. Our
Republican colleagues have been very
clear they wanted a 10-year extension.
It is hard for me to believe that 2 years
from now they are going to say: Oh, 2
years, that is fine. That is enough. We
give up. I don’t think so.
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The difficulty is, we have a President
who campaigned vigorously against ex-
tending these tax breaks for the rich,
but those tax breaks for the rich are in
this agreement. So my fear is that if
the President is the Democratic nomi-
nee 2 years from now and he says:
Trust me, we are going to stop these
tax breaks for the rich, I think his
credibility might not be too high.

So my fear is, in fact, if these Bush
tax cuts for the top 2 percent, many of
whom are millionaires and billionaires,
are extended over a 10-year period, we
are looking at a $700 billion increase in
the national debt.

Secondly, extending income tax
breaks for the top 2 percent is not the
only unfair tax proposal in this agree-
ment. This agreement struck by the
President and the Republican leader-
ship continues the Bush-era 15-percent
tax rate on capital gains and dividends,
meaning that those people who make
their living off their investments will
continue to pay a substantially lower
tax rate than the vast majority of the
people in the middle class—people such
as firemen, teachers, and nurses.

On top of all that, this agreement in-
cludes a horrendous proposal regarding
the estate tax, a Teddy Roosevelt ini-
tiative which was enacted in 1916. It
will be celebrating its 100th birthday in
a few years. Under the agreement we
will be debating here, the estate tax
rate, which was 55 percent under Presi-
dent Clinton, will decline to 35 percent
under this agreement, with an exemp-
tion on the first $6 million of an indi-
vidual’s estate, $10 million for couples.

I suspect there are people who are
watching this evening and they are
saying: Oh, my goodness. I don’t want
to pay a bb-percent estate tax. So let
me be very clear in saying this, in tell-
ing you something the Republicans do
not tell you: that the estate tax applies
only to the top three-tenths of 1 per-
cent, so 99.7 percent of American fami-
lies do not pay 5 cents in the estate
tax. So this is not just a tax for the
rich; this is a tax for the very rich.

I know many of my Republican col-
leagues would like to abolish, repeal
the estate tax altogether, and that
would cost us $1 trillion over 10 years
to our national debt, but they are mak-
ing significant progress by lowering
the rate to 35 percent.

Does my colleague from Ohio wish to
respond?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator for yielding. I hear
what the Senator says about the tax
burden in this country; that it falls
predominantly on the middle class.
When I hear him talk about the estate
tax, couples pay no estate tax on the
first $10 million of their assets after
they both die. Considering they shelter
a good bit beyond that, then the tax
rate only on the dollars above $10 mil-
lion were lowered significantly in this
proposal—and then what has happened
with extending the tax cuts.

I was intrigued, I guess it was yester-
day, when the Senator offered a motion
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on the floor. In light of the fact that a
relatively small group of people are
getting huge tax cuts—millionaires and
billionaires—whether it is the estate
tax upon their death that their heirs
enjoy this huge tax break or whether it
is when earning $1 million or $2 million
or $5 million a year and getting a huge
tax cut, the motion yesterday simply
said, if I recall, that every Social Secu-
rity beneficiary—and that is tens of
millions—

Mr. SANDERS. Over 50 million.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Fifty million
people would get a check for $250 from
the government, because, I believe,
about $13 billion for 1 year, it wouldn’t
have been a long-term deficit issue; it
would have been a one-time cost for
people who didn’t get a cost-of-living
adjustment this year. So we know the
average Social Security beneficiary
gets about $14,000 a year. We know an
awful lot of Social Security bene-
ficiaries live mostly on their Social Se-
curity. Most people have a little bit
more than that, but an awful lot have
only a little bit more or nothing more
so that is what they live on. They have
no cost-of-living adjustment this year
because of this sort of complicated for-
mula.

But what was pretty amazing to me
is how at the same time, every Repub-
lican signed a letter, 42 Republican
Senators signed a letter saying they
will do nothing else until they get
their tax cuts for the rich. It is almost
like a work stoppage. It is almost like
the Republican Senators are on strike,
saying: We are not going to vote or we
are not going to do anything around
here. We are not going to work or vote
yes on anything around here until you
give my people a tax cut, my wealthy
friends and contributors in my States.

So the contrast of their saying we
will not do anything for anybody else
except millionaires and billionaires, we
will not—even a $250 check, since there
was no cost-of-living adjustment to
seniors who are making about $14,000 a
year from Social Security.

What that check would mean to them
is—I think that contrast made was so
important to understand. Give us some
more about what that contrast means
with those Social Security bene-
ficiaries.

Mr. SANDERS. I thank the Senator
for his very strong ethics in trying to
get that $2560 emergency check out to
senior citizens on Social Security and
disabled vets—over 15 million people.

Mr. BROWN from Ohio. One more
point. A majority of Senators voted for
it.

Mr. SANDERS. Yes, 53.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. It was filibus-
tered again, blocked by a minority of
Senators, right?

Mr. SANDERS. Absolutely. We won
53 to 45, but around here the majority
does not rule. The Republicans filibus-
tered, as they almost always do on
anything of substance, and we could
not get the 60 votes because we did not
get one Republican vote.
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The point the Senator was making
gets to the heart of this entire issue,
which is that our friends over there are
fighting vigorously for $700 billion in
tax breaks for the top 2 percent—S$70
billion a year for the richest people in
this country. And when we say to them
that senior citizens and disabled vets
who are living on $14,000 or $15,000 a
year need a check of $250, oh, we can’t
afford that. But we can afford to give a
billionaire a $1 million tax break.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That $750 billion
is $75 billion a year for 10 years for mil-
lionaires and billionaires versus $13 bil-
lion once for senior citizens. In essence,
that $750 billion—without getting too
much into the weeds on numbers—in
essence, we are borrowing that money
from China, charging it to our children
and grandchildren, putting it on their
credit cards. They will pay it off who
knows when. Then we are giving that
$750 billion to people who are fabu-
lously wealthy already, right? But they
are unwilling to move forward on un-
employment benefits or on your pro-
posal to help a senior with $250 because
they really are on strike.

They say: We are not doing anything
until you give tax cuts to the rich, to
my peobple.

Mr. SANDERS. That is right. Most of
us—I am sure Senator BROWN has re-
ceived a lot of calls from people in
Ohio—I know seniors who are hanging
on by their fingernails, trying to pay
their bills, heat their homes, pay pre-
scription drug costs, and take care of
their health care needs. And $250 will
not profoundly impact people’s lives,
but it will help a little bit. These guys
say: Sorry, we can’t afford a $250 check
for a senior or a disabled vet because
that would cost $13 billion or $14 billion
a year. But we can afford $70 billion a
year to go to the top 2 percent.

Frankly, I think that is what this
whole debate is about. That is what it
is about.

What I want to do is continue for a
moment on some of the other objec-
tions. Senator BROWN made an excel-
lent point in contrasting the priorities
we are seeing in the Senate, especially
from our Republican friends. We didn’t
get one vote—not one—for a $250 check
for seniors or disabled vets. I want to
continue with some of the problems
that I see in this agreement struck by
the President and the Republican lead-
ership.

Some folks may have heard a bit
about the so-called payroll tax holiday.
What that would do is cut about $120
billion in Social Security payroll taxes
for workers.

On the surface, this sounds like a
great idea. Instead of paying 6.2 per-
cent, they will be paying 4.2 percent.
They might think: Hey, that is great. I
am paying less in taxes. My paycheck
is a bit bigger. It is a great idea.

Well, let’s stop for a minute and ask:
Where did this idea originally come
from? Well, the truth is this payroll
tax holiday originated from conserv-
ative Republicans whose ultimate goal
is the destruction of Social Security.
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What does that mean? Well, it is not
very hard to figure out. If you are sub-
stantially cutting the amount of
money that goes into Social Security
by cutting back on the payroll tax,
that makes Social Security less finan-
cially viable. Today, Social Security
can pay out every benefit owed to
every eligible American for the next 29
years. Those of us who believe strongly
in Social Security—that it has worked
extraordinarily well for the last 75
years—and want to see it work well for
the next 75 years, we want to strength-
en it.

I know the occupant of the Chair, the
Senator from Oregon, has ideas about
putting increased revenue into the So-
cial Security trust funds. Those are the
ideas we should be looking at, not cut-
ting funding that goes into that trust
fund. Furthermore, while this payroll
tax holiday is a l-year provision, and
this agreement says the money will be
covered, for the very first time, by Fed-
eral dollars from the Treasury going
into the Social Security trust fund,
which historically has gotten all of its
money from the payroll tax—while the
proponents of this agreement say don’t
worry about it, it is a 1l-year agree-
ment, I make the same argument on
this point that I made on the other. A
year from now, people will be dis-
cussing whether we extend that payroll
tax holiday. While those of us will say
Social Security needs that money and
you can’t expend it, our Republican
friends will say you are raising taxes
on workers, and you can’t do that.
Then what we would be talking about
over a period of years is less money
going into Social Security, making it
less financially solvent, which is ex-
actly what many Republicans want to
do. I think that is a bad idea.

I will tell you, the National Com-
mittee to Preserve Social Security and
Medicare, which is led by a woman
named Barbara Kennelly, who used to
be in the House—I know Barbara very
well—says this about that provision:

Even though Social Security contributed
nothing to the current economic crisis, it
has been bartered in a deal that provides def-
icit busting tax cuts for the wealthy. Divert-
ing $120 billion in Social Security contribu-
tions for a so-called ‘‘tax holiday”’ may
sound like a good idea for workers now, but
it is bad business for the program that a ma-
jority of middle-class seniors will rely upon
in the future.

Conservatives have long dreamed of a pay-
roll tax holiday because it fulfills two ideo-
logical goals, lower taxes and weakening So-
cial Security finances. The White House
claims the 2 percent payroll tax cut won’t
impact Social Security; however, we dis-
agree.

There’s no such thing as a ‘‘temporary’
tax cut.

And the fear right here is that cut
will, in fact, go on indefinitely.

Mr. President, I talked about the
payroll tax for a moment. Let me talk
about another aspect of the agreement
the President signed with Republicans;
that is, while some of the business tax
cuts in this agreement may work well
to create jobs and some may not,
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economists on both ends of the polit-
ical spectrum believe the better way to
spur the economy and create jobs is to
spend money rebuilding our crumbling
infrastructure.

With corporate America already sit-
ting on close to $2 trillion in cash on
hand, the problem we are seeing in our
economy today is not that large cor-
porations are taxed too highly, it is
that the middle class doesn’t have
enough money to purchase their goods.
Creating decent-paying jobs and re-
building our infrastructure could seri-
ously address that problem.

What we have right now, as I think
you know, Mr. President, is an infra-
structure that is crumbling. There are
very credible estimates out there that
we need to invest, in the next 5 years,
several trillion dollars in rebuilding
our roads, bridges, water systems,
wastewater plants, our mass transpor-
tation, our railroads. China is explod-
ing with high-speed rail. We do not
have any significant high-speed rail in
this country. If we are serious about
creating jobs, in my view, the most ef-
fective way to do that is to rebuild our
crumbling infrastructure, which makes
our entire country stronger, more com-
petitive and, at the same time, short
term it gives us the best bang we can
get for the buck in terms of job cre-
ation. That is another issue.

Tax breaks for businesses may work;
maybe they won’t. But I don’t think
that type of investment is anywhere
near as effective in terms of job cre-
ation as investing in the infrastruc-
ture.

The fifth point I want to make on
why I think this agreement is not a
good one: One of the positive aspects of
the agreement—one that I certainly
support, and I know you do, Mr. Presi-
dent—is the need to extend unemploy-
ment benefits for millions of workers
today who face the possibility that
within a few weeks those extended un-
employment benefits may end. These
are workers who are experiencing ex-
traordinarily difficult times through
no fault of their own, often caught up
in the Wall Street crisis, but they have
lost their jobs.

In various parts of this country it is
awfully hard to get a job. More and
more people are applying for jobs, and
the jobs are not there. We have the
moral responsibility to extend unem-
ployment benefits and allow those
working families the opportunity to
pay their bills and give them at least a
modicum of security.

Here is the point I want to make. I
strongly, absolutely believe any agree-
ment has to have an extension of un-
employment benefits for at least 13
months, maybe longer. But when folks
who support this agreement say we
want a great compromise, we managed
to get an extension of unemployment
benefits there, what I would say is that
for the past 40 years, under both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations,
whenever the unemployment rate has
been above 7.2 percent—now we are
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looking at 9.8 percent—unemployment
insurance has always been extended.

So this great compromise is simply
doing what we have already been doing
as a matter of costs for the last 40
years, when Republicans ran the Sen-
ate and when Democrats ran the Sen-
ate, with Republican Presidents and
Democratic Presidents. There was a
consensus that we cannot leave fellow
Americans high and dry when unem-
ployment is high. Well, unemployment
today is very high. In my view, this is
not a great compromise. This is simply
doing what this country has done under
both Democrats and Republicans for 40
years.

Mr. President, I have been men-
tioning my concerns about this agree-
ment, but let me also say, absolutely,
there are positive elements to this
agreement. I don’t want to suggest for
a moment there are not. Extending
middle-class tax cuts for 98 percent of
Americans is something that must be
done, absolutely.

As you know, during the Bush years,
median family income declined by over
$2,000. What we are seeing in many
parts of this country is that wages are
actually going down, not up. People are
working longer hours for lower wages.

Does the middle class of this country
need to continue to have that tax
break? Of course they do. I will fight as
hard as I can to make sure they do. So
this proposal is, in fact, an important
proposal. There are other good pro-
posals in it. The earned-income tax
credit for working Americans is very
important. The child and college tax
credits are also very important. These
proposals will keep millions of Ameri-
cans from slipping out of the middle
class and into poverty, and they will
allow millions more to send their kids
to college.

But when we look at the overall
package, we must put it in a broader
context. What will the message of this
legislation mean for the future of our
country? And I think one point that
has to be made is that if we pass this
agreement as written, it says we are
going to continue the Bush policy of
trickle-down economics for at least 2
more years. To my mind, that is ab-
surd. This is a policy—based on all of
the evidence—that grotesquely failed.
After 8 years of Bush-style economics,
with all of these tax breaks for the
rich, we ended up losing 500,000 private
sector jobs—not a very impressive
record. In fact, it is about the worst
record in job creation in modern his-
tory.

Here is another concern that I have
that I think folks are not talking
about enough. This is what I believe
will happen right after this agreement
is passed. And I am going to do every-
thing I can to see that it is not passed,
and I hope very much that it is not
passed, but if it is passed, no one
should have any illusions that our Re-
publican friends will not be back in a
month or two saying the following:
Gee, our national debt is getting close
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to $14 trillion, we have a $1.4 trillion
deficit, and, you know what, we are
going to have to cut. We are going to
have to cut and cut and cut. Nobody
should have any illusion that in 2
months there will not be ferocious de-
bates on the floor of the Senate on the
part of people who want to cut Social
Security, who want to cut Medicare,
who want to cut Medicaid, who want to
cut childcare and education in general
and environmental protection. Tax
breaks for billionaires is good, but cut-
ting back on Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid is also what they
want to do.

I think Senator SHERROD BROWN, a
moment ago, just crystallized that.
That is what it is about. We can afford
to give $70 billion a year to the top 2
percent, the wealthiest people, but we
can’t afford to spend $14 billion a year
to make sure senior citizens and dis-
abled vets get a $250 check. That is
what this whole thing is going to be
about—tax breaks for the rich and cut-
backs on all of the programs the mid-
dle-class and working families of this
country desperately need.

Mr. President, I will be back tomor-
row because there is a lot more that
has to be said on this issue, but let me
conclude by saying I will give credit to
my Republican colleagues in that they
have been pretty honest and straight-
forward about what they intend to do.
There is nothing mysterious about it.
What they want to do is to take this
country back to the 1920s. They want
to take us back to the days where,
when you were old, there was no Social
Security and you had to fend for your-
self in the waning years of your life
when you couldn’t work. They want to
ultimately destroy Medicare.

I would suggest to all of the senior
citizens in this country—the people
who are 70, 75, 80; people who are
maybe struggling with one illness or
another—good luck in going to a pri-
vate insurance company to get help
when you are low-income and sick. It
ain’t gonna happen. They are not going
to be there because they can’t make
any money off of you.

Those people are going to be out
there on the street all alone because
they are not going to be able to get the
help they need if Medicare is de-
stroyed, and the same thing with Med-
icaid.

You know, Mr. President, you and I
heard in this Chamber the great debate
over the death panels, the famous
death panels that were included, sup-
posedly, in the health care reform bill
we passed. Well, it turns out that death
panels are, in fact, now arising in
America but not because of the health
care reform passed here in Washington.

In Arizona, right now the Governor
there apparently is deciding they do
not have the money in their Medicaid
Program to provide transplants to peo-
ple who, without those transplants,
will die. That is called a death panel. If
you are poor and you need a transplant
and you are living in Arizona, good
luck to you.
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Let me conclude by simply saying
that I believe very strongly that we
can forge a much better agreement
than the current one before us. I be-
lieve, in my State of Vermont and all
over this country, that the vast major-
ity of people do not think it makes any
sense at all to give hundreds of billions
of dollars in tax breaks to the wealthi-
est people in this country so that we
can drive up the national debt and have
our kids and grandchildren pay higher
taxes in order to pay off that debt.
That doesn’t make sense to progres-
sives like me, and it doesn’t make
sense to conservatives out there.

So I think the American people are
on our side—at least the side that op-
poses this agreement. Our job here—I
know it is a shocking idea—is to rep-
resent the middle-class and working
families, not just millionaires and bil-
lionaires.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
tonight to share some of my concerns
about the package that has been nego-
tiated between the President and the
Republicans and has now been pre-
sented here on the floor of the Senate.

First, I wish to emphasize the size of
the decision that is going to be made in
the next couple of days. This deficit
spending stimulus package is a $1 tril-
lion package. Let’s turn the clock back
to the debate over the stimulus pack-
age we had in 2009. That stimulus was
about $800 billion—only 80 percent of
the size of this package. That stimulus
had in it direct construction jobs
across America. Every community,
every county benefited from an in-
crease in production. It also had the
making work pay tax deduction. It had
a host of small business tax deductions,
and it had direct assistance to our
States to enable them to meet some of
the crises they were experiencing in
health care and in education, so we
could keep our schools across America
open during this great Bush recession.

I have listened over the last year and
a half to tremendous attacks on that
stimulus package. Yet this is a much
larger decision. This is a $1 trillion de-
cision, and it is a package that much
less thought has gone into. We have
this package here on the floor, but we
haven’t actually gotten the paper in
our hands as to what is in it. We have
to rely on newspaper accounts as to
what is going to be in it.

Tonight, in offices across this Na-
tion, folks are trying to get it off the
Internet, and they are going to be try-
ing to analyze it and understand it. We
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know the basic outlines, and the basic
outlines raise a significant number of
concerns. I encourage our citizens to
look at this package over the weekend
and to share their concerns with their
Congressmen and Congresswomen and
certainly with their Senators.

This is a $1 trillion deficit. There has
been a lot of talk on the floor not only
about the stimulus last year but about
the size of our national debt. This is a
$1 trillion increase in our national
debt. I would think that is something
we would be tearing apart and looking
at every part of it and asking if each
dollar is being spent to the maximum
effect. We should have amendments
that say: Hey, we can create a 1ot more
jobs if we spend these few million dol-
lars over here rather than here, so that
every dollar makes a maximum impact
in putting America back to work. But
not a single amendment is going to be
allowed on this bill, as far as we are
aware tonight. I believe that in a deci-
sion of this magnitude, there should be
amendments that compare the effect of
spending money here versus there and
about what is going to have the great-
est impact in a favorable way for
America.

My good colleague from Vermont
pointed out that this reduces the flow
of resources into Social Security. I
think we should have an extensive de-
bate about coming to rely on the gen-
eral fund, which is what the adminis-
tration wants to do. They are going to
substitute payroll revenue for general
fund revenue. I think we should have a
substantial debate about depending
upon general revenue to supply funds
to the Social Security fund.

Let me explain this. The approxi-
mately $120 billion that will flow into
Social Security from the general fund
under this program comes from bor-
rowed funds. Those borrowed funds
come primarily from China. So Social
Security—a program for Americans in
which we save our own money and in-
vest that money so there can be a very
modest steady income in the retire-
ment years—mow is going to rely upon
borrowed funds from China. That is the
American retirement plan? We should
be debating that on the floor of the
Senate, and it should be an extensive
debate, not a debate in which cloture is
going to be rushed on Monday and then
have 30 hours split among 100 Members,
because we are spending $1 trillion of
deficit money under this plan.

My first main concern is that we are
taking a step to greatly increase the
national debt with this plan. My sec-
ond concern is this plan 100 percent en-
dorses the Bush tax structure that has
so deeply damaged our Nation. Many of
you will recall that when the economy
grew under President Bush II, the liv-
ing wages of working Americans actu-
ally failed to increase. The economy
grew but the wages didn’t grow for
working Americans. In addition, we
doubled our national debt.

That is what happens when we say we
are going to create a plan that gives
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away our national treasure to the most
affluent. We are going to do so in a
manner that doesn’t create living wage
jobs, doesn’t reward the productivity of
American workers.

I am going to tell you that we made
a major decision in about 1974, about
the year I graduated from high school,
and that was to adopt strategies, which
failed, to link the productivity of
American workers to their compensa-
tion. Up until that point in the postwar
era, as our productivity as a nation
grew, the financial success of our work-
ing families grew along with that in-
crease in productivity. But since 1974,
the tremendous, spectacular increase
in the productivity and national
wealth of our Nation has not been
shared with the workers of our Nation.
Is that the type of America we want,
where many work to make this Nation
a success and do not share in the re-
ward? The Bush tax cut structure is
the ultimate embodiment of that phi-
losophy of carving off the national
treasure for the very few.

I do not think our success as a nation
should be measured by the success of
our wealthiest families. I applaud them
for their entrepreneurship. I applaud
them when the strategies to create
companies succeed. But it is up to us to
create a structure that says, as the
work product increases we are going to
enable all families to thrive—not for a
few to thrive spectacularly while ev-
eryone else stays on a level plain.

Back in my home community, the
community in which I grew up, a work-
ing class community of three-bedroom
ranch houses, so many children now
consider it a success if they can simply
afford to purchase their parents’ home
because it is only their parents’ home,
with the assistance from their parents,
that they can afford on a working
American family’s salary because
while the worker’s share of the na-
tional income has not increased with
productivity, housing prices have gone
up enormously, making it harder and
harder for a working family to afford a
home.

Embodied in these Bush breaks that
have so deeply damaged our Nation we
have a very interesting feature, and
that is that under this plan President
Obama has proposed with the Repub-
licans—it says we are going to extend
breaks not just so the wealthiest can
enjoy the same breaks on their first $1
million that others receive for the
money they are earning up to $1 mil-
lion, but bonus breaks on top of that.

Let me give you a sense of that. The
amount of the tax break that is given
to everyone who earns their first $1
million is about $43,000. Let’s round it
off: $40,000. Under this plan, those fami-
lies earning over $1 million receive an
average of an additional bonus of
$100,000 per taxpayer, a $100,000 bonus
to the most successful families in the
country. That is pretty generous. That
is enormously generous. Are we going
to be generous with our working fami-
lies? Unfortunately, no. Under this
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plan a family earning in the vicinity of
$40,000 to $50,000 gets about $1,700. A
family that earns $40,000 or less gets
somewhere in the nature of $1,000. So
$1,000 for a working family versus
$43,000 plus a $100,000 bonus for our
wealthiest families in America.

Let’s see, $1,000; $143,000. There is
very little to those who are building
the success and wealth of our Nation
through the productivity of our work-
manship, and a whole lot to those who
are spectacularly wealthy already.

The structure of the capital gains tax
under this proposal and the structure
of the estate tax add to the impact of
the income tax brackets I was just de-
scribing. If you add it all up, and if you
have been spectacularly successful
through this recession, then you can
count on a whole lot of help, generous
gifts from Uncle Sam. If you have been
struggling and you are earning near
minimum wage, or maybe you are
working 60 hours a week, three jobs,
each 20 hours earning a minimum
wage, you get about $1,000 under this
plan. That sort of reinforcement of the
fundamental disparity between work-
ing families and those who are best off
is not healthy for America. That does
not build the financial foundation so
families can afford to give their chil-
dren substantial opportunities.

The America in which I grew up, the
vision of my father and mother’s gen-
eration was that we would have an
America with opportunity for every
family. We are leaving that vision be-
hind with this bill.

Let me turn to my next main con-
cern. The $1 trillion package is de-
signed to be a stimulus. But has it been
designed well, to spend every tax dollar
in a smart way? There are many folks
in this Chamber who say they are fiscal
conservatives. I am a fiscal conserv-
ative because I believe every dollar
needs to be spent in a smart way. Let’s
test this.

Parts of this package get an A, and
parts of this package get an F. The
part that gets an A is unemployment
insurance. This is important and fun-
damental to our families. We have al-
ways had the philosophy that when
there are no jobs to be had, when peo-
ple cannot get a job through no fault of
their own, we are going to extend un-
employment benefits to help families
through that rough time. We have al-
ways done it, Democrats and Repub-
licans, until this year when our Repub-
licans have turned their backs on
working families and said: Not now. We
will not support extending support un-
less we take it away from some other
important part of the budget. But, they
said, we will support $100,000 bonuses
without taking anything away from
anyone else.

That unity of support for our work-
ing families during hard times dis-
appeared this year. That is too bad.
That is a tragedy.

The fundamental premise has been,
by my colleagues across the aisle: We
are going to hold those families hos-
tage to get a $100,000 bonus on top of a
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very generous basic tax break for the
wealthiest, hold working families hos-
tage for a lot of help for the very few
at the very top. Those bonus tax breaks
are rated dead last by the Congres-
sional Budget Office in creating jobs in
this Nation. Unemployment assistance
is rated at the top, the most effective
way of creating jobs in this Nation—
and it should be in any package. It
should be extended and has been ex-
tended in a bipartisan manner in the
past until this year when, unfortu-
nately, it seems that my colleagues
across the aisle became all about the
few and not about helping families
when there are no jobs.

There is great irony in this because
we don’t have jobs in this Nation be-
cause of the great Bush recession cre-
ated by my friends across the aisle.
First of all, they deregulated the retail
mortgages, and they allowed predatory
loans. Those predatory loans meant,
according to the Wall Street Journal,
60 percent of the families in America
who qualified for a basic, amortizing,
inexpensive, prime mortgage were
steered into subprime mortgages. Then
my good friends said: Let’s let Wall
Street do whatever it wants in pack-
aging these mortgages. Let’s end the
oversight and let’s end the caps on le-
verage. So they created securities; that
is, packages of mortgages. And they
sold the rights to those packages.
Those securities were doomed to blow
up when the predatory features of the
mortgages Kicked in after 2 years and
interest rates jumped from 4.5 percent
to 9 percent.

We have been dealing, since I came
into office in the Senate, with the tre-
mendous economic bomb produced by
the Bush policies, the great Bush reces-
sion that created the unemployment so
that people cannot get jobs. Now the
same folks who created that disaster
are saying: We are not going to help
those who are being hurt by the dis-
aster we created. It is like setting your
house on fire and then cutting off the
water to the fire hose.

If my Republican friends are so deter-
mined to adopt the very worst job-cre-
ating strategy, we should take it out of
this bill, or at least have a debate on
this floor of the Senate about whether
we put it in the worst strategy or move
those funds over here to the best strat-
egy or to some other good job-creating
strategy. Maybe all the features don’t
need to be As or A-pluses. But we have
the Republican F plan because it is the
worst as rated by the CBO. We have the
Democratic A plan, support for the un-
insured—it should be in here.

What about some of the other things?
One of the very best ways to get our
country going is low-cost loans to cre-
ate energy-saving renovations in
homes and buildings. It creates a tre-
mendous number of jobs for dollars
spent because it is a low-cost jobs pro-
gram, not a grant program. It is
ranked very high in the number of jobs
it creates. We have a construction in-
dustry in this country that would love
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to go to work, and we have three bills
sitting here before the Senate.

We have the HOME Star bill for fami-
lies to do energy saving renovations to
their home. We have the Building Star
bill to allow commercial buildings, of-
fice suites, industrial site buildings to
be improved in energy renovation. The
loans are paid back through the energy
savings. So it creates a long-term posi-
tive in terms of the energy strategy of
this Nation. It works very well for the
families, very well for the businesses,
and puts the construction industry
back to work. That is the type of pro-
gram we should be weighing against
the F plan—that is from A to F, F for
last, F for failure, F in CBO’s analysis
for the worst job-creating plan, which
is what the Republicans have forced
into this package.

Without amendments to this pack-
age, we cannot have that debate. There
is a tradition of saying the Senate is
the world’s greatest deliberative body.
Don’t we have to have amendments to
do that? Don’t we have to have a de-
bate on where to put different pieces of
this puzzle to do that? I have been ad-
vocating for a guaranteed way to make
sure the minority and the majority get
to have amendments on this floor.

I happen to be a member of the ma-
jority right now, but I will be a mem-
ber of the minority down the road—if I
am here long enough, and I guess that
is a big if—because the pendulum
swings back and forth. But to be ac-
countable before the people of this Na-
tion, amendments have to be offered
and debate has to be held and votes
have to be taken and that is not being
done on this bill as far as we know.

I know there is a possibility. I praise
leaders of both sides in advance if they
work out a deal that everyone can offer
their amendments, or even a modest
number of amendments on both sides.

Because that is the way it should be
on the floor. That is what I have been
advocating, that we have regular order
that allows amendments. But I am
afraid that Monday will come, that a
deal will not get worked out, and we
will not have the ability to have that
debate, will not have the ability to be
transparent before the American peo-
ple in where we stand.

My good colleague from Vermont has
shared a concern I also share; that is,
the payroll tax being cut off, snuffed
out as a supply of Social Security, that
our retirement plan that we pay for
ourselves is being changed to a retire-
ment plan financed by China.

So the national debt, $1 trillion—that
is a concern. The structure of the Bush
tax breaks that so deeply damaged our
Nation over the last decade being ex-
tended into the next decade is a major
concern, as is the poor design of the
stimulus where every dollar has not
been tested against its ability to create
jobs at a time we desperately need jobs,
and the change in our funding of Social
Security, and it is dependent upon Chi-
nese funds. Those items need to be de-
bated. They are profound concerns.
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Maybe there are answers that make
sense. I look forward to hearing such
answers, if they exist. I would like to
see those answers tested through
amendments offered on this floor.

I have an amendment I would like to
see offered on the floor. I have an
amendment that says: Take the
$100,000 bonus breaks for the wealthiest
2 percent and instead dedicate that to
Social Security. Let’s make sure our
seniors who need basic support in their
retirement are well-secured before
handing out $100,000 bonus breaks to
the very few. Well, I do not know if
that would pass on this floor. I do not
know where people would stand. But I
know people should have to declare
where they stand so the voters can de-
cide if they like it or not, so the voters
can call and say: We would encourage
you to vote this way or that way.

The other thing I like about that par-
ticular approach is it says: If we are
going to reduce the payroll tax in the
short term to create jobs, we are going
to do something else to make sure our
Social Security does not depend on
funds from China. I would like to see
that debate.

I would like to see the energy tax
credits debated. They are not in this
package as of now, as far as we know.
Energy tax credits pay us back in a
number of ways. The first is that cur-
rently we import a tremendous amount
of o0il from the Middle East and from
Venezuela, from Nigeria, from places
that do not necessarily share our na-
tional outlook. A lot of that money
ends up in the hands of terrorist orga-
nizations.

Military security analysts now say
this is the first set of wars we are in
right now—the first wars in which we
are funding both sides. And how are we
doing that? Through our energy poli-
cies which send funds to countries that
then pass on funds to terrorists. That
is not smart. It makes more sense to
free our energy here at home.

I will tell you something else. In ad-
dition to increasing our national secu-
rity and spending those dollars here at
home on energy we create ourselves,
red, white, and blue American energy,
that keeps those dollars here in our
communities, and when those dollars
stay in our communities, they create
jobs in our communities. It means fam-
ilies get jobs, and they spend the
money from those jobs in these com-
munities. So it cycles through into the
retail stores, into the grocery markets,
keeping those dollars here creating
jobs rather than shipping them over-
seas for oil.

It does another thing as well; that is,
it reduces our energy consumption
from abroad, which Ilargely means
shifting from oil to clean sources. And
those clean sources will put less carbon
dioxide in the air. That means we do a
much better job being good stewards of
our planet.

So energy tax credits encourage
clean energy, keep jobs here, improv-
ing our national security and being
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good stewards of the planet. Why don’t
we have that debate on the floor of this
Senate before we send this bill back to
the House?

Another colleague has amendments
that say: OK, we are going to vote on a
trillion-dollar stimulus package that
creates a trillion-dollar debt. Shouldn’t
we tie it to some kind of trigger for fis-
cal responsibility that will kick in
maybe 24 months out so we do not head
recklessly down a path into extraor-
dinary debt that deeply damages our
Nation even further?

So fiscal responsibility—tie some fis-
cal responsibility measures to this
package. That is a good idea. I applaud
my colleague from Oregon who has
raised that idea, Senator WYDEN, who
has done a lot of work on how we can
create fiscal responsibility tied to a
package going through now. It will say
something to the international fin-
anciers that this short-term deficit
spending is going to be marked by sub-
stantial fiscal discipline, and that in
itself may serve other things, such as
keeping the interest rate low that we
pay, so fewer of our dollars go out in
interest.

These ideas, these amendments de-
serve a debate on this major decision
facing this body over the next few
days.

I will close by saying that I am deep-
ly concerned—deeply concerned—about
the deficit and the debt. I am deeply
concerned about the Bush tax breaks
that have done so much damage and
are being extended into the next dec-
ade. I am deeply concerned about the
poor design of the stimulus, deeply
concerned about Social Security being
made dependent upon borrowing from
China, deeply concerned that this
package is being put together and may
not have the opportunity to have the
debate over elements that should be de-
bated because if they do not stand up
on the floor of the Senate in debate,
they do not belong in this package.

So with that, I say to our friends
across the Nation, you have a few days
only to weigh in. Please do weigh in.
Let us hear your voice. Let us consider
your views. And let us fully deliberate
on this package before we pass it.

———

TRIBUTES TO RETIRING
SENATORS

BYRON L. DORGAN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I join
my colleagues in honoring the service
of Senator BYRON DORGAN. Over his
nearly 30 years in Congress, Senator
DORGAN has been a strong and dedi-
cated advocate for the people of the
State of North Dakota.

Senator DORGAN’s long career in pub-
lic service began in 1969 when he was
appointed North Dakota State Tax
Commissioner. Assuming this position
at the age of only 26, Senator DORGAN
became the youngest constitutional of-
ficer in North Dakota’s history.

Since 1980, Senator DORGAN has been
a voice for the people of North Dakota
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in Washington, DC. After serving six
terms in the House of Representatives,
he was first elected to the Senate in
1992.

It is clear that Senator DORGAN’S up-
bringing in the small town of Regent,
ND, has shaped his tenure in Congress.
Throughout his years in Congress, Sen-
ator DORGAN has been a formidable ad-
vocate for rural America and the fam-
ily farmers of his state. He led the ef-
fort to make permanent the disaster
aid program, which provides an essen-
tial safety-net for farmers and ranchers
affected by severe weather, in the 2008
farm bill.

Senator DORGAN also has been a
great advocate for North Dakota’s en-
ergy sector. As the country moves to-
ward renewable and domestic energy
sources, he has worked to put his state
at the forefront of the industry.

After so many years of public service
for the people of North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN’s time in the Senate is
coming to a close. I am proud to have
served with him, and I thank him for
his service in the Senate. I wish Sen-
ator DORGAN and his family the best in
the next chapters in their lives.

ROBERT F. BENNETT

Mr. President, I also join my col-
leagues in recognizing Senator ROBERT
BENNETT of Utah.

I have had the privilege of working
with Senator BENNETT since I entered
the Senate in 1997, four years after
Senator BENNETT began his Senate
service. I have admired his enthusiasm
and dedication to serving the people of
Utah ever since.

It was clear that public service was
in his blood. From his election as stu-
dent body president at the University
of Utah, to his time in the Utah Army
National Guard, Senator BENNETT’S
priority for his entire adult life has
been serving the people of his home
State.

His first taste of real politics came in
the 1960s when he helped his father
Wallace Bennett win re-election to this
very Chamber. And while he did not
seek office himself until almost 20
years following his father’s retirement,
he worked in the private sector in
Utah, deepening his ties to the State
and his devotion to the people of Utah.

I have had the privilege of working
side-by-side with Senator BENNETT on
the Appropriations Committee for
many years. I have seen his passion for
service, his respect for the Senate, and
above all else, his love of Utah.

He has managed to stay true to the
fiscal principles that he gained as a
businessman and CEO, while under-
standing the need for compromise when
it was required of him for the sake of
his State and the rest of America.

During his tenure here, Utah has be-
come a premiere destination of the
West—he has worked for quality edu-
cation for Utah’s children, fought to
preserve its natural landscapes, and
paved the way for the development of
21st century infrastructure back home.

Senator BENNETT also made America
proud in 2002 when he helped the Salt
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Lake City Winter Olympics become one
of the most successful and safe Olym-
pic games in recent memory.

Of course, Senator BENNETT and I
have not always seen eye-to-eye on
many issues. But my respect for his be-
liefs has always been deep. And in 2008,
when America was on the brink of fi-
nancial collapse, I was moved by his
eagerness to reach across the aisle to
do what was right for Utah and Illinois,
alike. This has always been his char-
acter, and the Senate will miss him for
it.

Senator BENNETT leaves us this
month in the same way that he has
served here for almost 20 years: with
dignity and conviction. I am proud to
call him a friend, and wish him and his
family all the best in the future.

———

REMEMBERING CHARLES
WHEELER

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today in solemn remembrance of a
dear friend of mine from Ashland, KY,
who passed away peacefully at his
home this Veterans Day. Mr. Charles
Wheeler was a consummate small busi-
nessman, local official, and advocate
for higher education. I knew Charles
for over 30 years, and I can tell you
that the love he felt for his community
in the Commonwealth was surpassed
only by his affection for his beloved
wife of 60 years, Mary Kathryn Wheel-
er.
Born in Paintsville, KY, Charles
owned and operated a local hardware
store in Boyd County for nearly 40
years—helping to build his community
and assist all who met him, literally
and figuratively. It is no wonder then,
that Charles’s friendly manner and
smart tact got him elected as an Ash-
land city commissioner by the age of
28. Before long, his friends and neigh-
bors elected him to represent them in
the Kentucky General Assembly, where
he served for 8 years.

My friend continued to serve his
community by serving on the More-
head State University Board of Re-
gents for a decade during a period when
that institution saw great growth. His
pursuit of excellence in higher edu-
cation undoubtedly changed the lives
of countless students.

I could surely continue to draw to
mind the instances when Charles
helped meet the need of his commu-
nity, and this Senator, but I would
simply ask that my colleagues join me
in remembering the life of a humble
man who showed incredible character
throughout his entire life. And I would
further ask that they join me in ex-
pressing my sincerest condolences to
Charles’s beloved wife, children, grand-
children, great-grandchildren, siblings
and other family members.

The Ashland Daily Independent re-
cently published an editorial that high-
lights some of Charles Wheeler’s ac-
complishments, and I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the
RECORD following my remarks.
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