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to work right now.” Add up the inter-
est payments and the total nonstim-
ulus spending in this bill and it is in
the hundreds of billions of dollars.
That is completely unacceptable. So
there is plenty of room to cut wasteful
spending. As Mr. Orszag said in his let-
ter, the President is ‘‘insistent that the
bill not include any earmarks or spe-
cial projects.”

Another target-rich area is all the
spending for new programs that claim
to create new jobs. What people don’t
realize is how much it costs to create
some of these jobs. Analysts have gone
through some of the new programs and
here is what they have found: $524 mil-
lion for a program at the State Depart-
ment that promises to create 388 jobs
here at home. That comes to $1.35 mil-
lion per job. Let me say that again—
$1.35 million per job; $125 million to the
DC Water and Sewer Authority. That
comes to $480,000 per job; $100 million
for 300 jobs at USAID. That is $333,333
per job. That is just a few. Surely there
are more efficient ways to create jobs
with taxpayer dollars than this.

So there is plenty of room to cut in
this bill. It is time we started doing
some of it. America is already staring
at a $1 trillion deficit. The bill before
us, in its current form, will cost, with
interest, $1.3 trillion. Soon we will vote
on an Omnibus appropriations bill that
will cost $400 billion. The President is
talking about another round of bank
bailout funds that some say could cost
as much as $4 trillion.

This isn’t monopoly money. All of it
is borrowed money that the taxpayers
will have to pay back at some point. I
think we owe it to them to lay all
these things out on the table now so
America can see what it is getting
into. I think we owe it to the American
people to show some restraint on the
bill that is before us.

Republicans have a number of better
ideas for making this bill simpler,
more targeted, and more directly bene-
ficial to workers and to homeowners.
We have been sharing those ideas for
the last week.

Economists from both sides of the po-
litical spectrum recognize that housing
is at the root of the current downturn.
We believe we should fix this problem
first before we do anything else—cer-
tainly before we build a fish barrier,
spruce up offices for bureaucrats or
build a water slide. I mean, let’s get se-
rious. We can either talk about fixing
the problem or we can take immediate
action to help 40 million Americans
stay in their homes or buy a new one.
That is our choice.

We need to act now, and soon we will
be voting on a Republican better idea
to do that. But first there are plenty of
areas in this bill we can cut, even be-
fore we consider some of the good Re-
publican ideas that President Obama
has said he wants to incorporate into
the final bill.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND
REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
H.R. 1, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (H.R. 1) making supplemental appro-
priations for job preservation and creation,
infrastructure investment, energy efficiency
and science, assistance to the unemployed,
and State and local fiscal stabilization, for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2009, and
for other purposes.

Pending:

Reid (for Inouye-Baucus) amendment No.
98, in the nature of a substitute.

Murray amendment No. 110 (to amendment
No. 98), to strengthen the infrastructure in-
vestments made by the bill.

Vitter amendment No. 179 (to amendment
No. 98), to eliminate unnecessary spending.

Isakson-Lieberman amendment No. 106 (to
amendment No. 98), to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a Federal in-
come tax credit for certain home purchases.

Feingold amendment No. 140 (to amend-
ment No. 98), to provide greater account-
ability of taxpayers’ dollars by curtailing
congressional earmarking and requiring dis-
closure of lobbying by recipients of Federal
funds.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is
recognized.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to engage in a colloquy with my
colleagues for 30 minutes, if that is ac-
ceptable to the Democratic leader.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. INOUYE. I have no objection.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. President, Republicans believe
we ought to fix housing first, and we
would like to talk about that for the
next 30 minutes. Mr. KyL, the Senator
from Arizona, is here for that purpose.
Senator ENSIGN is here, who is the au-
thor of an amendment that would pro-
vide 4 to 4.5 percent mortgages for up
to 40 million Americans so they could
buy new homes or refinance their
homes. Senator ISAKSON is here, who is
the author of an amendment to provide
a $15,000 tax credit for the next year to
home buyers. We believe these pro-
posals would provide instant jobs.
Housing got us into this economic mess
and housing will help get us out of the
economic mess.

The Republican leader, Senator
MCCONNELL, stated that this is a big
spending bill. I was on the telephone
last night with the former budget
chairman, Senator Domenici of New
Mexico, who has been counting in his
retirement. He said it took our country
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from the time of its founding until the
mid-1980s to build up a national debt of
$850 billion, which was the size of this
so-called stimulus package when it
came over here. So we are talking
about real borrowed money, and our
goal is to reorient the whole discus-
sion: first, to housing; second, to let-
ting taxpayers keep more of their own
money; and, third, to get out of the bill
those items that don’t belong in the
bill.

The former Congressional Budget Of-
fice director in a previous Democratic
administration, Alice Rivlin, said we
needed two bills: one that would in-
clude legislation that created jobs now,
and the second would be legislation
that might take care of long-term in-
vestments that might help our coun-
try. She also said there should be a
very high standard before we borrow
money to spend on anything. Espe-
cially, as the Republican leader said, at
a time when next week we may be
hearing from Secretary Geithner that
we need several hundred billion more
for banks, and then more for housing,
and then more for the annual appro-
priations bill, and then, on down the
road, more for a health care bill.

I see the Senator from Arizona, and
he is a leading member of the Finance
Committee, and as we think about re-
orienting toward housing, it would
seem to me, Senator KYL, that we
should focus whatever money we do
have on the problem we have, rather
than borrowing money to dribble away
on good-sounding projects that don’t
actually create jobs.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, if I may re-
spond to the Senator from Tennessee, 1
appreciate his focusing laser-like on
this subject because, in many respects,
we are treating the symptoms of the
problem rather than the cause of the
problem. While treating the symptoms
can have some salutary effect, we are
not going to ultimately solve the prob-
lem until we get to the root cause. I
think virtually everybody agrees on
what the root cause of our current
problem is: the collapse in the housing
market.

That caused a cascade of other ef-
fects, and some of those can be dealt
with simultaneously, but the bottom
line is, as the Senator from Tennessee
noted, we have to fix housing first. Be-
cause until that is done, all of these
other symptoms are going to remain.

There are a lot of smart people whose
comments I am going to quote in a mo-
ment because they are well-respected—
they are Democrats, they are Repub-
licans—but I would like to turn, first,
to my folks in Arizona, whom I like to
go to for advice. So last weekend I met
with Marge Lindsey and her group of
realtors from Arizona. I started out by
saying: All right, tell me how it is. She
said: It is not good. They went on to
point out that between 40 and 50 per-
cent of what they are doing right now
is dealing with foreclosed homes, or
what they call the short sales—getting
ready for foreclosure—and that the rest
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of the market has virtually collapsed.
She said something has to be done to
prevent the continual decline in hous-
ing values.

My home is in a perfectly good neigh-
borhood, I pay my mortgage and all,
but it is out of my control because all
around me others are having problems
first, and because they are having prob-
lems, it is drawing down the value all
around. So the people who play by the
rules and are not doing anything wrong
are along for the ride down. Until that
is arrested somehow, all of these other
symptoms are going to exist. That was
their analysis.

Now, if I can quote some other really
smart people, if the Senator would
allow me? The New York Times edito-
rialized toward the end of last year,
November 11:

Clearly, the [financial] system won’t sta-
bilize until house prices stabilize, and banks
won’t lend freely until losses on mortgages
abate. . . .All roads, into and out of this cri-
sis, run through the housing market.

Exactly the point the Senator from
Tennessee is making.

Very recently, January 28, the new
CBO Director, Director Elmendorf, said
this in testimony:

Turmoil in the housing and financial mar-
kets is likely to continue for some time,
even with vigorous policy actions and espe-
cially without them. Most economists think
that to generate a strong economic recovery
in the next few years, further actions to re-
store the health of the housing sector and
the financial system are needed.

A lot of folks rely on the advice of
Warren Buffett. I probably should have
relied more on the advice of Warren
Buffett in my investments. I wouldn’t
be where I am today. Here is what he
said in April of last year:

Things connected with housing, whether
it’s in brick or whether it’s in carpet, those
businesses have shown no uptick at all.

His point is that once housing is af-
fected, everything else that has any-
thing to do with it is affected.

He made this comment as well:

The market won’t really come back until
you get a close to normal ratio of vacant
homes, homes up for sale, compared to cur-
rent sales, and that’s a ways off.

We all listened with interest to Alan
Greenspan. Here is what he testified to
in October of last year before Congress:

A necessary condition for this crisis to end
is a stabilization of home prices in the
United States.

Here is how I conclude all of this.
The experts back home agree. They are
seeing it on the ground. The experts
who look at this from an economic
standpoint, from a mnational macro-
economic standpoint, all agree. We
need to heed their advice and address
the housing crisis first. We cannot
wave a magic wand and stop housing
prices from falling further. Would that
we could—we would do that. That is
the market, and we cannot stop it.

What is happening is that home val-
ues, in a ratio to mortgages, are declin-
ing. So the other point the realtors
told me was a lot of folks, through no
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fault of their own, are now paying
mortgages on homes that exceed the
value of the homes. That is the upside-
down element. We can affect that part
of the equation. That is to say, we
can’t stop home values from going
down until we do something else first.
The thing we can affect is that ratio—
what people are paying in their month-
ly mortgage payments. I am going to
leave that to my colleagues. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is here. The Senator
from Georgia is here. They will talk
about a better Republican idea of how
we can address the costs people pay
every month in their mortgages as a
way of making them more healthy,
able to pay the mortgage, not going to
foreclosure, and ultimately fix that
value of homes, and then we are on the
road to recovery.

The last thing I wanted to say is that
the secondary market is a big part of
this. When people lend money, they
want to then be able to sell that mort-
gage to somebody. That has been the
whole cause of this, the toxic loans in
the secondary market.

In the Financial Times of August 26
of last year, Dr. Martin Feldstein said:

Mortgage-backed securities cannot be val-
ued with any confidence until there is more
certainty about the future of house prices.

That is precisely what this better Re-
publican idea will get to. As my col-
leagues discuss these ideas of how to
relate to this, remember what the
original cause of the problem is, what
we can affect and we cannot affect, and
how we want to focus laser-like on fix-
ing housing first.

I appreciate the efforts of my col-
leagues.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank my col-
league for so clearly outlining the na-
ture of the problem.

I ask the Chair to let me know when
we are about 3 minutes from the expi-
ration of the time.

There are two proposals we want to
discuss which will be voted on here
which will help fix housing first. The
first is by the Senator from Nevada,
Mr. ENSIGN. Senator ENSIGN’s idea will
create instant jobs and give a jolt to
the economy by giving an opportunity
for lower mortgage interest rates to
those persons who can afford to buy or
refinance their home.

There are other proposals, such as
one by Senator McCCAIN, to help people
who are in trouble with their mort-
gage. The focus of my colleague is pri-
marily on creditworthy Americans who
could refinance their homes, save
money, and get the economy moving?

Mr. ENSIGN. The case has been made
that we need to fix housing first be-
cause it is the underlying cancer that
is affecting our economy, and that can-
cer is spreading to other parts of the
economy. If we don’t fix the underlying
problem, it will not matter what we do
with the rest of the spending bill. The
spending bill will not help the econ-
omy. It is going to continue to get
worse and worse. If home values con-
tinue to go down, no amount of money
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will help. We will have to have three or
four TARP funds, trillions of dollars,
and it is not going to help because we
have not fixed the underlying problem.

Several of us got together. I happen
to be the lead author on the bill, but
this is really a compilation of many
minds trying to fix housing. We have
incorporated one of the ideas from Sen-
ator ISAKSON. I will let him describe
that.

One of the hallmarks of the bill is we
try to fix housing in the bill. We elimi-
nate the wasteful spending, and we
have some targeted tax credits for fam-
ilies and small businesses to create
jobs. We try to take care of the whole
package, and we do it in a fiscally re-
sponsible way, so the total cost will be
under $500 billion. It is not the $1.1 tril-
lion the other side of the aisle has put
forward. Such spending would put a
tremendous burden on future genera-
tions.

What we have said is that we are
going to allow anybody who has at
least a 5-percent equity in their home,
or if they already have a Fannie Mae-
Freddie Mac-backed loan, would be
able to refinance at about 4 to 4.2 per-
cent interest. The average American
family who refinances will save over
$400 a month. That is not a one-time
saving, that is a saving through a 30-
year fixed loan. That is like a perma-
nent tax cut.

All of the economists have told us
that one-time tax rebates give a little
bit of stimulus, but they cost more in
the long run. Permanent tax relief is
really what stimulates the economy. If
a family only receives a one-time
check, all they are going to do is pay
down debt or save the money. But if
they know they have over $400 per
month, that is something they can
count on. They can budget that. They
can start spending that money. That
will actually help stimulate the econ-
omy.

The economists who have done the
studies are Glenn Hubbard and Chris-
topher Mayer. They said this proposal
will stabilize housing prices next year
because they expect housing prices to
go down by about 12 percent. If you
lower interest rates on the average of
about 1 percent, that historically has
meant housing prices will rise about 7
to 8 percent. If we can get them down
about a point and a half, they figure,
instead of going down by 12 percent,
housing prices next year will stabilize.
We all know that if you do not stabilize
housing prices in the United States,
the economy is going to continue to go
down.

I see the Presiding Officer from Colo-
rado. Colorado is one of those States
that is having pretty severe housing
problems now. These housing problems
started in my State, Nevada, and in Ar-
izona, Florida, and California. They
have spread to the rest of the country,
so we need to fix this problem.

We have also put a limit on it. This
is not for the rich. This is for loans of
$750,000 or less. That is going to take
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care of about 40 million Americans.
That is what this takes care of, 40 mil-
lion people refinancing their homes—40
million households, not Americans—40
million households getting on average
of over $400 a month. Put the numbers
to that. That is a huge amount of
money.

Mr. ALEXANDER. If I understand
the proposal, if I am a creditworthy
person, I can either refinance my home
or buy a new home at this lower inter-
est rate, which today would be between
4 and 4.5 percent for a 30-year mort-
gage. I would have that fixed mortgage
all during that 30-year period of time.

Mr. ENSIGN. That is correct, this is
a 30-year fixed. This is not an adjust-
able rate mortgage where there are
catches and in a couple of years it is
going to go up again and I am going to
have to worry about that. This is a 30-
year fixed mortgage that can be very
significant to the average family’s
budget.

We believe this is going to be one of
the big fixes. You combine this with
the other proposals, such as Senator
ISAKSON’s proposal, and the other
things Senator MCCAIN and Senator
MARTINEZ have come in with, with
mitigation for those who are under-
water—ours does some for houses that
are underwater if they are backed by
Fannie and Freddie right now. But all
of the proposals together—I believe we
can do exactly what we say needs to be
done, and that is fix housing first.

But our proposal also takes out all of
the spending in the bill that does not
create jobs. We still have tax incen-
tives in there for families and small
businesses to create jobs, but we take
out all of the $200 billion in new enti-
tlement spending, all of the other 34
new programs that are created. There
are some worthy programs in there
that most of us would support. At this
time, we should not be spending money
on new programs, especially without
eliminating other programs.

We believe this is fiscally respon-
sible. It is going to help the economy.
It is going to help the housing problem.
I appreciate your leadership, Senator
ALEXANDER, for bringing this colloquy
together so we can talk about the un-
derlying problem.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank Senator
ENSIGN for his leadership and the oth-
ers on his proposal for their leadership.
We hope it will attract significant
Democratic support because 1 have
heard a number of them say we need to
reorient this toward housing.

Senator ISAKSON was in the real es-
tate business, and he often reminds us
that this is not the first housing crisis
we have had. As I understand, Senator
ISAKSON, the proposal you made, which
would be a tax credit to homeowners,
was originally tried in the 1970s and
worked?

Mr. ISAKSON. That is right, and I
am delighted the Senator from Ten-
nessee called this colloquy today so we
could talk for a few minutes about
what JON KYL and JOHN ENSIGN said is
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the heart of the problem, and that is
the U.S. housing market. Our houses
are down 25 percent in the last 18
months. Equity lines of credit are dis-
solved because houses are underwater.
One in five houses in the United States
is worth less than what is owed on it.

It is rare when you come to the Sen-
ate at a time of crisis that you have a
roadmap to success. Most of the time,
we are trying to feel our way through
to find out what to do that is right. We
have a roadmap to success.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD two articles
from the New York Times, one from
April of 1975 and one from July of 1975.

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

[From the New York Times, Apr. 7, 1975]

NEW HOUSING TAX CREDIT PROMPTS RISE IN
BUYING

(By James Feron)

WHITE PLAINS.—The recently enacted Fed-
eral tax credit on the purchase of new homes
and condominiums signed into law last
weekend seems to be achieving or even sur-
passing its goal, according to initial reports
on the situation in the metropolitan area.

Robert Jacobs, marketing director of One
Strawberry Hills, a 118-unit condominium in
Stamford, Conn., said today that the idea
was to reduce the number of empty and
unsold housing units, ‘‘and to that we can
only say, ‘“‘Amen.”’

Mr. Jacobs closed deals on four apartments
yesterday and today, he said. ‘‘All were bor-
derline cases where the $2,000 tax credit was
evidently the deciding factor. We expect to
sell at least 10 of our 35 unsold units the
same way.”’

He reported that ‘“‘one man who had been
renting in this area, who was married but
with no children, said he was in a 50 per cent
tax bracket and the $2,000 credit would mean
more like $4,000 to him.”

The new Federal law calls for a 5 per cent
tax credit up to a maximum of $2,000 on the
purchase of a new home providing, among
other things that the title be taken or the
purchase be made between March 12 and Dec.
31 of this year, that construction began be-
fore March 26 and that the house or condo-
minium is the purchaser’s principal resi-
dence.

BUILDERS PLEASED

Builders interviewed in several suburban
areas were generally delighted with the law
although they agreed that one provision in
particular would create difficulties until the
Internal Revenue Service produced a clari-
fied regulation.

The difficult clause provides that pur-
chases eligible for the tax credit be made at
the lowest price the home was offered for
sale. There is vast uncertainty over how to
determine ‘‘lowest price’” in an industry
where prices listed in prospectus offerings
can be adjusted upward, where rebates and
other incentives change price levels and
where subsequent additions to unsold units
change their value.

John Tedesco, president of Kaufman and
Broad Homes of New Jersey, said a few days
ago that ¢if the I.R.S. doesn’t set some
limit, such as ‘lowest price since Jan. 1,
1975, for example, the incentives will evapo-
rate.”

Potential buyers, meanwhile are said to
have been visiting housing developments and
condominiums throughout the metropolitan
area in increasing numbers since last Sun-
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day, the day after the measure became law.
Martin Berger, president of. Robert Martin
Corporation, Westchester’s largest builder,
said a few days ago:

“We couldn’t believe it. Easter Sunday is
not usually a big day and the weather was
bad, but people came to us asking about the
credit and others reported the same thing.
This could provide a tremendous boost to the
sagging residential construction business
and to the economy in general.”

INTEREST GROWS

The initial interest of last weekend was in-
tensified yesterday and today, especially
where builders linked the $2,000 credit to
their advertisements in today’s newspapers.

At Applehill Farm, in Chappaqua, West-
chester County, where 56 homes are being
built in a ‘“‘cluster” development on a former
estate, Tom Bisogno said couples shopping
for the $70,000 to $90,000 units were asking if
they qualify for the rebate. ‘““We believe they
do,” he said, ‘‘because ours is a new develop-
ment, less than a year old.”

Mr. Bisogno said he expected the real crush
to come when the I.R.S. clarified its ‘‘lowest
price’” ruling: Louis Buonpane of the Parker
Imperial, a condominium on the Palisades in
North Bergen, NJ, opposite 86th Street in
Manhattan, said traffic increased ‘‘right
after the President signed the bill.”

Like Strawberry Hill, Parker Imperial is
adding the tax credit to previously an-
nounced price reductions necessitated by a
sluggish market. “It’s a good selling tool,
this tax credit, added to everything else,”
Mr. Buonpane said.

Another question puzzling some builders
was how to define when construction began.
Many felt that the I.R.S. would refer to put-
ting down a ‘‘footing,” or pouring concrete,
but Mr. Tesdesco asked, “If you clear the
plot and install services have you started
construction on a house?”’

Builders said that setting Dec. 31 as the
cut-off date would force quick decisions,
which they liked. One builder said, ‘“We’re
going to begin ‘countdown’ advertising as
soon as we can—‘You have only 100 days to
make up your mind, etc.,’—to encourage de-
cisions. It could be dynamite for this mar-
ket.”

[From the New York Times, July 27, 1975]
HOME BUYERS GET A NEW ENTICEMENT
(By Ernest Dickinson)

Thousands of new housing units through-
out the nation that failed to meet the price
qualification for 5 per cent Federal tax cred-
it will do so now because of an amendment
liberalizing the law.

The change, builders predict, will give an
added boost to new-home buying, especially
between Labor Day and the end of the year.

The law as it was passed in March specified
that new houses, condominiums and mobile
homes had to be sold at the lowest price for
which they had ever been offered if their
buyers were to be eligible for the credit of as
much as $2,000.

But some builders with units that had been
on the market many months did not roll
back prices to their original levels because,
they said, they could not do so without los-
ing money.

Under the amendment, which was signed
into law June 30, the builder must certify
only that the price is the lowest at which the
home has been offered since Feb. 28, 1975.

The change greatly enlarges the number of
qualifying properties from which home buy-
ers can choose this summer and fall. The in-
crease is most apparent among high-rise con-
dominiums.

At The Greenhouse In Cliffside Park, N.J.,
for example, 100 of the 340 units remain
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unsold. None of them qualified for the tax
credit previously, but all of them do now.

Ira Norris, the president of the Kaufman
and Broad Development Company, the build-
er, explained why. A high-rise condominium
is a large project, he noted, and once con-
struction starts, the entire building must be
completed. During the two-year construction
period, however, many costs escalated month
by month. So completed apartments cannot
be sold at the price for which they were of-
fered two years earlier.

Ordinarily, builders of low-rise or single-
family detached housing can avoid that trap.
If houses are not selling, the builder can sim-
ply stop construction.

The new tax-law provision helps not only
future buyers but some past buyers as well.
Its benefits are retroactive. A buyer who
closed a deal in the spring but did not qual-
ify for a tax credit then may now be able to
obtain it.

This will be true if the only reason the
property was not eligible then was that the
builder had sold it at a price he raised before
Feb. 28. A recent buyer who believes that his
new-home purchase may now entitle him to
a tax credit should contact his builder or
local Internal Revenue Service office.

Some developers are taking the Initiative
in such situations. The builder of High Point
of Hartsdale, in Westchester County, for ex-
ample, will soon be sending letters of con-
gratulation and the required certificates to
about eight buyers who previously purchased
condominium apartments that only now
qualify for the credit.

Leland Zaubeler, a vice president of the
Robert Martin Corporation of Elmsford,
which is building the 500-unit High Point,
said that about 15 per cent of the unsold
partments that previously did not qualify for
a tax credit do qualify now. ‘“The amend-
ment is beneficial,”” Mr. Zaubeler said. ‘It
helps carry out the original intent of the
law—to move new housing.”’

The biggest problem with the legislation,
according to many builders, is that many
people still do not understand what a tax
credit is.

According to Mr. Norris, they refuse to be-
lieve it is not simply a tax deduction. “We’ve
had people bring lawyers into our offices be-
cause they think we are trying to sell them
a bill of goods,” he said. A tax credit is sub-
tracted from the final sum one owes the Gov-
ernment. If a home buyer qualified for a
$1,750 tax credit and his tax bill came to
$1,750 or less, he would not pay any tax.

Despite widespread misunderstanding,
however, people are starting to shop around
again at last,” said a spokesman for U.S.
Home Corporation in Clearwater, Fla., one of
the nation’s largest builders. ‘“The tax credit
has gotten people out looking, though they
may end up buying homes that don’t qual-
ify.”

George A. Frank, who heads the Builders
Institute of Westchester and Putnam coun-
ties, agrees.

Westchester has about 800 new unsold con-
dominium units but very few new single-fam-
ily homes, he said, adding: ‘‘Because of costs,
with new houses bringing about $75,000 here,
there has been no large-scale building.”’

But Mr. Frank and others believe that a
‘“countdown psychology” will develop in the
fall as more and more buyers realize that
they have only until the end of the year to
get a tax credit.

“It’s a very persuasive opportunity,” said
one builder. “If the average condominium
sells for $50,000, you can put down $5,000, or
10 per cent, because most developers offer a
90 per cent mortgage. Then the $2,000 off
your income tax represents 40 per cent of the
down payment”’

The amount of the tax credit is figured by
taking 5 per cent of the total cost of acquisi-
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tion (including closing costs), minus any
profit the buyer might realize in selling his
old house. The credit cannot exceed the total
tax liability. If a buyer qualifies for a max-
imum $2,000 credit but his Federal tax totals
only $1500, the latter amount is all he can
claim.

In general, homes that were never before
occupied and that were under construction
or completed before March 26, 1975, qualify
for the credit.

Mr. ISAKSON. I will read the head-
lines: ‘“‘New Housing Tax Credit
Prompts Rise in Buying; Consumers
Respond to Federal Law by Closing
Deals on Condominiums and Homes
Here, Builders Say,” and ‘“‘Home Buy-
ers Get a New Enticement.”

In 1975, when the average price of a
house was $35,000, the United States
was in worse shape than we are in
today. We are fast approaching it, but
we were worse. There was a 3-year sup-
ply of unsold houses on the market,
and there were no buyers.

Congress, the Democratic Congress,
and Gerald Ford, a Republican Presi-
dent, passed a housing tax credit of
$2,000 for a family who bought and oc-
cupied as their home a standing vacant
house in inventory at the time, which
is because all the inventory was new
homes. That $2,000 tax credit spurred
people to go to the marketplace,
spurred them to buy those houses, and
in 1 year’s time we went from a 3-year
supply of housing to a 10-month supply
of housing. We solved 70 percent of the
problem with a tax credit.

What we are talking about in our leg-
islation is a bill I introduced in Janu-
ary of last year. Everybody said it cost
too much. Then, it cost $11.4 billion.
We have now spent $3 or $4 trillion, and
we have not solved the problem yet. I
suggest it is time we looked at an eco-
nomical solution.

What we have offered is a $15,000 or 10
percent of the purchase price of the
house, whichever is less, tax credit
which could be claimed against the 2008
tax return that will be filed in April or
can be taken 50 percent in 2009, 50 per-
cent in 2010. What the family gets is a
$15,000 tax credit or, as I said, 10 per-
cent of the purchase price, whichever is
less.

This is going to benefit mainstream
America. When they receive it, they
have to live in the house for 3 years as
their home. If for some reason they
move out during that time, it is pro-
rated. But what will happen in America
now is what happened in 1975 when
these articles in the Times reported:
Sales will come back, the floor will be
put under the housing market, values
will stabilize, and they will begin to
appreciate. And, as they do, equity will
return to America’s families; stability
will return to the basic biggest asset
our families have, their home; and we
will begin to work our way out of this
deep downward spiral we are currently
in.

As has been said, it is not a catch
phrase and it is not a slogan. If we do
not fix housing first, it does not matter
what else we fix because throwing

S1477

money at the symptoms, as JON KYL
said, will not work. If you are a doctor
and you are trying to cure a patient,
you go to the root of the infection or
the root of the problem, and you cut it
out or you deal with it.

This proposal, providing good, effi-
cient, effective mortgage money for re-
finance for Americans with good credit
or those with Freddie Mac and Fannie
Mae loans, this will bring borrowers
who are in the market back to the
market and will solve the problem.

My last comment to the Senator
from Tennessee—I call people who used
to work for me all the time to see how
it is going. I call them in various
States, including the State of Ten-
nessee.

In Atlanta, GA, a couple of weeks
ago, I talked to Glennis Beacham, who
is very successful. I said: Glennis, have
you got a lot of buyers?

She said: I have a lot of buyers,
Johnnie. They have money. They want
one of two things: They want a fore-
closure or a short sale.

Right now you have a bottom-fishing
market. You do not have people who
see any opportunity, and the buyers
who are in are exploiting; they are not
investing. It is time we incentivize all
American families with their own
money because it is their tax money
against which the credit will be taken
to go out and buy a house. When we do,
we will begin to fix housing first, and
we will begin to stabilize a very tee-
tering economy.

I commend the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Georgia. Just to make sure
it is clear, sometimes we confuse tax
deduction and tax credit. This is a
$15,000 tax credit. That means cash
money, real money, that you can, in-
stead of paying it to the IRS, put in
your pocket. Am I correct?

Mr. ISAKSON. You can invest it in
your house.

Mr. ALEXANDER. You can invest it
in your house. The Senator from Wyo-
ming is here.

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 7 and a half min-
utes remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
please let me know when 2 minutes is
remaining.

I thank the Senator from Georgia.
We have now heard a proposal to give
to all creditworthy Americans, which
can be up to 40 million, the oppor-
tunity to buy or refinance a house with
a Treasury-backed 4- to 4.5-percent
mortgage. We have heard Senator
ISAKSON’s proposal to give everyone
who buys a home within this next year
up to a $15,000 tax credit.

The Senator from Wyoming was a
small businessman before he came to
the Senate and is our only accountant
here. What is the Senator’s reaction to
that, and how does he see housing fit-
ting into the economic stimulus pack-
age that is being discussed?
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Mr. ENZI. We need to pass a bill that
will fix housing first. We recognized
the problem about a year and a half
ago, but Congress has not focused on
the housing piece of that and come up
with a solution that will work to fix
housing.

“Fix Housing First,” the slogan the
Senator came up with, I appreciate the
efforts of the Senator from Tennessee
and the understanding that he has of
this and the ability to pull people to-
gether. I thank Senator ENSIGN for all
of the work he has done on a substitute
bill. I particularly thank the Senator
from Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, for an idea
that he has seen work before and
knows will work again and has done
the math on it to update it to today.
But we have to fix housing first. That
is what started the problem, that is
what is continuing the problem, that is
what has tightened the pocketbooks of
Americans.

A realtor from Buffalo, WY, was in
my office yesterday. He said the banks
do have some money, that they had
made 50 loans, they were processing 50
loans at the moment. He said, unfortu-
nately, only two of those were for
house sales. The rest of them were all
refinancing as the interest rates have
come down.

Even people who can afford to buy a
house are not buying a house because
they do not know where the bottom is
in the housing market. So until we do
something to put a bottom in the hous-
ing market and assure people who have
bought houses as part of their retire-
ment that their value is not going to
go clear through the floor, America is
not going to recover from this. People
are not going to start spending. It is
not Government spending that solves
the problem, it is individual spending
that solves the problem. And the indi-
viduals have stopped spending.

Government money spends twice, cir-
culates twice; private money circulates
seven times. We have to get the private
money, the individual money, the per-
sonal money, back into the economy
again, and that will make a difference.

The crisis began with the decline of
housing prices in our Nation, a rising
tide of foreclosures from homeowners
who could no longer afford to make
mortgage payments. The decline in the
housing market sent shockwaves
through our financial system as every-
body realized their triple-A-rated in-
vestments looked more like junk
bonds. With banks unwilling to lend
against assets of an unknown value,
our credit market came grinding to a
halt. That is where we are today.

Now, the original plan of TARP was
to buy toxic loans, to get those out of
the market, to stabilize the banks.
That did not happen. When we work in
a hurry to pass something around here,
particularly if it deals with a lot of dol-
lars, we can often wind up in a dif-
ferent direction than where we thought
we were going. Right now this bill is
not focused on housing. It needs to be
focused on housing, and focused on
housing first.
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Government spending by itself will
not solve the problem. We cannot spend
our way out of it. We have tried that
before. We tried it in the 1930s. Govern-
ment interference did not help. So we
need to take some of this money and
devote it to stemming foreclosures, in-
vigorating the housing market, and
getting our financial institutions and
individual investors to step back into
the market without fear.

I have a lot more I would like to say,
but I know our time is limited. I would
like the Senator from Tennessee to be
able to conclude this discussion, con-
clude the beginning of the long discus-
sion I hope will put housing first. Until
we solve housing first, we do not have
a solution.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr.
how much time is remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee has 3
minutes remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Wyoming for his leadership
and his understanding of business that
has come the hard way, through experi-
ence in his town.

The Senator from Arizona, Mr.
MCcCAIN, is on the Senate floor to speak
on a different amendment. But he, too,
has a proposal that will deal with fix-
ing housing first. So our point is this:
We understand Americans are hurting,
that our economy is in a slump. But we
also understand that if we do not deal
with the national debt, we will be
doing the worst thing that we could
ever do to the working men and women
of America: that is, having long-term
inflation where dollars do not amount
to anything and you cannot buy any-
thing.

So our focus, instead of adding to the
debt by over $1 trillion, is to reorient
the stimulus package toward a true
stimulus and fix housing first. That is
what the 4-percent mortgage for credit-
worthy Americans is for. That is what
the $15,000 tax credit for home buyers
is for. That is what the Republican pro-
posals to help people with foreclosures
are for. That is part 1, fix housing first.

Part 2 is let people keep more of
their own money. Those are tax reduc-
tions. Then part 3 is take off this bill
all of the spending items that do not
have anything to do with creating jobs
now. So we welcome the calls for bipar-
tisan work. We are ready to work. We
have good ideas: fix housing first, let
people keep more of their own money,
and focus the bill on spending projects
that create jobs today, not those that
do not.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of Senator FEINGOLD
and Senator McCAIN, who I know have
a very important amendment. They
have allowed me to come to the floor
before them and speak about the
amendment Senator SNOWE and I will
be offering later.

I thank Senator FEINGOLD and Sen-
ator MCCAIN, and it is not my intention
to give a lengthy speech at this point.

President,

February 4, 2009

Last week, Americans were horrified
to hear the news that Citigroup and
other companies receiving taxpayer
money from the Troubled Asset Relief
Program were paying their employees
billions and billions of dollars in bo-
nuses.

Today, along with Senator OLYMPIA
SNOWE, our colleague from Maine, I
will offer a bipartisan amendment to
this legislation that makes it clear it
is not enough to say these Wall Street
bonuses are wrong; they have to be
paid back.

Taxpayers must be protected, and
that is what the amendment Senator
SNOWE and I are offering will do. Our
proposal gives the institutions that re-
ceived Troubled Asset Relief Program
money and paid these outlandish bo-
nuses a simple choice: The institutions
will pay back the cash portion of any
bonus paid in excess of $100,000 within
120 days of the amendment’s enactment
or those institutions would face an ex-
cise tax of 35 percent on what is not re-
paid to the Treasury.

The money can be repaid by buying
back the preferred stock the Federal
Government owns in these companies
or in any other fashion the institution
chooses. Senator SNOWE and I have had
extensive legal review with respect to
the constitutionality of this provision.
We believe it passes constitutional
muster.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter sent to me yesterday by Edward
Kleinbard of the Joint Committee on
Taxation.

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

DEAR SENATOR WYDEN: You have asked me
whether I believe that there is a constitu-
tional issue associated with your legislative
proposal to impose an excise tax on certain
2008 bonuses paid by TARP recipients that do
not repay the amount of those bonuses in
2009 (through redeeming the preferred stock
issued to the United States). There are many
Supreme Court and other cases that have
considered the question of when a tax might
be held to be unconstitutional by virtue of
its retroactive application, and as a result I
am not able to answer your question defini-
tively without more time to read the exten-
sive jurisprudence. As a very preliminary
matter, however, I believe that your pro-
posal would be held to be constitutional if
challenged in court.

First, I believe that there is a powerful ar-
gument that your proposal is simply not ret-
roactive. Taxpayers can avoid the tax com-
pletely by repurchasing shares they sold to
the United States; the excise tax would be
imposed, not on prior bonuses, but on the
taxpayer’s affirmative post-enactment deci-
sion not to repurchase those shares at the
same price that the shares were sold to the
United States. Moreover, the timing, repur-
chase price and amount of shares that must
be repurchased are not punitive, and are
commensurate with the conduct that Con-
gress can rationally find to be contrary to
the purpose and intent of the EESA legisla-
tion that authorized the Treasury’s invest-
ments.

Even if the excise tax were (contrary to
the conclusion suggested above) viewed as
having retroactive effect, the Supreme Court
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has generally given a high level of judicial
deference to economic legislation and has re-
peatedly upheld retroactive taxation as con-
stitutional, so long as the legislation is
“‘supported by a legitimate legislative pur-
pose furthered by rational means . . .” Pen-
sion Benefit Guaranty Corp. v. R.A. Gray &
Co., 467 U.S. 717 (1984). For example, under
the Tax Reform Act of 1969, an individual
was permitted a $30,000 exemption in calcu-
lating his minimum tax liability. The Rev-
enue Act of 1976, passed in October of 1976,
reduced the exemption to $10,000 and applied
the change retroactively to all tax years be-
ginning after December 31, 1975. The Su-
preme Court upheld this retroactive amend-
ment in United States v. Darusmont, 499 U.S.
292 (1981).

As another example, the Tax Reform Act
of 1986 granted a special deduction for the
sale of employer securities by an estate to an
employee stock ownership plan (““ESOP”). In
December of 1987 Congress amended the stat-
ute to provide that the securities sold to an
ESOP must have been directly owned by the
decedent immediately prior to his or her
death, and made the amendment effective as
if it had been contained in the statute as
originally enacted. In United States V.
Carlton, 512 U.S. 26 (1994), the Supreme Court
once again upheld the retroactive applica-
tion of the tax, in this case against an estate
that had relied on the original language to
engage in a transaction that it believed
would have reduced its tax liability by sev-
eral million dollars. There are numerous
other appellate and Supreme Court cases to
similar effect.

Your legislative proposal presents a par-
ticularly strong case for constitutionality
since it has only a modest look-back period,
as was the case in Darusmont, and is arguably
a curative measure (with regard to the exec-
utive compensation provisions of TARP), as
was the case in Carlton.

Please let me know if you have any further
questions.

EDWARD KLEINBARD,
Joint Committee on Taxation.

Mr. WYDEN. I will read briefly now
from the letter from Mr. Kleinbard. I
will quote from the second paragraph:

There is a powerful argument that your
proposal is simply not retroactive.

It is his judgment, based on what he
has been able to look at thus far, it
would be constitutional.

Mr. Kleinbard states specifically:

Taxpayers can avoid the tax completely by
repurchasing shares they sold to the United
States; the excise tax would be imposed not
on prior bonuses, but on the taxpayer’s af-
firmative post-enactment decision not to re-
purchase those shares at the same price that
the shares were sold to the United States.
Moreover, the timing, repurchase price and
amount of shares that must be repurchased
are not punitive, and are commensurate with
the conduct that Congress can rationally
find to be contrary to the purpose and intent
of the EESA legislation that authorized the
Treasury’s investments.

I think anyone who looks at the let-
ter from the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation will see that the bipartisan
amendment Senator SNOWE and I will
be offering with respect to excessive
cash bonuses is a matter that does pass
constitutional muster and clearly is in
the taxpayers’ interest.

I note my colleagues, particularly
from Tennessee and Georgia, have
made a number of good points that I
happen to feel strongly about with re-
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spect to the need to address the cur-
rent housing crisis, and one of the
things we have seen with respect to
housing and all of the other economic
challenges we have is we have to get
people’s confidence back in the Amer-
ican economy.

I believe the Snowe-Wyden amend-
ment will help to generate that con-
fidence by saying at some point we are
going to say excessive bonuses are
being paid, in effect, with taxpayer
money. I mean these are companies
who received billions and billions of
taxpayer dollars.

If we are going to have the con-
fidence we need to promote housing, as
the distinguished Senators from Ten-
nessee and Georgia both noted, we have
to make sure taxpayers do not say:
This is wrong. This is not right to give
these excessive bonuses with taxpayer
money.

I would note that Senator SNOWE and
I set the limit for bonuses at $100,000.
So, clearly, we want to be sensitive to
the young person getting started in fi-
nancial services, someone, perhaps,
who was a secretary. But it is the out-
landish bonuses that we are concerned
about.

I would also note these TARP insti-
tutions have not yet paid their 2008
taxes. So what we have is a situation
where a number of these companies
have not yet paid their 2008 taxes. In
other parts of this economic recovery
legislation we are giving retroactive
tax benefits. Certainly, that is the case
with the net operating loss provisions,
the carryback provisions, with respect
to business.

So it seems to me, if you are giving
those kinds of retroactive tax breaks,
you surely ought to take steps to pro-
tect taxpayers, as Senator SNOWE and I
seek to do with our legislation. The
bottom line is, the Wall Street firms
that took bailout money knew they
were not supposed to pay their execu-
tives lavish bonuses, but they went
ahead and paid out more than $18 bil-
lion in bonuses anyway.

The Wyden-Snowe amendment makes
sure these firms can’t take the money
and give the Congress and taxpayers
the runaround. If they took the bailout
money, the Wall Street firms either
have to pay taxpayers back for the ex-
cessive bonuses, or they ought to pay a
tax on these bonus payments. Either
way, they should not be allowed to pay
outrageous bonuses to executives and
stick taxpayers with the bill. It is fun-
damentally wrong to reward with bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars this kind of
conduct. We have all heard about hand-
ing out of bonuses to executives at
firms responsible for the current eco-
nomic meltdown. But what happened a
couple of weeks ago takes this to a
completely different level. At a time
when the Congress is faced almost on a
weekly basis with requests for billions
of dollars of additional money, how in
the world can we allow these kinds of
bonuses, with taxpayer money, to
stand, as if the economy were boom-
ing?
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My colleagues from Wisconsin and
Arizona have been waiting patiently. I
hope Members will look at the amend-
ment Senator SNOWE and I are offering.
I hope they will look at the legal anal-
ysis provided by the Joint Committee
on Taxation with respect to how and
why this particular proposal passes
constitutional muster. I hope the Sen-
ate will say it is not enough to just
give speeches about how it is wrong to
hand out these bonuses with taxpayer
money but will back bipartisan legisla-
tion to correct it and to protect tax-
payers at a critical time when we must
increase confidence in how major eco-
nomic decisions are made.

I yield the floor.

AMENDMENT NO. 140
PRESIDING OFFICER
The Senator

The
SHAHEEN).
consin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous
consent that the pending business be
set aside and that we take up amend-
ment No. 140.

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

Mr. FEINGOLD. Madam President, I
am pleased to be working with a
tripartisan group on this issue: Sen-
ators MCCASKILL, GRAHAM, LIEBERMAN,
BURR, and COBURN and, of course, most
significantly, how great it is to be
working again with my friend JOHN
MCcCAIN. This is an issue, in addition to
ones we have worked on over the years,
that he and I care deeply about, trying
to deal with the abuse of earmarks. It
is a real cancer in our budget system.

Our amendment is straightforward.
It establishes a 60-vote point of order
against unauthorized earmarks in ap-
propriations bills. It also requires that
recipients of Federal funding disclose
what they spend on lobbying.

Before arguing the need for the
amendment, I want to briefly acknowl-
edge that we have actually come a long
way in recent years in disclosing ear-
marks. In the last Congress, we passed
the Honest Leadership and Open Gov-
ernment Act of 2007, more commonly
referred to as the ethics and lobbying
reform bill. That measure was the most
significant earmark reform Congress
has ever enacted, and it reflected what
I think is a growing recognition by
Members that the business-as-usual
days of using earmarks to avoid the
scrutiny of the authorizing process or
of competitive grants are coming to an
end. It was no accident that the two
Presidential nominees of the two major
parties were major players on that re-
form package. It would be a mistake
not to acknowledge how far we have
come. The Honest Leadership and Open
Government Act was an enormous step
forward. I commend the majority lead-
er, Senator REID, as well as our former
colleague from Illinois, President
Obama, for their work in ensuring that
landmark bill passed. But it would be a
mistake not to admit that we still have
a long way to go.

Our amendment will build on the sig-
nificant achievements of the 110th Con-
gress by moving from what has largely

(Mrs.
from Wis-
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been a system designed to dissuade the
use of earmarks through disclosure to
one that actually makes it much more
difficult to enact them. The principal
provision of this amendment is the es-
tablishment of a point of order against
unauthorized earmarks on appropria-
tions bills. Obviously, to overcome the
point of order, supporters of the unau-
thorized earmark will need to obtain a
supermajority of the Senate. As a fur-
ther deterrent, the bill provides that
any earmarked funding which is suc-
cessfully stricken from the appropria-
tions bill will be unavailable for other
spending in the bill. It isn’t the sort of
a thing where you can borrow from one
piece and fix it with another. You have
to reduce the bill by that amount.

As I mentioned earlier, the amend-
ment also requires all recipients of
Federal funds to disclose any money
spent on registered lobbyists. It is only
fair that the American people know
which entities receiving Federal fund-
ing are spending money to lobby Con-
gress. There may be no connection be-
tween the lobbying and the Federal
funding, but a little transparency
would help everyone decide that for
themselves.

I truly am delighted that President
Obama is committed to keeping this
stimulus package free of earmarks. We
can ensure that his commitment is
made good on future appropriations
bills by adopting this amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Madam President, I am
pleased to join with my good friend
Senator FEINGOLD in offering this fis-
cally responsible amendment, along
with Senators MCCASKILL, BURR,
LIEBERMAN, GRAHAM, COBURN, and oth-
ers. May I say that I find there are very
few pleasant aspects of losing an elec-
tion, but one of them that I most value
is going back to work with my friend
from Wisconsin, Senator FEINGOLD,
whom, for now many years, I have had
the great honor and privilege of work-
ing with as we attempt to bring about
the reforms which will help restore the
confidence and trust of the American
people in the way we do business in
Washington but also in our stewardship
of their tax dollars. I am pleased to
join with my good friend Senator FEIN-
GOLD.

Senator FEINGOLD outlined the provi-
sions of the amendment so I don’t want
to repeat them. But I also want to
point out that some people are saying:
Why should we have this on this legis-
lation, when this stimulus package
does not directly apply? We know there
is an omnibus appropriations bill com-
ing down the pike. The House of Rep-
resentatives intends to take it up soon.
There is apparently, unfortunately, an-
other TARP that may be coming, not
to mention the other appropriations
bills that will be coming. So the sooner
we address this issue, the better off we
will be. I also think one of the reasons
why support for the stimulus package
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is rapidly eroding is because you don’t
have to call it an earmark and it
doesn’t have to be technically an ear-
mark, but when you see many of the
provisions in this stimulus bill, they
have nothing to do with stimulus and
everything to do with spending. They
are fundamentally earmarks as well,
certainly in their effect.

It is not only appropriate but nec-
essary to adopt this amendment so
that the American people will know in
the future, when we make tough deci-
sions, this kind of practice of adding
absolutely unnecessary, unwarranted
spending of their tax dollars on appro-
priations bills without a proper process
of scrutiny and ability to reject them
will not occur. It will not restore their
confidence. The stimulus package be-
fore us is important, but right now the
American people see it not as a stim-
ulus but a spending package. That is
why this provision will restore some
confidence in the future way we ad-
dress their tax dollars.

Every time Senator FEINGOLD and I
have tried to kill off a specific un-
wanted and unnecessary and, many
times, outrageous appropriation, if we
had succeeded, it would have taken
down the whole bill. So one of the im-
portant aspects of this legislation is to
allow us to rifleshot and remove unnec-
essary and wasteful spending.

I don’t have to go through the list,
but it is always kind of fun to do it.
Even though we passed in January 2007,
by a vote of 96 to 2, an ethics and lob-
bying reform package that had mean-
ingful reforms, by August of 2007, we
were presented with a bill containing
very watered-down earmark provisions
and doing far too little to rein in
wasteful earmarks. Since we adopted
the much heralded reforms of January
2007, we have spent $188,000 for the Lob-
ster Institute, which includes a lobster
cam at the bottom of the ocean, which
so far we have been unable to make
work; $98,000 to develop a walking tour
of Boydton, VA, population 454; $212,000
for olive fruit fly research in Paris,
France; $1.95 million for the Charles B.
Rangel Center for Public Service;
$150,000 for the Montana Sheep Insti-
tute—almost every one of these ear-
marks location specific required—
$345,000 for tree planting in Chicago;
$196,000 for the renovation of an his-
toric post office in Las Vegas; $150,000
for the STEEED program, Soaring To-
wards Educational Enrichment via
Equine Discovery, a youth program in
Washington, DC; $100,000 for Cooters
Pond Park in Prattville, AL; $50,000 for
construction of a National Mule and
Packers Museum in Bishop, CA;
$244,000 for bee research in Weslaco,
TX.

The point is, some of these projects I
am talking about may have virtue. It
may be of the utmost national impor-
tance in this time of record deficits
that we have a lobster cam at the bot-
tom of the ocean and that we should
spend $188,000 for it. But it should be
subject to debate and discussion and
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amendment and acceptance or rejec-
tion.

What Senator FEINGOLD and I are
seeking is a process where these ear-
marks can be judged on their value,
their contribution to the overall econ-
omy, and whether they are necessary.
Under the present system, they are
still inserted without the Congress
having the ability to carefully examine
them.

It also would require recipients of
Federal dollars to disclose any
amounts that the recipient has ex-
pended on registered lobbyists. There is
a new game in town—not so new, it has
been going on for some years, but it
grows—and that is that special inter-
ests, universities, others will go to a
specific lobbying group, and they will
then seek the earmarks this interest
desires and believes is required. There
are certain, obviously, amounts of
money given to those lobbyists for
their work. We are not saying they
should not do that. We are saying that
the amounts of money given to the lob-
byists as a result of the recipients of
Federal dollars obtaining those funds
should be revealed.

Again, $446,500 for horseshoe crab re-
search at Virginia Tech in Virginia;
$500,000 for a maritime museum in Mo-
bile, AL; $360,000 for Hawaii rain
gauges; $401,850 for the Shedd Aquar-
ium in Chicago, IL.

This process has got to end. The
American people do not trust the Con-
gress to dispose of their tax dollars
without these billions of earmarks, or
at least a process where they are scru-
tinized and Members of Congress have
the ability not to just vote on an ap-
propriations bill that appears on the
Member’s desk shortly before the vote
takes place. The appropriators will tell
us these are all worthwhile projects.
They are not, and they have resulted in
corruption. There are former Members
of Congress residing in Federal prison
today because this process—this proc-
ess—has corrupted people. It has to be
fixed.

So I could go in citing examples of
unauthorized earmarks and policy rid-
ers in appropriations bills and con-
ference reports. But I think you have
the picture. By the way, an egregious
example that is being investigated
today is that for one of the appropria-
tions bills, appropriations were in-
serted after the bill was passed and
signed by the President of the United
States—a remarkable occurrence—a re-
markable occurrence. It shows how far
we have gone in our obligations to the
American people.

I would like to say a word to my own
side of the aisle. We just lost an elec-
tion, and I will take the responsibility
for that. But I can assure my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle that
one of the reasons why Republicans
lost the last election is because our
base, who are concerned about our
stewardship of their tax dollars, be-
lieves we got on a spending spree which
has mortgaged our children’s futures.
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If there is a future on this side of the
aisle, then we have to clean up our act
on spending. Time after time, when
some of us said: You have to veto these
spending bills, the answer was: Well,
we have to please Members. What we
did was we alienated those American
citizens—frankly, of all parties—who
feel strongly we have lost our sense of
obligation to them as far as careful
stewardship of their tax dollars is con-
cerned.

I wish to mention one other thing. I
had a very good conversation with the
President of the United States. We all
want to work together to pass this
stimulus, a stimulus package that will
get our economy going again. I look
forward, as do other Members on this
side of the aisle, as well as the other
side, to sit down, and let’s have some
serious negotiations so we can elimi-
nate wasteful and unnecessary spend-
ing that is part of the stimulus pack-
age that is before the Senate today.

We should make sure we adopt an
amendment that as soon as the GDP
improves for two quarters by 2 percent,
we will then enact spending cuts to put
us on the road to a balanced budget.
We need to do that. We used to talk
about millions of dollars and then we
started talking about billions of dollars
and now we are talking about trillions
of dollars of deficits that will be run up
that we will lay on future generations
of Americans.

With this stimulus package, there
must be a commitment to stop this
spending and to reduce spending once
our economy recovers, so we can have
some sense of ability to put this Nation
on a path to a balanced budget to
eliminate the debt and deficit we are
laying on future generations of Ameri-
cans.

Americans are beginning to turn
against the stimulus package as it is
presently designed. They are doing
that because they do not believe it is a
stimulus package. They believe, cor-
rectly, it is a spending package. I urge
my colleagues to help restore con-
fidence in whatever the outcome is,
that we adopt this amendment, so in
the future the American people can be
sure we will have done our very best to
eliminate unnecessary, wasteful, and
corrupting spending that has charac-
terized the expenditures we have made
in the past on appropriations bills that
contained those unwanted, unnecessary
spending practices.

I thank the Senator from Wisconsin,
again, and my friend, Senator
LIEBERMAN, and Members on both sides
of the aisle who will support this
amendment.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I thank the Chair.

I rise to speak in favor of the Fein-
gold-McCain amendment. I heard my
friend from Wisconsin refer to this as
an amendment with tripartisan sup-
port. Hearing that, I rushed to the floor
to validate his description of it.
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I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
legislation. It is quite appropriate that
this amendment is being offered on this
Economic Recovery and Reinvestment
Act. I support this act strongly. It is
critically important. It is gravely im-
portant we adopt this legislation, and
adopt it soon, to kick start our econ-
omy, to start creating and protecting
jobs again.

But there is an awful lot of money in
this measure that has to be spent
quickly. There are oversight actions
and institutions that have been made
part of the Economic Recovery and Re-
investment Act. But it gives us an op-
portunity to deal directly with what
has become known as the earmark
problem or the earmark crisis or the
earmark scandal to some.

I support this amendment and have
cosponsored it because it does not end
what has begun to be described as ear-
marks. It reforms the process. It cre-
ates a legislative vehicle for any 1 of
100 of us to stand and say: Hey, wait a
second. What is this appropriation
without authorization that has been
put into this bill and to essentially de-
mand, by raising a point of order, that
60 of the 100 of us agree that it is worth
spending taxpayers’ money on this par-
ticular appropriation.

This is necessary because we have
taken a legitimate constitutionally
created function of Congress—the
power to appropriate—and we have
misused it in too many cases that it
now requires us to create a process to
basically say, at times when it is justi-
fied: Stop. Stop this particular appro-
priation, this particular earmark.

When I talk about a constitutionally
ordained process, I am talking about
the fact that the Constitution gives
Congress, uniquely, the power to appro-
priate public funds. It is simply a mat-
ter of record, which my colleagues
from Wisconsin and Arizona have made
more than clear this morning again,
that the power we have been given to
appropriate has, in some cases, been
misused in what now are called ear-
marks. So we need to create this
checkpoint to say: No, let’s demand 60
votes for this one.

The amendment would also require
all recipients of Federal dollars to dis-
close any amounts the recipient has ex-
pended on registered lobbyists. This is
a way also to create some trans-
parency—the sunlight that Justice
Brandeis, I believe it was, said was the
best disinfectant for bad behavior in
Government.

So I am proud to be a cosponsor. I
hope we take this moment, as we ap-
propriate necessary funding—hundreds
of billions of dollars—to say that on all
other appropriations bills coming
along, every Member of this Senate
will have the opportunity to ask some-
thing very reasonable and sensible: If
they doubt the necessity, the validity
of a particular appropriations earmark,
that 60 of us have to say: No, we think
it is OK.
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AMENDMENT NO. 106

Madam President, I am not sure, at
this point, what the regular order is. I
also have come to the floor to speak
about an amendment the Senator from
Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, and I have of-
fered. If it is appropriate, now I would
speak for a few minutes on it. If not, I
will wait until that amendment comes
up.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair,
and I promise my colleagues I will be
brief.

Senator ISAKSON and I have offered
an amendment which will create a
$15,000 tax credit for any purchaser of a
home within a year after the date of
enactment. There is no recapture
clause for that. We do so to offer one of
what we hope will be a series of meas-
ures to revive the housing market and
housing values as a critical part of re-
viving our economy and creating jobs.

Very briefly, it was the subprime
mortgage scandal, the bubble in hous-
ing prices, the collapse of housing
prices, that has been at the heart of
the follow-on collapse in our financial
institutions and the collapse in con-
fidence, particularly, the confidence of
the American consumer, whose de-
mand, whose consumption, drives 70
percent of the American economy.

So bottom line: I saw a statistic from
a reputable economist about a week
ago, 2 weeks ago now, that estimated
in the last year there had been a loss of
$4 trillion in the value of real estate in
our country—$4 trillion. We are talking
about $4 trillion of value in houses,
which for most Americans—middle-in-
come, lower middle, and lower in-
come—who could afford to own a
house, was the major asset they had,
the major asset of value, the major
source within them for which they had
economic confidence because it was
worth something beyond what the
mortgage was. That is part of what
gave them the confidence then to go
out and consume, to drive our economy
forward.

The collapse of housing values, the
dramatic drop in activity—housing
purchases and sales—is at the heart of
the collapse in confidence and the spi-
raling downward of our economy today,
and we simply will not get our econ-
omy going again unless we get that
moving.

This credit Senator ISAKSON and I are
proposing—we are not saying is going
to solve all the problems. There has to
be action in other ways. There has to
be action through the Treasury Depart-
ment in the second tranche of the so-
called TARP money to help people stay
in their homes, particularly those who
are in homes that are now worth less
than the mortgage they have. There
has to be action to try to lower inter-
est rates and so on.

But we think this action will really
kick start the housing market by giv-
ing a $15,000 tax credit, refundable, to
anybody who buys a house within a
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year of the date of enactment. That
will drive sales. As you watch the in-
terest rates coming down—and interest
rates are at a low of many years, when
you can get a mortgage—and then with
the action through the Treasury De-
partment to increase liquidity, and you
add on a $15,000 tax credit, I think peo-
ple are going to go out and buy homes.
That is going to begin to raise the
value of homes. If a home sells on the
street, everybody else’s house goes up
in value. Then people’s sense of their
own wealth, their own economic well-
being, is going to increase, and I think
it will give them the confidence to go
out and begin to consume.

In 2008, I can tell you, Connecticut’s
housing market experienced its sharp-
est decline in home sales and median
home prices in 20 years. Single family
home sales fell nearly 24 percent. This
proposal Senator ISAKSON and I are
making obviously costs some money.
But compared to other proposals that
have been made, this one will pay a re-
turn on the dollar.

Although we are waiting for a final
estimate, I would anticipate the
amendment could cost as much as $20
billion. However, we have had eco-
nomic estimates from credible econo-
mists who have looked at the amend-
ment Senator ISAKSON and I are offer-
ing and said they believe it could lead
to as many as 1.1 million home pur-
chases within this year, that it would
generate 539,000 new jobs, mostly in
construction, and $14 billion in Federal
tax revenues. So that is a tremendous
return on what this will cost the Treas-
ury. Senator ISAKSON will show it in
his comments, because we have talked
about this—this has been tried once be-
fore in a terrible housing crisis in the
1970s and worked very well.

I am proud to stand with my friend

from Georgia. This is a bipartisan
amendment; perhaps I should say
tripartisan. It deserves to have

tripartisan and, I would hope, unani-
mous support as something that has
been proven in the past and will work
again today to get people’s home val-
ues rising, because there will be the de-
mand to buy houses in America once
again.

I thank the Chair, I thank my col-
leagues, and I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, will
the Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. ISAKSON. I will.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized
after the Senator from Georgia has
completed his comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. ISAKSON. Reserving the right to
object, would it be good to lock in the
speakers who are here at the same
time?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I
don’t want to do that because I am the
manager for this bill and I have been
waiting to speak. I want the floor after
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the Senator from Maryland completes
his remarks, and I think I am entitled
to it.

Mr. ISAKSON. I would never cross
the Senator from Iowa.

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

The Senator from Georgia is recog-
nized.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President,
first, I want to thank Senator
LIEBERMAN for his very responsive re-
marks and for his cosponsorship for
this legislation that creates a floor for
housing once again and for us to end
what has become a terrible economic
crisis.

AMENDMENT NO. 106, AS MODIFIED

I called this amendment up last night
and now I wish to ask unanimous con-
sent to send a modification of the
amendment to the desk for replace-
ment of the existing amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
objections to the modification?

Without objection, the amendment is
modified.

The amendment (No. 106), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 449, beginning on line 16, strike
through page 450, line 22, and insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 1006. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN HOME PUR-
CHASES.

(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—Subpart A of
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is
amended by inserting after section 25D the
following new section:

“SEC. 25E. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN
CHASES.

‘“(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who is a purchaser of a principal resi-
dence during the taxable year, there shall be
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed
by this chapter an amount equal to 10 per-
cent of the purchase price of the residence.

‘“(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The amount of
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) shall
not exceed $15,000.

“(3) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT AMOUNT.—At
the election of the taxpayer, the amount of
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) (after
application of paragraph (2)) may be equally
divided among the 2 taxable years beginning
with the taxable year in which the purchase
of the principal residence is made.

““(b) LIMITATIONS.—

‘(1) DATE OF PURCHASE.—The credit al-
lowed under subsection (a) shall be allowed
only with respect to purchases made—

““(A) after the date of the enactment of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax
Act of 2009, and

‘““(B) on or before the date that is 1 year
after such date of enactment.

¢‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
In the case of a taxable year to which section
26(a)(2) does not apply, the credit allowed
under subsection (a) for any taxable year
shall not exceed the excess of—

‘“(A) the sum of the regular tax liability
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over

‘“(B) the sum of the credits allowable under
this subpart (other than this section) for the
taxable year.

¢“(3) ONE-TIME ONLY.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—If a credit is allowed
under this section in the case of any indi-
vidual (and such individual’s spouse, if mar-
ried) with respect to the purchase of any
principal residence, no credit shall be al-
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lowed under this section in any taxable year
with respect to the purchase of any other
principal residence by such individual or a
spouse of such individual.

‘(B) JOINT PURCHASE.—In the case of a pur-
chase of a principal residence by 2 or more
unmarried individuals or by 2 married indi-
viduals filing separately, no credit shall be
allowed under this section if a credit under
this section has been allowed to any of such
individuals in any taxable year with respect
to the purchase of any other principal resi-
dence.

‘‘(c) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—For purposes
of this section, the term ‘principal residence’
has the same meaning as when used in sec-
tion 121.

‘‘(d) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit
shall be allowed under this section for any
purchase for which a credit is allowed under
section 36 or section 1400C.

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) JOINT PURCHASE.—

““(A) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPA-
RATELY.—In the case of 2 married individuals
filing separately, subsection (a) shall be ap-
plied to each such individual by substituting
‘87,500’ for ‘$15,000’ in subsection (a)(1).

“(B) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—If 2 or more
individuals who are not married purchase a
principal residence, the amount of the credit
allowed under subsection (a) shall be allo-
cated among such individuals in such man-
ner as the Secretary may prescribe, except
that the total amount of the credits allowed
to all such individuals shall not exceed
$15,000.

‘“(2) PURCHASE.—In defining the purchase
of a principal residence, rules similar to the
rules of paragraphs (2) and (3) of section
1400C(e) (as in effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this section) shall apply.

¢“(3) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of section 1400C(f) (as so in
effect) shall apply.

“(f) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT IN THE CASE OF
CERTAIN DISPOSITIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the event that a tax-
payer—

““(A) disposes of the principal residence
with respect to which a credit was allowed
under subsection (a), or

‘“(B) fails to occupy such residence as the
taxpayer’s principal residence,
at any time within 24 months after the date
on which the taxpayer purchased such resi-
dence, then the tax imposed by this chapter
for the taxable year during which such dis-
position occurred or in which the taxpayer
failed to occupy the residence as a principal
residence shall be increased by the amount
of such credit.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—

‘“(A) DEATH OF TAXPAYER.—Paragraph (1)
shall not apply to any taxable year ending
after the date of the taxpayer’s death.

“(B) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSION.—Paragraph
(1) shall not apply in the case of a residence
which is compulsorily or involuntarily con-
verted (within the meaning of section
1033(a)) if the taxpayer acquires a new prin-
cipal residence within the 2-year period be-
ginning on the date of the disposition or ces-
sation referred to in such paragraph. Para-
graph (1) shall apply to such new principal
residence during the remainder of the 24-
month period described in such paragraph as
if such new principal residence were the con-
verted residence.

¢(C) TRANSFERS BETWEEN SPOUSES OR INCI-
DENT TO DIVORCE.—In the case of a transfer of
a residence to which section 1041(a) applies—

‘(i) paragraph (1) shall not apply to such
transfer, and

‘(i) in the case of taxable years ending
after such transfer, paragraph (1) shall apply
to the transferee in the same manner as if
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such transferee were the transferor (and
shall not apply to the transferor).

‘(D) RELOCATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply in the case of a member of the Armed
Forces of the United States on active duty
who moves pursuant to a military order and
incident to a permanent change of station.

‘“(3) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a credit
allowed under subsection (a) with respect to
a joint return, half of such credit shall be
treated as having been allowed to each indi-
vidual filing such return for purposes of this
subsection.

‘(4) RETURN REQUIREMENT.—If the tax im-
posed by this chapter for the taxable year is
increased under this subsection, the tax-
payer shall, notwithstanding section 6012, be
required to file a return with respect to the
taxes imposed under this subtitle.

‘(g) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.—For purposes of
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this
section with respect to the purchase of any
residence, the basis of such residence shall be
reduced by the amount of the credit so al-
lowed.

“(h) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR
YEAR.—In the case of a purchase of a prin-
cipal residence during the period described in
subsection (b)(1), a taxpayer may elect to
treat such purchase as made on December 31,
2008, for purposes of this section.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 25D the
following new item:

‘“‘Sec. 26E. Credit for certain home pur-
chases.”.

(c) SUNSET OF CURRENT FIRST-TIME HOME-
BUYER CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section
36 is amended by striking “July 1, 2009 and
inserting ‘‘the date of the enactment of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax
Act of 2009”".

(2) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR
YEAR.—Subsection (g) of section 36 is amend-
ed by striking ‘“‘July 1, 2009 and inserting
‘“‘the date of the enactment of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Tax Act of
2009,

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pur-
chases after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, the
amendment is merely a technical
amendment on dates and no other sub-
stantial change.

It is rare that we have a roadmap to
success in times of difficulty, but this
country has once before realized a
housing crisis every bit as bad as the
one we have today and economic trou-
bles and unemployment every bit as
dangerous, and that was in 1974. In 1975,
the Democratic Congress and a Repub-
lican President, Gerald Ford, came to-
gether for the American people and
passed a $2,000 tax credit for the pur-
chase of any standing, vacant, new
house and in one year’s time a 3-year
inventory had been dissipated to 10
months, housing was restored, values
returned, and the economy again began
to prosper.

Thirteen months ago, in January of
last year, I introduced this same
amendment. It was scored at that time
by Joint Tax at a cost of $11.4 billion.
The Finance Committee in its wisdom
elected not to include this in the pro-
posal because they said it was too ex-
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pensive. Since they said that was too
expensive, we have spent $4 trillion be-
tween the Federal Reserve and the
Congress and the U.S. Treasury, and
the problem is worse. So I would sub-
mit this is a very small price to pay for
a solution that at least we have an his-
torical precedent that it works.

The score on this legislation is $18.9
billion. The legislation provides a
$15,000 tax credit, or 10 percent of the
purchase price, against either 2008 in-
come where one can monetize it at the
closing date this year, or half in 2009
and half in 2010, for anyone who buys as
their principal residence any single-
family dwelling or single-family condo-
minium or attached townhouse avail-
able in the United States of America.
We have a pervasive housing problem,
and the worst hurt right now are the
people who are paying their mortgages,
the people who are in decent shape, the
people who are having to sell because
of a transfer; they have no market and
they don’t because everybody is going
for short sales or they are going for
foreclosures or they are going bottom
fishing. They are bottom fishing with
your equity and mine. They are bottom
fishing to find the best deal they can
get at the bottom of the trough. It is
going to keep spiraling down until this
Congress and this country address the
root of the problem which is the death
of the housing market, puts a floor
under it, stabilizes it, and gives it a
motivation to improve.

Senator LIEBERMAN’s quote is abso-
lutely correct. Right now, we are at a
housing sale rate of a half a million
houses a year. This country averaged
1.2 million in the last 10 years. This bill
will take us back to 1.2 million, as his
statistics prove. We have tremendous
unemployment. This legislation will
bring about estimates of 500,000 to
600,000 jobs back to America, not in 2
years, not in 10 years, but now. So I re-
spectfully submit we have a chance to
join together, learn from history, re-
peat history that worked, and adopt
this amendment.

I thank Senator LIEBERMAN for his
support. I thank Senator CHAMBLISS for
coming on as a cosponsor and Senator
CORKER and, as I understand from the
calls I have had in the last day, many
more from both sides of the aisle. It is
time to fix America’s problem, not
throw money at the symptoms. It is
time to fix housing first in the United
States of America.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, let
me comment on the underlying bill and
then I will ask unanimous consent to
set aside an amendment so I can offer
an amendment.

First, let me comment on the under-
lying bill. We need to give President
Obama the tools necessary for our eco-
nomic recovery. President Obama said
2 weeks ago in his inaugural address
the challenges we face are real, they
are serious, and they are many. They
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will not be met easily or in a short
span of time, but they will be met.

I think our responsibility is to make
sure he has the tools necessary in order
to be able to deal with our economic
crisis. The current status of our econ-
omy is worse than any of us have seen
in our lifetime. The gross national
product fell 4 percent in the final quar-
ter of 2008; our unemployment rates are
at 7.2 percent.

Regarding home ownership and fore-
closure, I know my Republican col-
leagues have had some discussion
about trying to do more in that regard.
This bill will save homeowners their
homes. In my State of Maryland, we
had 41,500 foreclosures in 2008, an in-
crease of 71 percent. I need to point out
that last year, it was the Senate Re-
publicans who required seven cloture
votes on the Foreclosure Prevention
Act before we could take it up. At that
time, 8,500 families were in some stage
of foreclosure every day. The five
months of stalling caused 1.2 million
families to receive some form of fore-
closure filings. The Republicans
blocked amendments to provide addi-
tional funding for housing counseling
and to let bankruptcy judges modify
terms of subprime mortgages which
could have kept 600,000 families in their
homes.

So let me make it clear. We all want
to preserve home ownership. We all
want to prevent foreclosure. The un-
derlying bill will help us get to that
moment which we should have done
earlier, and I regret that the filibusters
prevented us from doing that.

Now, it is not only home ownership.
People are losing their jobs. Retailers,
automobile dealers, and restaurants
are feeling the pinch. Small business
owners are closing their doors. We need
jobs and we need consumer confidence.
The underlying legislation will allow
for job growth. That is the No. 1 objec-
tive: Create more jobs in America be-
cause we are losing them today. Presi-
dent Obama made it clear the criteria
for this bill must be that the invest-
ments we make must be targeted to
new job growth. He does that through
targeted tax credits and tax cuts,
through aid to our local governments
to avoid the layoffs that each one of
our States will confront with State
workers. In my State of Maryland,
Governor O’Malley is having a very dif-
ficult time with the State budget. He
knows we need help in order to pre-
serve State employment and to pre-
serve the type of services that the
State must provide for essential serv-
ices during a recession.

This legislation provides direct in-
vestment for projects that are ready to
go, that will create jobs, and that are
the right investments for America’s fu-
ture. I don’t disagree with my col-
leagues as we look at each individual
request that is made here. There are no
earmarks in this legislation, but we
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want to make sure there are right in-
vestments for America’s future, wheth-
er it is improving education, edu-
cational facilities, energy so we can be-
come energy independent, broadband so
that we can compete in the future,
health care technology so we can be-
come more efficient in the way we de-
liver health care, our transportation
system—I particularly mention public
transportation which is critically im-
portant for our communities—or
whether it is preserving home owner-
ship. Also, the underlying bill must be
temporary. We need to get back to bal-
ancing the budget; we understand that.

So what does this bill mean for the
people of Maryland? Well, our State
will receive directly $3.1 billion. We
will receive $420 million for highways,
$240 million for transit projects, $27
million for drinking water improve-
ments, $96 million to improve waste-
water facility plants, which is in des-
perate need in Maryland. The State en-
ergy program will get $8.5 million;
weatherization assistance so that
homeowners can have their homes
much more efficient as it relates to the
use of energy, $56.5 million. Many of
the infrastructures that are being im-
proved by this bill are 30, 40, 50 years
old. A lot of our wastewater treatment
facilities are in need of modernization.
They are ready to go. The money has
not been there for it. These are capital
improvements so we can compete and
have a better society. Once it is done,
we can get back to being more com-
petitive and get back to the budget dis-
cipline that is so necessary in this Con-
gress.

Let me talk for a moment about the
real estate market. The real estate
market triggered this recession. We
know that. I was listening to my col-
leagues talk about that on the floor
and I agree with them. It is difficult for
people to get into the mood to buy a
home. They don’t know whether we
have hit bottom. So I particularly ap-
preciate the Finance Committee for
bringing out in this legislation the
first-time homeowners tax credits, leg-
islation that I introduced last Con-
gress. It was included in the bill we
passed in the last Congress, but it was
a noninterest-bearing loan of $7,500.
The Finance Committee has now
changed that to a credit, which I think
will be much more effective. First-time
home buyers now know that if they get
into the home buying market, the Fed-
eral Government is going to help them
with a credit. That is what it should
be, and I know there will be some addi-
tional efforts made to strengthen that
amendment.

In regards to small business, I said
earlier small businesses are the heart
of America. It is where our economic
strength is. The American dream is not
only owning a home; the American
dream is also owning a small business,
being your own boss. Unfortunately,
too many small businesses today have
on their front door ‘‘going out of busi-
ness.”” We have to do more to protect
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small businesses. At the end of the day,
when we pull out of this recession, we
need to have small businesses in place
because they are the economic engine
of America. Madam President, 99.7 per-
cent of the businesses in Maryland are
small businesses and 80 percent of all
new job growth is created by small
businesses.

We had in the Small Business Com-
mittee a roundtable where we talked to
small businesses in our State, in our
country. It is interesting that a year
ago, one out of every seven small busi-
ness owners used their personal credit
cards in order to get credit for their
business. We understand that. Today
that is 50 percent. It is the only place
they can get credit. It is the most ex-
pensive and it can be pulled at any
time. We have to help small business
owners with their credit problems. We
have to make sure the government pro-
curement actually gets down to the
small business owner. In this under-
lying legislation, the SBA loans, the
504 program, the 7(a) loans, there are
major provisions to make it less expen-
sive for small businesses. That is good.
I support that. There is a microbor-
rowing provision in this legislation for
small businesses. That is important.
That is going to help. But we need to
do more. We need to do more to help
small businesses, minority businesses,
women-owned businesses, veterans’
businesses.

AMENDMENT NO. 237 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98

For that reason, I ask unanimous
consent to set aside the pending
amendment so that I may offer amend-
ment No. 237.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to setting aside the pending
amendment?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN],
for himself and Ms. LANDRIEU and Ms.
SNOWE, proposes an amendment numbered
237 to amendment No. 98.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, 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:
(Purpose: To amend certain provisions of the

Small Business Investment Act of 1958, re-

lated to the surety bond guarantee pro-

gram)

On page 105, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

SEC. 505. SURETY BONDS.

(a) MAXIMUM BOND AMOUNT.—Section
411(a)(1) of the Small Business Investment
Act of 1958 (15 U.S.C. 694b(a)(1)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)”’ after ‘“(1)’;

(2) by striking ‘‘$2,000,000"" and inserting
‘$5,000,000’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(B) The Administrator may guarantee a
surety under subparagraph (A) for a total
work order or contract amount that does not
exceed $10,000,000, if a contracting officer of a
Federal agency certifies that such a guar-
antee is necessary.”’.

(b) SIZE STANDARDS.—Section 410 of the
Small Business Investment Act of 1958 (15
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U.S.C. 694a) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘(9) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law or any rule, regulation, or order of the
Administration, for purposes of sections 410,
411, and 412 the term ‘small business concern’
means a business concern that meets the size
standard for the primary industry in which
such business concern, and the affiliates of
such business concern, is engaged, as deter-
mined by the Administrator in accordance
with the North American Industry Classi-
fication System.”.

(c) SUNSET.—The amendments made by
this section shall remain in effect until Sep-
tember 30, 2010.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, let
me very briefly explain this amend-
ment.

This amendment improves the SBA
program for surety bonds for small
businesses. In the underlying bill the
committee has brought out an addi-
tional $15 million that will allow SBA
to help with the surety program.

The challenge today is that for small
business to get a government contract
of over $100,000, they have to put up a
surety bond. It is very difficult for
them to get that surety bond. The SBA
has a program to help them obtain a
surety bond. The challenge is that the
current limit is $2 million. For any
contract over $2 million the program
cannot be used. Well, with the under-
lying bill and the types of procurement
we are anticipating, there are going to
be larger contracts. What this amend-
ment does is increase the $2 million to
$5 million.

Secondly, in order to qualify for a
small business, your annual revenue
must be below the Federal guidelines
or State guidelines if it is a State con-
tract.

What the underlying amendment
does is use the Federal guidelines,
which is $31 million, for construction
contractor businesses and $13 million
for specific trades as the standard for
being eligible for the Federal SBA pro-
gram on your surety bond. I am very
pleased that this amendment has the
support of the leadership of the Small
Business Committee, Senators
LANDRIEU and SNOWE. It is bipartisan.
The CBO scored this at no cost, so it
will not cost money. I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

Lastly, Senator SNOWE will be offer-
ing an amendment to make sure Fed-
eral procurement laws and regulations
apply to all the contracts awarded
under this legislation and that SBA
regularly reports on these contracts to
Congress. I am a cosponsor of that
amendment; I strongly support that
amendment. I hope we will also con-
sider that amendment.

In conclusion, I am optimistic about
our future, but we have a lot of work to
do. We need to pass this legislation
quickly and give President Obama the
tools he needs so we can see that our
economy is rebuilt and grown to its
full capacity. I am confident we will
reach that day by acting on this legis-
lation, and it will be sooner rather
than later.

I thank my colleague and yield the
floor.
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Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in support of this
amendment I have cosponsored with
Senators CARDIN and LANDRIEU. This
amendment would reinvigorate the
Small Business Administration’s, SBA,
Surety Bond Guarantee Program, to
ensure that small businesses are able
to secure the surety bonds they need to
compete for contracts, grow, and hire
more employees. In our current eco-
nomic recession, small businesses are
finding it even more difficult to secure
the credit lines necessary to get bonds
in the private sector.

As a result, the SBA surety bond pro-
gram is more important than ever.
Surety bonds are critical to small com-
panies’ survival and competitiveness.
Our bipartisan amendment would in-
crease, on a temporary basis, the limits
on the SBA Surety Bond Guarantee
Program from $2 million to $5 million
for contracts awarded under the SBA
program. This amendment would also
raise the current small business size
standards for state and local contracts
in order to update and modernize the
surety bond guarantee eligibility.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this crucial small business surety
amendment. This amendment was writ-
ten after consulting with small busi-
ness owners across the country, the
SBA, and surety bonding companies on
how best to revitalize this critical pro-
gram. Without these changes, fewer
small businesses will have the oppor-
tunity to participate on the plethora of
construction and infrastructure
projects that are likely to occur across
the nation because of this stimulus
package. Without these bonds many
small businesses will be unable to com-
pete for contracts and government
work. For new companies, obtaining a
surety bond will become a barrier to
entry and competition they are unable
to overcome.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 168, 197, AND 238, EN BLOC, TO

AMENDMENT NO. 98

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
on behalf of our leadership, I ask unan-
imous consent to temporarily set aside
the pending amendment, and I call up
three amendments and ask that they
be reported by number. They are
DeMint, No. 168; Thune, No. 197; and
Thune, No. 238.

I further ask that Senator THUNE be
the next speaker on the Republican
side and that Senator JOHANNS follow
him, with a Democrat in between.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for
Mr. DEMINT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 168.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for
Mr. THUNE, proposes amendments numbered
197 and 238.
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The amendments are as follows:
AMENDMENT NO. 168
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

SECTION 1. REDUCTION IN CORPORATE MAR-
GINAL INCOME TAX RATES.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 11(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘and’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A),

(2) by striking ‘“but does not exceed
$75,000,”” in subparagraph (B) and inserting a
period,

(3) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D),
and

(4) by striking the last 2 sentences.

(b) PERSONAL SERVICE CORPORATIONS.—
Paragraph (2) of section 11(b) of such Code is
amended by striking ‘35 percent’ and insert-
ing ‘25 percent”’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Paragraphs
(1) and (2) of section 1445(e) of such Code are
each amended by striking ¢35 percent’” and
inserting ‘25 percent’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2008.

SEC. 2. REDUCTION IN INDIVIDUAL MARGINAL
INCOME TAX RATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
1(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended to read as follows:

¢“(2) REDUCTION IN RATES AFTER 2008.—In the
case of taxable years beginning after 2008,
the tables under subsections (a), (b), (¢), (d),
and (e) shall be applied—

“(A) by substituting ‘25%° for ‘28%’ each
place it appears, and

‘“(B) without regard to—

‘“(i) the rates on taxable income in excess
of the amount with respect to which the 25
percent rate (determined after the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A)) applies, and

‘“(ii) any limitation on the amount of tax-
able income to which the 25 percent rate (de-
termined after the application of subpara-
graph (A)) applies.”.

(b) REPEAL OF EGTRRA SUNSET.—Title IX
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 (relating to sunset of
provisions of such Act) shall not apply to
section 101 of such Act (relating to reduction
in income tax rates for individuals).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2008.

SEC. 3. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 55(a) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to alter-
native minimum tax imposed) is amended by
adding at the end the following new flush
sentence:
‘““No tax shall be imposed by this section for
any taxable year beginning after December
31, 2008, and the tentative minimum tax for
any such taxable year of any taxpayer which
is a corporation shall be zero for purposes of
this title.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2008.

SEC. 4. PERMANENT REDUCTIONS IN INDIVIDUAL
CAPITAL GAINS AND DIVIDENDS TAX
RATES.

Section 303 of the Jobs and Growth Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act of 2003 (relating to
sunset of title) is repealed.

SEC. 5. ESTATE TAX RELIEF AND REFORM AFTER
2009.

(a) RESTORATION OF UNIFIED CREDIT
AGAINST GIFT TAX.—Paragraph (1) of section
2505(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to general rule for unified credit
against gift tax), after the application of
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subsection (f), is amended by striking ‘‘(de-
termined as if the applicable exclusion
amount were $1,000,000)’.

(b) EXCLUSION EQUIVALENT OF UNIFIED
CREDIT EQUAL TO $5,000,000.—Subsection (c)
of section 2010 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 (relating to unified credit against es-
tate tax) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) APPLICABLE CREDIT AMOUNT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the applicable credit amount is the
amount of the tentative tax which would be
determined under section 2001(c) if the
amount with respect to which such tentative
tax is to be computed were equal to the ap-
plicable exclusion amount.

*“(2) APPLICABLE EXCLUSION AMOUNT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the applicable exclusion amount is
$5,000,000.

‘“(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any decedent dying in a calendar year
after 2009, the $5,000,000 amount in subpara-
graph (A) shall be increased by an amount
equal to—

‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘(i) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2008’ for
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $10,000,
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest
multiple of $10,000.”.

(c) FLAT ESTATE AND GIFT TAX RATES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
2001 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to imposition and rate of tax) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(¢c) TENTATIVE TAX.—The tentative tax is
15 percent of the amount with respect to
which the tentative tax is to be computed.”’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 2102(b)
of such Code are amended to read as follows:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A credit in an amount
that would be determined under section 2010
as the applicable credit amount if the appli-
cable exclusion amount were $60,000 shall be
allowed against the tax imposed by section
2101.

‘(2) RESIDENTS OF POSSESSIONS OF THE
UNITED STATES.—In the case of a decedent
who is considered to be a ‘nonresident not a
citizen of the United States’ under section
2209, the credit allowed under this subsection
shall not be less than the proportion of the
amount that would be determined under sec-
tion 2010 as the applicable credit amount if
the applicable exclusion amount were
$175,000 which the value of that part of the
decedent’s gross estate which at the time of
the decedent’s death is situated in the
United States bears to the value of the dece-
dent’s entire gross estate, wherever situ-
ated.”.

(B) Section 2502(a) of such Code (relating to

computation of tax), after the application of
subsection (f), is amended by adding at the
end the following flush sentence:
“In computing the tentative tax under sec-
tion 2001(c) for purposes of this subsection,
‘the last day of the calendar year in which
the gift was made’ shall be substituted for
‘the date of the decedent’s death’ each place
it appears in such section.”.

(d) MODIFICATIONS OF KESTATE AND GIFT
TAXES TO REFLECT DIFFERENCES IN UNIFIED
CREDIT RESULTING FROM DIFFERENT TAX
RATES.—

(1) ESTATE TAX.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 2001(b)(2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
computation of tax) is amended by striking
“if the provisions of subsection (c¢) (as in ef-
fect at the decedent’s death)” and inserting
“if the modifications described in subsection
@
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(B) MODIFICATIONS.—Section 2001 of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘“(g) MODIFICATIONS TO GIFT TAX PAYABLE
TO REFLECT DIFFERENT TAX RATES.—For pur-
poses of applying subsection (b)(2) with re-
spect to 1 or more gifts, the rates of tax
under subsection (c) in effect at the dece-
dent’s death shall, in lieu of the rates of tax
in effect at the time of such gifts, be used
both to compute—

‘(1) the tax imposed by chapter 12 with re-
spect to such gifts, and

‘(2) the credit allowed against such tax
under section 2505, including in computing—

‘“(A) the applicable credit amount under
section 2505(a)(1), and

‘(B) the sum of the amounts allowed as a

credit for all preceding periods under section
2505(a)(2).
For purposes of paragraph (2)(A), the applica-
ble credit amount for any calendar year be-
fore 1998 is the amount which would be deter-
mined under section 2010(c) if the applicable
exclusion amount were the dollar amount
under section 6018(a)(1) for such year.”.

(2) GIFT TAX.—Section 2505(a) of such Code

(relating to unified credit against gift tax) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new flush sentence:
“For purposes of applying paragraph (2) for
any calendar year, the rates of tax in effect
under section 2502(a)(2) for such calendar
year shall, in lieu of the rates of tax in effect
for preceding calendar periods, be used in de-
termining the amounts allowable as a credit
under this section for all preceding calendar
periods.”.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to estates of
decedents dying, generation-skipping trans-
fers, and gifts made, after December 31, 2009.

(f) ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS TO ESTATE
TAX.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001, and the amendments
made by such provisions, are hereby re-
pealed:

(A) Subtitles A and E of title V.

(B) Subsection (d), and so much of sub-
section (f)(3) as relates to subsection (d), of
section 511.

(C) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b), and
paragraph (2) of subsection (e), of section 521.
The Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be
applied as if such provisions and amend-
ments had never been enacted.

(2) SUNSET NOT TO APPLY TO TITLE V OF
EGTRRA.—Section 901 of the Economic
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of
2001 shall not apply to title V of such Act.

(3) REPEAL OF DEADWOOD.—

(A) Sections 2011, 2057, and 2604 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 are hereby re-
pealed.

(B) The table of sections for part II of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 of such Code is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 2011.

(C) The table of sections for part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 of such Code is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 2057.

(D) The table of sections for subchapter A
of chapter 13 of such Code is amended by
striking the item relating to section 2604.
SEC. 6. INCREASE IN CHILD TAX CREDIT MADE

PERMANENT.

Title IX of the Economic Growth and Tax
Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 (relating to
sunset of provisions of such Act) shall not
apply to sections 201 (relating to modifica-
tions to child tax credit) and 203 (relating to
refunds disregarded in the administration of
federal programs and federally assisted pro-
grams) of such Act.
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SEC. 7. BASE BROADENING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 63 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

“(h) RESTRICTION OF ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS
AFTER 2008.—In the case of any taxable year
beginning after 2008, no itemized deductions
shall be allowed under this chapter other
than—

‘(1) the deduction for qualified residence
interest (as defined in section 163(h)(3)), and

‘(2) the deduction allowed under section
170.”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2008.

AMENDMENT NO. 197

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Tuesday, February 3, 2009,
under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

AMENDMENT NO. 238
(Purpose: To ensure that the $1 trillion
spending bill is not used to expand the
scope of the Federal Government by adding
new spending programs)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of this Act, for each amount in
each account as appropriated or otherwise
authorized to be made available in this Act,
the Office of Management and Budget shall
make determination about whether an au-
thorization for that specific program had
been enacted prior to February 1, 2009, and if
no such authorization existed by that date,
then the Office of Management and Budget
shall reduce to zero the amount appropriated
or otherwise made available for each pro-
gram in each account where no authoriza-
tion existed.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President,
our Nation’s fiscal outlook is very
grim. The Congressional Budget Office
projects the Federal budget deficit will
exceed $1 trillion. Despite this enor-
mous deficit, President Obama is urg-
ing Congress to enact a massive stim-
ulus plan that would add another $1
trillion in Government debt over the
next 10 years. The President and his
advisers insist that we must spend this
money as quickly as possible in order
to save our economy.

In the grassroots of my State, I don’t
think people argue with things that are
in this bill that are truly stimulus, but
I am getting outrage from my constitu-
ents about the large part of this bill
that is strictly big-time spending.

In normal times, such fiscal excess,
stimulus or otherwise, would be widely
criticized and promptly rejected. But
we all know these are not normal
times. Our economy faces the worst re-
cession since the Great Depression.
Such comparisons may be overblown
but everybody is understandably con-
cerned about the present state of our
economy. Congress needs to take ac-
tion—and we are doing that—to ad-
dress declining growth and rising un-
employment. But we must not let our
desire for a quick fix undermine our
ability to address the real challenges
we face.

A sustainable fiscal policy depends
on a growing economy. A sound econ-
omy depends on a sound fiscal policy.
Unfortunately, there doesn’t seem to
be any consensus on what constitutes

February 4, 2009

sound policy. But I think we can all
agree that Government doesn’t create
wealth; Government only expends
wealth. So we have to be about the
business of having an environment that
creates wealth.

There are two opposing views on how
to help the economy. Some people say
consumption is the key to economic
growth. When people go shopping, the
economy is good, so we need to spend
more, they say. Other people say in-
vestment is the key. When businesses
invest, the economy is good, so they
say we need to save more.

Some economists try to reconcile
these opposing views by suggesting the
correct route depends upon the cir-
cumstances. When workers are fully
employed and factories are fully uti-
lized, they say we need to save more
and increase supply. But when workers
are unemployed and factories are idled,
they say we need to spend more and in-
crease demand. While this explanation
is appealing, it doesn’t withstand care-
ful scrutiny.

We are told that in order to stimu-
late the economy, all the Government
has to do is put more money into the
hands of consumers and they will spend
it back into prosperity. The problem
with this approach is that the only way
the Government can put money into
somebody else’s hands is by taking it
from somebody else’s pockets—either
in the form of taxes or borrowing. Now,
this is a zero-sum game in which one
person’s loss is another’s gain. Some
economists try to obscure this fact by
introducing a concept known as the
marginal propensity to consume. In my
judgment, that is just a fancy way of
saying some people spend more of their
money than others.

According to this concept, low-in-
come people are more likely to spend
an extra dollar than higher income
people; thus, taking from the rich and
giving it to the poor will stimulate
consumer demand and boost the overall
economy. It is the Government kind of
playing the role of Robin Hood.

This concept is flawed because it ig-
nores the very important role of people
saving. Money that is saved does not
disappear; it flows back into the econ-
omy in the form of business loans or
consumer credit. Saving is just another
form of spending—specifically spending
on capital goods, such as factories and
equipment, or consumer goods such as
cars and houses.

Of course, the critics say this is not
always true. During a recession, banks
are less willing to lend and businesses
are less willing to borrow. Thus, some
of the money previously available in
the economy is no longer being used,
like right now with the credit crunch.
It has been stuffed, in some cases,
under the proverbial mattress, whether
that is in anybody’s home or in a bank
vault. Thus, advocates of fiscal stim-
ulus claim the Government can borrow
and spend during a recession without
crowding out other private sector
spending. This is true only in a very
narrow sense that increasing money
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supply allows the Government to bor-
row and spend without reducing the
amount of money available to the rest
of our population. That is monetary
policy masquerading as fiscal policy.
Moreover, when the Government bor-
rows money, whether it is new money
or old money, what the Government is
really borrowing is the resources it ac-
quires; thus, every dollar the Govern-
ment spends has an ‘“‘opportunity cost”
in terms of the potential uses of those
resources.

Much of the confusion over this point
comes from the failure to recognize the
nature of money in our economy.
Economists often talk about the multi-
plier effect in order to explain how
each dollar of Government spending
can result in more than a dollar of eco-
nomic activity. But the multiplier ef-
fect is simply a way of illustrating the
fact that if I give you a dollar, you will
spend part of it and save part of it. The
portion you spend goes to someone,
who spends a portion and saves a por-
tion, and so on and so on; thus, $1 effec-
tively multiplies into many dollars.

Contrary to what some people might
have you believe, the multiplier effect
applies to every dollar, not just the
dollar spent by the Government. Ac-
cording to Federal Reserve data over
the past 50 years, the ratio between
gross domestic product and our money
supply—defined as currency plus bank
reserves—has ranged from a ratio of 10
to 1, to 20 to 1. In other words, every
dollar in our economy supports be-
tween $10 and $20 of economic activity.

During a recession, there are fewer
workers producing fewer goods and
services. That is why this is called a re-
cession. Because the level of output is
lower, the level of spending is lower as
well. That means the available dollars
are being used less. Economists often
refer to this as a decline in the velocity
of money. The money no longer being
used reflects the goods and services no
longer being produced. With fewer
goods and services available to buy,
Government efforts to borrow and
spend will increase the money supply.
Instead of the Federal Reserve increas-
ing bank reserves to boost private lend-
ing, the Government will increase bor-
rowing to boost private spending. But
this is really monetary policy disguised
as fiscal policy.

The success or failure of this policy
will depend upon how the additional
money is used. Unfortunately, when
some advocates of Government stim-
ulus talk about priming the pump,
they give the impression that we can
grow our economy by simply spending
money and it doesn’t matter in any
way how you spend that money.

Consider the following comments by
the great economist John Maynard
Keynes, whom I don’t agree with very
much. He said this:

If the Treasury were to fill old bottles with
banknotes, bury them at suitable depths in
disused coal mines . . . and leave it to pri-
vate enterprise . . . to dig the notes up again

. there need be no more unemployment.
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People are probably laughing at that.
Nearly everyone would recognize the ill
effects of printing up $1 trillion and
dropping it from helicopters. But what
if the Government hired 10 million
Americans to dig holes and fill those
holes back up and paid them each
$100,000? Would this prime the pump
and get our economy moving again?
The answer should be obvious: It would
be a complete waste of resources.

The 19th century economist Fredrick
Bastiat once observed:

There is only one difference between a bad
economist and a good one: the bad economist
confines himself to the visible effect; the
good economist takes into account both the
effect that can be seen and those effects that
must be foreseen.

When the Government borrows
money for some activity, that is what
is seen. But what is not seen is what
could have been created had those
workers and resources been used in
some different way. The benefit of a
Government stimulus plan must then
be weighted against cost. So far, there
has been no comprehensive cost-benefit
analysis of this proposed stimulus bill.

I may have talked about a lot of eco-
nomic philosophy, but it is pertinent to
what we are doing on the Senate floor
this week, the stimulus bill. There is a
glaring omission given in recent com-
ments that have been made by Presi-
dent Obama. So I want my colleagues
to take into consideration what my
President says.

Shortly before his inauguration,
President Obama gave a series of
speeches and interviews. I will read a
couple sentences from them. According
to the January 16 Washington Post:

Obama repeated his assurance that there is
‘‘near unanimity’’ among economists that
government spending will help restore jobs
in the short term, adding that some esti-
mates of necessary stimulus now reach $1.3
trillion.

The President-elect said he believes
that direct Government spending pro-
vides the most ‘‘bang for the buck’ and
that his advisers have worked to design
tax cuts that would be most likely to
spur consumer spending.

They quote President Obama:

“The theory behind it is I set the tone,”
Obama said. “‘If the tone I set is that we
bring as much intellectual firepower to a
problem, that people act respectfully toward
each other, that disagreements are fully
aired, and that we make decisions based on
facts and evidence as opposed to ideology,
that people will adapt to that culture and
we’ll be able to move together effectively as
a team.”

Going on to quote President Obama:

I have a pretty good track record at doing
that.

I was quoting from the Washington
Post, but also quoting within that arti-
cle what the President said.

Now I want to go to a January 10
radio address by then-President-elect
Obama, now our President:

Our first job is to put people back to work
and get our economy working again. This is
an extraordinary challenge, which is why
I've taken the extraordinary step of work-
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ing—even before I take office—with my eco-
nomic team and leaders of both parties on an
American recovery and reinvestment plan
that will call for major investments to re-
vive our economy, create jobs, and lay a
solid foundation for future growth.

I asked my nominee for chair of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, Dr. Christina
Romer, and the Vice President-elect’s chief
economic adviser, Jared Bernstein, to con-
duct a rigorous analysis of this plan and
come up with projections of how many jobs
it will create—and what kind of jobs they
will be. . . .

The report confirms that our plan will
likely save or create 3 to 4 million jobs. . . .

The jobs we create will be in businesses
large and small across a wide range of indus-
tries. And they’ll be the kind of jobs that
don’t just put people to work in the short
term, but position our economy to lead the
world in the long term.

That is a quote from the January 10
radio address by then-President-elect
but now our President.

These comments from President
Obama are noteworthy for several rea-
sons. First, he is our President, and we
ought to respect his views, not always
agreeing with them but consider them.
First, he suggests a level, in these
quotes I just gave, of unanimity among
economists, and that unanimity does
not exist. Second, he suggests his ad-
ministration will make decisions based
on the facts instead of ideology. Third,
he suggests his plan will create jobs
that are more than just temporary.

In that regard, I note that the Con-
gressional Budget Office released an
analysis of the House stimulus bill. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, the House stimulus bill will cre-
ate between 3 million and 8 million new
jobs over the next 3 years, depending
on whether the multiplier assumption
is low—that will be 3 million—or
high—that will be 8 million.

Given the cost of the House bill,
these figures imply a very surprising
and a very troubling result. The CBO
estimate shows it will cost between
$90,000 and $250,000 per job created.
These numbers should be contrasted to
those under the CBO baseline which
show the gross domestic product per
worker is about $100,000.

In other words, the jobs being created
by the House bill could cost as much as
215 times more than the jobs that
would be created without the stimulus
bill. There has been a lot of talk about
“bang for the buck,” particularly dur-
ing this debate. But there doesn’t seem
to be any interest in actually making
sure it happens. In other words, that it
actually happens, we get bang for the
buck. Before we spend another $1 tril-
lion, we ought to make sure we are get-
ting our money’s worth.

It should also be noted that the Con-
gressional Budget Office’s analysis
only covers the years 2009 through 2011,
but if you assume the ratio of employ-
ment to Government spending remains
the same throughout the 10-year pro-
jection period that we always have in
our bills, there will be only a few thou-
sand new jobs. Moreover, if you adopt
the standard assumption that increas-
ing the national debt by $1 trillion will
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crowd out private sector investment,
the net result will be fewer jobs be-
cause of this stimulus bill.

I have written a letter to the Con-
gressional Budget Office Director re-
questing an analysis of both the House
and Senate stimulus bills. This anal-
ysis will cover the full 10-year period,
consistent with the January baseline.

The Director has indicated to me
that this is a very complicated process,
and their analysis may not be com-
pleted until next week. I strongly en-
courage my colleagues to have the CBO
analysis before we have a final vote on
this bill. The Senate must have the op-
portunity to carefully review the Con-
gressional Budget Office analysis.

Let me repeat what I said at the be-
ginning. Congress needs to take action
to address declining growth and rising
unemployment. At the grassroots of
America, there may not be consensus
on that, but there is an overwhelming
feeling that Congress can do things
that will help the economy. But for
sure, before we spend another $1 tril-
lion, Congress must take time to look
before we leap.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

AMENDMENT NO. 140

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I
rise in opposition to the Feingold-
McCain amendment. Yesterday, I re-
ceived a message from the Obama ad-
ministration that concludes that the
economy faces its most serious crisis
since the Great Depression, and I think
that is something to which we all
agree.

It goes further and says the economic
recovery package now being considered
by this body is an essential step in put-
ting the economy back on the path of
growth.

Our President, President Obama, has
asked the Congress to send a bill to
him before the February recess, and I
believe we have that responsibility to
act quickly and responsibly. Therefore,
I believe now is not the time to debate
controversial legislation that is not
relevant to economic recovery.

There are no earmarks contained in
the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act that we are now considering
before the Senate. I maintain that now
is not the time to debate Senate floor
procedures for the consideration of ap-
propriations bills.

However, 1 oppose this amendment
on its merits. This amendment is an
attempt to undermine Congress’s
power of the purse. Under this amend-
ment, congressionally directed spend-
ing items that are not specifically au-
thorized could be stripped from legisla-
tion.

As Senators are well aware, Congress
is often called upon to approve spend-
ing that is not yet authorized. In a
January 15, 2009, report the Congres-
sional Budget Office concluded that in
recent years, the total amount of unau-
thorized appropriations averaged be-
tween $160 billion and $170 billion per
year.
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In fact, for the current fiscal year,
there are over $718 billion worth of au-
thorizations that expire before Sep-
tember 30, 2009. This includes funding
for housing programs, energy pro-
grams, environmental programs, trans-
portation programs, the Low-Income
Home Energy Assistance Program,
homeland security programs, public
health programs, veterans programs,
and on and on.

This amendment could tie the Senate
in knots. Conference reports could be
amended and returned to the other
body, and once amended the House
could further amend the bill. The reg-
ular order for producing spending bills
is the best prescription for producing
responsible spending bills, not creating
new rules that will make the process so
cumbersome that we will not be able to
complete our work.

This legislation would also hand over
to the President the authority to de-
termine what spending should be con-
sidered by the Senate. Under this
amendment, if the President requests
funding for an unauthorized program,
the funding would not be subject to a
point of order. The Senate should not
give such power to any President.

Nor is it clear to me why it would be
all right for authorizers to authorize
earmarks, for the President to earmark
funds, but Members who are not au-
thorizers could not earmark funds in
spending bills.

I remind the Senate that the last
highway authorization bill contained
over 6,474 earmarks, and the last water
authorization bill contained over 600
earmarks.

I believe Congress took significant
action during the 110th Congress to add
unprecedented levels of transparency
and accountability to the process of
earmarking funds for specific projects.

Under the rules in 2007, each bill
must be accompanied by a list identi-
fying each earmark that it includes
and which Member requested it. Those
lists are made available online before
the bill is ever voted on.

In the Senate, each Senator is re-
quired to send the committee a letter
providing the name and location of the
intended recipient, the purpose of the
earmark, and a letter certifying that
neither the Senator nor the Senator’s
immediate family has a financial inter-
est in the item requested. This certifi-
cation is available on the Internet for
at least 48 hours prior to a floor vote
on the bill.

We also significantly reduce the level
of funding for earmarks. In the 2008
bill, the total dollar amount of ear-
marks for nonproject-based accounts
was reduced by 43 percent. In the fiscal
yvear 2009 appropriations bill, we will
further reduce earmarks.

In our continuing effort to provide
unprecedented transparency to the
process, the chairman of the House Ap-
propriations Committee and I an-
nounced new reforms to begin in the
2010 bills.

To offer more opportunity for public
scrutiny of Member requests, Members
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will be required to post information on
their earmark requests on their Web
sites at the time the request is made,
explaining the purpose of the earmark
and why it is a valuable use of tax-
payers’ funds.

To increase public scrutiny of com-
mittee decisions, earmark disclosure
tables will be made publicly available
the same day as the Senate sub-
committee or the full committee takes
action.

We are committed to keeping ear-
mark funding levels below 1 percent of
discretionary spending in subsequent
years.

The new requirements included in
this amendment will hamstring the
Senate from fulfilling its responsi-
bility. The amendment says no funds
can be included in appropriations bills
unless already included in an author-
ization bill that has passed the Senate
during this session.

I remind my colleagues the Senate
has not passed a foreign affairs author-
ization bill in many years. All these
measures aren’t authorized. In the past
7 years, we haven’t enacted an intel-
ligence authorization bill. We don’t
have one for last year or the year be-
fore. It has been 7 years since the Sen-
ate passed an authorization bill for
Customs. Should we stop funding the
construction of ports of entry on our
borders? The Environment and Public
Works Committee does not report leg-
islation through the Senate to author-
ize specific Federal buildings. Does
that mean we should stop repairing and
improving the security or constructing
Federal buildings that house over 1
million Federal employees? The Agri-
cultural Research Service has never
been authorized. Yet it has existed for
56 years. Should we stop funding agri-
cultural research? The National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration
has never been authorized—NOAA has
never been authorized—so does that
mean we should stop funding for hurri-
cane forecasting and severe weather
forecasting, tsunami forecasting? Con-
gress has not authorized juvenile jus-
tice funding for the last 2 years. Does
that mean we stop funding to keep kids
out of gangs and in school?

Under this amendment, the Senate
would be required to defer action on all
items which it feels are important
when the companion authorization bill
is tied up. Are we going to allow the
filibuster of an authorization bill to
stop Congress from exercising its con-
stitutionally mandated power of the
purse? This amendment also applies to
items which have been approved by the
House. Any such item could be stricken
if the authorization bill has not been
completed.

Last year, we faced a situation on
the Defense Subcommittee, which I am
privileged to chair, in which we com-
pleted action on the Appropriations
Act before we completed action on the
Authorization Act. We were told by the
President, the Department of Defense,
the commanders on the field in Iraq
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and Afghanistan: You cannot stall this.
So we passed the appropriations bill be-
fore the authorizing bill. Yet under
this amendment, all the House items
could be stricken by the Senate.

The Constitution gives the power of
the purse to the Congress. It is our job
to use that power responsibly. We have
put procedures in place to make the
process transparent and to hold Mem-
bers accountable for their spending de-
cisions. Rule XVI already establishes
rules against funding and including un-
authorized spending in general appro-
priations bills. Rule XLIV already es-
tablishes rules concerning congression-
ally directed spending items.

I can’t speak for all my colleagues,
but I can say this much. I was not
elected by my constituents in Hawaii
to be a rubberstamp. They expected me
to use my initiative and to address my
colleagues and tell them about the ur-
gent requests we need. I could go on
and on and tell you about many of the
projects that have been part of the law
today because we took congressional
initiative. Therefore, I urge a ‘‘no”
vote on the Feingold-McCain amend-
ment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The Senator from South Da-
kota is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 238

Mr. THUNE. Madam President, I
wish to speak to an amendment that I
introduced and filed and was made
pending at the desk earlier today.
What that amendment will do is elimi-
nate new Government programs that
are created by the proposed $1 trillion
stimulus legislation that is before the
Senate today.

Earlier yesterday, I presented some
information about the size and scope of
this legislation and tried to put in very
visual terms the immense amount of
money we are talking about when you
start looking at $1 trillion. It is $900
billion, but when you add interest on
top of this—$340 billion, $350 billion in
interest—you have $1.2 trillion in new
spending included in the stimulus bill.
I say that because I think it is impor-
tant to point out that is not the end; it
is, frankly, the beginning.

We know for a fact the Omnibus ap-
propriations bill—the sort of catchall
appropriations bill we didn’t complete
last year—is going to be coming before
the Congress, before the House first
and then before the Senate. For the
first time ever, that is going to exceed
$1 trillion. So we have $1 trillion in the
catchall appropriations bill. We expect
at least a request from the administra-
tion for additional TARP authority—
emergency funding to provide sta-
bilization to the financial markets—to
the tune of several hundred billion dol-
lars. We don’t know exactly what it
will be, but we know it will be in the
multiples with respect to hundreds of
billions of dollars. We also have a sup-
plemental appropriations bill that will
be coming shortly after that to fund
the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan.
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My point simply is this: This is tril-
lions of dollars of spending. This is a
spending spree that is unprecedented
even in this city, which is known for
spending lots of money on lots of pro-
grams. What this amendment attempts
to do is to put a little bit of restraint
on some of that spending in the stim-
ulus bill. Granted, many of us believe
there are some things we should be
doing, some steps we should be taking
that would help the economy to re-
cover, that would stimulate the econ-
omy and create jobs. Regrettably, the
stimulus bill that is in front of us goes
way beyond that.

The President’s top economic adviser
suggested when this whole debate
began that whatever we do in terms of
stimulus, it should be temporary, it
should be targeted, and it should be
timely. Much of what is included in
this bill is none of the above. In fact, it
is slow and unfocused and unending. So
I am attempting, with this amend-
ment, to say that new programs that
are created in this bill have to have
been authorized by February 1 of this
year. In other words, earlier this week.
So if there is not an authorization for
this new program—and we would ask
OMB to make that determination—
that spending would be knocked out of
the bill, essentially.

The whole purpose of the amendment
is, again, to say that if we are going to
do something that is meaningful in
terms of stimulating the economy, it
should be temporary and it should be
targeted and it should be focused.
Much of the spending that is in this
bill is anything but that. History has
shown, time and again, when you put
new programs on the books, you al-
most always take a long time to get
those programs off the ground. In fact,
the Congressional Budget Office has ex-
amined this issue and they offered this
insight:

Brand new programs pose additional chal-
lenges. Developing procedures and criteria,
issuing the necessary regulations, and re-
viewing plans and proposals would make dis-
tributing money quickly even more dif-
ficult—as can be seen, for example, in the
lack of any disbursements to date under loan
programs established for automakers last
summer to invest in producing energy-effi-
cient vehicles. Throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment, spending for new programs has fre-
quently been slower than expected and rare-
ly been faster.

Again, that is the Congressional
Budget Office. Given the current state
of the economy, we simply can’t afford
to enact costly new programs that
have little hope of making any real
meaningful impact now, when the
American people need it the most.

There may be programs in this pro-
posed legislation that are worthy of
support—I am not arguing that point—
but surely not under the guise of eco-
nomic stimulus. There are new pro-
grams that are created that will add to
the size of this, and many of us have
reacted to the size of it. As I have said
already, we know for a fact there is
going to be a lot of additional spending
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coming down the pike that we are
going to be asked to consider. But add-
ing to that $1 trillion for something
that arguably does not create economic
stimulus, does not create jobs, seems
to me to be the wrong direction in
which to head.

My amendment would simply prevent
any new funding under the economic
stimulus plan from going toward new
programs that were not authorized be-
fore February 1 of this year—2009. As I
said before, the amendment calls on
the Office of Management and Budget
to determine if a program was author-
ized before February of 2009. If the pro-
gram fails to meet that standard, the
program will not receive funding from
the economic stimulus proposal.

Now, I would argue that this is a very
commonsense proposal that protects
the taxpayer and ensures funds are
spent in a timely and effective manner.
That isn’t to say—and I will repeat my-
self—as I said earlier, that many of
these programs are not worthwhile
and, frankly, we ought to consider
them. But we ought to do it under the
regular order and procedures that we
have in the Senate. We ought to have
committee action, we ought to have
hearings, we ought to have the nec-
essary oversight, and we ought to be
able to put these things on the floor
where they can be debated. We have a
process for doing that.

There are lots of programs that are
included in the stimulus bill which, I
would argue, don’t meet that criteria.
They aren’t stimulus because they are
not targeted, they are not timely, and
they are not temporary. They are, in
fact, creating new programs which, as I
said earlier, the Congressional Budget
Office has told us sometimes take a
very long time to roll out. I think any
of us can speak from experience on
that point; that whenever we create
any sort of a new Federal program, we
have agencies that have to interpret it,
regulations have to be promulgated, in
many cases we are setting up new bu-
reaucracies and people have to be hired
and it makes no sense to me whatso-
ever for us to, in the context of an eco-
nomic stimulus bill, start talking
about new programs.

I would also say the whole purpose of
this exercise, in my opinion at least, is
job creation. It is to get the economy
back on track and recovering and cre-
ating jobs. We have been losing jobs.
The economy is hemorrhaging and a
lot of people are hurting throughout
the country. What they don’t need is
more spending on Government pro-
grams in Washington, DC. What we
ought to be doing, on the other hand, is
getting more money into the hands of
the American people so they can spend
it—more incentives for small busi-
nesses to begin to invest and create
jobs because that is what they do best.
In fact, two-thirds to three-fourths of
all the jobs created in our economy are
created by small businesses.

Now, $900 billion, the principal
amount—and with interest it is over $1
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trillion in new spending—is proposed in
the stimulus legislation. If you divide
that by the number of jobs that are
proposed to be created—somewhere
around 3 million—that comes out to
$300,000 per job. The average annual
wage in my State of South Dakota is
under $30,000 a year. It is very difficult
to explain to a constituent of mine in
South Dakota how the Federal Govern-
ment proposes to spend $300,000 of their
tax dollars to create one job at a time
when we are handing the largest bur-
den of debt to the next generation in
American history.

Many of these jobs that are proposed
are Government jobs. The Government
can create Government jobs, and many
of the spending programs in this bill do
put money into Federal agencies which
create Government jobs but at an enor-
mous cost. I will use the example of the
State Department, where it is over $1
million—I think $1.3 million, some-
thing to that effect—per job created.
That doesn’t seem to be a very good
use of taxpayer dollars, and it doesn’t
get us the bang for the buck everybody
has been coming to the floor and talk-
ing about.

As 1 said, it is a straightforward
amendment. All it simply says is: No
new Government programs created in
the stimulus. If that program was not
authorized by February 1 of this year,
then any funding for it in the economic
stimulus proposal would be denied. It is
a commonsense proposal that does pro-
tect the taxpayers, ensures the funds
will be spent in a timely and effective
way, and that we focus on keeping jobs
out there in the economy, putting peo-
ple back to work. It is not spending on
new Government programs in Wash-
ington DC which, however well in-
tended, needs to go through a normal
regular order process where Members
of the Senate have an opportunity to
evaluate those at the committee level
and go through all the appropriate
oversight that we mnormally include
when it comes to create a new Govern-
ment program.

Frankly, I do not think creating new
Government programs, in the first
place, is the way to do this, but at
least this amendment brings some sem-
blance of sanity to a bill which, as I
said, is sort of a shotgun approach. It
throws money at all kinds of different
programs in hopes it will do something
to stimulate the economy—Kknowing
full well, I believe, that many of these
are not going to be stimulative but on
the other hand are creating new pro-
grams that people have wanted for a
long time but have never had the op-
portunity.

That is not what this is about. This
economic stimulus debate ought to be
focused on creating jobs and getting
the economy on the pathway to recov-
ery.
That is the amendment. I encourage
my colleagues to support it. I think it
is very straightforward, very
commonsensical, and, hopefully, it will
meet with the approval of the majority
of the Members of the Senate.
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I yield the floor.

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

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, let
me start out and indicate I am aware
of the fact that Senator BAUCUS has de-
ferred so I can speak now. I appreciate
that professional courtesy.

I rise today to address the decision
that is before us and to maybe share
some insight that I hope is relevant. I
believe it is relevant to the legislation
we are debating, the stimulus package.
Maybe I can offer some insight that is
a bit unique from the perspective of a
former mayor and a former Governor.

The so-called stimulus would send a
financial windfall to cities and States.
The hope is that somehow that will fil-
ter into the economy. I will readily ac-
knowledge that I have been on the re-
ceiving end of those kinds of wind-
falls—nothing this large—as both a
mayor and as the Governor of Ne-
braska. In my home State, fiscal re-
sponsibility is not just a worthy goal
that we aspire to achieve. It is de-
manded of our elected officials by Ne-
braska taxpayers. So when the Federal
Government sent an infusion of money
for education or social programs, what-
ever it was, the first place I looked as
Governor or as a mayor was to the bot-
tom line in my budget. I examined how
much the State was budgeting for
these programs, and I examined wheth-
er the State should save those State
dollars.

Today’s Governors, mayors, and
school boards have many budget op-
tions also. They might allow this Fed-
eral money to pass on through. In the
alternative, they might decide tax-
payers are best served by allowing Fed-
eral funds to replace the State or local
dollars. This would maintain existing
funding levels and allow them to tuck
away their State dollars in anticipa-
tion of tougher times ahead. Perhaps
they would choose to pay down debt.

Keep in mind, choosing to turn on
the Federal funding faucet means fac-
ing the challenges that will occur when
the funding faucet is later turned off.
Just imagine the tremendous difficulty
of that. It would cause yet a new crisis.

If Governors choose to hold on to
their cash, or some of them, it is true
it may provide them some security as
they work through very difficult budg-
et issues. But to be very candid about
this—and, again, I was in this posi-
tion—it would do absolutely nothing to
stimulate the economy. The money
simply would never reach the economy.

The first tranche of the TARP funds
does illustrate the point I am trying to
make today. The Federal Government
sent hundreds of billions of dollars to
banks to get credit flowing. The expec-
tation was that this money would
translate very quickly into car loans,
student loans and operating loans for
businesses. What happened? Lending
has declined—for a variety of reasons,
many legitimate, and some banks that
have received Government money have
actually reduced lending more sharply
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than banks that chose not to take the
money.

If we truly want to maximize our
chances of boosting the economy, then
we must minimize the filters through
which we send that money. In my ca-
reer I have had an opportunity to man-
age enormous bureaucracies. I have
watched as they devoured resources in
the name of delivering resources to
others. It seemed that no matter how
forcefully and sternly I demanded ef-
fective operations, those filters often-
times became very narrow funnels.

Tax relief, I would suggest, puts dol-
lars directly in the hands of taxpayers
and businesses. That is not necessarily
a guarantee it will flow to the econ-
omy, but it is very clearly the most di-
rect route to the people who are most
in need.

I must also admit that I am deeply
troubled by the rush to approve the
largest spending bill in history with no
plan to pay for it. There really is, lit-
erally, no plan—no plan at all. There is
not even an attempt at a plan. It seems
these days in Washington something
can be deemed an emergency and sud-
denly all fiscal restraint is checked at
the door and everything in the bill be-
comes a piece of solving the emer-
gency. I cannot imagine how we justify
passing the cost of this to our children.
It is as if some believe we can use a
credit card and history will somehow
forgive the debt.

Just last year when the deficit
reached a half trillion dollars it sent a
shockwave across this country. Yet the
spending machine just rolled on. For
this year, that number doubled to more
than $1 trillion, and there was a collec-
tive outcry to rein in spending. Now we
are faced with legislation that would
double the deficit in the blink of an
eye. How many times can it be doubled
before the debt becomes insurmount-
able and, tragically, the dollar becomes
worthless?

A group of Nebraskans came to see
me recently. They brought me a beau-
tiful picture. I have it on display in my
office. It was drawn by a 2-year-old
girl. We talked about the stimulus
package, and I certainly reached the
conclusion that they were advocating
that somehow, if we passed this, it
would deliver a benefit to this child.
But I wondered out loud how our young
people would feel about being asked to
pay the $1.2 trillion pricetag. I won-
dered how they would manage a na-
tional debt that now grows at a rate of
$3 billion a day. I contemplated how
this little 2-year-old’s quality of life
would be so different from what we
enjoy. If we do not take responsibility
for spending, her quality of life will
never match ours. She might never
dream of going to college or owning a
home, and here is why. As tough as the
economy is today—and I do not debate
anyone about how tough it is—there is
a day of reckoning, when the burden of
debt is crushing. If investors finally
lose confidence in our ability to man-
age our debt, who then bails us out? It
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is even more remarkable to me that we
are contemplating the largest spending
bill in history at a time when every
one of us is aware that the current
level of spending is not sustainable. It
is not an abstract problem. It is real
and it is growing with the passage of
time. We cannot keep passing the buck
with a promise to make tough deci-
sions in the year to come. It does begin
with the decisions we make today.

Like every single Member of this
body, I am proud of the State I rep-
resent. I want Nebraskans to know
every day that I support them. But
that does not mean I support this bill.
Some might be disappointed when I
vote against this spending bill, but I
believe Nebraskans understand what it
means to take responsibility. They ex-
pect that of me today, just as they ex-
pected it when I served as their Gov-
ernor.

The Nebraska State Constitution re-
quires a balanced budget. That is not
unusual. But the constitution of the
State also basically bans any bor-
rowing of money. So when the economy
collapsed post-9/11, we made difficult
decisions while other States issued
debt. I not only had to balance the
budget, I had to do it without bor-
rowing a dime. It was not easy, but we
did it and the tough choices were
worthwhile. When I came to the Cabi-
net, I did not have to turn to the Lieu-
tenant Governor and tell him that I
had left a pile of debt behind. The
State has steadfastly adhered to the
principle of fiscal responsibility, and
because of that it is better positioned
to face the challenges of today.

I want to wrap up with this: I under-
stand the significance of trying to do
all we can to boost this economy. Of
course I want people to have jobs. I
want them to be able to pay the bills.
But this is not a stimulus plan; it is a
spending plan. It will not create the
promised jobs, and it will not activate
our economy. What it will do is place a
punishing debt on our children and
grandchildren.

I could not vote for this bill and still
claim that I represent the principles
and values of the State I come from,
the State of Nebraska. I do want to say
I will meet with my colleagues, any
colleagues, across the aisle, to roll up
our sleeves to set a fiscally responsible
course, not only today but for the fu-
ture. While we cannot solve all of our
financial problems or balance the budg-
et overnight—and no one is expecting
that we can—we must begin this im-
portant work today. I want to be a
partner in that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader is recognized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I just had the opportunity to hear the
initial—what we used to call the maid-
en speech around here—of the new Sen-
ator from Nebraska. I want to con-
gratulate him on an extraordinarily in-
sightful presentation that melded his
own personal history in government
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with his thoughts about this massive

bill that we will be considering this

week, and his feelings about it, which
he expressed to his constituents today.

On behalf of all of us, I welcome the

Senator to the Senate. I would say he

just made a great start, and I know he

is going to have an incredibly effective
career representing the people of Ne-
braska and America.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
first want to congratulate the Senator
from Nebraska. I have known him as
Agriculture Secretary. He served the
people of his State as Governor and
also as mayor. I compliment Senator
JOHANNS for his service to his State
and to his country. I very much look
forward to working with him in the
Senate. Again, I extend my congratula-
tions.

AMENDMENT NO. 200 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98

On behalf of Senator DORGAN I ask
unanimous consent the pending amend-
ments be temporarily laid aside so we
can call up Senator DORGAN’s amend-
ment No. 200 on runaway plants.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. If the Sen-
ator will suspend, the clerk will report
the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Montana [Mr. BAUCUS],
for Mr. DORGAN, proposes an amendment
numbered 200.

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue

Code of 1986 to provide for the taxation of

income of controlled foreign corporations

attributable to imported property)

On page 570, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. . TAXATION OF INCOME OF CON-
TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS
ATTRIBUTABLE TO IMPORTED PROP-
ERTY.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 954 (defining foreign base company in-
come) is amended by striking the period at
the end of paragraph (5) and inserting *,
and”, by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (4), and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

““(5) imported property income for the tax-
able year (determined under subsection (j)
and reduced as provided in subsection
(0)(5)).”.

(b) DEFINITION OF IMPORTED PROPERTY IN-
COME.—Section 954 is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

““(j) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(5), the term ‘imported property
income’ means income (whether in the form
of profits, commissions, fees, or otherwise)
derived in connection with—

‘“(A) manufacturing, producing,
or extracting imported property;

‘(B) the sale, exchange, or other disposi-
tion of imported property; or

‘“(C) the lease, rental, or licensing of im-
ported property.

Such term shall not include any foreign oil

and gas extraction income (within the mean-

growing,
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ing of section 907(c)) or any foreign oil re-
lated income (within the meaning of section
907(c)).

‘(2) IMPORTED PROPERTY.—For purposes of
this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘imported
property’ means property which is imported
into the United States by the controlled for-
eign corporation or a related person.

‘(B) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCLUDES CERTAIN
PROPERTY IMPORTED BY UNRELATED PER-
SONS.—The term ‘imported property’ in-
cludes any property imported into the
United States by an unrelated person if,
when such property was sold to the unrelated
person by the controlled foreign corporation
(or a related person), it was reasonable to ex-
pect that—

‘(i) such property would be imported into
the United States; or

‘“(ii) such property would be used as a com-
ponent in other property which would be im-
ported into the United States.

“(C) EXCEPTION FOR PROPERTY SUBSE-
QUENTLY EXPORTED.—The term ‘imported
property’ does not include any property
which is imported into the United States and
which—

‘(i) before substantial use in the United
States, is sold, leased, or rented by the con-
trolled foreign corporation or a related per-
son for direct use, consumption, or disposi-
tion outside the United States; or

‘“(ii) is used by the controlled foreign cor-
poration or a related person as a component
in other property which is so sold, leased, or
rented.

(D) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES.—The term ‘imported property’
does not include any agricultural commodity
which is not grown in the United States in
commercially marketable quantities.

“(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—

‘““(A) IMPORT.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘import’ means entering, or
withdrawal from warehouse, for consumption
or use. Such term includes any grant of the
right to use intangible property (as defined
in section 936(h)(3)(B)) in the United States.

‘‘(B) UNITED STATES.—For purposes of this
subsection, the term ‘United States’ includes
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States, Guam,
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of
the Northern Mariana Islands.

‘(C) UNRELATED PERSON.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘unrelated person’
means any person who is not a related per-
son with respect to the controlled foreign
corporation.

(D) COORDINATION WITH FOREIGN BASE COM-
PANY SALES INCOME.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘foreign base company
sales income’ shall not include any imported
property income.”’.

(c) SEPARATE APPLICATION OF LIMITATIONS
ON FOREIGN TAX CREDIT FOR IMPORTED PROP-
ERTY INCOME.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
904(d) (relating to separate application of
section with respect to certain categories of
income) is amended by striking ‘‘and’ at the
end of subparagraph (A), by redesignating
subparagraph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by
inserting after subparagraph (A) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph:

‘(B) imported property income, and’’.

(2) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME DEFINED.—
Paragraph (2) of section 904(d) is amended by
redesignating subparagraphs (I), (J), and (K)
as subparagraphs (J), (K), and (L), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subparagraph
(H) the following new subparagraph:

“(I) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME.—The
term ‘imported property income’ means any
income received or accrued by any person
which is of a kind which would be imported
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property
954(j)).”.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (ii) of
section 904(d)(2)(A) is amended by inserting
“‘or imported property income’ after ‘‘pas-
sive category income’’.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Clause (iii) of section 952(c)(1)(B) (relat-
ing to certain prior year deficits may be
taken into account) is amended—

(A) by redesignating subclauses (II), (I1I),
(IV), and (V) as subclauses (ITI), (IV), (V), and
(VI), and

(B) by inserting after subclause (I) the fol-
lowing new subclause:

“(II) imported property income,”’.

(2) The last sentence of paragraph (4) of
section 954(b) (relating to exception for cer-
tain income subject to high foreign taxes) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(5)”’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(4)”’.

(3) Paragraph (5) of section 954(b) (relating
to deductions to be taken into account) is
amended by striking ‘‘and the foreign base
company oil related income’ and inserting
‘“‘the foreign base company oil related in-
come, and the imported property income’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years of foreign corporations beginning after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and to
taxable years of United States shareholders
within which or with which such taxable
years of such foreign corporations end.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, for
the benefit of Senators, I would like to
take a moment to talk about where we
are in consideration of the bill. Today
is the third day of Senate consider-
ation. Yesterday was quite productive.
We had a full debate and very little
downtime, which I especially appre-
ciate.

The Senate considered nine amend-
ments and had rollcall votes on four.
One was adopted by voice vote. The
Senate adopted a Republican amend-
ment by Senator COBURN to strike a
tax amendment related to film produc-
tion.

And with an overwhelming bipartisan
T1-to-26 vote, the Senate adopted a Mi-
kulski-Brownback amendment to allow
a deduction for interest on the pur-
chase of motor vehicles.

By voice vote, the Senate adopted a
Harkin amendment on which Senator
SPECTER played a very important role,
who worked very hard, Senator SPEC-
TER did, on the Harkin amendment, to
provide additional funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

So where are we now? Pending are a
Murray amendment to strengthen in-
frastructure investments—these are all
pending—a Vitter amendment to strike
several spending items; an Isakson-
Lieberman amendment to provide a tax
credit for home purchases; a Feingold-
McCain amendment to provide greater
accountability of congressional ear-
marks; a Cardin small business bonds
amendment; a DeMint amendment
making a series of tax cuts in lieu of
the pending substitute; a Thune
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute; a Thune amendment on new
programs in the bill; and a Dorgan
amendment on runaway plants.

I might add that the Democratic cau-
cus is conducting an issues conference
today, but the floor is open for busi-

income (as defined in section
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ness. We expect a number of Repub-
lican amendments and also Democratic
amendments. We hope to have several
votes on amendments this afternoon
and evening after the Democratic
issues conference concludes, perhaps
starting about 5:30 today, although I
cannot say that that is going to be an
exact time. That is for the leaders to
determine.

For the information of Senators, let
me say I expect that we hope to have
as many as 12 amendments pending
today, and we hope to stack votes on
these at the end of the afternoon and
into the evening. In addition to the Re-
publican amendments that we expect
to be offered, we also expect Senator
BINGAMAN, who has expressed an inter-
est in offering an amendment, as well
as I mentioned Senator DORGAN’s run-
away plants. Senator WYDEN also spoke
to me about his amendment on bonuses
that he intends to offer with Senator
SNOWE.

Once again, I urge Senators, let the
managers know of their intentions to
offer amendments. We want to give
Senators as much notice as possible. I
reemphasize notice is efficient. It helps
us get our amendments passed here.

I thank all Senators for their co-
operation.

AMENDMENT NO. 168

I wish to say a word or two on the
DeMint amendment. I remind Senators
that the DeMint amendment strikes
the whole underlying bill and replaces
that language with his amendment,
which reduces the corporate rate to 25
percent, and it makes permanent the
2001 and 2003 tax cuts, including capital
gains. That is a big item, as we all
know.

It further repeals, permanently re-
peals the alternative minimum tax
provisions in the Code today. It
changes the estate tax treatments by
creating an exception up to $56 million
per person. I do not know what he does
with the rates, but it is an estate tax
reduction below what estate taxes are
today.

I remind all Senators that next year,
in the year 2010, the Federal estate tax
is zero. If Congress does nothing, it re-
verts to quite a higher level. The
DeMint amendment takes the current
2009 level and lowers it even further. I
do not know this, but I suspect it also
is permanent.

The DeMint amendment further
makes the child tax permanent. It re-
peals all itemized deductions currently
in the Code which itemizers often take,
except for the mortgage interest deduc-
tion and the charitable deduction; oth-
erwise, all other deductions, if you
itemize, are repealed; for example,
State and local taxes, everything else
in the bill before us.

What is the effect of that? There are
several effects. First, we are trying to
begin to address our health care sys-
tem, and the DeMint amendment
strikes all the health information tech-
nology provisions in the bill. We are
trying to get health information tech-
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nology up and running. I think it is a
bad idea to strike health information
technology. We have to get that start-
ed if we are going to begin to lower
health care costs in this country.

It strikes the Medicaid provisions
through aid to the States. It does not
take a rocket scientist to know what
effect that would have on the States.
The States are in a recession. I think it
was the Government Accountability
Office that estimated about $230 billion
is being cut by States because they are
in recession, and that basically comes
out of Medicaid and other low-income
programs.

The DeMint amendment says, oh,
sorry, States, you do not get any as-
sistance, which means all of those peo-
ple getting cut are not going to have
health care.

It strikes the changes to TANF. That
is the program we put in place years
ago to reform the welfare program. It
is a great program. It works very well.
It gets people off of welfare in a very
solid way.

It also strikes provisions that extend
unemployment insurance to people who
have lost their jobs. I cannot believe it
would do something like that, but that
is what the DeMint amendment does.

It also strikes the COBRA provisions.
That is very important. I can’t believe
that is what he wants to do. In current
law, when somebody works for a com-
pany and is laid off for reasons not of
his or her own making, they are laid
off and there are more than 20 people in
that firm, that person is entitled to
keep health insurance offered by that
firm if that firm does offer health in-
surance, I think it is for 18 months.

But that person who is laid off can
keep that health insurance only if the
person laid off pays 102 percent of pre-
miums, that is, the person laid off has
to pay for all of that health insurance,
plus 2 percent administrative costs.

Now, clearly not many people who
are laid off, not working, can afford to
pay 102 percent of the health insurance
premiums, especially when the pre-
miums these days are going up at such
a rapid rate.

We, in the underlying bill, say a per-
son laid off in that situation gets a 65-
percent subsidy so that person can
keep health insurance for 18 months. I
think that is the right thing to do,
given the current circumstances. But,
no, the DeMint amendment says you
have to pay 102 percent, because we are
not going to help you in these dire
times.

I also say, these are permanent tax
cuts in the DeMint amendment. The 1-
year deficit effects of this amendment
are staggering. They are ugly, because
basically this is a huge, big tax cut
amendment is what it is.

Last night, Senator COBURN spoke
eloquently about growing deficits in
the future, how fast they are growing.
It begins to maybe put our currency in
danger. Other countries might be not
as interested in holding dollars, might
not be interested in buying Treasuries.
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Countries such as China come to mind,
other countries come to mind.

Obviously the DeMint amendment
would make the concerns of Senator
COBURN balloon. I mean, if Senator
COBURN is concerned about the deficits
today, Senator COBURN, I am sure,
would be dramatically concerned about
the effects of this amendment, which
would balloon the deficits to an even
greater amount.

So I think the underlying bill is im-
portant, it is crucial. The estimates
are, between either passing the under-
lying amendments or not passing them,
a difference of about 3 to 4 million jobs,
3 to 4 million jobs in this country. We
could choose not to pass this under-
lying bill. That would mean no eco-
nomic stimulus recovery package. That
would also mean about 3 to 4 million
further jobs lost. If we pass this legisla-
tion, it would begin to create and bring
some jobs back into this economy.

Let’s face it, banks are not lending
for lots of reasons today. But one rea-
son is because they are having a hard
time finding creditworthy borrowers. It
is hard to get creditworthy borrowers,
when the borrower is having a hard
time finding demand, because people
are not buying the borrower’s products.

There are many parts to the overall
solution. But one of them is helping
create some demand, and this under-
lying bill does create demand. If, on
the other hand, we do not pass the bill
and pass these big tax cuts, it further
balloons the deficit to a staggering
amount. It is not going to have nearly
the stimulative effect that the pro-
ponents might say. It will not.

Our goal here, in representing our
constituents in our State, is to take
this kind of bad situation we find our-
selves in—we Kkind of inherited this.
This is where we are, these are the
cards that were played, that is the
hand we have right now. So let’s do the
best we can with what we have got. My
judgment is, and I think it is the judg-
ment of most Members of this body,
this economic stimulus package may
not be perfect, but it is pretty good. It
will help create some jobs. It is cer-
tainly better than the alternative,
which is nothing. Let’s get on with it
and keep improving upon it as we pro-
ceed.

I strongly urge my colleagues not to
adopt the DeMint amendment, which is
a full repeal of the program and re-
places it with a massive increase in
debt.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
GILLIBRAND). Without objection, it is so
ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 159 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98
(Purpose: To reduce home foreclosures, com-
pensate servicers who modify mortgages,
and remove the legal constraints that in-
hibit modification, and for other purposes)
Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to call up
amendment No. 159.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Florida [Mr. MARTINEZ]
proposes an amendment numbered 159 to
amendment No. 98.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The amendment is printed in the
RECORD of Tuesday, February 3, 2009,
under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. MARTINEZ. Madam President,
Members on both sides of the aisle
agree that any stimulus we pass must
be timely, targeted, and temporary. We
need to put our economy back on
track. The key to putting the economy
back on track is that the spending we
do through this stimulus be targeted,
temporary, and timely.

Each of these principles is important
and they each are loaded with mean-
ing. It needs to be timely because it
needs to be directed as soon as possible.
As the President as early as this morn-
ing said, it is essential we get it out
there.

It also has to be targeted because it
cannot just go to all the wonderful
things upon which the Congress might
spend money. It has to be targeted to
that which the economy needs in order
to create jobs at this moment in time.

It must be also temporary because we
well know at some point this economy
is going to recover, and as it recovers,
it would not be a good idea for Govern-
ment spending to be out of control and
be the beast that feeds inflation. We do
not want to come out of this economic
crisis only to be creating the next one,
which would be an inflationary prob-
lem for our economy.

Americans want and deserve solu-
tions that will create jobs and support
the American worker. I have joined a
number of my colleagues in offering an
alternative with the right incentives to
foster job creation.

While creating jobs is essential if we
want to achieve economic recovery, it
will not fix the problem with that
alone. Our Nation is still in the midst
of the worst housing slump in decades,
and many American families face the
frightening reality of foreclosure.

To date, Congress and the White
House and the private sector have put
forth a number of program