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that done. We can get that done as
early as tonight. We should avoid the
immediate sequestration order because
that makes no sense—these across-the-
board cuts—and figure out a way we
can have a much more orderly process
for reducing government spending.

We should make sure Medicare is not
jeopardized by having a physician fix
done in this compromise. We should
make sure for the people who are get-
ting unemployment insurance, to
maintain their benefits. And we should
extend the farm bill. That we can get
done in the remaining hours of this leg-
islative session.

I urge my colleagues to continue to
work together. I am hopeful our lead-
ers are negotiating a package that can
be brought to the floor as early as to-
night, certainly before we adjourn on
January 2. If we do that, then I think
we have completed as much of our busi-
ness as we can, as well as setting up for
the debate in the 113th Congress which
will indeed be challenging. But I urge
us to work together and put the inter-
ests of the American people first.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that morning
business be extended until 7 p.m., with
all other provisions remaining in ef-
fect.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HOEVEN. Madam President, I
rise this evening to once again address
the fiscal cliff. Clearly, the time to de-
bate has come and gone. The simple
fact is we need to act and we need to
act now.

Earlier today, we heard from the
President, and what I heard from the
President is that he feels we have the
framework for an agreement on taxes.
Also, the Senate minority leader has
indicated, after his negotiations with
the Vice President, that he believes we
have the basic agreement on a tax pro-
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posal to avoid the fiscal cliff. So let’s
take that step. Let’s address the tax
piece. Let’s get it done.

Granted, the tax proposal is not the
big agreement that will fully address
our debt and deficit—an agreement we
hope to be able to put together, an
agreement I support and one that in-
cludes tax reform, bipartisan entitle-
ment reform, and finding savings in the
Federal budget. Clearly, these items all
need to be addressed, and they need to
be addressed on the order of $4 trillion
to get our deficit and our debt under
control.

That is the type of deal I favor, and
it is the kind of deal we have to get to.
But if we can’t do it all at once, let’s
do it in pieces. As the old saying goes,
even the longest journey begins with a
single step. If the first step is this tax
deal, let’s get going. To break the log-
jam, let’s start with this piece—a tax
deal that will ensure taxes are not in-
creased for middle-class Americans.
That is something we can and we must
do. It does involve compromise. For ex-
ample, I believe we should extend the
current tax rates for all taxpayers.
Real revenue comes from economic
growth, not higher taxes. By closing
loopholes and limiting deductions, we
can create a simpler, fairer Tax Code
that will help our economy grow.

President Obama, however, has a dif-
ferent view, so we are forced to find
common ground. In this case, that
means extending the tax rates we can
to help as many Americans as possible
avoid higher taxes. We also need to
fully address sequestration. Sequestra-
tion involves automatic spending cuts.
Those spending cuts hit the military
disproportionately, and I believe they
need to be revised. But the pressure to
do that kicks in after January 1, and I
believe that pressure will serve as a
catalyst for Congress to come up with
and pass better alternatives.

Also, we must address the debt ceil-
ing, and it must be addressed in a way
that reduces spending. We have no
choice. We are borrowing 40 cents of
every $1 we spend, and that is simply
not sustainable. But, again, we have to
break the current logjam, and if we
can’t get all these things done in one
package, then let’s get started with
what we can do. Let’s get this tax piece
done for as many working taxpayers as
possible and immediately move on to
the next tax. Quite simply, that is
what Americans want us to do.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

e —
EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that morning
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business be extended until 9 p.m., with
all other provisions remaining in ef-
fect.

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

——
THE FARM BILL

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
am here tonight to talk about agri-
culture and the 16 million people all
across our country who have jobs be-
cause of agriculture. What I am very
concerned about is the way in which an
extension is being talked about as part
of the larger package this evening that
goes against my wishes, the wishes of
our committee, the chairman in the
House—Chairman LuUcAS and I—our
four leaders, working together on an
extension that works and extends all
the programs for agriculture through
the end of the fiscal year, giving us
time to pass a farm bill. Again, I am
very concerned about what I am hear-
ing this evening.

Let me first go back and say how ap-
preciative I am and proud of all of us in
the Senate for having passed a farm
bill last June. We all know what it
did—more reforms than we have seen
in decades, $24 billion in deficit reduc-
tion. I understand the proposal now—
the negotiations going on are attempt-
ing to find ways to pay for some provi-
sions in the large package. We sit here
with $24 billion in deficit reduction in a
farm bill that has reforms in it that
support our farmers and ranchers
across the country but reforms through
consolidation, efficiencies, and cutting
subsidies that we have agreed should
not be paid, that the country cannot
afford to pay to farmers who do not
need them. We worked very hard on
that. We passed that in June by a large
bipartisan vote. We worked together in
committee in a bipartisan way.

It is deeply concerning to me that in-
stead of working in a bipartisan way,
as we have done throughout this proc-
ess—even though the House never took
up the bill that was passed out of their
committee in a bipartisan way, we here
have worked in a bipartisan way until
now, until this moment, at the elev-
enth hour, as we are dealing with very
important issues—whether we are
going to make sure middle-class fami-
lies do not see tax increases starting
tomorrow. And no one has fought hard-
er to make sure the middle-class fami-
lies of Michigan and across the country
get those tax cuts than I have, and we
know we need to get things done, but
we also need to make sure that in the
end we are not putting agriculture
farmers and ranchers at a disadvantage
in the process.

So we on a bipartisan basis—in the
House, in the Senate—worked together,
knowing, when it became very clear
that the House leadership, the Speaker,
had no intention of taking up the farm
bill in the House despite the fact that
farmers need the certainty of a 5-year
farm bill and disaster assistance—when
that became clear, we turned to the
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next responsible approach, which was
to work together on how we could keep
in place farm programs, making sure
we address what is now being called the
dairy cliff in terms of milk prices that
over time would go up—not imme-
diately but over time—if nothing is
done; disaster assistance; and keep in
place the provisions of the farm bill
that we passed that we agreed were im-
portant for rural communities, for en-
ergy security for our country, for jobs,
for farmers and ranchers.

Now I understand that the Repub-
lican leader has insisted in his negotia-
tions that only part of the farm bill be
extended for the next 9 months—not all
of it, not all of the pieces that affect
rural America and farmers and ranch-
ers, but only part of it. They call that
a clean extension because of the way
the funding and baseline work. I call
that—well, I will not say what I would
call it, frankly, except to say that this
is bad news for American agriculture
and certainly for the people whom I
represent in Michigan.

Now, why do I say that? Well, first of
all, in our extension, we make sure we
keep our commitment on disaster as-
sistance. We passed an important dis-
aster assistance bill a few days ago
here in the Senate. I supported that,
but agriculture was not in it. The ma-
jority of the counties in this country
suffering from severe drought, cherry
growers in my State being wiped out,
other fruit growers having problems—
nothing for agriculture. Well, we in our
extension make sure for this year and
next that livestock and fruit growers
have the disaster assistance we passed
in the farm bill, and we pay for that.

We also make sure we continue to
have an energy title in the farm bill.
Now, when we look at getting off of
foreign oil and creating real competi-
tion, advanced biofuels are doing that.
We are now creating jobs across Michi-
gan and America in something called
biobased manufacturing, using agricul-
tural products to offset petroleum and
other chemicals and products, and we
are creating jobs. We are doing that in
part through support from the energy
title of the farm bill.

The Republican leader’s way of ex-
tending the farm bill would have zero—
there would be no energy title, zero.
That is absolutely unacceptable. We
also would not see the full conserva-
tion title extended, key areas involving
protecting land and open spaces that I
know Ducks Unlimited and Pheasants
Forever and others who hunt and fish
care deeply about in terms of pro-
tecting our open spaces.

Other areas that protect our land and
our water would not be extended under
this partial farm bill extension. We
would not see critical research for or-
ganic or specialty crops that are so im-
portant that create almost half the
cash receipts in agriculture in the
country. We would not see that support
continue.

There are multiple things that would
not continue, not because we have gone
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through a process to eliminate them—
in fact, 64 Senators in this body voted
to continue them, and in some cases to
increase funding in those areas while
cutting back on the subsidies that we
should not be spending money on. But
here is what happened under this ex-
tension.

The subsidies we agreed to end con-
tinue. It is amazing, you know, how it
happens that the folks who want the
government subsidies find a way to try
to keep them at all costs. Not in the
light of day. They could not sustain a
debate in the committee or a debate on
the floor where we voted to eliminate
direct payments. But somehow they
are able to come back around at the
end and keep that government money,
even when prices are high, even when
no one could look straight in the face
of any taxpayer and say they ought to
be getting that subsidy.

Yet under the Republican leader’s
partial extension of the farm bill, those
subsidies we voted to eliminate would
be fully continued. Now, in our version,
agreed to by Chairman LUCAS and me,
put on the calendar by Speaker BOEH-
NER, on the suspension calendar in the
House by the Rules Committee in the
House, agreed to on the calendar in the
House, we would shave a portion of
those subsidies to make sure we con-
tinued to fund all of the farm bill for
the next 9 months until we can once
again come together and write a farm
bill.

But I have to say, as someone who
has been operating in good faith in the
committee and on the floor, to find
this situation occurring that is not
agreed to on a bipartisan basis, not put
forward on a bipartisan basis, I find to
be absolutely outrageous. It makes you
wonder what is going on here. If in the
end, the things we agreed to, the things
we worked hard to develop into a farm
bill that saves $24 billion, at a time
when we are—right now people are sit-
ting in rooms trying to decide how to
get deficit reduction. We passed some-
thing that saves $24 billion in a fiscally
responsible way, cutting programs. We
cut 100 different programs and author-
izations. We went through every single
page of the farm bill, which is what we
ought to be doing in every part of gov-
ernment to be responsible, to make the
tough choices, to set good priorities.
We did that.

Now, at the last minute, none of that
matters? They are trying to stick in an
extension that only extends part of the
farm program and keeps 100 percent of
the direct subsidies going. That is
amazing to me, I have to say. That is
absolutely amazing to me. I want to
hear someone justify that on the Sen-
ate floor.

We are going to hear all kinds of
things. Well, the extension involves
possibly a budget point of order. This
whole bill coming to the floor is going
to have multiple points of order that
we are going to have to waive. This is
not about procedure or budget points of
order, it is about whether we mean it
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when we say we want to reform agri-
culture subsidies; whether we mean it
when we say we care about rural Amer-
ica and farmers and ranchers who want
to know that they can have the cer-
tainty of a 5-year farm bill and not just
limp along.

I can see it coming, limping along,
limping along, extension after exten-
sion, just like we seem to see hap-
pening everywhere here. I thought ag-
riculture was the one area where we
were not going to do that. I was so
proud when we came together on a bi-
partisan basis and worked together.
Regular order. The leaders, both sides,
this is the right way to do things. It
was regular order, 73 amendments. We
went through it.

Mr. MERKLEY. Would the Senator
from Michigan yield for a question?

Ms. STABENOW. I would be happy
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. I thank the leader of
the Agriculture Committee, my col-
league from Michigan, who has steered
this Chamber through such a complex
set of issues in trying to address the
true agricultural needs of our Nation
while spending the taxpayers’ dollar ef-
ficiently, and, in fact, producing a huge
amount of savings in the overall bill.

But I wanted to ask a couple of ques-
tions in regard to the points the Sen-
ator from Michigan is making. If I un-
derstood the Senator right, first, the
disaster assistance for America’s
ranchers and farmers and orchardists
that has been approved in the farm bill
and sent to the Senate is not in the Re-
publican leader’s version that he wants
to put through the floor of this Cham-
ber?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes, I would say to
my friend and strong advocate on these
issues, it is not. Those disaster provi-
sions are not in the extension he has
arbitrarily on his own put forward.

Mr. MERKLEY. Just a couple of days
ago, due to the efforts the Senator en-
gaged in, and I engaged in and others
joined us—Senator BLUNT was very in-
strumental—we had a debate about
putting those emergency provisions
into the emergency bill for Hurricane
Sandy. I heard the Republican leader of
the Budget Committee stand up and
say: Don’t worry, farmers and ranchers
of America, because we are going to get
those provisions passed in the farm
bill.

But from what I am hearing now,
that promise is being broken tonight
by the Republican leader?

Ms. STABENOW. If I might respond,
yes, that is exactly what is happening.
Without consultation with me or with
the chairman in the House, we now
have a partial extension of the farm
bill. These are complex issues that in-
volve a lot of pieces when you try to
extend all 12 titles of the farm bill.
They not only do not extend all of the
titles, but they do not include critical
disaster assistance, which, as the Sen-
ator knows, our farmers and ranchers
have been waiting for across America.
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Mr. MERKLEY. So if I can try to
translate this for the farmers and
ranchers in my State of Oregon and the
orchardists and ranchers in the Sen-
ator’s State, this Chamber committed
itself to restoring the emergency dis-
aster program either through the farm
bill or through some other mechanism,
but we have left them hanging since
the fires and the drought of July and
August. Since the cold weather prob-
lems that occurred a year ago, we have
left them hanging without disaster as-
sistance. Now, the promise made a cou-
ple of days ago that we get this done in
the farm bill is being broken.

How can I possibly explain to my
farmers and ranchers that when they
had the worst fire in a century, larger
than the State of Rhode Island, that
burned their fences, burned their for-
age, burned their cattle, when others
had some of the coldest weather that
destroyed the crops, how can I explain
to them that not only do some of our
Republican colleagues, and apparently
the Republican leader, consider that
not to be a disaster, but the very argu-
ment made a couple of days ago to not
put it in the Sandy bill is now being
thrown aside?

Ms. STABENOW. I would say to my
friend and colleague from Oregon,
there is no way to explain this. None.
There is absolutely no way to explain
this other than agriculture is just not
a priority. I mean, despite our best ef-
forts and our working together to get
something done, it certainly has not
been a priority in the House with the
Republican leadership. It has been on
the committee. I have thoroughly en-
joyed working with my counterpart in
the House. We have worked together on
a bipartisan basis. But we could not
even get a bill taken up in the House.

I do appreciate the fact that when
they did not act in the House, that
they have agreed to do the extension
that we put together. At least that is
what they were willing to do. I hon-
estly never thought the problem would
be here in the Senate because we had
passed a farm bill. We passed a farm
bill. We passed a farm bill with disaster
assistance, with $24 billion in deficit
reduction, in a strong bipartisan way,
with supportive words in terms of the
process from the leaders.

I am so shocked to see that the prob-
lem now is here in the Senate with the
Republican leader. There is just no ex-
cuse for this.

Mr. MERKLEY. The Senator from
Michigan has worked over the past
year to find a bipartisan strategy to re-
form elements of the farm bill that we
were spending too much money on in
certain places and to reform those
overly generous subsidies, if you will,
and make them kind of fit the cir-
cumstances. The Senator saved a lot of
money in the process. Am I to under-
stand that the Republican leader has
taken those reforms, designed to wisely
spend the taxpayers’ money in the
right places, and has thrown them out
the window?
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Ms. STABENOW. In this extension
that he has proposed, the subsidies,
called direct payments, that we have
all agreed should not be given during
high prices and good times to farmers,
extend with absolutely no reductions.
They are fully extended for the next 9
months, and who knows how much
longer. I am sure the folks who want to
have them are going to try to just keep
blocking farm bills and doing exten-
sions as long as they can in order to
get the money—$5 billion a year—$5
billion a year that we have agreed in
taxpayer money should not be spent.

Now, I also want to say, it is not that
we do not need to support agriculture.
I know my friend agrees with that.
Whether it is disaster assistance,
whether it is crop insurance, we need
to give them risk management tools,
conservation tools. We need to make
sure we have strong crop insurance. We
need to make sure that there is dis-
aster assistance there. But in good
times you should not be able to get a
government check when prices are
high, which is what some in agri-
culture have been doing and getting
and it is wrong, and it is fully contin-
ued in what the Republican leader has
proposed.

Mr. MERKLEY. I would say to my
colleague, I have sat on this floor and
listened to lectures of fiscal responsi-
bility and the need to move things and
work things in committee before they
come to the floor. Now, the work that
the Senator did was the best of those
two qualities: Everything being done in
committee, being in open conversation,
dialogue, working on it, bringing it to
the floor, having a debate on the floor
in front of the American people, in
front of our colleagues, complete open-
ness and a complete sense of fiscal re-
sponsibility. So are those lectures that
I have been hearing about fiscal re-
sponsibility and committee process,
are they just lectures but no real belief
in them?

Ms. STABENOW. If I can say to my
colleague, I certainly cannot indicate
what the intent is of another colleague.
But I will tell you that my mom al-
ways said: Actions speak louder than
words. So I can tell you that the ac-
tions here, the actions that have been
occurring, go in the opposite direction,
both of supporting farmers and ranch-
ers in a comprehensive way by fully ex-
tending the farm bill for the next 9
months and by allowing the complete,
100 percent extension of subsidies that
we voted to eliminate.

I can tell you, that does not make
any sense to me. It certainly goes
against what I have heard over and
over on the floor, and I also find it just
amazing to me that when we—by pass-
ing the farm bill, if the farm bill were
included in this agreement, we would
have $24 billion more in deficit reduc-
tion to be able to report to the Amer-
ican people.

They are saying no. I do not under-
stand that.

Mr. MERKLEY. There is one more
piece of this I want to clarify because
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I am not sure where the minority lead-
er’s version came out on this; that is,
our organic farmers have gotten a very
unfair deal, and that deal was that
they were going to be charged extra for
their insurance. In exchange they were
supposed to get the organic price of a
particular crop. We fixed that on the
floor of the Senate. We addressed that.
We said, no, the Department of Agri-
culture that was supposed to get the
studies done to get the organic prices
in place so that the upfront price had
the back side as well, we gave them a
confined number of years to get that
done, to rectify that injustice. Is that
now missing from the proposal from
the Republican leader?

Ms. STABENOW. Yes. In fact, the or-
ganic provisions are not funded, are
not extended. So, again, when we look
at the future of agricultural choices for
consumers, this is not extended.

Mr. MERKLEY. How can one possibly
justify charging organic farmers more
because they are going to get a higher
insurance compensation, but then say
they will not get a higher insurance
compensation? We are going to take
that away?

So it operates as a structural effort
to basically take money away from the
organic community and give it to the
nonorganic community—I mean, com-
plete unfairness in a competitive mar-
ketplace. How can one possibly justify
stripping that from this extension?

Ms. STABENOW. I would just say to
my friend from Oregon that it makes
no sense. This is certainly not about
fairness. It is not about an open proc-
ess. I mean, when the Senator men-
tioned earlier that we had worked in a
very open and transparent process, we
did. Throughout the committee,
throughout the floor, even those who
didn’t support the farm bill indicated
they supported the openness, the due
process, the ability to provide amend-
ments, to have them voted on up or
down.

Now to take what was the consensus
view of what things should look like
and basically throw it out the window
at the last minute makes me wonder
what the motivation is here. What is
really going on? All I can see is that in
the end, what we have is a situation
where the government subsidies we
eliminated are extended 100 percent,
and those who behind the scenes have
been trying to continue to get the gov-
ernment money appear to have been
successful, at least with the Repub-
lican leader.

Mr. MERKLEY. In closing my part of
this colloquy, I want to thank the Sen-
ator for clarifying those three points—
that the disaster relief is out, that the
pork is in, and that the organic farm-
ers are going to continue to get the
short end of the stick. It seems to me
that is three strikes and you are out.
And I didn’t even address many of the
other points I heard the Senator rais-
ing.

The Senator’s outrage about this is
so deeply justified, and I am certain I
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will be standing with her as we try to
make sure that the good work done in
committee and on the floor of the Sen-
ate for fiscal responsibility, for fair-
ness to farmers, for fairness to those
who have suffered disasters, for fair-
ness to those who are in the organic or
the inorganic world or nonorganic
world—that these mistakes, these
three strikes-plus, do not carry forth
through this Chamber.

I thank the Senator for her leader-
ship.

Ms. STABENOW. Again, I thank the
Senator from Oregon for his leadership
on disaster assistance, on support for
the organic agriculture community,
and for others that benefit from his
leadership, forestry and other areas.
The Senator from Oregon has been a
very, very strong leader, and I thank
him for his words and for his actions in
standing and fighting for the people we
are supposed to be fighting for. I mean,
the farmers and ranchers across the
country, like every other American
right now, are shaking their heads:
What is going on?

I know there is a lot of work going on
to come up with a larger agreement,
but for those of us who care about
many things but want to make sure ag-
riculture is not lost in this, I am deep-
ly concerned. This is the second largest
industry in Michigan. It is the largest
industry for many places in the coun-
try. Yet I don’t see agriculture being
the priority it needs to be either on
disaster assistance or help for those
who have been hit so hard by drought
or by an early warmth and then a
freeze in the orchards. Where is the
willingness to stand and support farm-
ers and ranchers across the country?

Well, I used to be able to say and I
have said up to this point: Well, the
support was in the Senate, where we
passed a bipartisan farm bill and we
worked together very closely to do
that. But tonight I find that rather
than proceeding in a bipartisan way,
which has been what we have done,
rather than consulting with myself as
chair in the Senate and Chairman
LucaAs in the House, we see that a pro-
posal which neither one of us has put
forward or supported and which is ada-
mantly opposed by many people is now
being offered as the approach to extend
part of the farm bill, picking and
choosing arbitrarily what should be ex-
tended and not, not doing disaster as-
sistance, and not being willing to shave
off even 2.5 percent of these govern-
ment subsidies in order to be able to
fully fund an extension for the next 9
months—2.5 percent. Mr. President, 2.5
percent is directing us, is what we are
talking about in order to be able to ex-
tend critical, important priorities for
people across the country. This is for
consumers, for farmers, for ranchers,
for people in this Chamber. I can only
assume, based on what I see, that this
is the effort of the group that has been
trying very hard to make sure that
their subsidies continue and that they
continue unabated 100 percent, and this
is their opportunity.
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When we are trying to do deficit re-
duction, which I find amazing this is in
the context of a deficit reduction pack-
age—and I am still going to be looking
to see where the deficit reduction is.
But the deficit reduction package—it
will not accept $24 billion in savings in
agriculture. Now, instead, it puts in
place policies that will take us in the
exact opposite direction. It is very,
very unfortunate.

I have been spending the day express-
ing grave concerns. I will continue to
do that. There is absolutely no reason
this can’t be fixed before the proposal
comes to this body. It absolutely can
be fixed. People of good will in agri-
culture have worked together every
step of the way, certainly in this
Chamber. We can continue to do that if
there is a desire to do it. I hope there
is because there is a tremendous
amount at stake.

Let me say again that 16 million peo-
ple across our country pay their bills
because of income they receive through
agriculture or the food industry. Small
farmers and large farmers want the
certainty of a b5-year farm bill, and
they also want to know we are working
together with their interests in mind. I
hope we can still see that happen.

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

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

———————

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
stand in recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:15 p.m., recessed subject to the call
of the Chair and reassembled at 1:22
a.m. when called to order by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Nevada.

———————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that the period of morning business for
debate only be extended until 1:35 a.m.
today, with Senator HARKIN being the
person who will be speaking. When he
finishes his speech, I ask that I then be
recognized.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Iowa.

———

THE FISCAL CLIFF

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, over the
last few decades, the real middle-class
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families in America—and when I say
“real middle class” I mean those who
are making $40,000, $50,000, $70,000, not
$400,000 a year—have seen their jobs be-
come more insecure and their wages
stagnate. In fact, their income adjusted
for inflation is less now than it was in
the late 1990s. Their savings and pen-
sions have shrunk or disappeared.

The cost of education has soared at
the same time as the wealthiest Ameri-
cans and large corporations grow ever
richer and pay less and less in taxes.
For example, just take dividends. Prior
to 2003, dividends were always taxed as
ordinary income. Now they are taxed
at a less rate than the capital gains
rate. Income of hedge fund managers is
taxed at a lower rate than middle-class
families—the so-called carried interest
rule.

The share of our Nation’s wealth
going to corporate profits has been ris-
ing as the share going to wages and sal-
aries is declining. This has led bit by
bit, Tax Code change by Tax Code
change, pension cuts by pension cuts,
job outsourcing by job outsourcing to
an economy that is out of balance, that
threatens the very fabric of our soci-
ety. That is because the gap between
the rich and the real middle class
grows ever wider. That is because our
economy is driven from the middle out
and not from the top down.

Our economy is driven by middle-
class families with good jobs and
money in their pockets to spend. So
our first goal must be to put Ameri-
cans back to work and to get our econ-
omy moving, to rebuild the real middle
class now.

The average American across our
land tonight—today—probably thinks
what we are about here is just that, to
solve our country’s most pressing prob-
lem—creating new jobs, laying the
foundation for future economic growth
and, thus, reducing our deficits in the
long term. But instead we are here tied
in knots to avert a manufactured fiscal
cliff which could have been avoided 6
months ago by the House passing S.
3412 to avert the tax hikes on 98 per-
cent of Americans.

As I have said repeatedly, I will
evaluate any such fiscal cliff legisla-
tion on how these proposed policies af-
fect working families and the real mid-
dle class—again, the real middle class
being those making $30,000, $50,000,
$60,000, $70,000 a year. So I am dis-
appointed to say, in my opinion, this
legislation we are about to vote on
falls short.

First, it does not address the No. 1
priority: creating good middle-class
jobs now. Unemployment remains way
too high. This bill should include direct
assistance on job creation makers; for
example, our infrastructure, education,
and job retraining. How many jobs we
see out there going wanting because
people aren’t trained for those jobs; yet
we don’t have enough money to put
into job retraining. The legislation be-
fore us neglects our most pressing con-
cern at the present time, and that is
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