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To date, the Democratic plan for
dealing with Iraq and the war on terror
consists of simply quitting as soon as
possible and launching a campaign of
personal and negative attacks on the
President and his administration. I
suppose as we enter the beginning of an
election year, the rhetoric will only get
worse, and the issue will become more
polarized.

The unfortunate victims of this
Democratic charade are not the Amer-
ican people but the American soldier.
Day after day, our soldiers see and hear
people in this Chamber hammering
away at the point that we are losing
the war in Iraq, that Iraq is a lost
cause or that this is a winless war,
while all the time hiding behind the in-
consistent mantra of opposing the war
but supporting the soldiers. After vis-
iting soldiers in both Iraq and Walter
Reed Hospital, I am confident that for
American soldiers there is no
unwinnable war.

That is why I voted against Demo-
cratic amendments calling for troop
withdrawals or artificial timelines. I
believe the troops in Iraq are doing the
work we have asked them to do, and
that if we focus right now on artificial
timelines, we will be doing them a
grave disservice. I believe the calls
that have come out of here are wrong
for a couple of reasons.

First of all, they violate the spirit of
the separation of powers doctrine that
interferes with the President’s ability
to act as Commander in Chief.

Second, I think they turn what
should be battlefield decisions into de-
cisions made by politicians. Our com-
manders should make troop need deci-

sions based on conditions on the
ground.
The ‘‘long war,” as referenced by

President Bush and also by Osama bin
Laden, is not a war for Iraq, it is a war
for hope, compassion, Kindness, and a
restoration of freedom to people the
world over.

Now is not the time to send a mes-
sage to Islamic fascists that they have
won and we are pulling out because
America has lost its resolve.

It is important to spur the Iraqis on,
but we cannot force them to try and es-
tablish a working democracy by
threatening to leave.

Since March of 2003, when American
troops entered Iraq, there has been a
great deal of advancement. While some
on the other side take every oppor-
tunity to point out flaws and failures,
I would like to point out that in Janu-
ary of 2005, 8 million Iraqis voted for a
Transnational National Assembly, and
in August Iraqi assemblymen presented
a Constitution to their countrymen. In
October, 80 percent of the people voted
to ratify that new Constitution, taking
their first steps to create a permanent
government.

The people of Iraq have not under-
taken this path to freedom without
danger. They risk their lives standing
in lines at voting booths and recruiting
stations. Iraqis do these things because
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they know that they are taking the
necessary steps which will govern their
future.

While there have been positive ad-
vancements regarding the Government,
the private sector has also seen im-
provements as well. There is much
work to be done here. I will not stand
before the Senate and state otherwise.
However, the road to progress in Iraq is
paved with growth. Oil production has
increased from 1.5 million barrels per
day to 2.25 million barrels per day.
Electricity is also growing. U.S.-funded
programs have added 2,700 megawatts
to the national grid. It is clear that we
need to inspire more Iraqi involve-
ment, but that is not a farflung goal.

Since April 2003, 30,000 new busi-
nesses have started in Iraq, and their
stock market is trading over $100 mil-
lion per day.

I am very proud of what American
soldiers have done in Iraq, and I believe
more needs to be done. Every day we
help Iraq move to a permanent govern-
ment is another day we help Iraq be-
come stable and no longer in need of
America’s servicemen. I will not aban-
don the idea that a free Iraq can be
achieved or allow my actions to be gov-
erned by opinion polls or popularity
contests.

It is not just Iraq that we are talking
about, it is about the global war on ter-
ror and American security. Whether we
want to acknowledge it or not, Iraq has
become the front line in the war on ter-
ror, and those terrorists who are
pinned down in Iraq are not planning
and launching attacks against the
United States.

In fighting and winning the war on
terror, ‘‘eternal vigilance’ is the oper-
ative phrase. Thomas Jefferson said:
“The price of freedom is eternal vigi-
lance.”

Irrespective of how or under what
circumstances we got there, we must
now complete the mission. We must
win. Failure means relegating future
generations to a world of terror and
fear where thugs and rogues rule and
where freedom, as we know it, becomes
a thing of the past.

The global war on terror is about not
only bringing stability and freedom
and democracy to that region of the
world, it is also about ensuring that
Americans can live in peace and secu-
rity in the future. Every single day
that our brave and courageous men and
women are taking the fight to the ter-
rorists in Iraq, it means we are not
fighting them on American soil.

So I rise today again to congratulate
and thank those brave men and women
who are carrying freedom’s torch in
Iraq and doing the heavy lifting that is
necessary to keep this country safe and
secure for the future.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would
like to amend my earlier unanimous
consent request to add the following:
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That after I have spoken for 10 minutes
and Senator CONRAD has been recog-
nized for 20 minutes, the Senator from
Colorado, Mr. SALAZAR, be recognized
for 20 minutes.

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

The Senator from Connecticut is rec-
ognized.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. LIEBERMAN and
Ms. COLLINS pertaining to the introduc-
tion of S. 3595 are printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Statements on Intro-
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.”’)

(The remarks of Mr. DURBIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3588
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

——————

THE BUDGET

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
came to the floor a few minutes ago
when Senator GREGG from New Hamp-
shire was here. Senator GREGG is the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee. I listened carefully as he
talked about a plan to reform budg-
eting in America. The first thing I can
recall was the phrase often used by a
friend of mine who serves in the House
of Representatives, Congressman DAVE
OBEY of Wisconsin, who frequently
chides Members of Congress from both
sides of the aisle for ‘“‘posing for holy
pictures.”

I thought to myself, how interesting
it is to hear the chairman of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee coming to the
floor preaching for dramatic reform
when it comes to budgeting. If one
were not aware of the history of budg-
eting under this administration and
under Republican leadership in Con-
gress, you might be able to sell this
story. But it is hard to sell when you
look at facts.

When President Bush took office, he
inherited a surplus. It was one of the
first surpluses in the Federal budget in
decades. It was the result of President
Clinton increasing taxes and cutting
spending, determined to reduce the def-
icit.

We reached the point where we had
surpluses that were being generated so
they could pay down the debt to the
Social Security trust fund, give it
longer life, make certain that we were
moving toward a fiscally sound future.
President Bush inherited a Federal
budget surplus. He also inherited a na-
tional debt of $5.3 trillion.

Now where are we today, almost 6
years into the Bush-Cheney adminis-
tration? The national debt in America
has risen under the Bush-Cheney ad-
ministration from $5.3 trillion to al-
most $9 trillion. In 6 years, it is a dra-
matic increase. During that 6-year pe-
riod of time this administration, with a
Republican Congress, has consistently
given us deficit after deficit after def-
icit, digging the hole deeper and deep-
er.

So when you take a look at the situa-
tion, you say, clearly, the Democrats
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must be at fault in this situation. But
with the exception of 1 year, these were
Republican Congresses generating the
spending bills. So how many spending
bills from Congress did President Bush
veto in the 6 years he has been Presi-
dent of the United States? How many
times did he say no to overspending by
Congress? How many times did he use
his Presidential veto pen denying ear-
marks by Congress? None. Not one.
Zero. In 6 years, never. This President
has never used his veto pen to stop
spending by this Republican Congress,
not one time.

Now comes these Republican leaders,
and they say the problem isn’t dis-
cipline. The problem isn’t the Presi-
dent’s veto. We have to reform the sys-
tem. Now they are talking about this
elaborate reform of the system.

If you are a student of political his-
tory, you have seen this before. When
President Reagan’s administration
brought us the biggest deficits in the
history of the United States, those who
were responsible for the deficits were
quick to the floor of the Senate, plead-
ing for an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, a balanced budget amendment to
save them from themselves. It did not
pass, and it should not have passed be-
cause, as President Clinton dem-
onstrated over 8 years, it isn’t a matter
of a weakness in our Constitution. It
was a weakness of political will by the
Republican side.

If you will take control of this econ-
omy and of this budget, you can truly
reduce deficits and create a surplus.
That isn’t just a promise, it was a fact
under the Clinton administration and
evidence of failure in the Bush admin-
istration they have not come close to a
surplus in any year. Now, as we face
these record deficits and record debt
for America, what do we hear from the
Republican side of the aisle? It isn’t
our fault. We have to change the sys-
tem.

No, you don’t. The system worked
under a Democratic President. The sys-
tem worked to generate a surplus. Now
to have them come as political sinners
posing for holy pictures when it comes
to balancing the budget is a very thin
charade that most Americans will see
through.

We understand what this is all about.
It was not that long ago that President
Bush decided to privatize Social Secu-
rity. It was an idea that flopped across
America. The President took his road
show out, and every time he made a
speech about privatizing Social Secu-
rity, the popularity of the idea plum-
meted. Finally, he gave up on it, as he
should have. It is a bad idea to cut
back on the cost-of-living adjustments
that people living under Social Secu-
rity count on. It is a bad idea to take
money out of the Social Security sys-
tem, when we know we have made
promises to future generations that
must be kept. And it is a fact that the
Social Security Administration un-
touched will be able to promise pay-
ments every year, with COLAs,
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through 2030. It is a strong system. We
can make it stronger, but privatizing
Social Security is the wrong way to go.

I urge my colleagues, when Senator
GREGG and Republicans come forward
with this so-called line-item veto, look
closely. Line-item veto is the privat-
ization of Social Security. America re-
jected it once. We need to reject it
again.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator
from North Dakota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
come to the floor to respond to com-
ments that were made by the chairman
of the Budget Committee moments go,
that I don’t think, if he were to have a
chance to review what he said, would
be what he intends to convey.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee moments ago said that our side
did not offer alternatives to the pro-
posal that he was making to get our
deficit and debt under control. The
Senator knows that is not true. That is
not accurate. That is not even close to
being accurate.

Let me indicate that I have great re-
spect for the chairman of the Budget
Committee. He and I have a very good
working relationship, although we dis-
agree on some issues. We have, I have
always felt, a respect between us. But
for him to say we did not offer an alter-
native is not true. I think, on reflec-
tion, he would acknowledge that is not
the case.

In fact, the record of the committee
shows very clearly that we offered a
comprehensive alternative to the one
he was offering. In fact, he said pub-
licly he appreciated the fact that I of-
fered a comprehensive alternative.

Let’s get straight, on a factual basis,
what occurred in the Budget Com-
mittee. Here is the alternative I of-
fered. It is an 1l-point plan that in-
volves a fully comprehensive approach
to the explosion of deficits and debt.
What was our alternative?

No. 1, we restored a strong Senate
pay-go rule and statutory pay-go en-
forced with sequestration.

That is a lot of big words. The basic
notion is pay-go. What is pay-go? Pay-
go simply says, if you want to have
more spending, you have to pay for it.
If you want to have more tax cuts, you
have to pay for them. This is a dis-
cipline we had in the 1990s that worked
extremely well. Virtually every budget
observer of either side said pay-go was
an essential part of restoring budget
discipline.

The second part of our proposal was
to allow reconciliation—a special fast-
track procedure in the Senate—for def-
icit reduction only. That was the in-
tention of reconciliation when it was
put in place. Unfortunately, in the last
5 years, reconciliation has been used
not to reduce the deficit but to in-
crease it. That was never the intent of
reconciliation, to provide special fast-
track procedures, limited debate, lim-
ited amendments. That was approved
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for one reason only, to reduce the def-
icit. We ought to go back to that plan.

Third, we suggest the budget ought
to budget for the war instead of coming
forward with these supplemental ap-
propriations bills with tens of billions
of dollars not part of the budget. We
are over 3 years into this war. The
President needs to be budgeting for the
war.

Fourth, we reaffirmed the protec-
tions for Social Security—they exist in
current law—ensuring its off-budget
status so Social Security funds aren’t
pooled with all the other funds to dis-
guise from the American people the se-
riousness of our fiscal condition. And
to prohibit fast-track changes to Social
Security—again, special rules that are
outside the normal rules of the Senate
that could lead to a shredding of Social
Security and Medicare with very little
debate and with virtually no amend-
ments. I will get into that in a mo-
ment.

We also have a ‘‘save Social Security
first” provision in our plan, a 60-vote
point of order against any new spend-
ing or new tax cuts that increase the
deficit until the 75-year Social Secu-
rity solvency is restored.

We also restore for 2006 the 60-vote
point of order against considering tax
cuts or new spending or debt limit leg-
islation without a new budget resolu-
tion.

It is amazing, but our colleagues on
the other side last year put in place
new spending caps as part of the plan
that the chairman of the committee
presented moments ago. Last year they
put in place spending caps for 2006,
2007, 2008. Two weeks ago, when we
passed the supplemental, they wiped
them out. So when the Senator sug-
gests that is the answer to our prob-
lems—no, it is not the answer to our
problems. No process is the answer to
our problems, unless there is the will
to actually do the job of reducing defi-
cits and debt. No process is going to
solve the problem.

That is made clear by what happened
two weeks ago. Again, I say to my col-
leagues, the Senator comes forward
with a whole new package of spending
caps—fine. Good. I am for spending
caps—but spending caps that are en-
forceable and real, that aren’t waived
the next year when they start to pinch.
That is what our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle did week before
last. Now they come with a new pack-
age of spending caps and say that’s the
answer? Wait a minute. Two weeks ago
they undid the spending caps they put
in place last year. Last year they put
in spending caps for 2006, 2007, 2008.
Then they come week before last in the
supplemental appropriations bill and
eliminate them.

Last year they put in place a budget
point of order that says you can’t have
more tax cuts or more spending or
more debt if you don’t have a budget.
Guess what they did two weeks ago—
they waived it. They said: Well, we
weren’t really serious about what we
did last year. Forget it.
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Forget it. Forget the spending caps
we put in place last year. Forget the
budget point of order we put in place
last year. Forget it.

Now what is their answer? Now they
are under pressure in an election year.
They come out with this ‘‘stop over-
spending” plan that rehashes a bunch
of the tired old things that haven’t
worked in the past and that they paid
no attention to when they did put them
in place.

We restore that 60-vote point of order
they just waived. We also allow Con-
gress to strip earmarks in other items
inserted in the conference reports.

There is abuse going on in the Con-
gress, and everybody knows it. Matters
that are never considered in the Senate
or the House are inserted in the con-
ference committee in the dead of night,
behind closed doors, and come out here
with a straight up-or-down vote. That
shouldn’t be permitted.

We require a 48-hour layoff period
and a Congressional Budget Office
score of conference reports because all
too often that has been abused. We are
presented with a 600- or 700- or 800-page
bill nobody has ever read, and nobody
has any idea what is in it. And we are
told to vote in a matter of hours. No.
We ought to have 48 hours to study
what is out here, and we ought to have
a CBO score of any legislation that is
considered so we know what it costs
and so we know what is in it.

In addition, we require the Congres-
sional Budget Office and the Joint
Committee on Tax to score longer term
revenue and outlays for us to enforce
the Byrd Rule for reconciliation and to
show fully phased-in 10-year cost of
legislation.

Once again, what is happening is col-
leagues are coming and they are pre-
senting the b5-year cost of something,
when they know that right behind the
5-year window the cost explodes. That
is true of tax cut proposals and spend-
ing proposals. And we need to put a
stop to it.

Also, in my proposal we enforce the
discretionary spending limits. We en-
force spending caps that in conjunction
with pay-go have been effective in the
past. And we initiate a real bipartisan
effort to reduce the deficit with the
President and with lawmakers.

Here is the reality. This budget situ-
ation has gone totally red. These are
the biggest deficits in the history of
the country in the last 4 years.

Even more serious than the deficit is
the growth of the debt.

Here is what has happened to the
debt. After the first year of this Presi-
dent, the debt of the country was $5.8
trillion. The chairman of the Budget
Committee told us in committee we
wouldn’t have a budget this year.
There won’t be a budget at all.

But if either the budget proposal that
cleared the Senate and the separate
one that cleared the House were adopt-
ed, here is what would happen to the
debt by 2011. It would be up to almost
$12 trillion. The consequences of all of
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this are that our debt is exploding and
our debt held by foreigners is explod-
ing.

This chart shows that it took 42
Presidents 224 years to run up $1 tril-
lion of our debt held abroad; that is,
debt held by foreigners. It took 42
Presidents 224 years to run up more
than $1 trillion in U.S. debt held by for-
eigners.

This President has more than dou-
bled that amount in just 5 years.

This is an utterly unsustainable
course. It is why I agreed with part of
the chairman’s message that we are on
an unsustainable course, and we need
to address this. But we need to do it in
a bipartisan way. That is the great
flaw in what the Senator has proposed.

Here is what has happened, a con-
sequence of these massive deficits—
both the trade and budget deficits.

We now owe Japan over $600 billion.
We owe the Chinese over $300 billion.
We even owe Mexico now over $40 bil-
lion. Who would have believed it?

What is perhaps most stunning is if
you look at the world’s biggest bor-
rowers, we are in the No. 1 position by
far. In the 1980s, we were the largest
creditor nation in the world. More
countries owed us money than any
other country in the world. We now
owe more money than any other coun-
try in the world and by a large margin.

If you look at all the money that is
available to borrow in the world, we
are borrowing about two-thirds of it.
We are borrowing 65 percent of the
money that is being borrowed by coun-
tries around the world. Our country
alone is borrowing 65 percent of the
money that is available to borrow. The
chairman came out. He has a program
he calls SOS, ‘‘stop the overspending.”
Who is overspending? His party is in
control. His party has had control for 6
yvears. They control the White House.
They control the House, and they con-
trol the Senate. There is not one dime
of this spending they are not respon-
sible for.

What has happened to spending?
Spending has gone up 40 percent while
they have had control—a 40-percent in-
crease in spending.

The chairman comes out with this
plan. He says stop overspending. But
look at it. A big part of this is these
spending caps. As I have indicated,
they put in spending caps last year,
which they threw in the ditch two
weeks ago.

They have more budget points of
order in their plan. They waived the
budget point of orders they put in place
last year. They did it week before last.

If you look at that specifics of the
proposal the chairman has made, he
goes back to the old Gramm-Rudman
approach of setting targets. The prob-
lem was it didn’t work then, and it is
unlikely to work now because all of
these targets can be gamed. That is
what happened under Gramm-Rudman.
They gamed them. So they meant
nothing.

Here is the dotted red line that shows
the first Gramm-Rudman targets. Then
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they changed them to this dotted red
line. But the black line shows what ac-
tually happened to the deficit. These
deficit targets didn’t come within hail-
ing distance of meeting these targets.
Why? Because they were gamed just
like they have gamed the spending caps
that they themselves put in place last
year when they started to pinch. They
eliminated them.

That is exactly what happened under
Gramm-Rudman.

It was gamed, and it meant nothing;
the great press releases, the sound and
the fury, signifying nothing.

This shows that the 1986 deficit, when
they started Gramm-Rudman, was $221
billion. In 1990, the last year of
Gramm-Rudman, the deficit was $221
billion. It was supposed to be zero.
They made no progress. It didn’t work.

The chairman comes out with a pack-
age that has Gramm-Rudman all over
it again. It doesn’t have pay-go;
wouldn’t want to do that. That worked.
So let us go back to something that
didn’t work and act as though we are
doing something when we are doing
nothing. The GAO has concluded that
Gramm-Rudman was ineffective.

Here is what they said:

GAO has criticized Gramm-Rudman proce-
dures for leading not to meaningful deficit
reduction but rather to a whole generation
of off-budget and other misleading practices
that hid the true magnitude of the deficit
problem.

When even these practices failed to avoid
sequestration, the deficit targets were sim-
ply revised and the date for achieving a bal-
anced budget was postponed. Thus, instead of
the government reaching a balanced budget
in FY 1991, the original Gramm-Rudman tar-
get, the deficit reached record levels.

I appreciate the chairman’s good in-
tentions. I do believe he wants to do
something about these deficits and
debt. But the package he has come up
with is not going to do the job.

That is why we objected. That is why
we offered an entire alternative.

Former Senator Hollings, was one of
the original architects of Gramm-Rud-
man, said this:

Instead of using Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
to cut back some $35 billion in spending each
year, we were using it as a cover to increase
spending $35 billion each and every year. So
I said, Give me a divorce from that. I don’t
want my name connected with it.

The chairman’s package also includes
a biennial budget. Instead of budgeting
every year, budget every 2 years. 1
guess we are not going to even have a
budget this year. So maybe we are on a
biennial budget without it even being
in the law.

Can you think of any single major or-
ganization that just budgets every
other year? What a bizarre idea. We are
paying little attention to the budget.
So the idea from the other side is let us
pay even less attention. That is a good
idea.

It takes words away from me. To
have the idea that because we are not
being successful in managing our fiscal
affairs, the answer is we only budget
every 2 years.
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That would simply lead to more sup-
plemental spending.

While the President is calling for a
biennial budget, and his budget for
20062007 failed to provide a discre-
tionary spending policy beyond the
first year.

For the first time since 1989, this
President, when he put out his budget,
only gave 1 year of detail. Always be-
fore they had given 5 years.

Why it makes any sense to go to 2-
year budgeting is beyond me.

In addition, they have proposed a
line-item veto, even though the Su-
preme Court said it is unconstitu-
tional. In this package, they come with
line-item veto again. But they have
done it in a way that requires our col-
leagues’ attention. They have done it
with no opportunity to amend or to
have extended debate on the proposed
line-item veto target.

They also allow the President to can-
cel new mandatory spending proposals,
such as those dealing with Social Secu-

rity, Medicare, veterans, and agri-
culture.
That is an extraordinary grant of
power.

What if we had a bipartisan agree-
ment to deal with the long-term chal-
lenges of Medicare and Social Security,
and then the President would be given
the power, under this act, to go undo it
based on what he wanted to do, forget
about the bipartisan negotiations? No,
that can’t be the way we do business
around here. We truly need, on a bipar-
tisan basis, to get together and deal
with our massive deficits and debt. We
can’t engage in a negotiation, a de-
tailed, difficult negotiation and then
have the President, on his own author-
ity, be able to undo the very agree-
ments we have reached. What earthly
sense does that make? How could we
possibly have a negotiation under
those terms?

The CBO Director believes the line-
item veto was unlikely to greatly af-
fect the bottom line. He said:

Such tools cannot establish fiscal dis-
cipline unless there is a political consensus
to do so. In the absence of that consensus,
proposed changes are unlikely to greatly af-
fect the budget’s bottom line.

He is right. No President needs the
line-item veto.

This is from the Roanoke Times in
Virginia. They said:

The President already has the only tool he
needs, the veto. That Bush has declined to
challenge Congress in 5-plus years is his
choice. The White House no doubt sees reviv-
ing this debate as means of distracting peo-
ple from the missteps, miscalculations,
mistruths and mistakes that have dogged
Bush and sent his approval rating south. The
current problems are not systemic. They are
ideological. A line-item veto will not magi-
cally grant lawmakers and the President fis-
cal discipline.

They are not alone in that view.

Here is a conservative columnist,
George Will, who believes the line-item
veto will shift too much power to the
executive branch. He said:

It would aggravate the imbalance in our
constitutional system that has been growing
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for seven decades. The expansion of execu-
tive power at the expense of the legislature.

An American Enterprise Institute
scholar calls the line- item veto pro-
posal ‘“‘shameful.”

Shameful. The larger reality is this line-
item veto proposal gives the President a
great additional mischief-making capability,
to pluck out items to punish lawmakers he
doesn’t like, or to threaten individual law-
makers to get votes on other things without
having any noticeable impact on budget
growth or restraint.

He went on to say this:

More broadly, it simply shows the lack of
institutional integrity and patriotism by the
majority in Congress. They have lots of ways
to put the responsibility on budget restraint
where it belongs, on themselves. Instead,
they willingly—even eagerly—try to turn
their most basic power over to the President.
Shameful. Just shameful.

The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee indicated he has changed his
proposal so the Commission on Social
Security and Medicare would require a
60-vote majority in the Senate. That is
true. His original proposal did not do
that. His original proposal had a simple
majority being able to pass whatever a
commission sent back.

What is wrong with the commission
proposal he has left us with? What is
wrong is, this proposal comes to us on
a fast-track basis. In fact, the way it is
designed, you could have a cir-
cumstance in which no amendments
are permitted. I hope my colleagues
are listening. They want to adopt a
commission process that would permit
the following: The commission, which
has a majority of Republicans, says we
want to cut Social Security 50 percent,
comes up here to the Senate, the ma-
jority leader gets recognition, which he
has the right to do under Senate rules,
puts in an amendment, offers a quorum
call, goes into a quorum call for 50
hours, with no amendments, no debate,
and at the end of the 50 hours, we vote
on the commission proposal. That is at
the heart of what is wrong with what
the chairman proposed. That is a com-
pletely unacceptable procedure.

We are not going to have a cir-
cumstance in which the future of So-
cial Security and Medicare could be de-
termined in the Senate under fast-
track procedures that deny Senators a
chance to amend or debate what comes
from an unelected, unaccountable com-
mission. Is that what we have come to
in this country? I don’t think so. This
is not some dictatorship where things
come up here and Senators could be
precluded from their right to amend or
debate. That is the genius of the Sen-
ate.

Under the chairman’s proposal, that
is exactly what could happen. He says
no majority leader would ever do that.
Maybe not. Maybe what they would do,
using that power, is say: There can
only be five amendments, or I will use
my power to preclude all amendments.

Have we ever seen a majority leader
do that? Yes, I have been here. I have
seen it.

I say, as one Member, I will never,
ever, go along with something that
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would be so consequential, determine
the future of Social Security, the fu-
ture of Medicare, and set up a cir-
cumstance in which no Senator could
offer an amendment except the major-
ity leader of the Senate. That looks
like not just a fast-track process, that
looks like a bum’s rush.

The Senator gets a big push back
from our side, you bet. He will get a
real big push back because we are not
going to agree to that. That is radical.
That is reckless. We are not going to
go along with that. The Senator can
say it can never happen, but we all
know it could happen.

I respect the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget. I like him. We
work together well. When he came out
here and said we offered no alter-
natives, that is flatly untrue. We gave
a detailed, comprehensive alternative
which he praised publicly in the com-
mittee. To come to the Senate and say
we offered no alternative is just not
true. He knows it; I know it. The
record shows it.

I am quite certain the Senator was
exercised and upset and probably mis-
spoke. I hope he corrects the record on
this question. It cannot stand. It does
not enhance this discussion or debate
for either side to say things that are
not accurate. He is upset that some of
our side apparently said the commis-
sion proposal would come up here on a
simple majority. That was his initial
proposal. Under my criticism of that
approach, he did alter that. But he still
left us with a fast-track process that
could preclude amendments and debate
on something as fundamental as the fu-
ture of Social Security and Medicare.
That is just not acceptable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

ENERGY

Mr. SALAZAR. Madam President, let
me first say my colleague from North
Dakota does an incredible job in terms
of leading our country with a voice
that stands for fiscal discipline. When
he talks about the mountain of debt
that we are continuing to build in this
country, and passing on that mountain
of debt to our children and our grand-
children, the American people deserve
more of this Congress and more of
Washington, DC, and more of this
President. I look forward to his con-
tinuing leadership on this issue to try
and bring about fiscal integrity and fis-
cal honesty to the United States of
America. The American people deserve
no less than that kind of candor and in-
tegrity from the Senate.

I rise today to talk about an urgent
issue which we all ought to be very
concerned about in the United States
of America. That is the issue of energy.
Last year, this Senate put together a
bipartisan template on the National
Energy Policy Act of 2005 which may
go down in our history as being one of
the most important achievements of
the 109th Congress. Notwithstanding
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