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increase the amount of money that
those who are receiving unemployment
benefits will get during those 13 weeks
because, again, we are talking about
people who, through no fault or choice
of their own, are thrown out of the
workforce.

In many States, those unemployment
benefits are not even enough to reach a
bare minimum poverty level. We can
afford to be generous. We can’t afford
not to be generous for people in that
circumstance.

I commend Senator DURBIN for this
important addition to Senator
DASCHLE’s amendment. I hope we will
receive today the kind of compassion
and support the President purportedly
will be calling for tonight, and that we
can do, in advance of his speech, what
we should have done months ago,
which is to provide this extension and
include others in it.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my
understanding, under a previous unani-
mous consent request, I am recognized
now between 11 and 11:30 to share time
with those in support and in opposition
to my amendment, and at 11:30 there
will be a vote on my amendment No.
2714.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CLINTON). Morning business is closed.

HOPE FOR CHILDREN ACT—
Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 622) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the adoption
credit, and for other purposes.

Pending:

Daschle/Baucus amendment No. 2698, in the
nature of a substitute.

Durbin amendment No. 2714 (to amend-
ment No. 2698), to provide enhanced unem-
ployment compensation benefits.

Nickles (for Bond) amendment No. 2717, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide for a temporary increase in express-
ing under section 179 of such code.

Reid (for Baucus/Torricelli/Bayh) amend-
ment No. 2718 (to amendment No. 2698), to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide for a special depreciation allowance
for certain property acquired after December
31, 2001, and before January 1, 2004.

Reid (for Harkin) amendment No. 2719 (to
amendment No. 2698), to provide for a tem-
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porary increase in the Federal medical as-
sistance percentage for the medicaid pro-
gram for fiscal year 2002.

Allen amendment No. 2702 (to the language
proposed to be stricken by amendment No.
2698), to exclude from gross income certain
terrorist attack zone compensation of civil-
ian uniformed personnel.

Reid (for Baucus) amendment No. 2721 (to
amendment No. 2698), to provide emergency
agriculture assistance.

Bunning/Inhofe modified amendment No.
2699 (to the language proposed to be stricken
by amendment No. 2698), to provide that the
exclusion from gross income for foster care
payments shall also apply to payments by
qualified placement agencies.

Hatch/Bennett amendment No. 2724 (to the
language proposed to be stricken by amend-
ment No. 2698), to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the carryback of
certain net operating losses for 7 years.

Domenici amendment No. 2723 (to the lan-
guage proposed to be stricken by amendment
No. 2698), to provide for a payroll tax holi-
day.

Allard/Hatch/Allen amendment No. 2722 (to
the language proposed to be stricken by
amendment No. 2698), to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to permanently extend
the research credit and to increase the rates
of the alternative incremental credit.

AMENDMENT NO. 2714

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there shall be 30
minutes of debate on the pending Dur-
bin amendment No. 2714, to be equally
divided in the usual form.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, this
is an amendment to the economic stim-
ulus bill, and it relates to unemploy-
ment compensation. There are many
arguments that I will make about the
justice and fairness of this amendment,
but that is not where I am going to
start. I want to start with the econom-
ics of this amendment.

This is an economic stimulus bill. It
is not designed first and foremost to be
a bill for restoring justice to unem-
ployment compensation, although I
think this amendment achieves that.
The first thing it is supposed to do is
help the economy move forward. If
there is a problem in America’s econ-
omy today that is easily defined, it is
the fact that we have an overcapacity
and overproduction of goods and serv-
ices and limited demand. As a result,
businesses across America have said:
People are not buying as much as they
used to, so we are going to cut back on
production. We are going to lay off
workers.

That has had a ripple effect in the
wrong direction. It has created a reces-
sion, which has created unemployment,
which has lessened business activity.
First and foremost, whatever we do in
an economic stimulus package should
attack this problem. First and fore-
most, it should stimulate demand and
spending for goods and services. And in
stimulating that demand, I believe it
will increase the demand for produc-
tion, and it will increase employment
in production industries and start this
economy back on the road again.

Here is something that should be
kept in mind. For every dollar we put
into the economy, we get an impact.
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We don’t know what the impact might
be until we see who receives the dollar.
If you happen to be a person of great
wealth who, frankly, doesn’t take each
dollar you receive and put it into a
purchase, then what they call the mul-
tiplier effect might not even be a dollar
for a dollar. That dollar may go into a
savings account or into an investment.
It won’t go into the actual demand for
goods and services that creates the jobs
I mentioned.

We know dollars given to unem-
ployed people are dollars that are spent
and respent in a hurry. In fact, the
Labor Department has come out with a
study that says for every dollar in un-
employment benefit we put into the
economy, it increases the gross domes-
tic product, the sum total of goods and
services in America, by $2.15. These
funds are spent and turned over several
times in the economy. So if we want to
really get the engine roaring when it
comes to demand, give the money to
the people who are struggling on a
daily basis. They will spend it in a
hurry. They need to spend it on the ob-
vious necessities of life.

First and foremost, this is an eco-
nomic stimulus amendment.

Let me speak to the justice and fair-
ness of this amendment. It is a sad re-
ality that only 33 percent of the people
who are unemployed receive unemploy-
ment insurance. This was not always
the case. In fact, not too long ago, 75
percent of unemployed people received
unemployment insurance. That was in
1975, 27 years ago. Now it is down to 33
percent. Why the difference? Why is it
if you were unemployed in 1975, you
were much more likely, more than
twice as likely to receive unemploy-
ment insurance? Because the nature of
employment has changed in America.
It is no longer the full-time employee,
the 40-hour-a-week employee, who is
unemployed. More and more, it is the
part-time employee. It is the mother
with children, taking a job and only
working 4 days a week and who doesn’t
get any benefits on the job, who finally
loses that job and then, unemployed,
turns to a system which says: No, the
door is closed. We don’t have unem-
ployment insurance for part-time
workers.

My amendment seeks to do two
things: first, to increase unemploy-
ment insurance benefits by providing
an additional 15 percent or $25, which
isn’t a huge sum, but it can be helpful
to people who are unemployed. Sadly,
the unemployment insurance payments
to individual workers across America
have been falling behind. Take Illinois,
for example. The average benefit is
only $1,006 a month. The average rent
for a two-bedroom apartment is $776 a
month. A family couldn’t even pay the
rent on that money, never mind food,
clothes, utilities, and all other family
expenses.

Since 1990, we have seen the percent-
age of lost income replaced by unem-
ployment benefits falling 5 percent.
The decline has had a serious impact
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