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The House was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, February 9, 2009, at 2 p.m.

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by the Honorable JEFF
MERKLEY, a Senator from the State of
Oregon.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Guide us O Great Jehovah. We are
pilgrims in this land. We are weak, but
You are mighty. Lead us with Your
powerful hands. As our lawmakers seek
to follow You today, keep them from
running ahead of Your will. Give them
both the determination and means to
renew their spiritual resources, broad-
en their vision, and enlarge their con-
cept of Your purposes. Lord, may they
grow daily, steadily in spiritual as well
as in physical health.

Bless also the thousands of staffers
who faithfully serve with great dili-
gence behind the scenes. Remind them
that You are aware of their work and
that they will not lose their reward.
Empower them this day to accomplish
Your will. We pray in Your mighty
Name. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JEFF MERKLEY led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

Senate

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2009

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, February 7, 2009.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JEFF MERKLEY, a Sen-
ator from the State of Oregon, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. MERKLEY thereupon assumed
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

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

———
SCHEDULE

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
today the Senate will resume consider-
ation of H.R. 1, the Economic Recovery
and Reinvestment Act. The time for
this discussion will be from now until 3
p.m. It will be equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees. There will be no roll-
call votes today, for the information of
Members. The next vote will occur at
5:30 p.m. on Monday.

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 assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (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.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 3 p.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the lead-
ers or their designees.

Who yields time? The Senator from
West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
this is a chance for us to engage in con-
structive discussion. It is still a very
interesting proposition. I think it is
going to pass, and it will be, in spite of
what was said last night, bipartisan. In
fact, it could not possibly pass without
that being the fact.

There are a number of things in here
which are called cuts, but I think it is
very important we remember that
these are, for the most part, not cuts
from the present situation but cuts
from the original stimulus package,
which was cut by over $100 billion, and

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.

Printed on recycled paper.

51885



51886

therefore they appear to be cuts, but
they are not cuts. They are actually,
for the most part, additions—substan-
tial additions—to what we already
have. So if the bill had not passed, a lot
of these programs would cease to exist.

So I think it is a positive document.
It is not without flaws. We have a con-
ference committee coming and that
will be very important. I look forward
to the engagement today and to the
conference committee and to the pas-
sage of the bill.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, let me
ask my friend from Arizona what his
intentions are at this point because it
seems to me it might be advantageous
to perhaps have those who oppose this
bill state their case in the beginning,
and maybe we can even have some dis-
cussion back and forth, in the best tra-
ditions of the Senate, about that.
Then, we can, on this side, come back
and perhaps offer a few alternatives
and then go back and forth. I would ask
the Senator from Arizona, does that
make sense?

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I would say
to my colleague from Massachusetts, I
certainly think that would be a good
way to engage in this debate. There are
at least four speakers on our side who
would like to engage in this discussion
today, possibly one other. We could
start, if it would be acceptable to you,
and then the Democratic side respond
and simply go back and forth in that
way, with the time being divided equal-
ly.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I think
that would be great. Perhaps what we
could agree upon, so we don’t have an
imbalance, and we are not talking be-
yond each other, is perhaps have some
kind of reasonable limitation on the
back and forth so we do get to have a
legitimate kind of debate.

I will yield the floor and wait for my
colleague from Arizona and then per-
haps come back.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, it would be
my intention not to take more than
about 20 minutes. That would certainly
then permit the kind of discussion the
Senator is suggesting.

Mr. KERRY. I appreciate that, Mr.
President.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona is rec-
ognized.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I think one
of the reasons President Obama has not
had an easy time getting Republicans
to support his stabilization program is
because he has misrepresented the Re-
publican approach to this problem, and
obviously that is of concern to us. In
discussing with the American people
his approach to the stimulus of our
economy, he has first used some dan-
gerous words, I would say, in describ-
ing the emergency nature of this.

A lot of people have said he is trying
to scare the American people. I don’t
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think that is true. I think what he is
trying to do is demonstrate the seri-
ousness of the situation. But I also be-
lieve it is not an excuse for acting in
an inappropriate way, to say we have
to do something right now, and if we
don’t, there is going to be catastrophe
in the land; therefore, suggesting we
need to be less careful about what we
do. We believe the President’s initial
conversations are appropriate and that
we need to be careful about how we ap-
proach this problem, among other
things, because of what could occur
over the long term.

He has also mistakenly represented
the point of view of Republicans in two
specific ways: First of all, suggesting
the only reason Republicans oppose
this program is because we just believe
in tax relief. Of course, we believe in
tax relief, but we do not believe that is
the only solution to this problem. In
fact, we understand there has to be a
component that helps people in need,
such as the extension of unemployment
benefits. We understand that certain
kinds of spending can be very effective
at a time such as this.

Senator MCCAIN specifically noted
some military spending. Because of the
way the military operates, they can
get the money out the door quickly,
and that can be very beneficial. We
also focused, first, on housing because
that is where this problem began, and
that is why our effort to fix housing
first was presented on the Senate floor.
Our Democratic colleagues rejected
that notion. Of course, we also dem-
onstrated why some tax relief can also
be beneficial. But we have never said
that only tax relief will work.

Our Democratic colleagues like to
point out a very high percentage of
their bill is tax relief, apparently
agreeing with us that tax relief is im-
portant. But the two biggest pieces of
tax relief in the Democratic bill are,
first of all, the rebate program, such as
the rebate program last year. Last
year, it was $600; this year, it is $500 for
2 years. It was not effective last year,
and there is nothing to go suggest it is
going to be any more effective this
year to stimulate the economy.

The other part that is discussed is
the alternative minimum tax relief—
so-called AMT. Now, we have been re-
lieving Americans from having to pay
the AMT for a decade and not as part
of a stimulus bill but because it is the
right thing to do. No one ever intended
that Americans below the millionaire
status would ever be paying the alter-
native minimum tax. So we have been
fixing that each year so Americans
would not have to worry about it. It
doesn’t do to count that as part of the
tax relief and suggest it is because of a
stimulus intention.

The other thing the President has
spoken of that bothers Republicans is
talking about the ‘‘tired ideologies”
that got us into this problem in the
first place. Now, if you are going to try
to get some bipartisan support from
Republicans, I submit that is not the
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way to do it. I would like to know ex-
actly what tired ideologies the Presi-
dent is talking about. What exactly?

Now, in his inaugural speech, I think
the President hit a couple of home
runs. He talked about ‘‘reaffirming the
greatness of our Nation.” He said:

It has been the risk-takers, the doers, the
makers of things . . . who have carried us up
the long, rugged path toward prosperity and
freedom.

He talked about requiring a new ‘‘era
of responsibility,” and emphasized the
values of honesty and hard work.

Now, those are values that are very
important to Republicans. We believe
that, for example, we should have a
Tax Code and Government regulatory
policy that at least does not punish
those who are risk-takers and doers,
who have exercised responsibility and
who have helped to make this Nation
what it is, including many of the peo-
ple who work hard and who run the
businesses that create the bulk of the
jobs in this country. So what exactly is
it the President is talking about when
he talks about the tired ideologies of
the past and responsibility?

There is much talk in this bill of all
the aid to the States. Now, the States
have doubled their spending in the last
5 years, and most acknowledge they
need to get their fiscal houses in order,
but many of them are simply looking
forward to being bailed out by this bill.
So I ask: Is that the kind of responsi-
bility we want to foster or should we
expect more of the States so they can
do their part in dealing with this cri-
sis?

Does the President believe the tax
cuts of 2003 created the recession? Ob-
viously, no one believes that. Not only
were they not responsible for the reces-
sion we are in, but they are accredited
with the job growth and economic
stimulus this country received during
the middle part of this last decade.

Does the President believe President
Bush’s efforts to control Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac’s risky investments
and toxic loans caused the pickle we
are in right now? Obviously not. In-
deed, all the evidence is, it was the
President’s cohorts in the Congress
who stopped the efforts to control
Fannie and Freddie and, as a result,
this great housing bubble was created
and burst, to the detriment of every-
body in the country.

Would the President suggest the Re-
investment Act might have had some-
thing to do with it? There is a failed
policy of the past, essentially making
the banks lend money to people who
actually couldn’t afford it. In the long
run, they suffered as much as everyone
else because they couldn’t carry the
mortgages on the homes they were put
in. We did not do them a favor, and we
didn’t do their neighbors a favor, who
are now sitting next to a home that is
in foreclosure.

It seems to me the President is rath-
er casually throwing out some careless
language, and if we would be a little
more precise and try to get together as
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Republicans and Democrats to identify
the problem and work together on it,
we would get a lot further.

Let me ask this question. If the ques-
tion were put to the Senate today: If
you knew that a bill in the Senate was
going to cause a recession in 10 years,
would you support it? Well, that is
what the Congressional Budget Office—
the bipartisan office that supports our
efforts in the Congress—says about this
legislation; that there will be negative
economic growth—negative GDP—in a
decade as a result of this legislation.

According to the CBO report, dated
February 4, sent to JUDD GREGG, the
ranking member of the Committee on
the Budget, they say:

CBO estimates that by 2019 the Senate leg-
islation would reduce GDP by 0.1 percent to
0.3 percent.

Now, that is 10 years from now. That
means if this went on for at least two
quarters, that is the definition of a re-
cession. They note in the very begin-
ning that the effects of the legislation
would diminish rapidly after 2010 and
that in the long term, GDP will be re-
duced.

If you have a bill before you that you
are told by the experts is going to re-
sult in a recession, would you maybe
want to stop and think twice about
what you are doing? There is evidence
that this is kind of a sugar high. We
put a lot of spending out now, but once
the high is gone and you crash, you are
going to be in a recession. That, in ef-
fect, is what is stated here. Just as we
do not let our kids have too much
candy, I think we need to be a little
careful about legislation which we are
told is going to result in a recession.

It is not just the CBO. In December
2008, the National Bureau of Economic
Research published a document titled
“What are the Effects of Fiscal Policy
Shocks?”’ by Andrew Mountford of the
University of London and Harald Uhlig.
I am quoting:

The best fiscal policy to stimulate the
economy is a deficit-financed tax cut [and]
the long-term costs of fiscal expansion
through government spending are probably
greater than the short-term gains.

In other words, in effect confirming
what the CBO has said.

They explain why:

[That’s because] government spending
shocks crowd out both residential and non-
residential investment—

By the way, the CBO report I cited
does talk about the increase in the na-
tional debt crowding out private in-
vestment with the same negative ef-
fect—
while the [positive] response of consumption
is small and only significantly different from
zero on impact.

But suppose these recent studies
were mistaken, I suggest, and the
spending spree would even work as ad-
vertised. We are still left with the
number of jobs allegedly to be created
at a very significant cost, well over a
quarter million dollars per job.

The bottom line here is that doing
something temporary which is going to
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cost a lot of money and result in long-
term economic downturn is not the
kind of policies we should be pursuing.

One of the concerns Republicans have
had is that it is not only the amount of
money that is being spent in this bill—
and it is a shocker. It is over $1 tril-
lion. And incidentally, the deal that
was reached yesterday still has us
spending something like $1.17 trillion,
so this is still a very big spending bill.

By the way, the President acknowl-
edged it is a spending bill. He said that
is the whole point. One of the problems
with that is that you cannot fix it by
simply shaving a little bit off of some
of the elements of spending, as this
deal apparently does. You have to start
fundamentally at the bottom.

Actually, Larry Summers, who is the
chief economic adviser of the Presi-
dent, had it right when he says this of
legislation: ‘‘The investments,”” he
says, ‘“‘will be chosen strategically
based on what yields the highest rate
of return for the economy.”’” That is the
way it should be done, built from the
bottom up based only on what actually
does the most good rather than simply
throwing a lot of spending at the prob-
lem and hoping that some of it sticks
or actually trickles down and actually
helps the American people. This legis-
lation, the so-called deal here, doesn’t
build it from the bottom up. It takes
the base bill and just shaves some off
different pieces of it.

I would note that we do not have text
of the legislation yet, so we are dealing
with a couple of different press re-
leases, which, by the way, don’t iden-
tify who put them out, and they are
slightly different with respect to what
they say. So when we are discussing
this deal, we still do not know what it
is. This is Saturday. We are supposed
to vote on this on Monday. Obviously,
we are not going to be here tomorrow.
Is this a way to legislate over $1 tril-
lion of spending that is going to be a
burden on our children and grand-
children? I think not. I think the au-
thors of this legislation owe us a little
more consideration in getting the facts
to us about what the bill actually does.

As I said, the two big tax pieces are
the AMT relief—which we have done
routinely each year, not as part of a
stimulus but because it is the right
thing to do—and the rebate part, which
we know did not work last time, and
there is no reason to believe it is going
to work this time. There is only about
2.5 percent of the tax part of the bill
which actually goes to business tax re-
lief, potentially enabling businesses to
create jobs—for example, allowing
them to write off purchases of equip-
ment earlier than they otherwise
would, therefore incentivizing them to
hire people and thereby, obviously, cre-
ating jobs. That is the tax part of this.

On the spending side, we are told
that there are certain reductions in
certain of the accounts. But, as we
look through it, many of the things
that were criticized before appear to
still be there. If you take what was
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added on the Senate floor to the deal
that was struck, you are at about $827
billion, which is still above the level of
the House bill which was criticized
strongly by proponents of the deal last
evening on the floor. They called the
House bill a Christmas tree. Yet this
bill in its total amount is above the
level of the House bill. There may have
been a 4.7-percent reduction from the
level of spending in the House bill, but
it obviously doesn’t change it from
being a Christmas tree. It has not been
fundamentally altered from the bottom
up with an effort to invest in things
that actually will stimulate jobs. It
simply shaved off some of the excess
spending in the bill.

For example, as we understand it, in
the building account, the Federal
building account for Federal buildings,
the Senate bill had a $6 billion amount.
Under this deal that was made, it is
$2.5 billion. So some money was shaved
off there. The NOAA facilities con-
struction went down from $795 million
to $645 million, a $150 million savings.
That is great, but the fundamental
problem is that this is not going to cre-
ate jobs—that remains. Federal auto
fleet—they cut that in half, the cars
for Government workers, from $600 mil-
lion to $300 million. The DC sewer sys-
tem remained unchanged. They didn’t
actually cut, that I see.

The bottom line, as my colleague
from Maine described on the floor,
these are the Kkinds of things that
should go through the regular appro-
priations process where they should
compete with other worthy causes,
going through the appropriations proc-
ess and the appropriators make the
tough decisions.

My colleague, who is a member on
the committee, had a couple of things
to say in describing the appropriations
process. He pointed out that we have
the responsibility to be deliberate and
consider these items carefully in the
context of the President’s formal budg-
et request. Why? Because there are so
many worthy things to spend money on
that it is our job to make the tough de-
cisions about which ones to put at the
top of the list and which ones, perhaps,
to defer or to reduce. That is the job
these people on the Appropriations
Committee do, and they do it well.
They have to stick with the President’s
budget.

What is in this bill is new spending
without any Kkind of tax receipts to
cover it or offset spending to make up
for it. It is emergency legislation, just
added to the debt.

As the ranking member of the Appro-
priations Committee wisely pointed
out, the kinds of projects that are in
this bill should go through the appro-
priations process. It is great that they
have been reduced somewhat in num-
ber, but that does not solve the funda-
mental problem.

Let me close here so we can actually
engage in this debate. We still do not
know whether a lot of the earmarks
are in the legislation. My staff has
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tried to look. It appears, because they
have not specifically been taken out,
that several of the items, some of the
items I mentioned—the money for Am-
trak, the $1 billion for the census, the
new money for the Smithsonian, dig-
ital television transmission bailout,
the authorization for benefits for Fili-
pino veterans of World War II—all of
those things and much more are still in
here. Obviously, we will be interested
to see whether the final version of the
bill, when we actually get it, corrects
these deficiencies, but it doesn’t appear
that they have.

Again, what Republicans are sug-
gesting here is that it is really a four-
part process: help those who are in
need; target the spending, which will
actually create jobs; fix housing first;
and provide targeted tax relief that
will actually also help to stimulate the
economy. That is the Republican ap-
proach. I think we have some better
ideas that could have been incor-
porated into this legislation if it had
not been such a partisan exercise.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, with the
permission of the manager, I yield my-
self the time that I use this morning.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is fine.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Arizona. There is an
awful lot to try to respond to and to
put into appropriate perspective. I
want to start to try to do that as clear-
ly, and hopefully as succinctly, as I
can.

The Senator has suggested that this
has been a ‘‘partisan process.”” I have
to tell him as a Senator who has now
been here—this is my 26th year here,
having witnessed in the last 8 years an
unprecedented level of changes of the
rules, breaking of the rules, refusal to
hold conferences so we get together
and do the normal procedures here, un-
willingness even to have account-
ability hearings to allow this side to
hold hearings, call witnesses—I mean, 1
can run a long list to describe the
desert that has been the last 8 years.

I remind my colleagues, and I do not
want to spend too much time on this
because it is important to go forward,
but you cannot go forward and have a
legitimate discussion of what is real
here unless you put things in their ap-
propriate and honest context.

The fact is, the Republican Presi-
dent, President Bush, just left office a
few weeks ago. For 6 of the 8 years he
was in office, the Republicans ran the
Senate. I think we were down as low as
around 43 Senators at one point. We did
not have conferences. We were given
bills that we were ‘‘jammed’ and had
to vote on that were rewritten com-
pletely in conference committee and
they came to the floor.

Notwithstanding all of that, notwith-
standing that experience, Senator REID
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came to the floor of the Senate and
completely opened the amendment
process. He did not fill the tree, he did
not use any parliamentary procedure
to prevent the Republicans from bring-
ing an amendment, and, indeed, some
of the amendments of our friends on
the other side of the aisle were agreed
to. Senator ISAKSON has a major
amendment in here with respect to
housing that is a very expensive
amendment. It added spending to this
bill. Senator SPECTER and a few others
added some $12 billion for the National
Institutes of Health. So, please, let’s
put this in an appropriate and proper
perspective.

Did they lose some votes on things
they wanted to do? Yes, because the
American people voted in November to
change the makeup of the Senate. The
American people experienced what hap-
pened over the course of the last 8
years, and they are feeling the pain
today.

I am hearing my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle keep coming
over and saying: My gosh, what a ter-
rible thing it will be to add a burden to
the debt of every family in America.
You better believe that it is a tragedy.
But where were they for the last 8
years when that debt was being taken
from $5 trillion in 2000 up to $10 trillion
today? Not once did the President of
the United States—not once did he
veto an appropriations spending bill.
Their President—their majority leader
could have said: We are not accepting
this bill. Mr. President, you have to
veto it. It never happened.

Now, the reality is we have an econ-
omy that is hurting. The President of
the United States has appropriately
said that if we do not do something,
this may lead to a catastrophe. I be-
lieve that, and my colleagues believe
that. Some people on the other side of
the aisle believe that. This is an un-
precedented economic cycle in which
we find ourselves.

Economist after economist, on both
sides of the aisle—Mark Zandi of
Moody’s economy.com—he is a Repub-
lican economist—strongly suggests we
have to spend this kind of money in
order to get the economy moving
again. We need to examine that a little
bit and examine some of the comments
of my colleague from Arizona.

First of all, he claims we rejected
housing. I tell you, if it were not so—
it just really amazes me to hear that.
Last January at the White House—Sen-
ator KYL was there, Senator MCCON-
NELL was there, Senator REID was
there, Senator DURBIN and a few others
of us, Speaker PELOSI was there, JOHN
BOEHNER was there and the President,
the Vice President, Secretary Paulson.

And everybody went around and said
what they had to say about that, the
stimulus package that we were then
talking about putting in place, a stim-
ulus package a year ago. They went
around the table, and it finally came
my chance to say something. I looked
at the President, and I said: Mr. Presi-
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dent, this may be a little unorthodox
because I know we are talking about
this stimulus bill, but nobody here has
mentioned housing. I have to tell you,
I just came from Brockton, MA, where
the mayor is struggling with 1,000 fore-
closures. There are 400 more coming at
him. This is pandemic. If we do not
keep people in their homes, this is
going to get worse.

I then turned to the Secretary of the
Treasury, and I said: Mr. Secretary,
you could be negotiating mortgages
now and keeping people in their homes
at the revalued value of the homes, the
devalued value of the home, because
they can afford to stay in it if they are
paying 13.5 percent or 9.5 percent. But
if they get to pay a percentage like
most of the other people in America
who have some influence and access—
you know, I have not met a business
executive in America who is paying 13
percent or 9 percent, but average
Americans were, and they were being
run out of their homes because of it.

Well, they all nodded and said, well,
that sounds reasonable. We have to
take a look at it. I came back with
Senator Gordon Smith of Oregon and
together, as members of the Finance
Committee, we put it into the Finance
Committee stimulus package. It came
to the floor of the Senate, and guess
what. My friends on the other side of
the aisle opposed it. They stripped it
out.

We had a $15 billion mortgage rev-
enue bond to help keep people in their
homes, and the administration opposed
it, even 1 week after the President of
the United States went to the well of
the Congress, and in his State of the
Union speech said: We need mortgage
revenue bonds. Everybody applauded,
but they came back and stripped it out.

From that day forward, until, I think
it was August or September, 10,000 peo-
ple a day were foreclosed on. That is
10,000 Americans a day who lost their
homes, kicked out, locks changed. No
wonder we are where we are today.
With that many homes, street to street
to street to street, losing their value,
and then the homes next to them los-
ing their value, and the people got
scared, they lost their jobs—and we
have lost jobs at a record rate. There
were two point-some million jobs lost,
568,000 last month alone.

So I have to tell you, there are a lot
of people a lot smarter than me to
whom I try to listen, and everybody I
talk to who is in the business of busi-
ness, of making deals—I am not talk-
ing about Wall Street theorists or peo-
ple who arbitrage and play the market,
play the game; I am talking about peo-
ple who go out and create wealth, in-
vest; people who make judgments
about risk, risk taking, and take new
ideas and turn them into jobs, which is
what has always made America great.
Those people tell me they cannot get
the lending; they cannot get the credit.
Banks that have money are scared to
lend the money because if they look at
the marketplace and they make what a
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banker has to make, which is a prudent
judgment about, hey, if I lend the
money, are my shareholders and the
board of directors going to come to me
and say, why were you so stupid to lend
that money when the economy is going
down, and you did not have a chance of
getting it repaid.

That is the psychology of the mar-
ketplace, and Government is the one
instrument that has the ability to
change the psychology. That is why it
is so important we ‘‘spend’” some
money.

Now, my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle say this is a huge spending
bill. They are going to spend. You
know, well, T have to tell you, I asked
my friend from Alabama yesterday:
OK, let’s be real about this. You say
you do not want to borrow the money.
What a terrible act it is of Government
to be for borrowing. Well, what is the
alternative to borrowing? There are
only two alternatives: you can raise
taxes—and there is not one of them
who will vote to do that—or you can
cut spending. This is not the moment
to cut spending; this is the moment to
prime the pump. This is the moment
you have to get money flowing into the
system.

Now, therefore, we are stuck. We
have to borrow some money, and we
have to borrow it on the presumption,
on the judgment, that we are investing
this money we borrow in the most in-
telligent way to break the downward
psychology of the market and to en-
courage the creation of new jobs.

Now, I would agree with my col-
leagues, I do not want to spend money
on a project that just vanishes, poof,
and there is no payback to the econ-
omy in the long run. We are not going
to see long-term benefits to our coun-
try. But that is not what we are doing
here. What we are doing here is cre-
ating jobs. I mean, how do we get prod-
ucts from point A to point B? We drive
them on roads or we put them on a
train or we fly them in airplanes, but
our infrastructure that supports all of
that is falling apart.

Other countries are investing far
more than we are into their public
transit systems, into their air systems,
and so forth. We have about a $1.6 tril-
lion deficit in terms of our infrastruc-
ture investment. So what we are doing
is saying: We are going to invest in
some of those things now, tomorrow.
We can put people to work tomorrow
morning. All across this country we
have projects that are shovel-ready,
signed on the dotted line. We can do
the bidding. In fact, many of them are
already bid. They do not have the
money. There are 45 States in the
United States of America that have
shortages in their budgets, and those
States are required, unlike the Federal
Government, to balance their budget.

So facing the need to balance their
budget, what do they do? They cut
service, they cut firefighters, they cut
police, they cut teachers, they cut the
road projects. That adds to the down-
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ward spiral. Everybody hears their
neighbors saying: Wow, I just lost my
job. Then they start to fear for their
job. As they fear for their job, they re-
trench in spending: I am not going to
spend this week. We cannot go out to
dinner this week. We cannot take that
vacation. We cannot take that house.
We are not going to travel to see the
family at Christmas or Easter or what-
ever it is.

People stop spending. As more of the
ripples of job loss go, the more afraid
people become. So they hunker down
for the possibility that they may be
the next to lose their jobs. That is part
of the downward psychology. So you
have to break it. And, I will tell you,
there is nothing worse than doing too
little to fix it. Nothing would be dumb-
er than coming out here and spending
too little billions of dollars and not
knowing that we are doing enough to
change the psychology and get the job
done.

Now, on the housing package, the
Senator from Arizona said: We offered
a housing package. Well, you know,
they did offer a housing package. But
just because we rejected it does not
mean we do not think housing is im-
portant or we have to do it with what
I said earlier about housing. We are
going to do housing. The President and
Larry Summers, who has been here
meeting, is talking about how we are
going to approach housing. But the
program they offered, first of all, op-
posed any kind of bankruptcy relief so
we can actually negotiate keeping peo-
ple in their homes, which is inefficient.

It did not target the money in an ef-
fective way. It had a 4-percent mort-
gage for everyone in the system so that
people who do not even need the money
wind up getting a break in terms of
their mortgage. So it was not targeted.
Moreover, it did not even require the
banks to make a loan modification or
even write down some of the bad loans
they had. It was not comprehensive. So
the fact that it is rejected does not dis-
play that this is partisan. It simply is
a statement by the majority of the peo-
ple representing the people that we do
not think it was a very good idea, and
we are going to come back and fix it;
the same thing with this issue.

Incidentally, let me share with a few
of my colleagues why this is sort of
this old ideology versus new. The Sen-
ator talked about the tired ideology of
the past. What is it? Well, I think
today Michael Steele, the new chair-
man of the Republican National Com-
mittee, made a statement on behalf of
the Republican Party. He said:

For the last 2 weeks, we have been trying
to force a massive spending bill through Con-
gress under the guise of economic relief.

Well, we are having votes. This is a
democracy. We are not forcing any-
thing. We are trying to get the job
done because there is an urgency to
getting it done.

But then he says:

The fastest way to help those families is by
letting them keep more of the money they
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earn. Individual empowerment, that is how
you stimulate the economy.

That is a big ideological/philo-
sophical difference about how you most
rapidly stimulate the economy. Let’s
think about it for a minute, the indi-
vidual empowerment. OK, we turn
around and we give every family in
America the great big tax cut that the
Republicans are talking about. Here is
what he says: We want to give—the
first 16,000 bucks you make, you are
going to be taxed at a lower percent-
age.

Terrific. We lose revenue at the Fed-
eral level that we could put into
schools, fire, police, education, energy
investment, investment in airports,
rail, all of those things for which we do
not have enough money. But we give it
back to the people.

Then he says: They will go out and
buy things. They probably will. Some
of them may save it. What are they
going to buy? Is there a guarantee they
are going to go out and buy energy-effi-
cient materials? No. Is there a guar-
antee they will go out and buy an
American car that is a hybrid, that ac-
tually does better? No.

They could go out and buy a car
made in China or Japan or Germany.
That does not help us a lot. Or what if
they pay off their credit card bill be-
cause it is so big that they need the
money to pay the bill? That is just
paying for past things already pur-
chased, for services already given. It
does not stimulate the economy.
Please. And if they do have some
money to invest, there is no guarantee
they will choose to invest it in the
United States of America. They might
think it is much better to invest it in
some international mutual fund that is
investing in a country that has a better
economy right now.

So that is a tired old philosophy.
That is what we did in the 1980s and
many of us opposed it. I voted against
that tax cut. You know what. We took
the deficit of this country to an un-
precedented level, crowding out the
private marketplace in terms of bor-
rowing, and we did not invest in the
things in which we needed to invest in
the country.

Let me share and say to my col-
leagues that we have a multi-headed
crisis we are looking at. This is only
one part of the package. I also want to
address the question where the Senator
from Arizona said this would be a re-
cession way down the road. Well, I dis-
agree with that. We are in a recession
now. We have to do everything possible
to break out of the reversion.

Now, the Congressional Budget Office
has concluded that the American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act would
“have an immediate and substantial
impact on the U.S. economy, most no-
ticeably in terms of job growth and
GDP growth.” That is the Congres-
sional Budget Office. They say: In our
efforts in this bill, our No. 1 priority is
to put people back to work. If tomor-
row we spend money on a road con-
struction effort so people who go to
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work at that site will have a job, the
people who drive the truck to bring the
asphalt and the materials will have a
job, the people who supply the mate-
rials to those people will suddenly be
ordering again. They will pay taxes.
They will take home a paycheck over
the next year or two and that will
begin to change the psychology of what
we are looking at here.

You have to spend some money. That
is what Franklin Roosevelt did. This
situation cries out for it just as power-
fully as that did. The CBO report says
the recovery package, as reported out
of the Senate—I emphasize the Senate,
the Senate Appropriations and Finance
Committee—would create between
900,000 and 2.4 million new jobs in 2009,
this year; between 1.3 and 3.9 million
jobs next year; and between 600,000 and
1.9 million jobs in 2011.

These jobs would correspond to an
unemployment rate reduction of .5 per-
cent to 1.3 percent in 2009; .6 to 2 per-
cent in 2010; and .3 percent to 1.0 per-
cent in 2011.

Additionally, the report estimates
that the legislation would grow the
U.S. domestic product, our GDP, by 1.4
to 4.1 percent this year; 1.12 percent to
3.6 percent next year in 2010; and .4 to
1.2 percent in 2011. So there is job-cre-
ating potential in this.

We need to transform the American
economy. What is most exciting about
what we have put together in this bill,
it is the first big, legitimate effort to
do that that I have seen in years. In
the height of the oil crisis last sum-
mer, we were sending over $1 billion a
day to Saudi Arabia. I would rather
send that billion dollars a day down to
the Southwest, to Arizona, New Mex-
ico, and Colorado. There is this unbe-
lievable ability to be developing solar
thermal in America. We have a solar
thermal plant in Nevada now. We could
produce electricity without using oil
and gas and fossil fuel. I am told—be-
cause the Senator from Arizona raised
the question—that the water tables
down there are creating a self-serving
cycle, a contained cycle so that the
water can be reused in a way that
doesn’t disturb water demand. But you
can drive electricity. We can produce
six times the electricity needs of the
United States from that region alone.
Why aren’t we doing it?

If we produce six times the elec-
tricity needs of the United States from
one part of the country and modernize
our grid, then people can start buying
electric cars. We will have an electric
car that goes 100 miles an hour and
gets 100-plus miles to the charge which
doesn’t solve all long-distance prob-
lems, but for most Americans, the com-
mute is 40 miles a day. So you could
actually do most of your week on elec-
tricity, never touching a drop of gas
and oil which would reduce America’s
dependence on foreign oil, raise our se-
curity, raise health standards, meet
our environmental standards, and do
an enormous amount to meet the chal-
lenge of global warming. If we don’t
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send a billion dollars to another coun-
try, we are using it here at home to de-
velop more renewable energy and more
jobs and future jobs in robotics, artifi-
cial intelligence, communications, and
life sciences.

There are jobs to be created. It de-
pends on how intelligent we are in in-
vesting the money in the right places.
That is what this legislation does.

Let me share this with my col-
leagues. We have $40 billion going to
the Department of Energy for develop-
ment of clean, efficient American en-
ergy from advanced battery systems
for energy efficiency, conservation
grants, weatherization assistance, all
kinds of research for clean coal tech-
nology. We are about to have a break-
through technology that I believe will
allow us to burn coal clean and create
a construction material called calcium
carbonate that can be used as cement,
concrete for building. It contains the
CO,, and it helps us to deal with this
crisis. Those are new jobs, countless
new jobs.

I hope our colleagues will recognize
that what is happening is a very legiti-
mate, philosophical, perhaps ideolog-
ical difference. But this is not old over
here. This is new. This is what America
voted for this year, a change of direc-
tion, in order to get it right.

We are staring at an economy where
health care premiums increased ap-
proximately 80 percent. Gas prices
reached historic highs. They are now
down temporarily, but they will not
stay there. College education costs
have risen 70 percent. Housing afford-
ability, we all understand, is a huge
problem across the economy. We will
deal with that. Wages of average Amer-
icans who are working are declining.
The benefits they work for are declin-
ing. Their retirement accounts have
been wiped away. Workers’ earnings for
college degree graduates are declining.
Job creation is the worst in America
since Herbert Hoover’s administration.
The unemployment rate rose to the
highest level since 1993, and it is still
rising. We are told it will rise further.
The deficit-financed Bush tax cuts
weren’t paid for. They were deficit fi-
nanced, and we have wound up with the
least job growth we have had in any
kind of recovery in modern history.

Today more American families and
children face severe financial problems
than at any time. That is why this is
urgent. It is only a part. We have to
come back and do housing in a matter
of weeks. We have to fix the banks in a
matter of weeks.

I am confident if we do this, we are
going to turn this around. We are going
to have the most exciting economy we
have had in years. There is no question
in my mind that if we release Amer-
ican entrepreneurial and creative ge-
nius to create new products and move
us to that future, we will do what
America has always done—we will con-
tinue to lead. That is what this debate
is about, a new direction, a new time,
and a new moment.
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I hope our colleagues will embrace it.

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

Mr KYL. Mr. President, I appreciate
the opportunity to engage with my col-
league from Massachusetts. I will
make five quick points, and then either
Senator SESSIONS will follow me or, if a
Member on the other side wishes to
speak in between, he will then follow
that individual. First let me clear up
two things.

The Senator from Massachusetts
talked about deficits and, in effect,
blamed the Bush administration. I
would note the facts which are that
last year, under a Democratic-con-
trolled Congress, the deficit doubled
from what it was when Republicans
were in control, and it is going to dou-
ble again this year under Democratic
control of Congress.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. KYL. Let me try to make my
points. I don’t want to take less time
from my colleagues.

Secondly, I acknowledge that the
Senator from Massachusetts did raise
the issue of housing at the White
House. The point I wanted to make was
not that Democrats and Republicans
weren’t both concerned, that Demo-
crats didn’t have some good ideas. Sim-
ply, it is not fair to characterize the
Republican position as wanting to deal
with tax relief only, that Republicans
believe housing needs to be a part of
this. In fact, we would prefer to fix
housing first rather than, as the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts said, we are
going to do housing later.

Incidentally, the bill to supposedly
fix housing passed last June with both
Democratic and Republican support. It
was obviously not enough.

Third, the Senator from Massachu-
setts talked about debt and said, what
is the alternative to borrowing, either
raise taxes or cut spending. That is
true. But he said you can’t do either in
a recession. Actually, that is not true.
As I quoted before, the National Bu-
reau of Economic Research said this
about that precise point:

The best fiscal policy to stimulate the
economy is a deficit-financed tax cut. The
long-term costs of fiscal expansion through
government spending are probably greater
than the short-term gains. As between the
two, some spending can help. But long-term,
it costs more if you have deficit spending,
and it provides for relief if you have tax cuts
financed through deficit.

The fourth point: My colleague from
Massachusetts disagreed that this leg-
islation will result in a recession and
noted that the CBO report said there
would be short-term stimulus. That is
exactly right. But what I said is also
true. On page 5:

Including the effects of both crowding out
of private investment, which would reduce
output in the long run, and possibly produc-
tive government investment, which could in-
crease output, CBO estimates that by 2019,
the Senate legislation would reduce GDP by
between one-tenth and three-tenths of a per-
cent.
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As I noted, the definition of a reces-
sion is when you have two consecutive
quarters of negative GDP.

Finally—and this is probably the
most instructive point of all—there is a
clear difference between the parties.
But I think it is interesting when my
colleague from Massachusetts de-
scribed as one of the failed ideologies
of the past the notion that individual
empowerment will do any good, when
he ridiculed the idea of letting people
keep more of their own money. You
have a very stark contrast between
what some Democrats believe and what
most Republicans believe. Republicans
do believe that Americans are better
off being allowed to keep more of their
money. Why? Because they will make
wiser decisions about what their family
needs than will some bureaucrat in
Washington. I don’t mean bureaucrat
in a pejorative way. I am a government
employee. I didn’t get any smarter
when I came back to Washington.
When I go back to Phoenix or Tucson,
I see people struggling to take care of
their families, and they are making
very important and wise decisions
about how to deal with their family
budgets. It is true, if they get a tax re-
bate, they are more likely to save it or
pay off credit card debt than to spend
it. That is why that kind of tax relief,
a rebate, the quick fix that is in this
bill, doesn’t work. Why? Because Amer-
icans make wise decisions with their
own money. They know they have to
deleverage their own personal budgets,
as businesses know they have to
deleverage all of their debt.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. KYL. Let me conclude my re-
marks.

Republicans believe that individuals
are better off in making decisions
about their financial future than allow-
ing the government to do it for them.
That is why we say, as Michael Steele
said, let people keep more of their own
money and not have people in Wash-
ington decide what is best for them in
how they want to spend it.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. KYL. I am happy to conclude and
let Senators respond on their own
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I say to the
Senator from Arizona, it probably is a
good idea if you try to play by the
rules here. We are going back and
forth. Each Senator has a certain
amount of time. We can engage, but I
don’t think that you, as my friend and
counterpart, should feel you need to
make a speech after every point that is
made on our side. I think that is a
tendency right now, and it doesn’t do
service to others on your side or my
side who want to speak.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I have fin-
ished what I have to say. My colleague
Senator SESSIONS asked if I would re-
spond to Senator KERRY, because he re-
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sponded directly to me. He will follow
next. There is no rule that says a Sen-
ator can’t speak twice. Other Senators
will rotate in time. I think that is the
appropriate way to engage in the de-
bate.

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I will
only take 2 minutes and then yield to
a colleague. I think it is good to have
this back and forth, frankly, because it
is a way to shed a little more light on
these things.

First, I did not say, in quoting Mr.
Steele, that individual empowerment is
not important. I didn’t say that we are
not for it. I am quoting him:

Individual empowerment, that is how you
stimulate the economy.

That is his program.

Forty-two percent of this bill is tax
cuts. I have voted for countless tax
cuts in the Senate. I was one of the au-
thors of zero capital gains for new in-
vestments. I believe in tax cuts. We
have terrific tax cuts in this bill. But
clearly, there is no discussion in Mr.
Steele’s comments about what we
ought to be spending it on, how much
we ought to be spending, how spending
will make a difference.

Secondly, on the deficit doubling in
the last couple years, yes, it did. No. 1,
because we have a war in Iraq and a
war in Afghanistan, a war in Iraq that
many of us here believed spending $12
billion a month wasn’t worth, and the
American people believed wasn’t. But
nevertheless, that is one reason. Sec-
ondly, we passed a stimulus. We passed
it outside of the budget process, be-
cause nobody wanted to pay for it. We
needed to begin to stimulate the econ-
omy already.

Third—and the Senator knows this—
we did a fix to the alternative min-
imum tax so that millions of Ameri-
cans would not be taxed unwittingly
and inappropriately. We tried to pay
for it. I signed on to Senator CONRAD’S
amendment. We had a vote on the floor
of the Senate. We lost, because the Re-
publicans decided they didn’t think we
should pay for the alternative min-
imum tax fix. That is why we doubled
the deficit.

We had pay as you go in the Senate.
We put it back in place to restore fiscal
responsibility, and it is important to
put that in the proper context.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would
ask my leader from West Virginia if I
could have my 15 minutes now since
Senator KYL did speak, and then I will
be done with that 15 minutes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
say to the distinguished Senator from
California, I need to find out if the Sen-
ator from Alabama—because we are
meant to go back and forth—will take
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will
tell you.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the Senator
does not wish to speak, we can do it on
our side.
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Mr. SESSIONS. I will just speak for
about 2 minutes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. All right.

Mrs. BOXER. Sure

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, all we
really have to rely on to help us figure
out the arguments about how this
stimulus package will work is our Con-
gressional Budget Office. We just chose
a new Director, Mr. Elmendorf, who is
a very impressive guy. Mr. Elmendorf
was really chosen by the Democratic
majority in the Congress. They have
the majority and this is who they
chose. We like the man, and Repub-
licans voted for him too.

Mr. Elmendorf produced a report the
day before yesterday in which he said
that if you take the number of jobs
this bill would create, and you take the
various numbers that are in the bill,
the ranges that are in there would be
between $600,000 and $300,000 per job. I
do not think any estimate has come in
less than $300,000 per job. One argument
was it was $900,000 per job. Mr. Presi-
dent, $1.2 trillion at 1.3 million jobs is
not that good a deal in terms of a re-
turn on jobs.

But the fundamental question is: will
the thing work? We know one thing.
We know it will cost us $1.1 trillion
when this bill passes. It will not be like
the TARP, which was an investment on
which we hope to get some of the
money back. Every bit of this is money
is spending and it will go right out of
the door. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice notes that this money will be bor-
rowed and that it will cost us about $40
billion a year to service this borrowed
money. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice notes, in addition to that, we have
to get the money from somewhere. In
addition, this borrowing by the federal
government crowds out other private
companies that are in trouble, and who
may want to borrow money to keep
going until this recession ends. Yet
now they cannot borrow the money to
keep their businesses going.

The Congressional Budget Office con-
cludes that over the next 10 years we
will have less growth than if we had
not passed this bill in the first place.
Let me say this: It will be worse the
second 10 years because all the short-
term economic benefit that will come
from it will be gone completely 10
years from now, and we will then have
a $40-billion-per-year tax burden on the
American people.

How big is $40 billion? That is the an-
nual road budget, highway budget for
the United States of America. That is a
lot of money. So the question is, Can
we reduce the size of it? Can we have
some infrastructure spending that can
actually be spent quickly and create
jobs and build something important
and permanent for America? Can we in-
fuse money into the economy effec-
tively and targeted and temporarily to
get us out of this difficult time we are
in? I think we can. I think we can do a
lot better than this bill at less of a cost
and more of a benefit.
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Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the
floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
yield 10 to 12 minutes to the Senator
from California.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I say to
Senator ROCKEFELLER, I thought it was
15 we had discussed.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
add on 3 more minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you.

Mr. President, the reason I need the
time is, every time one of my col-
leagues gets up, it just amazes me at
some of the things they say.

Now, my friend, the Senator from
Alabama, is very worried about going
into debt because of this economic re-
covery package. He is calling for a
small package. I do not know what he
believes a ‘‘smaller package’ definition
is, but we know from economists,
Democratic and Republican, if the
package is too small it does no good.
He is very worried about the debt. We
all are worried about the debt. Where
were my Republican friends—and they
are my friends; I work with them every
day—where were they when George
Bush took the debt from $5 trillion to
$10 trillion over 8 years—doubled it—
put it on the backs of every man,
woman, and child—$17,000 of debt for
every man, woman, and child? I never
heard a word. They spent it on Iraq. I
say it is time to spend it here and help
our people. They spent it on tax cuts
for the richest people, those who did
not need it, and they did not care about
the debt.

I want to help the middle class and
the working poor, the backbone of
America, because without that back-
bone, we have nothing. So I think the
record has to be set straight. I thank
those Republicans who worked with us
Democrats on coming up with a solu-
tion. Thank you, thank you, thank
you. You stepped forward. You listened
to President Obama. You stepped for-
ward for positive change. You stepped
forward to help America.

We are in a deepening economic cri-
sis. In my home State of California, the
unemployment rate is 9.3 percent. We
all know California is trend setting.
This is one trend I hope the rest of
America will not follow. But, by God, if
we do nothing, if we do not embrace
the bipartisan package—and I know it
is not perfect—but if we do nothing,
that is, in my view, a hostile act—a
hostile act; not a passive act—because
to do nothing endorses the status quo.

I wish to spend a minute showing you
some charts which illustrate the status
quo.

Since 2001, 4.1 million manufacturing
jobs lost.

In 2008, alone, 2,589,000 good-paying
American jobs lost, just in 2008.

For every 1 percent increase in the
national unemployment rate, we see a
1 million increase in Medicaid, a 1.1
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million increase in the uninsured, a
$1.4 billion rise in State Medicaid and
CHIP spending, a $200 billion rise in
Federal Medicaid and CHIP spending.

So what are we saying? If we do noth-
ing, we are not going to save any
money as a national government. We
are not going to let people die on the
streets or starve to death or not get
health care. We will all pull together to
help them. We need to reverse this so
we do not spend money this way, so
that we create jobs.

Now, I have a picture to show you. I
do not know if you have seen this, Mr.
President. If you cannot see it from
there, it is a crowd of people. It looks
like folks trying to jam into a rock
concert. Do you know what it is? One
thousand applicants lined up for 35 fire-
fighting jobs in Miami, on February 2,
2009. They had to call the police to con-
trol the crowd.

Now, I have a list of the layoffs in my
State. I ask unanimous consent to have
some examples from that list printed
in the RECORD.

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

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

LISTING OF WARN NOTICES BY LAYOFF DATE (JAN—JUN)—
2009

Layoff date Company name Location E;nf%g:gs
171109 ... FEDEX Freight System, Inc  San Jose ...... 184
11109 ... JPMorgan Chase Bank IVing oo 1

(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).
1/1/09 The Boeing Company Anaheim ....... 5
1/1/09 .. The Boeing Company . El Segundo ... 8
1/1/09 .. The Boeing Company . Huntington 12
Beach.
1/1/09 .. The Boeing Company . Huntington 7
Beach.
1/1/09 .. The Boeing Company . Long Beach .. 3
1/1/09 .. The Boeing Company . Long Beach .. 47
1/1/09 .. Virgin Mobile USA Walnut Creek 192
1/2/09 AMETEK Programmable San Diego ... 28
Power, Inc.
1/2/09 ... AMETEK Programmable San Diego ... 13
Power, Inc
1/2/09 .. Autobytel Irvine . 5

172109 .. James Har Fontana 26
Products, Inc.
1/2/09 ... Paramount Pictures Cor- Hollywood ..... 14
poration.
1/3/09 ......... CONAGRA Foods, Inc ......... Placentia ...... 2
1/3/09 ... JPMorgan Chase Bank IVing oo 3
(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).
1/3/09 ... JPMorgan Chase Bank Pleasanton ... 3
(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).
1/3/09 .. Seagate Technology LLC ... Milpitas ........ 43
1/3/09 .. Target .oovvveeereveeneieenis Sunnyvale ... 382
1/8/09 ... Cadence Design Systems, San Jose ... 245
Inc.
1/4/09 Circuit City Stores, Inc ..... Concord ........ 59
1/4/09 .. Circuit City Stores, Inc ... Pomona ........ 41
1/4/09 Circuit City Stores, Inc ..... Santa Bar- 59
bara.
1/5/09 ... EXELIXIS, Inc South San 76
Francisco.
1/5/09 .. FORCEL0 Networks .. SanJose ... 88
1/5/09 ... Harman Becker Automotive ~ Northridge ... 325
Systems, Inc.
1/5/09 Jacuzzi Brands Corp ......... Chino Hill ..... 203
1/5/09 .. Nextwave Broadband Inc ... San Diego ... 177
1/5/09 Siemens Medical Solutions ~ Mountain 2
View.
1/5/09 Sun Microsystems . Sacramento .. 3
1/5/09 Sun Microsystems, El Segundo .. 1
1/5/09 Sun Microsystems, Inc IVing ..o 4
1/5/09 .. Sun Microsystems, Inc Menlo Park ... 19
1/5/09 .. Sun Mic Inc ...... Pl ton ... 5
1/5/09 .. Sun Microsystems, Inc San Diego ... 2
1/6/09 .. FF Properties LP ... San Diego ... 69
1/6/09 .. Fisher Investments ... San Mateo ... 80
1/6/09 Ghirardelli Chocolate Man-  San Francisco 107
ufactory Ice Cream &
Choc.
1/6/09 Levi Strauss & Co . San Francisco 50
1/6/09 .. Nestle USA, Inc Glendale ....... 1
1/7/09 .. Castaic Brick ... Castaic ... 77
1/7/09 .. Circle Foods Inc Chula Vista .. 21
117109 .. Circle Foods LLC ... San Diego ... 112

JPMorgan Chase Bank San Francisco 1

(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).
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LISTING OF WARN NOTICES BY LAYOFF DATE (JAN-JUN)—
2009—-Continued

Layoff date Company name Location E;nf?ggsgs

1/8/09 .......... JPMorgan Chase Bank Irvine ... 5
(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).

1/8/09 ... JPMorgan Chase Bank Pleasanton ... 2
(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).

1/8/09 .......... JPMorgan Chase Bank Stockton ....... 3
(JPMorgan Chase & Co.).

1/9/09 ... Amylin Pharmaceuticals, San Diego ... 340
Inc.

1/9/09 .......... Anesiva, INC ......cccoceevevnnnencns South San 62

Francisco.

1/9/09 . Hubbell Lenoir City, Inc ..... San Jose ... 1

1/9/09 ........... James Hardie Building Fontana ....... 8
Products, Inc.

1/9/09 ......... Life Technologies ............... Foster City ... 75

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, Target
laid off 382 people in Sunnyvale; Har-
man Becker Automotive laid off 325
people in Northridge; Ghirardelli Choc-
olate laid off 107 people in San Fran-
cisco; Circle Foods laid off 112 people in
San Diego. And it goes on and on and
on: 500 laid off, 1,000 laid off, and on
and on and on.

What happens when someone loses
his or her job? And what happens when
the mom and dad lose their jobs? It is
a life-altering change. We know this
housing crisis got us into this jam, and
we need to address it far more. That is
why President Obama has said: Do this
first, get this economic recovery on
track. Then we will look at housing
and do the things we need to do. Then
we will look at the financial sector. So
it is a three-legged stool. We have to do
all of it. It is what the election was all
about.

But we need to step up to the plate
now because it is one thing to lose your
home because you were in a terrible
situation with your mortgage and your
interest rate kicked up to 8.9, 10 per-
cent. That is awful. It is even worse to
lose your home because you are two
paychecks away from homelessness. We
need to stem the tide.

I do appreciate my Republican col-
leagues’ newfound respect for fiscal re-
sponsibility. But we have to admit—
admit—they never cared about it the
last 8 years. And that is how I started
off, challenging my friend from Ala-
bama. The past 8 years: deepening,
deepening debt. Imagine this: When
George Bush took the oath of office,
our budget was in surplus. We had a
surplus in our yearly budget. The Re-
publicans took that to $1 trillion of
deficit. We had $5 trillion in debt. It
was on the way down. Economists said
it was going to go to zero. I remember
saying to my husband, it is going to be
so amazing when we do not even have
to sell Treasury bonds because we are
going to be out of debt. Well, because
of the war in Iraq, and because of these
tax cuts to the wealthiest, that debt
turned around, and, as I said, is a huge
burden on the backs of our taxpayers.

So imagine if President Obama inher-
ited a surplus and inherited a debt that
was going down, and we had a reces-
sion, it would be so much easier, my
friends, than it is right now. I do not
like this. I voted for balancing the
budget under Bill Clinton, and I believe
we will get back to a balanced budget
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again. But we have to take care of a
crisis. We have to stem the bleeding.
Every economist tells us that.

I could stand up and say I do not like
the package. I would have had X more
dollars here; I would have cut out this
program there. I lost an amendment on
the Senate floor with my friend from
Nevada that I thought was a great tax
cut. I got my clock cleaned. I could
have taken my marbles and gone home,
you know, sucked my thumb, pulled
the covers over my head, and said: I am
really mad. I was right and they were
wrong. But the country is in trouble.

Mr. President, 1,000 people are lining
up for 35 firefighting jobs in one of our
great States. So guess what. I have to
put aside my ego, and I have to work
with my colleagues.

Again, I thank my Republican col-
leagues who moved forward and said:
We know this election was about
change, and we are going to give this
President a chance. Thank you, I say
to them.

Our country is in economic trouble.
The election was about the economy.
The election was about the economy. I
am going to remind people about that.
It was just a little while ago.

JOHN MCcCAIN, September of 2008:
“The fundamentals of our economy are
strong.” Remember? The fundamentals
of our economy are strong. His chief
economic adviser said:

We have become a Nation of whiners. Con-
stant whining, complaining about a loss of
competitiveness, American decline. You’'ve
heard of mental depression? This is a mental
recession.

Well, tell that to Mr. Arreola, 27
years old, of Boyle Heights, CA. He
said: ‘“You’ve got to stay positive, but
the economy is falling.”

He is looking for jobs. Every day he
goes to north Los Angeles to a job cen-
ter. Two months ago he lost his job at
a computer warehouse. He said he has
had to put his two children into foster
homes until he can find a new job. He
said: “‘I’ll take anything.”

Is that a mental recession? The
chances of this man finding a job are
getting slimmer. The pace of job losses
has been accelerating. This thing is
getting worse, the economists tell us.

We had an election about this.
Barack Obama, January 8, 2009:

I know the scale of this plan is unprece-
dented, but so is the severity of our situa-
tion. We have already tried the wait-and-see
approach to our problems and it is the same
approach that helped lead us to this day of
reckoning.

So yes, I am mad that my amend-
ment with the Senator from Nevada
didn’t pass. I thought we did a good job
in debating it, but I am not taking my
marbles and going home. I am working
with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. We have a chance now to get out
of this recession. Will this package do
it alone? It will not. I told my col-
leagues there are three legs to the
stool, including the housing crisis and
the financial crisis. I was an economics
major a long time ago and I worked on
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Wall Street as a stock broker. In my
lifetime, I have never seen a time such
as this.

So if we listen to our colleagues, we
will either do nothing—and by the way,
they are filibustering this bill; let’s
make it clear. We could have voted this
out already, but they are filibustering
it. That is their right. That is their
right. I defend their right, but they
have to take the consequences of stall-
ing it. Maybe we will have to stay
through the recess, and we will. We
will get this done, thanks to some inde-
pendent-minded people on the other
side of the aisle working with all of us.

One of my colleagues on the other
side said the other day in a very emo-
tional fashion: I feel left out of this
process. As Senator KERRY has said,
this is one of the most open processes
I have ever seen here: amendment after
amendment after amendment after
amendment; several Republican
amendments passed. Senator COBURN
had one pass. Senator SPECTER had one
pass. Senator ISAKSON had one pass.
There were a couple of others. So the
fact is it is an open process. When my
Republican colleague held up the bill
and he said I feel left out, you know
what. I don’t feel sorry for him. If he
was on this floor, he could have offered
his amendments. He could even pick up
the phone and call the President of the
United States or the Chief of Staff and
he knows he could get through. He
could talk to any one of us any day of
the week and work with us, but he has
chosen to stand apart. He says he feels
left out. Well, I would rather be him
than the family who is left out in the
cold—in the cold winter because they
lost their home, because they lost their
job, because they lost their health
care. So get over it. Get over it. Come
and talk to us. Come and work with us.
This election was about change, not
the same old same old trickledown tax
cuts that don’t work. Yes, there is 42
percent tax cuts in this bill. That is
not enough for my friends on the other
side. They wanted all tax cuts or most-
ly tax cuts. We tried it. It didn’t work.
It has gotten us where we are today:
huge debt, huge deficits, slow growth,
no growth, recession.

So in summation, we are headed to a
better day. This Senate debate is very
important. I thought it was terrific
that JOHN MCCAIN led the debate yes-
terday. In essence, it relived the debate
around the election: JOHN MCCAIN and
his theory that the fundamentals of
the economy are strong; we just need
to do a few things around the edges,
versus Barack Obama and his vision of
boldness and change. I am glad this
Senate in a bipartisan way has em-
braced that vision. I look forward to
the passage of the bill. I thank the Sen-
ator from West Virginia for yielding
me this time.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
know the manager on the other side is
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not here, so how much time would the
Senator from Nebraska require?

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I an-
ticipate about 5 minutes.

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

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to discuss the legislation that is
before us that is making its way
through the process. Make no mistake
about this legislation, it is a bill with
the largest price tag in the history of
our Nation—really in the history of the
world. A mind-boggling $1.2 trillion is
going to be acted upon probably in the
next 72 hours. I would venture to guess
that if you went around and asked how
many zeroes are in that number, many
could not answer that question. De-
spite what I believe to be a good-faith
effort to cut some of the cost out of the
bill—a reduction of about $110 billion
or roughly about 10 percent of the over-
all cost—I wish to be on the record say-
ing that simply is not enough. It is not
good enough. What is even more trou-
bling to me is that even with those
cuts, this legislation is roughly about
$7 billion over the House version. The
best efforts to cut wasteful spending
still have left us with what appears to
be a more expensive version than even
the House version.

The sponsors of the amendment as-
sert they have cut about $110 billion.
However, let me be very clear about
something. The bill is still comprised
of wasteful spending in programs that I
would suggest might be worthy of some
support in the appropriations process,
but I don’t see how they stimulate the
economy. The wheels on the train have
completely fallen off in terms of this
bill resembling an economic stimulus
bill. It is a gigantic appropriations bill.

Now, I wish to be clear about another
thing. I am not saying that many of
these programs are not legitimate pro-
grams. In fact, in the years I have been
in public life, I have fought for many of
these programs. But someone will have
to explain to me how giving money to
consolidate the Department of Home-
land Security headquarters will stimu-
late this Nation’s economy. Or how
money to NASA for Earth science mis-
sions will give a shot in the arm to the
economy and generate real economic
activity. Program after program:
Motor vehicles for the federal govern-
ment, money for trail maintenance. I
could go on and on and point out pro-
gram after program that, again, maybe
good within the annual appropriations
process, but I don’t see how it stimu-
lates the economy.

I also wish to talk about the tax por-
tion, if I might, for a moment. Many of
us have heard time and time again
when the President talked about help-
ing the middle class, but did my col-
leagues know the figure on what con-
stitutes middle class continues to
dwindle away? If what I am hearing
about the alternative is true—and we
haven’t seen any detail on this—but it
appears that the compromise shrinks
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that yet again. It shrinks the composi-
tion of those receiving the work oppor-
tunity tax credit by 44 percent from
what the President originally defined
as the middle class.

Now, it appears that if the schedule
goes on as anticipated, on Monday the
Senate will be asked to vote to move
this compromise further, but the
American people need to know the
facts about this amendment and the
overall debate. Many on the news, and
even today I have listened to talk of bi-
partisanship here, talk of people cross-
ing the aisle. At one point in my career
I was a Governor; at another point be-
fore that I was a mayor. I come from a
very unique perspective. I come from a
State that has the only unicameral
system in the Nation. But what is even
more unique is that the legislature it is
not Republican or Democrat. Our Sen-
ators were elected on a nonpartisan
ticket. In fact, they used to say that
they held that nonpartisan badge as a
badge of honor.

When I was Governor, or when I was
mayor, I can tell you what I thought
bipartisan was. We would see a problem
out there as it arose and I would bring
the elected people in, literally one at a
time, and talk to them: What do you
think we should do here? What is your
best idea? How should we approach this
issue? That would go on for months
leading up to the introduction of a bill.
Then, on the floor, they would work
through that bill. Oftentimes there
would be groups gathered around try-
ing to work on a given section of the
bill—Republicans and Democrats and
Independents. Eventually, a bill would
be produced and a vote would be taken
and some would vote yes and some
would vote no and sometimes they
would send me a bill I didn’t like and I
would veto it and then they would de-
cide whether they wanted to override
it. That is a bipartisan effort.

Let me assure my colleagues that un-
less there is a new meaning attached to
this word—I have only been here about
26 days—this bill resembles nothing I
see as bipartisan. It appears to me that
most of the time only two Republicans
were a part of closed-door meetings,
and in the end, that was announced as
a bipartisan effort. I don’t understand
that. If you think about the dynamics
of this, less than %o of 1 percent of the
Congress participated in this on the
Republican side.

The one constant I hear over and
over again is the pressing need to enact
this legislation now; that we have to
hurry. In fact, I just heard the word
“filibuster” used—that we don’t have
to do anything except get this bill
done. Well, let’s examine the discus-
sion regarding TARP last year, and
what we heard or what we read about
the need for TARP sounds exactly like
what is going on now. Now we have
TARP, it is in place, and congressional
investigators are telling us the Treas-
ury Department overpaid for bank
stocks by $78 billion. I wonder what we
could have done with that $78 billion
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that has now been wasted. Nearly 22
percent of the taxpayer money used for
the bailout—22 percent gone in an in-
stant. Well, as the old adage says: Fool
me once, shame on you. Fool me twice,
shame on me.

I am not willing to put aside due dili-
gence. We owe that to the American
taxpayers. We have a responsibility to
make sure we get it right this time. We
cannot afford to find a few months
from now that what we thought would
work didn’t work at all.

I wish to share a story. I am reading
through a stack of newspaper -clips
from all around that my staff prepared
for me, and there is this little commu-
nity and they had a road project and it
was making its way through their cap-
ital improvements process. It finally
got to this year, the year it would be
built, and the money is in the bank to
do that project. Do you know what the
article pointed out? That they took the
money away from that project. Why?
Not because they didn’t believe in the
merits of that project, but because
they knew that this major allocation
of funds was going to come from the
Federal Government. And do you know
what? Having been there as a mayor
and as a Governor and as a city council
member and as a county commissioner,
that is going to happen thousands of
times across this country.

The stimulative effect is not going to
happen in the timeline that is prom-
ised. It won’t be long and we will be
reading GAO reports about waste,
fraud, and how this didn’t do what it
was supposed to do.

I will wrap up with one last thought.
This is literally borrowed money. I
pointed out last night that we took a
lot of votes getting here. We are going
to take a few more votes to pass the
bill. And do you know what? We are
not going to vote on paying for this. In
fact, I don’t believe anybody alive in
the Senate will take a vote on paying
for this.

We have left the paying for this bill
to another day. I hear the debate about
who is responsible and this one did that
and that one did this—I don’t think
that is what the American people were
trying to accomplish in November. I
think what they were trying to accom-
plish was for us to get our fiscal house
in order. I don’t think they sent me or
any of my colleagues here to try to
sort out fault. I think they sent us here
to solve problems. I see the massive
amount of money and, again, I will ref-
erence my experience. I come from a
State where our Constitution requires
a balanced budget. It forbids the elect-
ed officials from borrowing over $50,000.
I used to joke with Nebraskans that
$50,000, when the Constitution was
passed, was probably a handsome sum
of money. It can’t buy very much
today.

Post-9/11, when the Presiding Officer
was a Governor and I was a Governor
and we were struggling with how to
balance the budget, I could not issue
debt. There were only two choices:
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raise taxes and cut spending. I believed
in the second choice. I sometimes lost
those arguments because my unicam-
eral legislature disagreed with me. But
we had a very clear and straight-
forward assessment of what our prob-
lems were and what the costs were. It
never occurred to any of us that we
could go out and tell our kids and
grandkids we are going to buy our-
selves out of the problem and leave it
to them to try to figure out how to pay
for it.

I will wrap up with this thought. I
have only been here 26 days. I don’t
know whose fault this is. I do know and
believe that the kind of change we were
asked to bring here was a different di-
rection in terms of how we run our
Government. I want to be a part of
that. I have attended all the meetings
on budget balancing to try to educate
myself as to how overwhelming this
problem is. I will tell you that we have
to grab ahold of this at some point, or
there won’t be a solution. Our dollar
won’t be worth anything. The foreign
purchasers of our debt will look at us
and say the only solution America
knows is to print more money, and
their money isn’t worth much any-
more. My generation probably won’t
pay a very heavy price for that, but
other generations will.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WAR-
NER). The Senator from West Virginia
is recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
am honored to be here to speak out in
favor of the economic recovery plan.
Anyone in Minnesota can tell you that
when it is 20 below, as it has been the
last month, and your battery is dead
and you need to get to work, your No.
1 priority is to get a jump-start right
away, not stand around talking about
it and debating and using the old ideas
from the past.

That is what this economic recovery
plan is about, a jump-start. Yesterday,
we learned that the U.S. economy lost
another 598,000 jobs and the unemploy-
ment rate jumped to 7.6 percent. We
lost more than 200,000 manufacturing
jobs last month—the largest 1-month
decline in 26 years. Since January of
2007, we have lost a staggering 1 mil-
lion jobs in the construction industry.
Industries across the board, from re-
tail, to transportation, to financial
services are shedding jobs.

In my home State of Minnesota, the
unemployment rate rose to 6.9 percent
last month—the highest it has been in
over 20 years. With each passing day we
get more bad news: rounds of layoffs,
dropping consumer confidence, and in-
creasing debt.

Behind all the statistics and numbers
are real families in Minnesota. They
are families I have met across our
State—families like the woman who
wrote to us, saying she had inherited a
little bit of money and she was going
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to use it for her daughter’s wedding,
but it was all lost in the stock market;
families 1like the one I met in
Litchfield, MN, in a cafe, who said she
was now working three jobs to be able
to get her kids Christmas presents;
families like the man’s who wrote and
said that when they put their daugh-
ters to bed, he and his wife sit at the
kitchen table and put their heads in
their hands because they don’t know
how they are going to make ends meet.

On Thursday, the President told us:

The time for talk is over. The time for ac-
tion is now, because we know that if we don’t
act, a bad situation will become dramati-
cally worse.

The President called on us to take
immediate action. That is what this
economic recovery plan is about—a bi-
partisan group of Senators—and, Mr.
President, you and I were involved—
who got together and said we need to
get this done. I thank Senators NELSON
and COLLINS for their hard work. It is
not a perfect bill, and I don’t agree
with everything in it and with every-
thing that came out, but literally we
cannot afford to wait any longer to get
something passed.

At the core of this bill is jobs. This
bill is about jobs, jobs, jobs. It will put
Americans to work by rebuilding our
roads, highways, and bridges, which
have been neglected far too long. The
U.S. Department of Transportation es-
timates that for every $1 billion of
highway spending, it creates nearly
48,000 new jobs and generates more
than $2 billion in economic activity.

In Minnesota, we know a little bit
about the need for spending on infra-
structure. I live six blocks from that
big bridge that fell that day in the mid-
dle of the Mississippi River. My 13-
year-old daughter—who is up in the
gallery today—and I would drive over
that bridge every day when she would
g0 to visit friends. One day, that bridge
fell down and 13 people were Killed.
Many more were injured, and cars were
in the middle of the river. It shocked
America into realizing the situation
with our declining infrastructure.

According to the Federal Highway
Administration, more than 25 percent
of the Nation’s 600,000 bridges are ei-
ther structurally deficient or function-
ally obsolete. In his 1963 memoir,
“Mandate for Change,” President Ei-
senhower famously said that more than
any single action by the Government
since the end of the war, the one that
would change the face of America is
this: transportation—its impact on the
American economy, the jobs it would
produce in manufacturing, construc-
tion, and the rural areas it would open
up is beyond calculation.

He was right. That is why this eco-
nomic recovery plan contains signifi-
cant investment in infrastructure and
science—in fact, $114 billion in infra-
structure and science.

Another piece of the plan I want to
highlight is the emphasis on energy
jobs. I spent the last few months trav-
eling around my State. I can tell you
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what I have seen. I have seen the little
telephone company in Sebeca, MN,
that needed a backup power structure
because power was going out for their
customers. They put together a packet
with small wind and solar, and they
sold it to the people in their area. They
have been selling like hotcakes. The
windmills in Pipestone, MN, became so
popular that they opened up a bed and
breakfast. You can go and stay over-
night with your wife and wake up in
the morning and look at the wind tur-
bine. That is the package.

The point of this is that the people in
our State see the value of these new
energy jobs, whether it is a little solar
panel factory in Starbuck, MN, or a big
wind turbine manufacturing factory up
in the Moorhead area. They see the
value of new energy jobs. This energy
technology revolution—or ET—is dif-
ferent than the information technology
resolution—IT. When I saw the IT revo-
lution, as big as it was, jobs tended to
be segmented in certain areas such as
the Silicon Valley, and they tended to
be for people with graduate degrees and
PhDs. This energy technology revolu-
tion will spread jobs across the coun-
try, in manufacturing jobs, green hel-
met jobs, and many other jobs for the
people of this country.

As Van Jones said, a guy who has
written a book called ‘‘The Green-Col-
lar Economy,” when you think about
the green economy, you don’t think
about Buck Rogers; you think about
“Joe Sixpack’ putting on a green hard-
hat; you think about ‘“Rosie the Riv-
eter.” Just think about Rosie the Riv-
eter manufacturing solar panels and
wind turbines. This is President
Obama’s plan: jobs, jobs, jobs.

Finally, this plan contains money,
significant money for broadband and
telecommunications infrastructure—§7
billion. When President Roosevelt said
he was going to put rural electrifica-
tion in place in 1935, we only had 12
percent of American farms with elec-
tricity. About 15 years later, 75 percent
of the farms had electricity. That is
what Government action can do.

Look at broadband. We have gone
from fourth in the world to 15th. This
is not the kind of progress that will
keep our country moving and get us
back on track. For broadband, there is
$7 billion in this bill.

I ask my colleagues to support this
important legislation. It is about jobs,
jobs, jobs. It is time to get America
moving again.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
note that my bill managing colleague
is not here.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
think I have inherited that job from
Senator KYL. I yield such time as Sen-
ator ENSIGN would choose to use.

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

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, we have
an important bill in front of us. We all
know that. The reason is because our
economy is struggling. A lot of people
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have talked about the jobs that have
been lost, the unemployment rate ris-
ing, and people losing their homes, and
the fear of losing their homes and jobs.

No State has been more severely af-
fected in this last 12 months than my
own home State of Nevada. We lead the
country in foreclosures. Our unemploy-
ment rate is over 9 percent now. Many
people thought that Nevada was almost
recession proof, because we had been in
an unprecedented economic expansion.
We led the Nation for 15, 16 straight
years in not only job creation on a per-
centage basis, but also population
growth. It was kind of an economic
miracle in our State. Our housing
prices were skyrocketing for the last
decade. When that bubble burst, we
were one of the four States that was af-
fected most severely.

There were a lot of causes, we all
know, to the reason that the prices
went up so rapidly. A big part of that,
I argue strongly, is Government inter-
vention. We, as the Government, said
let’s increase the percentage of home
ownership in the United States.
Through the Community Reinvestment
Act, we said: Banks, a certain percent
of your money will have to go to
subprime loans. And, Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac, we want you to get into
this subprime market. Then what hap-
pened, to exacerbate the situation, was
Wall Street got involved in all of this
and made it all worse. We took out the
person who was loaning the money and
severed the direct relationship between
the lender and the borrower. These
mortgages were sold overseas and
around the world. There was no ac-
countability, and we saw a huge runup.
While the runup was going on, every-
body was happy. Jobs were being cre-
ated in the housing market. It was
helping the economy throughout the
early part of the decade. Everybody
was happy, and a lot of wealth was
being created in their homes. We didn’t
put in a strong regulator back in 2004,
when people recognized that Fannie
and Freddie would cause a major prob-
lem in our housing market. We didn’t
put a strong regulator in then. It was
blocked on party lines in the Banking
Committee in the Senate. Republicans
tried to pass a bill and it was blocked
by Senate Democrats. Having that
strong regulator in over Fannie and
Freddie could have stopped this whole
thing from happening. We all know—
and all economists agree, and there is
no doubt about this.

Unfortunately, that cancer that was
the housing crisis has now spread to
the rest of the economy and our finan-
cial markets.

The question now is not only what
caused it, but what do we do about it.
How do we actually bring ourselves out
of this particular problem?

I am going to spend a couple of min-
utes talking about history. I think it is
important we learn from history. Not
all of the things we can learn from his-
tory are a perfect model, but they give
us a lot of guidance. We have a couple
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of examples. Obviously, the Great De-
pression in our own country is a great
place to go back and look at what hap-
pened. We can look at what led us into
the Great Depression and what things
worked to get us out of the Great De-
pression and what didn’t.

First of all, during the 1920s—they
called it the Roaring Twenties. Why
did they call it the Roaring Twenties?
It is because the economy grew. Unem-
ployment was almost nonexistent in
the United States because President
Coolidge at the time recognized that
low tax rates encouraged the private
sector to invest, and this would be a
good thing. People got very excited.
Jobs were created. Everybody was
doing great. But the stock market be-
came overvalued. It was a kind of fren-
7y, similar to today’s housing crisis or
the dot-com bubble during the 1990s.
Just like the dot-com bubble that burst
during the 1990s, the stock market
burst in 1929. That was a correction.
That was a correction in the stock
market. That was not the start of the
Great Depression. What led to the
Great Depression then were the poli-
cies implemented by a Republican
President by the name of Hoover. What
did he do? He increased taxes, tremen-
dously increased Government spending,
especially on infrastructure projects,
and, worst of all, instituted what are
known as the Smoot-Hawley laws,
which were protectionist laws. It
stopped trade around the world. Unem-
ployment rates over the next couple of
years kept going up and up, eventually
up to as high as 25 percent in this coun-
try, way higher than they are today.

Then we had the election of Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. He saw that the an-
swer to this was to have massive Gov-
ernment spending. So he put into place
what we all know now as the New Deal.
People argue today that the reason the
Great Depression continued on was be-
cause Roosevelt would spend money
and back off, spend money and back
off, spend money and back off. They
didn’t feel as though they did enough
spending at the time, nor did they keep
the spending going.

Going into 1937, there were some
other mistakes. Once again, taxes were
raised. There was a depression within a
depression in 1937.

We have to ask ourselves this funda-
mental question: Even if you believe
the New Deal was helpful, do we really
want to take 5, 7, 10 years to get out of
the economic problems we have today?
The New Deal never brought us out of
the Depression. Never did. The only
thing that brought us out of the De-
pression was World War II.

By the way, World War II was not the
answer to our economic problems.
There were severe sacrifices made by
Americans all across the country. Ev-
erybody was working on the war effort.
But there were tremendous sacrifices
that were made—rationing of food, ra-
tioning of gasoline, rationing of any
kind of consumer product that we take
for granted today. And the economy
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was very tough after World War II. As
a matter of fact, the stock market in
the United States never recovered.
After that crash in 1929, it never recov-
ered until the mid-1950s. Do any of us
here want to wait 25 years for our
stock market to recover and to start
back up the path beyond what it was
just a year ago?

I want to discuss not only parts of
the stimulus bill but also what we have
done in the last several years.

First, this chart shows the percent-
age of Federal debt that is held by the
public as a percentage of GDP—this is
the most accurate way to measure the
debt, as a percentage of our economy.

The early 2000s started growing,
started growing, but then in the last
several years debt went up dramati-
cally. The deficits and the addition to
the debt were going up much faster
than this chart looks, but not as a per-
centage of our economy because our
economy was growing very fast.

People have argued that the money
was spent on tax cuts. The evidence is
very clear on this point. The tax rate
cuts, just like under Ronald Reagan
and just like under John F. Kennedy
and just like under Calvin Coolidge, ac-
tually led to more tax revenues be-
cause they stimulated economic in-
vestment, they stimulated people to
work harder, to invest and create jobs,
and therefore we ended up with more
tax revenue. The problem with this last
decade under President Bush is that we
spent too much money.

By the way, who is responsible for
this spending? Has anybody read the
Constitution? Congress holds the purse
strings. The President cannot spend
the money that we do not authorize
him to spend. In this body and the
other body across the Capitol, we spent
too much money. There were only
about 20 of us who kept voting no on
these massive spending bills. There
were about 20 Republicans. The rest of
the Republicans and Democrats sent
the last President bill after bill that
added to Government spending that
added to the size of our Government.

This chart shows total Government
spending as a percentage of GDP. We
can see when President Bush took over
it kept rising, kept rising, kept rising.
Now we can see what is going to hap-
pen with spending as a percentage of
GDP. This is not sustainable.

The spending bill that is before us
today is part of the reason for that
line. We understand that Secretary
Geithner is going to bring us at least
another $5600 billion, the third round of
TARP. We still have to pass an omni-
bus spending bill.

The next chart shows some of these
items. We have to pass an omnibus bill.
There is going to be a war supple-
mental bill that is going to be passed
this year. Some people are saying this
is just the first stimulus bill we are
going to pass because the arguments I
have heard coming from the econo-
mists who believe that Government
spending is the answer just believe that
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during the Depression, there was not
enough Government spending, so we
have to do a massive amount of it.

We are talking $350 billion for the
first part of the TARP, and $39 billion
was just added with the Children’s
Health Insurance Program. By the
way, this number, $39 billion, is way
low because they are saying this pro-
gram is going to stop in a couple years.
We know that is not going to happen.
The truer cost is well over $100 billion.
The second round of TARP is another
$350 billion. This stimulus package,
when we count interest that has to be
paid over the next 10 years, is $1.2 tril-
lion. The omnibus bill is estimated
around $400 billion; $70 billion for a war
supplemental; TARP III is estimated at
$550 billion.

When do we stop? When are we going
to be responsible to future generations?
Do you know what this all adds up to?
Higher taxes. It is impossible not to
have higher taxes in the future, and in
the very near future.

The President came out and said that
in the next several years, we are going
to have over $1 trillion deficits for the
next 4 or 5 years. That is not sustain-
able. Right now, the only reason we
have not had a complete economic col-
lapse is because other countries around
the world—they are called sovereign
wealth funds—have been buying our
Treasury bills. It is smart for them to
do that because if they don’t, their
economy collapses too. What happens if
political pressure mounts? What hap-
pens if all these countries say: We are
not sure U.S. Treasurys are good to
buy anymore. They are a little too
risky now. If that happens, our econ-
omy goes off a cliff and there is no way
to save it. So we have to be concerned
about the amount of spending that is
in this bill. It has to be responsible.

I believe in infrastructure spending if
it is done and it is done right. But what
we shouldn’t do is just spend money for
the sake of spending money.

The President said the other night
that spending equals stimulus. That
was basically what he was saying. Not
all spending is stimulus. Certain spend-
ing is good stimulus, but not all spend-
ing is stimulus.

We also have to be careful about the
size of the spending because we cannot
just keep printing money like this. Not
only will we have to have higher taxes
in the future, but it causes inflation. It
is a basic economic principle. It is just
like a family who lives beyond their
means or a business that lives beyond
its means or a State government. At a
certain point, living beyond your
means catches up with you. So we are
going to hurt—and according to the
CBO, they said there will be some
short-term stimulus in this bill, we all
know, there will be stimulus, but the
long-term problems we are creating
with this stimulus package can be very
severe.

Let me point out a couple of things.
First, before I point out a couple things
in this spending bill, I want to talk
about Japan for just a little bit.
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Japan, during the 1990s, had severe
economic problems. They said: We are
going to pass stimulus bills. As a mat-
ter of fact, during the nineties, I think
they passed six stimulus bills, if I am
correct.

This is Japan on this chart. These
blue bars are government spending as,
once again, a percentage of their econ-
omy. In the late eighties, nineties, it
kept going up, up, and up. This red line
is unemployment in Japan. As they
kept spending, if government spending
was the answer, we would see a reduc-
tion in unemployment, wouldn’t we?
That isn’t what happened in Japan. As
a matter of fact, the 1990s in Japan is
called the lost decade. They had bad
monetary policy, and there was bad
monetary policy during the Depression
as well.

Hopefully, we are not doing that
today. But it isn’t just Government
spending that is going to get us out of
this mess we are in today.

This compromise plan before us—
first of all, nobody has seen it. It is not
available yet. I think the only copy is
at the desk because it was not in a
form you could copy it. None of us have
seen this bill. None of our staff have on
either side of this aisle. Nobody has
seen this complete substitute before us
today. It is a $1.2 trillion bill when we
add in the interest.

If you assume the optimistic projec-
tions of 4 million jobs, this is about
$300,000 per job that is either created or
saved. It used to be just created, now it
is created or saved—$300,000 per job. If
the low end of the projections are cor-
rect—you always have a high end and
low end; I was being optimistic—at the
low end, about 1.3 million jobs, the
price tag per job is over $600,000. Don’t
you think we can do better than be-
tween $300,000 and $600,000 per job?
Common sense, don’t we think we can
spend the money and create more jobs
for that much money?

We have heard about the pork in this
bill, and Senator COBURN had an
amendment yesterday—I am glad it
was adopted—that would take out
some of the pork in this bill. The un-
fortunate thing is, what they did was
they asked for a wish list of Governors
and mayors across the country. These
kinds of items could still be allowed:
$6.1 million for corporate jet hangars in
Fayetteville, AR; $8 million for city-
wide bicycle facilities in Miami, FL;
$15 million for pedestrian ways in St.
Louis, MO; $47 million for new bike
paths throughout the country.

I cycle. I like bike paths. I love to see
them out there. I ride my bike almost
every weekend—not this weekend be-
cause we are stuck in DC. But I love to
cycle. This is not a time to build these
kinds of things. If we are going to in-
vest in infrastructure, invest in infra-
structure that actually makes the
economy more efficient, such as roads
that are needed.

By the way, in Japan, when I put up
that chart before, a lot of that spend-
ing they did ended up being bridges and
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roads to nowhere. If you do not target
this money correctly—and the only
way to do that is to take our time.
When we rush through bills, we are
going to see bridges to nowhere, we are
going to see bicycle paths that people
feel good about riding, but it is not
going to help the economy. We need to
take our time. If we rush through this
bill, I believe we are going to have
some very serious regrets in the years
to come. We are going to have infla-
tion. We are going to have to have
higher taxes, and in the long run, we
are going to do a huge amount of dam-
age to our economy.

Let’s get together. Let’s sit down,
not as Republicans and Democrats but
as Americans. That is the way the
process should have been done in the
first place. I have told the folks on the
other side that if they want a bipar-
tisan bill, they need to start in a bipar-
tisan fashion. The President said he
wanted a bipartisan process. You don’t
bring a Democratic bill from the House
of Representatives, jam it through
here, send it over to the House with no
Republican input in either the House
or the Senate, and then just allow
amendments to happen but not at the
crafting of the bill.

I believe this stimulus package could
have been put together with Repub-
licans and Democrats and probably had
80 votes in the Senate because neither
side has all the right ideas. Neither
side does. Our side doesn’t have all the
right ideas; their side doesn’t have all
the right ideas. So to put the best ideas
together, we should have sat down to-
gether, taken our time, and gotten this
thing right.

Mr. President, $1 trillion is not some-
thing where you can afford to blow it
all. If you don’t get $1 trillion right,
you have made a massive mistake that
you may not be able to recover from.
That is why we need to slow down and
do what is right for this country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 1
yield 7 minutes to the Senator from
New Mexico, Mr. UDALL.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr.
President, I thank the Senator from
West Virginia for managing this effort,
and I am honored to be with you today.

The first thing I want to say is, I
think the important thing that has
happened is we have seen several Re-
publicans step forward to work with us
on this economic package, and I would
congratulate them and thank them for
their bipartisanship—the two Senators
from Maine and the Senator from
Pennsylvania—who have seen that we
have a very serious economic crisis fac-
ing us, and we need to focus on that
with an urgency to do something. So
they understand that and they are will-
ing to work with us to make sure we
get this done in a timely fashion.
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Now, I have been listening to the de-
bate for almost 2 hours, and there have
been several assertions that have been
made by our friends across the aisle.
No. 1 is, the President has misrepre-
sented tax cuts and the Republican po-
sition; and, No. 2, the assertion which
has to do with a failed ideology. They
do not understand that.

Well, it is pretty clear to me what
the difference is, and there is a big dif-
ference. During the 8 years under
George Bush and the Congress that
supported him—the Republican Con-
gress—we had tax cuts for the wealthy,
and that was the solution to things.
What we have in this package—and
this is the big difference—is what we
call—and President Obama has worked
with the Senate and the House on
this—a make work pay tax credit. This
is a tax cut for working families. This
is money that is going to be spent by
working families that will flow
through the community and get our
economy growing again.

Now, on the issue of failed ideology—
and I am not trying to read President
Obama’s mind or anything—I think
what President Obama was talking
about when he talked about failed ide-
ology and failed policies is, if you look
at the Bush Presidency, and you look
at the 8 years he was in office, we have
seen a couple of things happen: massive
debt. During his 8 years, the debt has
grown from $5 trillion to $10 trillion.
When he took over, the country was in
a surplus. We projected over 10 years
that we had a $5.6 trillion surplus.
Today, we have a $10 trillion or more
deficit. And, by the way, that is the
biggest swing we have seen in our his-
tory, from a surplus to a deficit. That
has put us as a nation in a horrible
hole. So we know we have a big prob-
lem, and President Bush created that.

The Bush economic policies over the
last 6 years have hurt the middle class.
We have seen middle-class incomes de-
cline by $2,000 a year. The economic
policies he has put in place have hurt
middle-class and working families. And
there is something we have inherited,
and we need to be frank about it. It is
a massive financial collapse on his
watch—Bear Stearns, Lehman Broth-
ers, AIG, and the list goes on and on.
Everybody who is analyzing that now
says it is due to deregulation, laisser-
faire Government policies, and an ap-
proach by that administration to just
let people regulate themselves.

I remember when Chris Cox stepped
forward and said, it was a mistake to
let them regulate themselves. Well,
that is what he did with his leadership
over there at the SEC. So what Presi-
dent Obama is trying to do, and what
the Senate and the House are trying to
do now, is to fix the problems we have
inherited from this administration—
these serious economic problems, fi-
nancial problems. We very much appre-
ciate the support of Republicans in
doing that, especially the three who
have stepped forward to work with us.

So I don’t think there is any doubt
there have been failed policies, but in
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talking about the economic recovery,
we are talking about several things we
are going to do. First of all, in the
package that is before us, that I believe
we are going to get out sometime soon,
we are talking about a financial and
banking recovery. We are also talking
about stabilizing housing and making
sure foreclosures are stopped so we
don’t go to 8 million foreclosures and
those sorts of things. But what we
should be focusing on, which this pack-
age does, and which is very important,
is helping the States so they do not
contribute to the downward spiral.

My State of New Mexico, our Gov-
ernor, has proposed to the legislature,
which is sitting right now—the New
Mexico Legislature is sitting—$454 mil-
lion in cuts. That is 10 percent of the
State budget, roughly in that range. So
what will that do in our State of New
Mexico? That will lay people off,
projects will slow down, and we will be
contributing to the downturn. What
this package does that I think is tre-
mendously important is, it allows the
States to not make those kinds of cuts.

A number of my colleagues have
talked about how important this legis-
lation is. Economists agree that a re-
covery package simply must be passed.
If we do not act, we face double-digit
employment—with millions more
workers who cannot make ends meet
because their hours have been cut and
their pay is too low.

We have the power to help. We must
use it.

Some of my friends who oppose this
bill seem to think that we should pass
a recovery package, but we should not
to do anything to address our long-
term prosperity. They say that this
compromise bill is being used as an ex-
cuse to do the things we want to do
anyway. If that means that this bill is
not about creating jobs, then it is just
plain wrong. This bill will create jobs.
Economists from ACROSS THE POLIT-
ICAL SPECTRUM will tell you that.

But my friends have a point. This bill
will do things that should have been
done years ago. It addresses concerns
that would be very real even if we did
not face an economic crisis.

Let me give you an example. A busi-
ness in my State just had to lay off al-
most its entire workforce because it
couldn’t raise capital. This business
has devoted itself to designing tech-
nologies that will make America a
global leader in clean energy. The bill
we’re considering today could help
companies like this get their tech-
nologies to market. For this one firm,
that could have meant 55 jobs. Some-
one could say that the recovery pack-
age is pursuing goals that are not just
about economic recovery.

But let me ask: if you are going to
create b5 jobs, why not end America’s
dependence on foreign 0il? Why not
create the jobs of the future—jobs that
cannot be sent overseas?

Let me give you another example. In
Indian country, more than a quarter of
all Native Americans live in poverty.
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The unemployment rates reach as
much as 80 percent on some reserva-
tions. And the economic hardships fac-
ing all Americans today, are only com-
pounded in Native American commu-
nities. As Chairman DORGAN said, ‘‘No-
where in this nation are jobs and con-
struction improvements more needed
than on American Indian reservations
. Where tribal communities have
faced longstanding infrastructure
needs.”

In this legislation today, we direct
investments to Native communities.
To improve Indian Reservation Road
Infrastructure. To make sure Native
people have access to clean drinking
water. And to make sure Native chil-
dren have an opportunity to thrive by
investing in their nutrition, and in
their educations. So, again, I have to
ask: if our goal here is to create jobs,
and uplift our economy, why not pro-
vide a Native American family with an
income . . . with hope for the future?
This legislation helps to do just that.

That is not to say that this recovery
package is perfect. We would all make
adjustments if we could. But we must
compromise. And we must get it done.
We all realize the long-term con-
sequences if we fail.

Short-term thinking helped get us
into this mess. And if we solve today’s
economic problems without thinking
about our future, we will be back here
again. Nobody wants that.

More importantly, when this bill is
signed into law, our responsibility as
Senators and as citizens will not be
over. The bill we are considering is an
act of trust in the American people.
Much of the money in this bill will not
be spent by Washington. It will be
spent by Governors and mayors, State
agencies and school boards—the men
and women who make up the strong
base of our representative democracy.
This is a time for active citizenship.
When this bill is signed into law, men
and women across this country need to
watch how it is spent. We need to make
sure that our local governments get
the money to families that need help
and businesses that will create jobs.
This recovery package contains un-
precedented provisions to provide over-
sight and demand accountability. But
it will not work unless we make it
work.

I look forward to working with State
and local officials in New Mexico to
make sure the taxpayers’ money is
spent wisely. I will be working to make
sure this money creates jobs today. I
will be working to make sure it lays
the groundwork for a brighter future.
And I encourage my constituents to do
the same.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair, and
I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would ask the Chair to notify me after
8 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will do so.
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Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, there
are some fundamental things that are
important in America that can’t be de-
nied. They are like the law of gravity.
They won’t go away. One of them is
that there is no free lunch. Nothing
comes from nothing. Something has to
be produced by somebody at a cost, and
debts must be paid. If we incur debt, we
incur an obligation. Money does not
come from the air, and if we were to be
irresponsible and print large amounts
of money to use to pay our debts, we
would inflate the currency and debase
the value of every asset held by every
American and the value of the dollar,
which has very ©pernicious con-
sequences for us.

I would like to take a moment to
share some thoughts. This is a quote
from  Larry Summers, President
Obama’s No. 1 economic adviser and a
very experienced man. I am not
quoting Mr. Summers to claim that he
has changed his position; I am quoting
Mr. Summers because fundamentally
these statements are accurate state-
ments. Mr. Summers has said that:

As with any potent medicine, stimulus, if
misadministered, could do more harm than
good by increasing instability and creating
long run problems. A stimulus program
should be timely, targeted, and temporary.

That was in January of last year. I
think that is a fundamentally true
statement. And one of the things I am
worried about in this bill is that it is
so diffuse, it is so untargeted and so
large that it does not meet any of the
standards mentioned by Mr. Summers.

Mr. Summers has also said that:

Fiscal stimulus, to be maximally effective,
must be clearly and credibly targeted . . .
with no significant adverse impact on the
deficit for more than a year or two after im-
plementation.

I believe that the bill before us vio-
lates the criteria Mr. Summers out-
lined in this statement. In January of
last year Mr. Summers said:

Poorly provided fiscal stimulus can have
worse side effects than the disease that is to
be cured.

Now, that is why I have cited the
Congressional Budget Office report of
just 2 days ago so often. In this report,
Mr. Elmendorf concluded:

Over the 10-year period, the growth of the
economy would be less if we pass the stim-
ulus than if we had no stimulus at all.

I didn’t make that up. It is difficult
to accept that you can’t create some-
thing from nothing very easily. We can
get a little bump in the economy now
by reaching into the future and bring-
ing $1.1 trillion or $2 trillion and spend-
ing it now and let our children worry
about paying it. You can get that. But
it quickly gets away from us.

So in 10 years, the Government bor-
rowing $1 trillion-plus from the mar-
ketplace crowds out credit and denies
small businesses and other people the
ability to get loans. So there are costs
in this. It is just critically important
that every dollar be properly accounted
for and that we not stick in a bunch of
programs that may be ineffectual and
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that don’t go through the normal com-
mittee process.

President Clinton’s Budget Director,
Alice Rivlin, warned a few days ago
that:

A long term investment plan should not be
put together hastily and lumped in with the
anti-recession package. The elements of the
investment programs must be carefully
planned and will not create many jobs right
away.

To interpret that language, the long-
term investment plan means new pro-
grams—new health care programs, new
environmental programs, and new en-
ergy programs. Alice Rivlin warned
that these programs shouldn’t be
lumped in with an antirecession pack-
age. She warned that the elements of
the investment programs are the
things that will continue to be out
there for a long time. She says that
these programs are not going to create
jobs right away. In addition, money
could be wasted because the invest-
ment elements may not be carefully
crafted.

We have to be careful in crafting this
bill or we will not create jobs; we will
create ineffectual programs. Yet we are
going to run them through without
going through the normal budgetary
process and the normal authorization
committee process. We have all kinds
of bills in here, all kinds of legislation
in this bill that would normally be the
product of committee hearings and
public debate. They have just been
stuck in and they are being run
through with a few days of debate. The
proponents of these programs like
them. They think they sound good and
they are pushing them forward. I don’t
dispute their integrity or their good-
will, I am just saying history tells us
we have to be careful.

I supported ethanol, and I know Sen-
ator GRASSLEY did. Some now think we
went too far. Senator GRASSLEY
doesn’t. I don’t know where we are on
it, but we were all excited at the time.
We thought we were going to fix all our
problems.

I would also like to point out that
Senator CONRAD, the chairman of the
Budget Committee, a Democratic lead-
er in the Senate here, really a fine Sen-
ator, has repeatedly expressed his
grave concern about a bow wave that is
being created with the stimulus. In
other words, the stimulus, in perspec-
tive, seems to be legislation that will
be one-time, temporary, and targeted.
But Chairman CONRAD says there are
at least $120 billion of programmatic
changes that are not going to quit, and
therefore we are increasing our perma-
nent expenditure baseline by $123 bil-
lion. Senator COBURN from Oklahoma
believes it is a $300 billion bow wave of
permanent spending in this bill that is
never going to end. It is very difficult.
We are doing it so rapidly that it is
troubling.

I want to say one more thing. Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER and Senator GRASS-
LEY have been here longer than I, but if
you look at what we are doing—
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 8 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to use 2 more min-
utes.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, if you
look at what we are doing, it does not
reflect well on the Congress and the
Senate.

Last fall, we were told by Secretary
Paulson that we had to pass a $700 bil-
lion bailout for Wall Street. I remem-
ber one day they told us we had to pass
it before the next day, before the Asian
markets opened. Do you remember
that? You have to do it before the
Asian markets open. We fiddled around
and were panicked and pushed and
shoved and threatened and everything.
Eventually Congress folded up and
passed the $700 billion TARP program.
Only $350 billion of that has been spent
to date, so it obviously was not the
most important thing in the world.
Furthermore, most economists think it
has done very little good.

Now we come up with a stimulus. All
of that was in addition to our debt. It
was classified as emergency spending
and went outside of the budget process
with very few hearings. Every penny of
this bill is now going to the debt. None
of this money is going to be returned
to the Government. Once we sign the
bill, the money goes out of the door
and gets spent. That is another $1.1
trillion. It did not go to the author-
izing committees and in-depth hearings
on all these programs were not held.

We know in another few days we are
going to have another multibillion,
maybe $500 billion plan proposed by the
administration for the second part of
the Wall Street bailout and maybe ad-
ditional legislation for housing.

I say to my colleagues, somehow all
of this is spent outside the budget. We
pass a budget and we are supposed to
stay within that budget. Yet all of
these huge, unprecedented expendi-
tures are spent without any require-
ment that those expenditures compete
with other programs. We want to do
hybrid cars, but it doesn’t compete
with other legitimate efforts to reduce
our dependence on foreign oil. We just
stick it into this bill without any hear-
ings.

I am really worried about it. I think
we are losing our discipline. I think
Congress has been rubberstamping the
Executive. I voted against President
Bush’s request to give this money to
Wall Street, and I am going to vote
against this stimulus package unless it
is substantially changed.

I do believe Senator MCCAIN’s legisla-
tion is one of the best alternatives pro-
posed thus far. I support it. It is over
$400 billion. It has more for roads and
highways than this bill. This bill only
has $30 billion for highways and
bridges. It is supposed to be an infra-
structure bill, yet $30 billion is less
than 3 percent of the entire package.
This funding represents even less than
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3 percent if you count the $347 billion
in interest the bill would cost.

It is a very troubling bill. It is being
ramrodded through. It is not going to
have the kind of impact on this coun-
try’s economy that we would like it to
have. Indeed, I am afraid that unfortu-
nately the Congressional Budget Office
is right. Whereas we might have a tem-
porary boost in the economy for the
first 2 or 3 years, over the next 10 years
it will be negative, and over the next 10
years after that it will be a flat nega-
tive with no benefit whatsoever to the
economy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I yield 7 min-
utes to the Senator from Arkansas.

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

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague from West Vir-
ginia for being here today. I thank my
colleague from Iowa, Senator GRASS-
LEY, for being here today, and all my
other colleagues who are here.

When I left the seventh grade basket-
ball game in the morning at 8 o’clock,
my children wanted to know—they are
used to me working on Saturdays, but
usually it is in Arkansas. They said to
me, ‘““You are going into the Capitol?
What are you doing, Mom?” I said we
have something very important facing
this country right now, the gravity of
the situation we find ourselves in as a
nation right now, looking for the solu-
tions to the challenges we face in this
great country. I told them we are so
blessed to live in this country, it is
worth coming in on a Saturday to talk
through the issues, the challenges we
face, and what the solutions are for
this country moving forward.

I have to say I am glad to be here,
and I am glad to be joined by such com-
passionate and pragmatic Members
who are also here to talk about how we
get ourselves out of this. We can talk
about history, we can talk about what
got us here. The most important thing
to talk about is how we put our coun-
try back on track.

The most important challenge we
have been faced with here is obviously
our economy. There are lots of others
that will feed in. As the Senator just
mentioned, we have other opportuni-
ties down the road to deal with those.
But I am proud of the effort in the Sen-
ate.

President Obama gave us a good be-
ginning in his recommendations of his
recovery package. The House worked
on theirs. We are here now, the delib-
erative body, to look at how it is we
can improve upon this.

I have to say, I think about some of
the best advice I have ever gotten in
life. Life is about choices, and we all
are faced with choices and the many
hats we wear in our lives. We have
choices of how to be good parents, how
to make those choices. We have choices
in how to be responsive and to be a
good wife and to be a good daughter to
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aging parents. And yes, how to be good
Senators, coming together to represent
the interests of our State but also the
well-being of the 50 United States, this
great Nation of which we are a part.
That is what we are here about right
now. That is why we worked late into
the night last night. Everyone was
tired. Now we have come back today to
begin, hopefully, a bigger and better
discussion of how we face these chal-
lenges and where we find these solu-
tions.

I was extremely proud of my col-
leagues, Senator COLLINS, Senator BEN
NELSON from Nebraska, and the others
who came together. I joined that group
to listen and talk about how we can
bring balance to these solutions, those
who have concerns about how much is
spending in this bill and how much is
tax cuts, and where do we go to create
that balance that will help us move
forward in this country to create the
economy we need to create without
creating outrageous debt that could be
harmful to our children. It is a delicate
balance, and that is why that group
came together; it was to see how do we
find a bipartisan way to come up with
these solutions.

Trimming about $100 billion is what
came out of that. It was a good thing.
It was a good thing to say, yes, they
are all things we are passionate about.
Nobody is against education. We do not
want to demonize the programs that
exist in what people are passionate
about. But is this the place to do it?
Can’t we maybe reduce some of that
extra spending we put in this bill to
make it comparable to what it is that
everybody wants to see? That was a
good step. It was something we should
be proud of in this body, that in a bi-
partisan way people did come together
to say: What are our challenges, what
are our options, how do we balance
this?

There are great ideas out there. I
tend to disagree a little bit—mew ideas
can be good ideas. We have to look for
the new ideas. We have to move from
an old energy economy to a new energy
economy. We have to look at the new
ways of health care where we can find
efficiencies and effectiveness that will
bring us greater quality of care at a
lower cost, accessibility to more Amer-
icans in health care needs and in
health insurance. These are things we
can do. But we cannot do them if we do
not work together and we are not will-
ing to take steps forward. If all we do
is look back, look in the past and
worry about what got us here and
worry about all of those things as op-
posed to working together, we will
never make it.

One of the other critical pieces of
this recipe is patience. We have to be
patient. Yes, this is timely. It is much
needed. We are in a grave situation in
this country in terms of our economy.
We have to deal with this crisis and put
ourselves back on track. We can do it
with timely and targeted and tem-
porary measures. My colleague from

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Iowa mentions that often, and it is a
wonderful thing for each of us to re-
member as we go through these things.

We also have great passion for a lot
of the different specifics that are im-
portant to our States. We have to have
patience with that. There will be other
trains leaving this station. We will do
an omnibus bill, we will do an appro-
priations bill, we will do a move into
that new energy economy, we will do
an energy bill, we will do health care
reform, and we will do tax reform. We
are dedicated to doing those things.
But this right now should be our focus,
should be our most important focus, of
moving forward. We all, when we have
an important job to do, get very anx-
ious. Now we need to have patience. We
need to move in a calculating way,
working hard, to come up with the so-
lution we need to have. But we do need
to do something now. We are here
today because we want to get it right,
we want to work hard with others in a
bipartisan way, across the aisle, to
make sure what we are doing is going
to be important.

I would say to my colleagues, look at
what we have done. L.ook at where we
have come over the course of the last
week. We have already brought about a
balanced package, frankly, in terms of
spending and tax cuts. Those are posi-
tive things. We are going to have to
spend something. We are talking about
dealing with this economic crisis, spur-
ring the economy, giving the ability to
the people, the hard-working families
of this country—look at what we have
done on the tax side: support for small
businesses, tax relief for small busi-
nesses that want to keep their payrolls
going, that want to keep those jobs
going, that want to make sure those
working families are still going to be
getting their payroll checks and put-
ting into the GDP through the con-
sumption their families need.

We have an awful lot to do. But I
hope the Members of this body will not
give up, will not torture themselves
about what other people have done and
will remember who we are in this body
and our ability to come together and
work. We have done it in the past.

When our country needs us the most,
it is absolutely essential that we put
down all of what may be behind us and
make sure we are working hard to get
this right. We can, we must, for the
sake of this great country, the sake of
the blessing each and every one of us
has in living in this great country. It is
our responsibility, it is our duty, and it
should be our honor to come together
and work these problems out.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
have two or three items of this legisla-
tion I want to discuss with my col-
leagues, some items I hope can still be
worked into the final package.

The first deals with the idea that
President Obama put forth in his cam-
paign about the zero capital gains. If

February 7, 2009

you look at what is possibly going to
be passing this Senate, you find that
this bill contains only about $21 billion
in net tax relief for businesses, and
that is for the purpose of encouraging
investment because investment creates
jobs and these are long-term jobs. I
don’t find any fault with the business
incentives that are in here, but $21 bil-
lion, for the most part—it is tax relief
going to just big business.

That has to be a result of the $19 bil-
lion dollar net operating loss
carryback provisions which are in this
bill, mostly benefitting large corpora-
tions.

Well, how much tax relief for small
business is in this $827 billion bill? Not
much. I think it is a pretty puny
amount. So I stand to encourage sup-
port of a proposal by President Obama
to eliminate capital gains on sale of
stock in small business and startup
corporations.

Under present law, under section 1202
of the Internal Revenue Code, 50 per-
cent of the gains realized on the sale or
exchange of certain small business
stocks held for more than 5 years is ex-
cludable from gross income. That 5
years is very important because we
want to look at long-term investment,
not the just the get in quick and get
out quick that has created a lot of eco-
nomic problems.

Now, beyond that, the remaining
gain is taxed at the rate of 28 percent.
So excluding half the gain from tax,
and taking the other half at 28 percent,
you end up at 14 percent. However, reg-
ular capital gains are currently taxed
at 15 percent, so you can see section
1202, which was intended to encourage
investment in small business corpora-
tions is not very effective.

A tax rate of 14 percent, pretty sim-
ply, is not much better than 15 percent
and, consequently, does not do much
good. It is actually even a worse situa-
tion in that that portion of excluded
gain is subject to the alternative min-
imum income tax. Therefore, this bill
should go further than it does.

Now, obviously, the underlying piece
of legislation tries to address the small
business investment but not the way
President Obama suggested. So I am
back to where President Obama was.
This bill should be amended, and I have
an amendment that would do three dif-
ferent things:

First, it would increase the section
1202 exclusion to 100 percent of the gain
realized upon the sale of qualifying
small business stock, instead of the 75-
percent exclusion included in the un-
derlying bill; second, it would make
the section 1202 gain not subject to the
alternative minimum tax; and, third, it
would increase from $50 million to $75
million the amount of aggregate gross
asset the corporation could have and
still qualify as a qualified small busi-
ness corporation. Again, this amend-
ment would implement President
Obama’s campaign proposal to elimi-
nate capital gains tax on sale of stocks
in small businesses and startups.
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Would you please note the Presi-
dent’s campaign proposal was not
merely to bring down the capital gains
rate on small business to 7 percent, as
the stimulus bill now written would
provide but, very importantly, elimi-
nate capital gains for the sale of stock
of small businesses and startup cor-
porations.

If you wonder why the President’s as
well as my emphasis upon small busi-
ness investment is—you know it better
than I do, or as well as I do—70 to 80
percent of the new jobs are created in
new business and you realize, in 2007, 1
believe it was, maybe it was 2006, when-
ever we had the latest figures, the only
net gain in employment in the United
States was in small business, while
there was probably a downturn in big
business at that time.

So we ought to move forward. What I
would like to have you note is the
main policy justification for pref-
erential tax treatment for capital gains
is because of the risk inherent in many
investments in capital assets that are
taxed at ordinary rates would discour-
age risk-taking, because ordinary tax
treatment would take a large share of
the upside but would not help the tax-
payer in the case of the investment not
working out, on the downside.

To correct this imbalance in our law,
capital gains are given preferential
treatment. I explained to you the im-
portance of giving to it small business
because they are the employment ma-
chine of our free market economy. This
argument concerning risk-taking is es-
pecially strong regarding investment
in originally issued stock from small
corporations such as we are discussing
in this legislation, in a little smaller
way.

With small corporations especially,
it is still in startup mode and still rais-
ing new capital. The risk of failure is
especially high. That is even more so,
given the fragile nature of today’s
economy, which leads me then to my
next two points: I have spoken about
the importance of the stimulus bill
being targeted and temporary; that is,
if the word ‘‘stimulus’ is to have any
real meaning, the bill should be tar-
geted and temporary.

The question is, Is this provision—I
suppose you could raise it about the
provision in the bill, which is a smaller
version of what President Obama rec-
ommended. Is this provision con-
cerning elimination of capital gains
tax on the sale of small business cor-
poration stock targeted and tem-
porary?

Well, you know the answer is obvi-
ously yes on targeted. The provision is
targeted with where relief is needed.
One thing all of us heard over and over
again is capital markets are one, fro-
zen; two, people are not loaning money;
and, three, they are not investing
money in anything very risky, but
rather than simply putting their
money in Treasury bills or cash, very
safe, risk-free places. So small busi-
nesses are starved for the capital need-
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ed to invest, and they need to invest in
new capital, new equipment, and new
employees.

What will it take to encourage people
to invest new equity in small corpora-
tions? Well, I believe this provision
will help by giving favorable tax treat-
ment for such investment. Note that
the favorable tax treatment described
in this amendment will not be extended
to the purchase of small business cor-
porate stock on the secondary market.
If an individual buys already-issued
small business corporate stock from
another individual, this does not get
the new capital to the small business
itself; rather, the favorable tax treat-
ment described in this bill would only
be for originally issued stock of cor-
porations issued after the date of en-
actment of this legislation.

Why only for originally issued stock?
Because that is the stock issued for di-
rect capital injections from the inves-
tor into the corporation. By targeting
this amendment in such originally
issued stock, this will result in new
capital investment in small business
corporations where jobs are created in
America.

Now, targeted, yes; temporary, yes.
So the provision must be temporary
under this legislation. This provision
would only apply to the purchase of
originally issued stock after the date of
enactment, 2009 through January 1 of
2011. Of course, all of us hope our cur-
rent economic problems will have
eased by that date, 2011. Thus, to make
sure this provision is targeted during
the time it is needed most, it is tar-
geted for the remainder of this year
and next year.

According to the staff of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, this provision
has a 10-year cost of $1.5 billion. You
can surely see that with the job cre-
ation machine small business brings
about, this is a good investment.
Please do not count on me to say this
again, but I have the audacity to hope
that this proposal will attract large bi-
partisan support, this proposal of the
President is actually change we can be-
lieve in. I encourage support for that
provision.

Going to another issue, a large por-
tion of this bill is devoted to health
care, so also I will bring up that. In the
Senate, we are giving States more
money for Medicaid; giving subsidies so
people who lost their jobs can pay for
health insurance and throw billions of
dollars at pet projects related to health
care.

Over in the House, they are going
even further. They are expanding who
is eligible for Medicaid, letting people
stay on their employer’s health plan
for up to 35 years after they are fired
and ultimately have the taxpayers foot
that part of the bill.

Last week the Wall Street Journal
summed up these reforms with an op-ed
entitled, ‘‘Democratic Stealth Care.”
Under the title, the article quotes:

With the Nation preoccupied by financial
crisis, Democrats have been quietly working
to nationalize health care.
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Now, some may think this is just a
conspiracy theory, but between the
Children’s Health Insurance Program
last week and now the stimulus this
week, I begin to wonder.

The Government-run Children’s
Health Insurance Program alone is
going to cause 2.4 million people to
drop out of the private market, the pri-
vate market where people already have
health insurance and where they are
already paying for it, and join the tax-
payer-funded program and that prob-
ably the additional kids who need to be
in that program will not be in it.

Now this is a big victory for the peo-
ple who want the Government to
change over our health care system.
But they are not going to stop there.
Some say Medicaid spending in this
stimulus bill is meant to help States
get people already enrolled. Well, who
is going to argue with that? But I
think you have to look at it beyond
that.

If you just wanted to shore up exist-
ing Medicaid programs, why does this
bill provide billions more than what
the Congressional Budget Office says
States will actually need to meet that
responsibility? When we marked up
this bill in the Finance Committee, I
said: Anything in this stimulus pack-
age should meet the three Ts test that
we hear: timely, targeted, and tem-
porary.

But that also applies to these health
provisions. Well, I do not see how giv-
ing States billions more for Medicaid
dollars than they need so they can add
more people to the program we already
cannot afford meets any of these tests.
I am not saying that about people who
are unemployed and would otherwise
qualify, I am talking about beyond
that. It also is not very targeted to
give the same CEOs who got $18 billion
in bonuses last week a Government
handout to buy health insurance. But
under this bill, you can get a subsidy
to pay for health insurance regardless
of how much you make.

The budget deficit for this year is al-
ready targeted and projected to be over
$1 trillion. After the stimulus bill and
other legislation, the deficit is going to
grow to over $2 trillion. It is critical
that we must be fiscally responsible
with these taxpayers’ dollars. I do not
see how giving a millionaire, who
maybe got fired from a corporation,
money to buy insurance is fiscally re-
sponsible. But this legislation allows
that because there is not an income
cap for getting on Medicaid.

The Wall Street Journal article I
mentioned goes on to say: ‘‘In this new
health care nirvana, even the rich are
welcome.”

It also says that: If you add it all up,
‘““the Democrats may move ten million
more people under the Federal health
umbrella in just 4 weeks.”’

This certainly sounds, of course, like
a big step toward too much Govern-
ment-run health care for this Senator.
I thought Republicans and Democrats
were going to work together on our re-
form of our health care system. Well, 1
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must have missed some memo along
that line because it looks like this bill
is taking steps a lot further with
things that are normally in a health
care reform package.

Quite frankly, we do have a bipar-
tisan process going on that I am a part
of. I am glad to be a part of it. But
some of those moves make me some-
what cynical.

On another point, something in this
stimulus package appropriates money
for the National Science Foundation. I
wish to speak about an issue there. Not
that they should not have the money,
but we have to change things at the
National Science Foundation if that
money is going to be spent wisely. Last
week, I sent a letter to the National
Science Foundation asking about the
inspector general’s semiannual report.
The IG found extensive use of National
Science Foundation computers to view
sexually explicit material.

A particularly severe incident de-
scribed in the semiannual report in-
volved a manager at the National
Science Foundation spending, would
you believe it, up to 20 percent of his
official worktime viewing pornog-
raphy, over a 2-year period of time, at
a cost to taxpayers, us, just for his sal-
ary of $568,000. Now, he is no longer
there. But there is a culture hit there
that encourages this sort of thing. The
IG estimated that, obviously, that is a
waste of taxpayer money and spoke
about that.

As my investigators began digging
around the National Science Founda-
tion, they found that pornography is
not necessarily the main problem. It is
only a sign that the National Science
Foundation has not been subjected to
too much scrutiny over the years. We
are going to put a damper on that mis-
use of taxpayer money, because I have
some very powerful cosponsors of my
amendments in Senator MIKULSKI and
Senator SHELBY, who are the chair and
ranking member of the Appropriations
subcommittee that oversees the Na-
tional Science Foundation budget.
They are also involved with the extra
money for the National Science Foun-
dation in this stimulus bill.

To make sure the National Science
Foundation gets a very clear message
that Congress is serious about ensuring
accountability of taxpayers’ money,
this amendment freezes $3 million of
the additional billions of dollars going
to NSF for a short period in the money
that is going as operating funds di-
rectly to the Office of Director of the
National Science Foundation. This
money will become available when the
National Science Foundation Director
does what he is supposed to be doing. If
he had been doing that, we wouldn’t
have these problems we are trying to
fix.

The tasks are, No. 1, the National
Science Foundation Director needs to
submit a report to Congress detailing
the steps the National Science Founda-
tion has taken to remove pornography
from the foundation computers. By the
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way, this report is only based upon one
server. I don’t know how many servers
they have, but they have, obviously,
more than one that needs to be gone
through. The inspector general found
problems after searching that one and
believes there is a more extensive prob-
lem.

No. 2, the National Science Founda-
tion Director submits a report to Con-
gress detailing an appropriate response
of the National Science Foundation IG
semiannual report where all this infor-
mation came from. This will include
actions taken to stop people watching
pornography while on the job at the
National Science Foundation.

No. 3, the National Science Board
needs to hire an independent general
counsel. The board is supposed to pro-
vide oversight over the National
Science Foundation, but they have
been relying on the National Science
Foundation’s own attorney for legal
advice. This is pretty silly and raises
concerns about the independence of the
National Science Foundation’s own at-
torney. So we are going to want them
to have somebody more independent.

I am certain this will not fix all of
the problems at NSF, but with the help
of Senators MIKULSKI and SHELBY, we
are on a road to making this organiza-
tion more accountable to the tax-
payers. We will have a lot more work
to do at the agency, but I am happy
that Senator MIKULSKI is in position
there.

In the $800 billion bill we have before
us, it calls for more congressional over-
sight. I know most everybody knows
that. But I want to point out some
problems we have to take care of to
make sure all Members of Congress are
able to do congressional oversight with
an amendment simply ensuring that we
in Congress can keep a watchful eye on
the extraordinary amounts of money
being spent in the stimulus bill over
the next 2 years. We need this over-
sight. Over the years, under both Re-
publican and Democratic administra-
tions, I have taken on the responsi-
bility of asking a lot of the tough ques-
tions of the executive branch, regard-
less of whether the President was of
my party or the other. Day in and day
out, many Members of Congress—this
one included—write letters asking
questions about how laws we pass are
being carried out. We ask about allega-
tions of waste, fraud, and abuse that
come to our offices on a regular basis.
In order to get to the bottom of these
allegations and truly understand how
executive branches under both Repub-
licans and Democrats are conducting
the people’s business, it is not enough
to rely upon assurances from bureau-
crats that there is nothing to worry
about.

We need access to documents, records
generated by the agencies that we are
trying to oversee. We need to access
those records in order to act as a con-
stitutional check on the executive
branch to verify that what they are
telling us is more than just spin. Docu-
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ments and records created at taxpayer
expense ought to be available to their
elected representatives in Congress. It
is that simple. It is fundamental to our
constitutional system of checks and
balances. Too often, however,
unelected bureaucrats, sometimes po-
litical appointees, misinterpret the law
and deny congressional requests for in-
formation without any legitimate legal
reason for doing so.

My amendment would take away
those bogus legal arguments by mak-
ing the will of this body crystal clear.
If an agency gets money under this bill
and if the agency gets a request for
records from the chair or ranking
member of congressional committees,
the agency must provide those records.
A vote for this amendment is a vote to
make sure that Congress has the infor-
mation it needs to do its duty under
the Constitution. We cannot act as a
check and a balance if we allow our-
selves to be kept in the dark about
what is going on in the executive
branch, particularly when we are ap-
propriating almost $800 billion over the
next 2 years as a stimulus.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I ask unani-
mous consent that the time be ex-
tended until 3:30, but it already has
been. By what mechanism, I know not,
but it doesn’t make any difference.
That is why the Senator from Iowa was
able to continue.

Since it is now 7 of and Senator NEL-
SON and I both wish to speak, I ask
unanimous consent that the time for
debate be extended until 3:30, with the
time equally divided between the lead-
ers or their designees under the same
provisions of the previous order.

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

The Senator from Florida.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, most of the Senators know how
much I love the Senate and how I love
individual Senators who are quite ex-
traordinary individuals. It is because of
that love that I have concern we con-
tinue to see excessive partisanship in
the Senate, what is described as the
most deliberative body in the world.
This is not to say that because we are
the most deliberative body, we should
not have our political fights and sharp-
ly disagree. But when crisis faces the
Nation, it seems to this Senator there
ought to be a focus on finding common
ground instead of that which separates
us.

I want to give two examples of where
I thought it was a very fine hour that
the Nation found common ground in a
bipartisan way. The first was when I
had the privilege of serving in the
House of Representatives in 1983. So-
cial Security was facing a financial de-
fault within a 6-month period. Two old
Irishmen, who would fight every day
but at the end of the day could walk
through the door as personal friends
and had a personal relationship so that
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they could get things done, those two
old Irishmen—one being the President
of the United States, Ronald Reagan,
and the other one being the Speaker of
the House, Tip O’Neill—realized that if
we were going to solve the potential
default of the Social Security system,
we had to come together in a bipar-
tisan way. Indeed, they said: We are
going to take this third rail of Amer-
ican politics off the table at the next
election. It will not be an election
issue. We are going to solve it. We are
going to use the mechanism of a bipar-
tisan commission to come and bring a
solution.

That is exactly what happened. The
solution was brought by the commis-
sion. The Congress passed it over-
whelmingly. There had to be give and
take and shared pain by all different
sectors. It was not used as a political
weapon in the next election. Social Se-
curity was made actuarially sound for
the next 75 years. That is one example.

Another example of unity in a bipar-
tisan way was in the aftermath of Sep-
tember 11, 2001. Of course, I will never
forget in that day that we had dis-
persed to all parts of Washington, be-
cause we had to flee the Capitol when
we thought the fourth airplane was in-
bound to destroy this magnificent sym-
bol of America, later that day, into the
evening, Members of Congress, the
House and the Senate, spontaneously
gathered on the center steps of the east
side of the Capitol and broke out spon-
taneously singing ‘‘God Bless America’
in a show of unity.

I will never forget the weekly cau-
cuses that we separate here, where the
Democrats meet in one place and the
Republicans meet in another place,
there was a joint caucus bringing about
unity in the aftermath of crisis.

It occasions this Senator to wonder,
where is that unity in this crisis? Do
we not think this crisis is of sufficient
magnitude that we ought to be coming
together? We say we have a bipartisan
solution, but it takes all 68 Democratic
Senators, plus three Republican Sen-
ators to get over the 60-vote threshold
mark in order to pass this legislation
on next Monday and Tuesday. That is
technically bipartisan, but it is not
really. Is this crisis not of sufficient
magnitude?

Look back last fall. After the de-
faults of a number of major financial
institutions and suddenly Lehman hav-
ing a financial hole so big that regu-
lators decided they had to let it go, the
confidence went completely out of the
system. In a rushed manner, we passed
the Troubled Assets Relief Program,
with the acronym TARP. It injected
capital in the system. None of us is
happy as to how we have seen the first
segment of $350 billion spent. But at
least it put funds in to inject some con-
fidence that the Federal Government
was going to stand behind the banking
system and not let it go down the
tubes. So we started working our way
through that.

Look at it from the standpoint of
bankers. They need capital. They need

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

investment. We are seeing that the
Secretary of the Treasury is going to
come out next Monday with a proposal
that is going to inject new capital by,
this time, instead guaranteeing those
troubled assets, the Federal Govern-
ment. This is a role for government, in
that the Federal Government, in addi-
tion, is going to put money so that
loans can be made for students, for
small business, to pay off credit card
debt, and to go out and buy auto-
mobiles. That is necessary. Banks need
to make loans, but they can’t if people
make a run on their bank and start
pulling out their assets. Thus, the need
for more confidence injected into the
system. That is what we are trying to
do with TARP and now this fiscal stim-
ulus plan.

This plan: 42 percent of the stimulus
is coming from tax cuts; 58 percent is
coming from fiscal stimulus by addi-
tional spending. In order to get three
Republican votes to get us over the 60-
vote threshold, $110 billion was cut; $25
billion off of the tax cuts and $85 bil-
lion off of the spending, with a $110 bil-
lion reduction of the overall stimulus
plan. Yet we still do not have unity.

I cannot understand why, when the
Senator from Georgia, who is my dear
friend, and I think one of the most ef-
fective Members of the Senate, passes
what is a very attractive amendment,
upping a $15,000 tax credit for the pur-
chase of a home, the total of which, the
pricetag for that tax credit is approxi-
mately $35 billion—and I am told the
Senator from Georgia, with that provi-
sion in the bill, is not going to support
it on final passage or on the motion for
cloture, which we have to have to cut
off debate to get to the bill.

Where is the unity and where is the
bipartisanship? We masquerade as bi-
partisans, and yet this lingering insid-
ious attempt to always divide instead
of reconcile still hangs over the Capitol
of the United States of America. It
would be certainly this Senator’s hope
that as we get on down the line, and it
goes into a conference committee to
iron out the differences between the
House and the Senate, that maybe
there will be more Senators who can
come together and say at this critical
time in our country, when the financial
institutions were about to go under,
with a complete economic cardiac ar-
rest on the horizon, we could reach out
and, as the Good Book says: reason to-
gether.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD, Mr. President, yesterday,
the Senate considered an amendment
offered by Senator COBURN that would
prohibit stimulus funds from being di-
rected to institutions of cultural merit
in communities throughout the coun-
try.

As well intentioned as Senator
COBURN’s amendment may be, it is mis-
guided. Among the many institutions
that would be prohibited from receiv-
ing stimulus funding under the Coburn
amendment are museums, theaters, art
centers, zoos, aquariums, and commu-
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nity parks. And while the amendment
would correctly prohibit funding for
casinos and golf courses, I question the
judgment of grouping institutions of
significant cultural merit, such as mu-
seums, with these other superfluous
uses. I also question the notion that
Washington knows better than the
communities and States themselves
which projects will stimulate their
local economies and preserve jobs and
which will not.

In 1935, President Franklin Roosevelt
put millions of people back to work
through the Works Progress Adminis-
tration. Job creation was not limited
to only public works and housing, but
also included efforts to strengthen art
and culture. The Federal Art Project,
Writers Project, and Theater Project
provided jobs to thousands of the un-
employed. President Roosevelt under-
stood the benefit in investing in Amer-
ica’s infrastructure and the long-term
economic value in fostering the Na-
tion’s cultural development.

Educational and cultural institutions
are the economic anchor in many com-
munities. In Connecticut, cultural in-
stitutions contribute approximately $9
billion annually to the State’s econ-
omy and support roughly 110,000 jobs.
These institutes of learning bring edu-
cational programming to schools in
surrounding communities. These insti-
tutions are employers. They stimulate
the local economy and bring patrons to
small businesses and revenue to our
communities and States.

Our museums, theaters, art centers,
7z00s, and aquariums are not outcasts.
These institutions are members of our
communities that have been hard hit
by the economic downturn. While fac-
ing understandably reduced attendance
during times of economic crisis, they
have also suffered from reduced chari-
table giving and slashed local and
State aid.

The crisis can be seen throughout
Connecticut. In June, the Mark Twain
House and Museum, a National His-
toric Landmark, was almost forced to
close its doors. In November, the Mari-
time Aquarium in Norwalk announced
layoffs because of an unsteady econ-
omy and declining attendance. In De-
cember, Mystic Seaport faced a similar
situation and was forced to eliminate
23 full-time positions. And just this
week, the Connecticut Opera, which is
the sixth-oldest continuously per-
forming opera company in the country,
was forced to halt operations. These
stories are not unique to my home
State—they are being echoed through-
out the country.

Yesterday’s New York Times fea-
tured a cover story on the successes
and failures of Japan’s actions to stim-
ulate the economy in the early 1990s.
Dr. Thori of the University of Tokyo de-
termined, ‘‘decisions on how to spend
money were made behind closed doors
by bureaucrats, politicians and the
construction industry, and often re-
flected political considerations more
than economic.”
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Mr. President, the amendment of-
fered by Senator COBURN is just that—
a decision more reflective of political
considerations than economic. The
amendment will unfairly tie the hands
of our governors and local officials who
know best what will stabilize and stim-
ulate their local economies in order to
retain badly needed jobs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the
Presiding Officer.

Mr. President, I wish to clear up a
couple of quick points. I think I will be
the last speaker from our side, and I
am not sure about the other side. But
we have until 3:30, and I will not speak
that long.

I think it is important to point out a
couple things.

No. 1, the point has been made that
we rushed this thing and we are jam-
ming it down the throats of people.
Well, first of all, if we are doing that,
we are not doing it in quite as numeri-
cally an advantageous way as we
should.

Secondly, I think two of the most im-
portant committees that handle this
whole matter—the Finance Committee
and the Appropriations Committee—
have been through full markup, have
had hearings on this. I remember our
markup in the Senate Finance Com-
mittee lasted 12 consecutive hours on
our section of this bill. So it has been
very well thought through. It has been
very well debated. Amendments have
been raised. Amendments have been re-
jected. We had 45 votes on the floor
about this. They have been debated
back and forth. They have been dis-
cussed. It is not clear to me if we did
this for another week that we would be
any wiser or we would have any crisper
or more targeted bill than we have
today.

The second point I wish to make is,
when it is pointed out that as a per-
centage of total spending State spend-
ing is doubled, tripled, and all the rest
of this—as if the States have been act-
ing in some kind of very irresponsible
fashion—I was a Governor. And Gov-
ernors are capable of doing that from
time to time. But I want to point out
that as a percentage of total spending,
State spending has not increased at a
greater rate than any other of the sec-
tors in our economy. It is just that the
price of health care and the price of ev-
erything else—inflation, all of it—has
caused that. So people can say it is a
$1.2 trillion bill, but that does not take
into account all the reasons I have enu-
merated.

There are a lot of costs that are
going to go up, and that is why at the
end of a period of time it may be that,
but we are not voting on something
which is 5 years in the future or 8 years
in the future. We are voting on some-
thing which has to take effect right
now.

That brings me to what I want to
say, and that is two points. We have
wandered, it seems to me, a bit in this
debate away from the people who I
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think haunt us in their tragedy. I re-
gret that. People have talked about in-
dividual amendments they want to get.
There is an enormous—42 percent of it
is in tax cuts. That is probably more
than most Democrats would do. But, on
the other hand, the tax cuts tend to be
more toward the middle class and
small business, which is what the rank-
ing member of the Finance Committee
wants. He wants more, and I under-
stand that. But we all want more or
less of something. But what we do not
want is for the American people to suf-
fer, as they are now suffering. That is
the only reason we are here. It is the
only reason we are here.

This is only the beginning. We have
at least two other major bills we are
going to have that are going to require
a lot of money that we are going to
have to deal with. This is the first one.
This is our first test. I think it is ex-
traordinary, the point the Senator
from Florida made, and others have
made, that it took three Republicans
and one Democrat to come together in
essence to put forward a bill which I
think is going to end up passing if we
can work out our differences with the
House in conference, which I think we
will be able to do.

Now, why do I say this? I say this be-
cause we have no choice but to come to
the aid of the American people. I am
not saying that Government spending
is the answer to everything, as I am
not saying that tax cuts are also the
answer to everything. And incentives
are good. The tax cuts over the last 8
years, which went to primarily people
who did not need those tax cuts—I do
not think that ended up in more jobs.
It may have ended up in more money
and, therefore, more income tax rev-
enue for the Government, but it was
not stimulative in the way we are try-
ing to do today.

So we want jobs. We want road con-
struction. We want education. We have
had to cut—I have my list of tragedy
here of all of the programs we have had
to cut in order to meet the needs of the
more moderate bill, the $780 billion
bill. T look down at this list, and I look
at so many programs that I think need
to be increased. But then I stop and I
think: Well, they are being increased.
They are not being increased by as
much as the Democrats, as a main,
wanted, and so we call them what is
stated here: ‘“‘Quick Review of Cuts
Made.” That is not cuts made to the
program from where they are now.
That is cuts made to where we wanted
to put them.

Why did we want to put them there?
Because that would help stimulate the
economy and to bring more jobs to our
people. You cannot make light of this.
You cannot talk about this without
talking about what is happening to
American families. You cannot do that.
I come from a State which is not
wealthy but which is full of incredibly
hard-working people, incredibly hard-
working people who have been working
hard all their lives to stay afloat be-
cause that is the nature of our State
and it is the nature of our topography,
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it is the nature of the resources we
have and the way they have been han-
dled. So, yes, I battle for them and, on
the other hand, I also have to battle for
the entire Nation through this program
because we all live or die together.

Part of this is in the mind. People
have to have confidence that the Sen-
ate has passed a bill and that we are
moving in the right direction. It is not
a question just of supporting a Presi-
dent from a Senator from this side of
the aisle who happens to be a Demo-
crat. It is a question of doing the right
thing by the American people. And if it
takes as many billions of dollars—$780
billion—to do that, then I say we have
to do it. We have no choice.

Sometimes I have the feeling from
the other side that what they want to
do is adjust a number of amendments
to increase the number of tax cuts, but
that the plight of the American people
is talked about, is used in not rhetoric
but in their words, and used stirringly,
but their real thinking is not there, it
is in getting more to the way the other
party has chosen to see progress hope-
fully happen in this country, and that
is through tax cuts.

I cannot help but reiterate what has
been said; that is, when President Clin-
ton left office, he left a $5.6 trillion sur-
plus. To some degree, I criticized him
for something he actually could not
have done but he could have done mor-
ally, and that is to go to the Congress,
call a special session or whatever, and
say: We have $5.6 trillion. We also have
a whole world to confront, wars to
fight, an entire Nation to rebuild—
which was going to be my second
point—and we can start right now
doing that. That was while the econ-
omy was still prosperous. He was still
President.

Then we entered into this massive
period of borrowing for wars, which the
intelligence showed was not right in
this Senator’s judgment. And now we
are in Afghanistan and now we are in
Pakistan, and who knows where it will
stop. Well, al-Qaida is in 50 or 60 other
countries, so it may not stop for quite
a while.

I will say to the Presiding Officer, 1
can remember when I was a Peace
Corps volunteer in the Philippines. I
suspect the Presiding Officer had not
been born yet. I was in the southern
part of Mindanao in the city called
Zamboanga City. It is the headquarters
of Abu Sayyaf, who is the al-Qaida
leader for Southeast Asia, and all of
the same kind of slaughtering and
mass killing between ethnic groups or
religious groups was taking place then.

It is taking place all over the world—
has been for centuries. You can go back
to the English kings and the way they
tortured people. What we do in this
country is not something we can al-
ways be proud of. So it is the nature of
people to fight.

The whole question of the war on ter-
ror, on one hand, trying to control
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that, but then, on the other hand, how
do we mitigate the need for it, gets
into questions of something that no-
body wants to talk about. Nobody ever
has wanted to talk about it, and that is
substantial amounts of foreign aid, to
give people in other countries a feeling
that we care about more than just kill-
ing high-value targets or Guantanamo
or whatever, but we care about their
lives.

First, we have to start by showing
the American people that we care
about their lives. That is why we are
here. This is the first of three bills.
This bill has to pass. This bill is a good
bill. It is not the bill I would have writ-
ten. There are cuts made which are
very painful to me in terms of not just
my State objective, but also my re-
sponsibilities in the Senate over the
Commerce Committee and then over
the Intelligence Committee. But we
have to do that. We have to do that. We
have to do that because people are suf-
fering. When people are suffering, they
turn to their ministers for a while, but
essentially they know it is only the
government that can come in, in emer-
gencies, in critical situations, in des-
perate situations, and infuse money in
certain areas which will create jobs.

Now, the President has been very
clear that some of these jobs will come
more quickly, saying a lot of them
will—and a lot of the tax cuts will be-
come available by September of next
year. That is some time. A lot of them
before that. Some of the jobs would not
take place right away because you
can’t suddenly build a bridge. You have
to have your plans, they all have to
work, and it takes time. But we have
to do that. We have to do that. We have
to put people back to work. People
without work who can work and who
have families to support have no rea-
son to have hope. If they give up hope,
then they become part of not just peo-
ple who are unemployed but people who
have given up on employment, and
they don’t show up in the unemploy-
ment figures. They are called the peo-
ple who have given up.

My own feeling is the unemployment
rate is probably closer to 13 or 14 per-
cent in this country right now. A lot of
people have just lost all hope. They are
the same people, they have the same
values, the same families as others do.

So I hope we can pass this bill. I hope
this is not a matter of anytime the
Government intervenes, it wastes
money. When the Government inter-
venes, sometimes, yes, it does. When
Wall Street gives out bonuses and
takes trips to spas and things of that
sort, I call that wasting money, and I
think we are paying attention to that.
So it is part of human nature. Yet I
think we are going to have an enor-
mous effort on oversight of this pro-
gram. I know the President is, I know
the Congress will, so that as little
money as possible will be wasted and
people will get back to work.

Work is what people want to do.
Work is what gives people dignity. I re-
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member that from my early days in
West Virginia when I went to a place
where nobody had work and they
couldn’t hold their heads up high.
Sometimes even people I love and who
changed my life, who were what I call
my secular rebirth in life, sometimes
the men, when we had community
meetings, would squat on their
haunches and face away from the meet-
ing. Psychologically, they were saying:
I don’t really believe what is going to
come out of this is going to help me. I
am here because you asked me to
come, but I am not really here because
I don’t have faith.

We have to restore that faith, and we
do that by giving people a sense that
things are on the move, that things are
going to get better, that bills pass as
opposed to fail.

I don’t want to see a bill which is
mostly passed by Democratic votes and
with a very few Republican votes. I
don’t want to see that. I will take it
because it will get the program under
way, but it is not the way it should be.
Senator NELSON is correct. This loom-
ing partisanship is still a part of our
problem in the Senate. The discipline
of the party on the other side is usu-
ally a bit better than the party on my
side, so they can be very effective in
slowing things down, as I think we
have seen.

The last point I wish to make is, this
is not just a matter of helping people
in desperate need and helping them as
quickly as possible. Nonaction is not
an option. Standing by and watching is
not an option. It doesn’t do any good
for anybody to vote against this bill,
even if it isn’t what they want, because
it will create activity. It will create
confidence. It will create momentum.

The final point I wish to make is, it
will create something more. We need in
this country—and we have needed it for
a long time, and it is why I wish Presi-
dent Clinton had taken that $5.6 tril-
lion, pulled us all together and said,
OK, we are going to spend 4 trillion of
these dollars on re-creating America,
re-creating schools, re-creating higher
education, science and technology, re-
creating a sense of fairness. Yes, arts,
yves—not just $20 million contracts for
athletes but people who add to the lus-
ter of our Nation. We have a long way
to go. We don’t have an air traffic con-
trol system which is digitalized. Mon-
golia is building them. We are behind
Mongolia. Every other industrial coun-
try in the world has an air traffic con-
trol system which is digitalized and op-
erates off a GPS system. Therefore, we
have 33 percent more air traffic conges-
tion than we need, and danger is in-
creased. So we have to rebuild an en-
tire Nation: elementary schools, sec-
ondary schools, high schools, colleges,
postgraduate. We have to attract schol-
ars into the areas where we need inno-
vation. There is nothing like innova-
tion. Senator NELSON knows this better
than anybody because of what happens
at NASA, but we need it.

We need people who want to serve in
government. We want people to go into
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public service. If I had my way, I think
I would probably get quite a few co-
sponsors who would say we ought to
have a bill that requires every single
American to take a period of 2 years
out of their life and commit it to pub-
lic service, community service. They
could go into the military. They could
go into teaching. They could go into
nursing homes, home care, research,
whatever, but 2 years out of their track
so they could look at themselves and
their country, so they wouldn’t just be
doing the same thing every day.

I was lucky to have that experience
twice in my life, and it has made me a
better person. I think it is the way you
bring America together again so that
you have everybody in the trenches to-
gether. Everyone is equal. The rich
don’t get a break; the poor don’t get
help. If they can’t afford not to do this
without help, then they get help. That
would be expensive, but I think it is
something this Nation needs in order
to heal itself.

So let me end by saying we have ab-
solutely no excuse whatsoever for not
passing this bill or what comes out of
the conference. We have no excuse. It
would be a shame and an act of cruelty
to do that to the American people who
are now suffering. In the process of so
doing, and of helping them, and of giv-
ing them some sense of hope about
their own lives which, let’s face it, is
very important in how hard people
choose to try and fight, participate in
community affairs, and do all kinds of
things. But we need to rebuild our Na-
tion. If this crisis had never happened,
I would be giving the second half of my
speech. We have to rebuild the Nation,
Mr. President, because we have let it
slide over the last 50 years. Infrastruc-
ture is the most obvious example. I can
name so many other areas. Broadband
gets cut. That hurts me because that is
the way people can achieve much faster
communication, through the Internet.
Long distance learning has been cut. It
is still much more than it is now, but
it has been cut from the original Demo-
cratic bill. That is the way people in a
poor county in southern West Virginia
learn Japanese from the University of
Nebraska because they can do it online
and then remake their careers and give
themselves hope.

So I hope we will be large in our
thinking, small in our politics, and
generous and encouraging to the Amer-
ican people by passing the bill before
us.

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

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



S1906

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate be in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 3:37 p.m., recessed subject to the call
of the Chair, and reassembled, at 4:24
p.m., when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. REID).

————

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from the State of
Nevada, I ask unanimous consent the
Senate stand in recess until 8:30 p.m.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 4:24 p.m., recessed until 8:30 p.m. and
reassembled when called to order by
the Presiding Officer (Mr. TESTER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REIN-
VESTMENT ACT OF 2009—Contin-
ued

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
worked very hard this week. It is not
often the Senate is in session this time
of night on a Saturday or this time of
night most any time, but we have had
a long hard week and spent many hours
trying to come up with an answer to
America’s financial troubles.

Yesterday at 5 or 6 o’clock, we
reached an agreement with a few of the
Republicans to come up with a nice
piece of legislation that will meet
President Obama’s request for re-
sources in different areas that will help
our economy. The main direction is tax
cuts. People are needful of money.
That money will be spent. And about 58
percent of it is job creating.

Why are we here tonight if the agree-
ment was basically reached yesterday?
It is because we have a bill that is
about 800 pages long. This product we
have produced is about $800 billion. We
put it together yesterday starting
about 4:30 p.m. Everything has to be
right. We don’t want a problem, anyone
raising an issue that one of the num-
bers is wrong or one of the lines is not
where it should be. So for the last 35, 40
hours, people have been working non-
stop to get a product so we could lay
down the amendment, and that should
be done in the next half hour or so. But
people have literally worked all night.

Mr. President, you and I are out here.
We are two of the one hundred. They
can recognize us. They have little pic-
tures. They can see us. The people who
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are making this product we can lay
down are people you do not see very
much. The enrolling clerks, you don’t
see them very much. They are in the
bowels of the Senate someplace putting
this together hours and hours at a
time, being aided and assisted by other
members of this wonderful staff we
have.

The line down the middle of this aisle
is what divides Democrats and Repub-
licans, and tradition has it that the Re-
publican staff is with the Republican
Senators. But the problems we face
with this deep recession we are in have
nothing to do with Democrats and Re-
publicans. It has everything to do with
economic travails of the American peo-
ple.

So those few people who are watching
this proceeding on television or are in
the galleries tonight are seeing a situa-
tion where there is not a lot of floor ac-
tivity. But today, as every day when
we are in session, so much of the work
is done that is not in the camera
lights. An extraordinary group of pub-
lic servants is here to assigned posi-
tions. They do it with a smile. They
treat the public and us so well. It is dif-
ficult to describe what a wonderful job
they do.

Anyone out there listening to these
proceedings or watching these pro-
ceedings should know we have police
officers who are guarding the Capitol.
That is something that has not always
been. As a young man, I was here. 1
worked this shift 6 days a week as a po-
lice officer and went to school in the
daytime. In those days, as a police offi-
cer, we didn’t have much to worry
about. We had to make sure traffic on
Constitution Avenue and Independence
Avenue moved OK, but that was about
it. But now the police officers are the
best trained police officers in the
world, a force of almost 2,000 watching
and protecting this Capitol, not only
all the people who work within these
buildings but also the millions of tour-
ists who come here every year. We have
evil people around the world who every
day are trying to figure out ways to
violate the Capitol, and we have these
brave men and women protecting us.

We have doorkeepers who make sure
people who come into this Chamber are
qualified and have the right credentials
to do that. We have all the people in
here—Chamber attendants, Parliamen-
tarians. We have Journal clerks, legis-
lative clerks, enrolling clerks, bill
clerks, and floor staff on whom we de-
pend. If the Presiding Officer is not
presiding but is out here and has a
question about something, most of
them don’t come to me, they come to
the staff, each one of whom is so quali-
fied and competent to answer questions
about Senate procedure that Senators
depend on them a great deal.

All the people I mentioned, and cer-
tainly a lot of others, are public serv-
ants in the true nature of that word.
They serve all Members of the Senate.
They get little, if any, recognition for
what they do.
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One of the groups I didn’t mention at
all is the valuable staff we have in the
cloakrooms. There is a cloakroom to
my right consisting of the Republican
staff and to the back of me is the
Democratic cloakroom. They are never
seen. They are back in the cloakrooms.
Every day we are in session, they come
in about an hour before we start. They
are here long after we leave, as are the
people I mentioned. We depend on
them, when there is a phone call, to
look for us. Of course, they do that.
They run through there, walk through
there, find a page, bring a message to
us. They do so many things that are in-
valuable to our being able to work
here.

I extend to everyone I mentioned the
appreciation of all Senators. We recog-
nize that without any one of the groups
I mentioned, any one of the attendants
I have mentioned, if they are not here
on a given day, we don’t do very well.
It is a team effort, and the example
they set should be recognized.

Democratic and Republican staffs
don’t argue and fight. They get along
very well. They have a product to
produce and they do it. I think many
times we can learn a lot from them
how we can get along and produce more
than perhaps what we have.

I thank everybody for their service, a
job well done, and hopefully within the
next little bit, we will have an 800-page
bill in perfect form.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant Parliamentarian
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 570
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute)

Mr. REID. Mr. President, pursuant to
the order before the Senate today, on
behalf of Senators COLLINS and NELSON
of Nebraska, I call up the amendment,
which is now at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID], for
Ms. CoLLINS and Mr. NELSON of Nebraska,
proposes an amendment numbered 570.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘Text of
Amendments.”’)

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the Collins-Nel-
son of Nebraska amendment No. 570 to H.R.
1, the American Recovery and Reinvestment
Act of 2009.
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