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of my colleagues oppose: an extension 
of wasteful subsidies and tariffs for 
ethanol. The Baucus draft would ex-
tend, for 1 year, the ethanol tariff at 54 
cents per gallon while lowering the tax 
credit for blending ethanol into gaso-
line from 45 cents to 36 cents. This in-
creases the real trade barrier on eth-
anol imports. Fuel importers will pay a 
real 18 cents per gallon tariff on eth-
anol that they do not have to pay if 
they choose to import oil instead. 

This will only make America more 
dependent on foreign oil from OPEC 
states. It will increase the competitive 
advantage that oil already has over 
cleaner, climate friendly ethanol im-
ports from democratic, sugar-pro-
ducing states including Brazil, Aus-
tralia, and India. This is bad trade pol-
icy, bad environmental policy, and bad 
energy policy. 

This provision is in direct conflict 
with the Imported Ethanol Parity Act, 
a bill I have introduced on a bipartisan 
basis. This bill would require the eth-
anol tariff to be lowered to the same 
level as the ethanol subsidy. I believe 
the tariff should be lowered to 36 cents 
per gallon, at a minimum, in this bill. 
Keeping the tariff at 54 cents does not 
make sense. 

Even the ethanol lobby itself does 
not believe the tariff should be this 
high. In a statement just this week, 
the primary ethanol lobbying group, 
the Renewable Fuels Association, put 
out a statement saying: 

The tariff simply exists to offset the value 
of the tax credit, preventing American tax-
payers from subsidizing foreign ethanol pro-
ducers. 

Bottom line: If the ethanol tariff 
served only as an offset, it should be at 
the same level as the subsidy, not 18 
cents higher. 

Also, this proposal would be extraor-
dinarily expensive. Oil companies are 
required under the Renewable Fuels 
Standard to use 13.95 billion gallons of 
biofuel in 2011. At 36 cents per gallon, 
the subsidy would cost the U.S. Treas-
ury more than $5 billion to pay profit-
able oil companies to follow the law. 
We cannot afford such a subsidy to oil 
companies that will use the ethanol 
anyway. 

I believe it is important to under-
score who is bearing the brunt of the 
pain being doled out by the economic 
downturn and the subsequent weak re-
covery. The top 2 percent of taxpayers 
are not the ones suffering during this 
crisis. In fact, with sales of luxury 
goods set to surge to their highest peak 
since the recession began in 2007, the 
recovery for the richest Americans 
seems well under way. They are able to 
do well for one reason or another in 
this economy. But it is the income 
groups below them who are not, who 
cannot get the loans, who cannot meet 
the payrolls, whose homes are being 
foreclosed on, who have great difficulty 
surviving in this most difficult eco-
nomic marketplace. 

So let’s not forget why we are faced 
with this impending tax increase in the 
first place. The Bush tax cuts were de-
signed to sunset because they were not 
paid for. They were not paid for be-
cause we were told they would lead to 
higher revenues. In fact, that has not 
happened. It is time to let the Bush tax 
cuts for the wealthy Americans expire. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Illinois. 
f 

DEFICIT COMMISSION REPORT 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, under-
neath the ground level of the buildings 
on Capitol Hill is a subway system. It 
connects on the Senate side the major 
buildings where Senators and staff and 
committees have their offices with this 
glorious Capitol Building. If you get on 
the subway over at the Dirksen Office 
Building to come over to the Capitol, it 
is a very brief journey. I do not think 
it lasts for an entire minute. In less 
than 1 minute you move from the Dirk-
sen Office Building over to the Capitol 
Building. 

This morning, I took that journey, 
leaving the meeting of the deficit com-
mission to come over to the Senate 
floor, and in less than 1 minute I 
emerged from the world of reality to a 
surreal world in the Senate. Let me ex-
plain. 

For the last 10 months, because of 
President Obama’s Executive order, we 
have had a bipartisan deficit commis-
sion that has asked some of the hardest 
questions I have ever faced as an elect-
ed official: How can we come to grips 
with the debt of this country? What 
can we do to reduce spending and in-
crease revenue so our children do not 
end up inheriting an unconscionable, 
unsustainable debt? 

It has been a hard meeting to discuss 
changes in the law and changes in 
spending. The goal was to cut $4 tril-
lion out of the deficit in the next 10 
years. It sounds simple, doesn’t it, with 
a government this size and an economy 
this size, but it is not. When you get 
down to it, hard choices have to be 
made. 

Erskine Bowles from North Carolina 
and Alan Simpson, former Senator 
from Wyoming, chaired it and did a 
great job. It was inspired by KENT CON-
RAD, our colleague from North Dakota, 
and Senator JUDD GREGG of New Hamp-
shire. They were the ones who asked 
for this commission. 

We went to work for 10 months, and 
today we voted on that commission re-
port. I voted yes. I left that deficit 
commission to take that short 1- 
minute subway ride over here to the 
Capitol to emerge in the Senate Cham-
ber and to try to understand how two 
buildings so close to one another can 
be so far apart. Here on the floor of the 
Senate, the debate is on whether we 
should extend tax cuts for the wealthi-

est people in America. Doing that will 
add dramatically to our national debt. 

Just to put it in perspective, Senator 
MITCH MCCONNELL’s proposal for tax 
cuts for the next 10 years will cost us $4 
trillion. Does that number sound famil-
iar? That is the amount the deficit 
commission was told to eliminate in 
spending and create in revenue over 
the next 10 years. All of the work of 
this commission, as controversial as it 
is, would only pay off Senator MCCON-
NELL’s Republican tax cut proposal, 
meaning we would make no progress in 
reducing the deficit of the United 
States of America. 

Well, let me tell you about that vote 
over in that deficit commission. My 
phone has been ringing off the hook be-
cause some people know—and I will put 
it on the record—I am a progressive. I 
come from the left side of the spec-
trum. I am a Democrat. I am proud of 
it. I come from a tradition of two won-
derful people who served in this Sen-
ate: Paul Douglas of Illinois, who was 
my first boss on Capitol Hill when I 
was a college kid, and his friend and 
my mentor, Paul Simon of Illinois, who 
preceded me in the Senate. They were 
both liberal and proud of it, but they 
were both fiscally conservative. Some-
one may ask: How could you do that? 
Well, because, as Douglas once said and 
Simon often repeated, if you are a lib-
eral, it doesn’t mean you are wasteful. 
It doesn’t mean you are a spendthrift 
and can’t be thrifty and find ways to 
cut spending so that the money that is 
absolutely needed in America for crit-
ical national security or the benefit of 
people who are struggling is there 
when you need it. They believed those 
two things were consistent, and I do 
too. 

What this deficit commission forced 
us to do was take an honest look at the 
debt of America, which is over $13 tril-
lion. This debt has exploded in recent 
years. 

A little bit of history. When Presi-
dent William Jefferson Clinton left the 
White House 10 years ago, the national 
debt was $5 trillion. The budget was in 
surplus. There was extra money in the 
budget that was being used to buy time 
and longevity for Social Security. And 
it was projected that the next year, 
there would be a $120 billion surplus in 
the budget. Ten years ago: $5 trillion 
debt, budget in surplus, and $120 billion 
surplus predicted for the next year. 

Fast forward 8 years after President 
George W. Bush, and there was a much 
different picture. The national debt 
was no longer $5 trillion. The national 
debt of America had risen in 8 years to 
$12 trillion. It more than doubled. The 
budget was in serious imbalance. 

Unfortunately, President Obama in-
herited in his first year a more than $1 
trillion deficit. That is the budget he 
was left by President Bush. What hap-
pened in 8 years for that dramatic neg-
ative turnaround in debt in America? 
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We waged two wars and didn’t pay for 
them. We had programs that might 
have been fundamentally sound, such 
as the prescription drug program, but 
we didn’t pay for them. And there was 
the argument by the Republicans that 
in hard times and good times alike, tax 
cuts were always the answer. So for the 
first time in the history of the United 
States of America, during two wars, we 
gave away tax cuts, plunging this Na-
tion deeper and deeper into debt. 
Today, that national debt is over $13 
trillion. 

Listen to this: 40 cents out of every 
dollar we spend in Washington is bor-
rowed—40 cents. Who loans us the 
money? The Chinese—they are our 
mortgagors—Japan, Korea, the OPEC 
nations. Sadly, as we become more 
deeply in debt and more indebted to 
them, we are at their mercy. If tomor-
row—and it could happen as quickly as 
1 day—if tomorrow the Chinese said: 
We have lost confidence in the Amer-
ican dollar and we don’t believe this 
government is serious about deficits, 
we could see a dramatic negative eco-
nomic impact on the United States of 
America. We are at the mercy of our 
creditors, and our largest creditor is 
China, which today happens to be our 
largest global competitor for emerging 
markets around the world. 

That is why this deficit commission 
is so important. The commission set 
out not only to eliminate $4 trillion in 
spending over 10 years but to engage 
America in a conversation long over-
due. 

Think about this for a moment: If 
you ever happen to see the Tax Code of 
the United States of America and open 
it, you will understand why most peo-
ple don’t. It is unintelligible. Unless 
you are an accountant or a lawyer or 
practiced in the art, it is hard to un-
derstand what is going on, with sec-
tions and articles and subparagraphs. 
But that book, that Tax Code of Amer-
ica, is one of the most important books 
when it comes to this deficit debate be-
cause each year in America we spend, 
on that Tax Code, $1.1 trillion. We 
spend $1.1 trillion in deductions, cred-
its, exclusions, and tax earmarks. That 
sum, as huge as it is—$1.1 trillion—is 
more than we collect each year from 
all of the personal income taxes paid 
across America. That sum is more than 
we spend each year for all of the do-
mestic discretionary nondefense pro-
grams. It is huge, and people don’t 
know what is in it. Some do. There are 
a lot of special interest groups, busi-
nesses, groups, organizations, and asso-
ciations that have protected them-
selves and taken care of themselves in 
that Tax Code. 

This deficit commission, the Bowles 
and Simpson commission President 
Obama put together, has finally opened 
the door and taken a look inside of 
that Tax Code. I think they did the 
right thing. What they said to America 

is, if we eliminated all of these deduc-
tions and all of these credits, how 
could we reduce the rates, the income 
tax rates paid by Americans at every 
level and by corporations. And the an-
swer is, they could be reduced dramati-
cally—dramatically. That, to me, 
would be a step forward. I am not call-
ing for the elimination of all of the de-
ductions and credits. Some of them are 
important—the deduction for health 
insurance, mortgage interest, chari-
table donations, and the like—but we 
should take a look at each one of them, 
and we virtually never do. 

Tax reform needs to be part of deficit 
reform. That was the message I took 
away from this deficit commission re-
port. 

Some people ask me how a person 
such as myself, coming from my end of 
the political spectrum, could vote for a 
deficit commission report. Well, it is 
basically this: I don’t think that bor-
rowing 40 cents out of every dollar we 
spend for either a nuclear missile or a 
food stamp is sustainable, and I don’t 
believe that being indebted for genera-
tions to China and OPEC makes Amer-
ica a more fair and just nation. 

When we engage in the critical deci-
sions about our Nation’s future budg-
ets, I want progressive voices at the 
table arguing that we must protect the 
most vulnerable in America and de-
mand fairness in budget cuts, in spend-
ing, and in revenues. My vote today for 
the deficit commission report is my 
claim for a seat at that table. I don’t 
view this vote as a vote on final pas-
sage of a bill. That is not how I looked 
at the commission report. I view it, as 
we say in the Senate, as a vote for a 
motion to proceed, to begin an impor-
tant budget debate on the floor. 

After the commission meeting, re-
porters came up to me and said: What 
is next? Well, I will tell you what is 
next. What is next is President 
Obama’s State of the Union Address in 
which I am sure he will allude to this 
challenge. What is next is the Presi-
dent’s budget, which we should receive 
in February, and following that, a 
budget proposal from the House, then 
one from the Senate, and a debate on 
our debt ceiling in America. Each of 
these will create an opportunity for us 
to take the message of this deficit 
commission and move forward. Some 
parts of it I will definitely want to 
change. Some parts I don’t agree with. 
Other parts I think are essential. 

Let me say a word about Social Secu-
rity. There is no more important social 
program in America, and there never 
has been. It is more important today 
than it has ever been because people 
understand that your pension and work 
may not be around when you need it. A 
lot of them have lost it. People under-
stand that the little nest egg, the sav-
ings you have, may get beaten up by 
Wall Street tomorrow. But Social Se-
curity is the bedrock. It is what we 
count on. 

We have to make sure this program, 
which is destined to be solvent for an-
other 20 years, is destined to be solvent 
for more years. This deficit commis-
sion has come up with a proposal which 
will add 75 years of solvency to Social 
Security. 

Although it is the deficit commis-
sion, the Social Security Program has 
nothing to do directly with the deficit. 
Making it a solvent program isn’t 
going to help solve our deficit, but it is 
going to give peace of mind not only to 
those currently receiving Social Secu-
rity but to a lot of young people who 
really question whether the program 
will be there when they need it. I don’t 
agree with all of the proposals that 
came out of this deficit commission. I 
would change some. I think some of the 
benefit cuts don’t have to take place, 
but I think this deficit commission is 
on the right track to give people peace 
of mind that Social Security is going 
to be there for a long time to come. 

There are parts of this proposal, this 
deficit commission proposal, with 
which I do not agree. But I will tell my 
colleagues, getting back to my begin-
ning point—and I see some other Sen-
ators coming to the floor—I hope those 
Senators who come to this floor and 
passionately argue for tax cuts for 
wealthy Americans at this moment in 
time will acknowledge the obvious: 
They are piling up deficit debt on 
America, they are calling for more 
money to be borrowed from China and 
other nations, and they are enslaving 
our children and future generations to 
paying off that debt before they can 
enjoy the prosperity most of us have 
enjoyed in our lives. To ignore that is 
to ignore the deficit. To ignore the 
debt is to turn their backs on the re-
ality of what extending the tax cuts to 
the wealthiest people in America will 
mean. 

I hope we can ask our Republican col-
leagues to take that little trip on the 
subway over to the Dirksen Building 
and go in there and read the deficit 
commission report before they come to 
the floor and make a speech that ig-
nores the obvious: Cutting taxes on the 
wealthy adds to a debt that our chil-
dren will have to pay. 

I believe we need to continue the tax 
cuts for the time being for those mak-
ing $250,000 a year and less. That is 
needed to get us through this recession 
and create more jobs. I hope we can get 
that done before we leave so that what 
happened in the deficit commission 
will be reflected in sound judgment 
here on the floor of the Senate. 

The last point I will make is this: It 
is unfair, it is unjust, it is inconsistent 
with the history of this country for us 
to cut off unemployment benefits for 
Americans, as we did yesterday. Cut-
ting off those benefits means that 2 
million unemployed Americans will 
lose the helping hand they need to feed 
their families, to pay utility bills, to 
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buy clothes for their kids, in the mid-
dle of this holiday season. There are 
127,000 unemployed Illinois families 
that will lose their unemployment ben-
efits this week. That weekly check of 
$300 may not sound like that much to a 
Senator or a Congressman. It may be 
the difference between making that 
second trip to the food pantry and 
keeping the lights on in their home 
during the holiday season. 

I urge my colleagues in both political 
parties to put party aside and think 
about the reality of this recession and 
unemployment in America, and what-
ever we do on tax cuts, I insist, I beg 
that we include unemployment insur-
ance as part of that benefit. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Minnesota. 
f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak about extending tax cuts to 
all Americans on income up to $250,000. 

I was presiding this Monday when 
one of my friends on the other side of 
the aisle was speaking on the floor, and 
he said with great conviction: ‘‘We 
need to do everything to see that the 
deficit does not increase.’’ Now, less 
than a week later, he will vote to in-
crease the deficit by $700 billion. That 
is an impressive reversal, don’t you 
think? 

Many of my colleagues on the other 
side ran for reelection this fall saying 
that the deficit is a cancer, that we 
owe it to our children and grand-
children to cut the deficit. Well, to 
them I say: Congratulations because 
for one of the first votes after return-
ing to Washington, you are going to 
vote to put over $9,300 more debt on the 
head of every child in America. Way to 
go. And what is that for? To give an av-
erage tax cut of $100,000 to Americans 
making over $1 million a year. 

My friends, on this subject, have been 
saying to us: Haven’t you learned the 
lesson of the election? I do not recall 
permanent tax cuts for millionaires 
being on any ballot. In fact, let’s take 
a look at the exit polls conducted by 
Edison Research, the exclusive pro-
vider of the national election exit polls 
for all of the major TV networks and 
the Associated Press. In their poll, 
they found that roughly 60 percent of 
Americans wanted to end tax cuts for 
income over $250,000. More recently, a 
Quinnipiac poll said that only 35 per-
cent of Americans wanted the Bush tax 
cuts extended for those with incomes 
over $250,000. 

Of course the American people feel 
this way. They know what has been 
happening over the last 20 years in this 
country. According to the Economic 
Policy Institute, during the past 20 
years, 56 percent of all income growth 
went to the top 1 percent of house-
holds. Even more unbelievably, a third 

of all income growth went to just the 
top one-tenth of 1 percent. The wealthy 
have done extremely well for them-
selves over the past 20 years. Unfortu-
nately, this is why the middle class has 
done decidedly worse. When we adjust 
for inflation, the median household in-
come actually declined over the last 
decade. During those years, while the 
rich were getting richer, the rest of 
working America was struggling to 
keep up. We have been growing apart. 
The American people know this. 

Now, working Americans are forced 
to listen to Republicans as they de-
mand that everyone needs to share in 
the pain; we are all in this together. 

The IRS published a study analyzing 
the tax returns of the wealthiest 400 
Americans. Want to take a guess at 
what their average effective tax rate 
was? Just over 16.5 percent. Is that 
sharing the pain? Are they sharing the 
pain just like everybody else? 

Frankly, I am a little tired of being 
lectured to by my friends on the other 
side of the aisle on the deficit. We all 
know Bill Clinton inherited the largest 
deficit in history from George H.W. 
Bush and then handed George W. Bush 
the largest surplus in history. Then 
George W. Bush nearly doubled the na-
tional debt and also handed Barack 
Obama the largest deficit in history. Of 
course, my friends controlled the Con-
gress for most of those Bush years. 

Today, we are talking about how to 
get our economy going and keep defi-
cits down at the same time, while what 
we are discussing right now is whether 
to restore the Clinton marginal tax 
rate on the very wealthiest of Ameri-
cans. I remember that when he raised 
the tax rate on the top 2 percent, Re-
publicans said that would kill the econ-
omy. Newt Gingrich—remember him— 
on August 5, 1993, said: 

I believe this will lead to a recession next 
year. This is the Democrat machine’s reces-
sion, and each one of them will be held per-
sonally accountable. 

Senator Phil Gramm—remember 
him—said: 

The Clinton plan is a one-way ticket to re-
cession. This plan does not reduce the deficit 
. . . but it raises it and puts people out of 
work. 

Governor-elect John Kasich said: 
This plan will not work. If it was to work, 

then I would have to become a Democrat. 

Congratulations, Ohio, on electing a 
Democratic Governor. 

Mr. President, 22.7 million jobs and a 
giant surplus later, George W. Bush 
waltzes into office and says: Hey, we 
are running a surplus. The people de-
serve a tax cut. 

Let’s recall what he said about his 
tax cut. He said over and over again: 

By far, the vast majority of the help goes 
to those at the bottom end of the economic 
ladder. 

Wow. That sounds like the bottom 
got the vast majority of the tax cuts, 
doesn’t it? They didn’t. Actually, the 

bottom 60 percent of Americans got 
just 14.7 percent of the Bush tax cuts. 
The top 1 percent got 29.5 percent of 
the tax cuts, which is exactly double. 
Let me repeat that. The top 1 percent 
got double of what the bottom 60 per-
cent got. 

The results of this new policy? Mas-
sive deficits. Only 1 million new jobs 
over the 8 years of the Bush Presi-
dency, compared to 22.7 million during 
Clinton’s 8 years. My friends in the mi-
nority want to go back to that discred-
ited economic policy. 

The figleaf here is small business. 
They attack us and say that not cut-
ting taxes on the richest Americans 
will hurt small business. Well, it seems 
that, to my friends, some small busi-
nesses are more important than others. 
Why did they block us for months on 
passing the Small Business Jobs Act, 
which gave tax cuts to small businesses 
and created a $30 billion line of credit 
for small businesses on Main Street? 
Why did they oppose the HIRE Act, 
which gave large tax cuts to small 
businesses to encourage them to hire 
unemployed workers? Well, it seems 
these aren’t the small businesses my 
friends are so concerned about. When 
you and I think about small businesses, 
we picture the mom-and-pop grocer 
down the street somewhere in Oregon 
or Minnesota or maybe a hardware 
store or a small precision manufac-
turing operation—we have a lot of 
those in Minnesota. We probably think 
of them as small businesses because 
they are small. They probably have a 
few employees, one location, and make 
a modest but comfortable living doing 
it. 

Republicans are trying to scare us 
into believing that the grocer and the 
hardware store owners will shutter 
their doors and fire people if we return 
the top two tax brackets to previous 
levels. But that is simply not the case. 

In reality, only 3 percent of small 
businesses will be affected by this 
change. Yet you will hear Republicans 
tout that these top 3 percent of busi-
nesses make up 50 percent of the total 
small business income. That tells you 
one important thing—that those 3 per-
cent of small businesses aren’t truly 
small businesses. Only under the broad-
est, most arbitrary of definitions are 
these businesses small. 

When many of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle talk about small 
businesses, they are including anybody 
who uses a flowthrough business enti-
ty—so an S corp or a partnership. They 
are not defining a small business by 
size, profits or the number of people 
they employ. They are defining it on a 
technicality. 

Under their definition, Bechtel, the 
fifth largest company in the United 
States, is a small business. The Koch 
brothers, who run a petroleum com-
pany with nearly $100 billion in annual 
revenue, are considered a small busi-
ness. They are worth about $16 billion 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 10:23 Sep 17, 2013 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR10\S03DE0.000 S03DE0pm
an

gr
um

 o
n 

D
S

K
3V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 B
O

U
N

D
 R

E
C

O
R

D


		Superintendent of Documents
	2020-02-12T00:27:51-0500
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




