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sustain, rather than to ameliorate, partisan
conflict with Progressive reformers? Some
liberals simply insist that what conservative
scholars produce is inferior or false social
science, because it is produced in service of
ideology rather than objective truth. Eric
Wanner, former president of the liberal Rus-
sell Sage Foundation, insists that ‘‘the AEIs
and the Heritages of the world represent the
inversion of the Progressive faith that social
science should shape social policy.” In his
Paradox of American Democracy, John Judis
complains that conservative think-tank
scholars ‘‘did not seek to be above class,
party, and ideology’’ like earlier, disin-
terested social scientists, but rather ‘‘were
openly pro-business and conservative.”” They
thereby ‘‘rejected the very idea of a dis-
passionate and disinterested elite that could
focus on the national interest.”

But the notion that there is true and false
social science relies on our ability to locate
a fixed and universally accepted standard ac-
cording to which we can say that some con-
clusions are beyond dispute because they are
empirically true. Certainly that was the ini-
tial Progressive vision for social science. Yet
the policy and social sciences have come no-
where close to such a standard in assessing
society. In 1979, Edward Banfield wrote that
the ‘‘persistent efforts of reformers to do
away with politics and to put social science
and other expertise in its place are not to be
accounted for by the existence of a body of
knowledge about how to solve social prob-
lems,” because no such body exists. Indeed,
he continued, ‘‘there are few social science
theories or findings that could be of much
help to a policy maker.”

Ten years later, Ronald Brunner noted in
Policy Sciences that it was difficult to assess
the usefulness of the policy movement, be-
cause its ‘‘various parts tend to differ in
their judgments of the relevant standards,
data, and inferences to be drawn from them,
whenever their judgments are made ex-
plicit’’; nonetheless, the policy approach’s
“results typically have fallen short of the as-
pirations for rational, objective analysis.”
Positivist social science had ‘“‘assumed that
if the behavioral equivalents of Newton’s
laws could be discovered, they would provide
a basis for rational and objective policy. Ra-
tionality would be served because the con-
sequences of policy alternatives could be pre-
dicted with precision and accuracy,” while
the ‘‘valid system of generalizations would
reduce controversy in the policy arena.” But
still, according to Brunner, ‘“‘after roughly
four decades of behavioral research, positiv-
ists have not yet discovered universal cov-
ering laws that predict human behavior with
accuracy and precision.”

In short, policy science cannot be depended
upon to dampen or eliminate conflicting
points of view because it is itself riven by
deep divisions over how best to develop, ana-
lyze, implement, and evaluate public policy.
And these divisions cannot be explained
away by a conservative conspiracy to dilute
genuine, objective social science with a spu-
rious, ideologically driven imitation. Social
science begins from one place or another in
society, and can do great good that way. But
it cannot step outside the circle of our social
life; no human activity can.

The Obama administration will of course
insist that its policy plans are rooted in
unassailably objective research. But there
may well be equally compelling research
supporting contrary conclusions, and the de-
bate between them cannot be resolved by in-
sisting that true science supports only one
kind of conclusion. Often the origins of the
dispute have to do with people’s sense of the
most important questions to ask, the most
critical goals to set, or the highest ends of
society. These are generally determined by
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those outmoded, yet stubborn, values—not
social science.

President Obama knows, however, that
whatever the state of the policy approach’s
epistemological foundations, it is vital to
making the case for his political project. For
example, he can insist that he is undertaking
only reluctantly, and certainly without self-
ish ambition or ulterior motive, a massive
and ambitious expansion of government into
major segments of the American economy
because it has been shown necessary. ‘I
don’t want to run GM,”’ Obama told report-
ers as he initiated a government takeover of
the company. The decision was not driven by
personal choice, he seemed to suggest. It was
simply what a thoroughgoing and effective
policy approach demands. As Ceaser points
out, ‘‘to speak of a policy for any given area
of activity already implies that that area is
a matter for legitimate superintendence by
government.”” Only an unsophisticated rube
would mistake the pristinely objective dic-
tates of the policy approach for ‘‘socialism.”’

But the mention of unsophisticated rubes
points to a final possible problem for Presi-
dent Obama’s policy approach, this one re-
lated to America’s commitment to demo-
cratic self-government. Obama’s techno-
cratic rhetoric is meant to be soothing and
reassuring to an American public fed up with
intractable ideological division: Many of our
problems will resolve themselves once we
have collected the facts about them, because
facts can ground and shape our political dis-
cussions, deflating ideological claims and
leaving behind rational and objective an-
swers in place of tired old debates. But in
spite of several decades of data production
by social science, American politics has
proven itself to be remarkably resistant to
the pacifying effects of facts. It has contin-
ued to be driven, as James Madison pre-
dicted, by the proliferation and clash of di-
verse ‘‘opinions, passions and interests.”

Indeed, as Madison put it, ‘“‘as long as the
reason of man continues to be fallible, and
he is at liberty to exercise it, different opin-
ions will be formed.” It may be that, in the
end, the proponents of the policy approach
disagree with Madison’s premise that reason
is fallible. But if that is their view, they can
hardly claim much empirical evidence for it.

Though Madison believed the most com-
mon source of different opinions to be prop-
erty, he also understood that Americans
were likely as well to divide along religious
and moral lines, reflecting convictions about
ultimate questions of good and evil that can-
not be resolved through scientific reason.
This does not mean they take in only part of
the picture, but that they disagree about
what is best for the whole, for reasons that
run deep. These disagreements, although
they do not always lend themselves to sci-
entific analysis and technical solution,
speak to genuine human yearnings and con-
cerns. They are often rooted in many cen-
turies of experience and wisdom, and can
hardly be dismissed as irrelevant to the life
of a liberal society—let alone as illegitimate
subjects for political debate.

This leads to the most troublesome impli-
cation of Obama’s policy approach, which re-
vealed itself in what might have been the
chief blunder of his presidential campaign:
his offhand remark that some Americans
continue to ‘‘cling” to guns and religion in
the face of adversity. The comment betrayed
Obama’s debt to the Progressive view that
such parochial values are poor substitutes
for a sophisticated understanding of the larg-
er networks of causality that determine the
lives of everyday Americans. In light of such
an understanding, the old debates that grip
American politics may well look rather ri-
diculous.

The policy approach begins from the as-
sumption that those old disagreements are
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fundamentally an error, or a function of a
temporary lack of information. It begins, in
other words, from the contention that de-
mocracy is an illegitimate, or at least a
highly inadequate, way to govern a society.
This is a deeply anti-political way of think-
ing, grounded in a gross exaggeration of the
capacity of human knowledge and reason.
American politics as we have known it ap-
preciates the fact that fallible men and
women cannot command the whole—and so
must somehow manage the interactions and
the tensions among parts. Social science—
however sophisticated it might now be—has
come nowhere near disproving that premise.
Unless it does, social science will always best
serve politics by helping to address the par-
ticular problems that bedevil society as they
arise, rather than treating society itself as
one large problem to be solved.

This is not because society is not in fact an
intricate web as the early Progressives as-
serted, but precisely because it is—a web far
too intricate to be reliably manipulated. We
are not capable of weaving our society anew
from fresh whole modern cloth—and so we
should instead make the most of the great
social garment we have inherited, in its rich
if always unkempt splendor, mending what is
torn and improving what we can.

Our constitutional system is constructed
on this understanding of the limits of reason
and of the goals of politics. Every effort to
impose the policy approach upon it has so far
ended in failure and disappointment, and
done much lasting harm. President Obama is
now attempting the most ambitious such ef-
fort in at least 40 years. He brings consider-
able talent and charm to the attempt—but
the obstacles to its success remain as firm
and deeply rooted as ever.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I yield the floor.

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

——
THE NATIONAL DEBT

Mr. JOHANNS. Madam President, I
rise today to speak in support of a
pending amendment. This amendment
is called the Erasing Our National Debt
Through Accountability and Responsi-
bility Plan. I wish to start out today
by saying I am very proud to be a co-
sponsor of what I consider to be a very
commonsense amendment.

The Troubled Asset Relief Program,
known as TARP, was enacted in the
fall of 2008 for the U.S. Treasury to buy
toxic assets, primarily mortgage-
backed securities. It was sold to Con-
gress as having a sole purpose of get-
ting bad assets out of the market. It
was sold as an idea of stabilizing the
economy. At the time this was sold,
this was it. This is what we told people
this was going to do. Supposedly, it
was going to be a one-time, very nar-
rowly focused program during a time of
the worst economic crisis we had seen
in decades. Lawmakers at that time
were warned that if we do not act now,
if we do not take this action, the fail-
ure to act is going to be devastating.
Yet Washington, after it got approval
of this plan, almost immediately threw
out the original game plan. Money was
not used to buy those troubled assets.
Instead, it was given to large banks
with very few strings attached. The
government hoped banks would gen-
erate small business loans, and would
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send the money out to allow people to
do auto loans and mortgage loans.
That simply did not happen. There is
plenty of finger-pointing going on as to
why that did not happen, but the bot-
tom line is that consumers were left to
battle the credit crunch alone, and
they felt abandoned in their fight.
What did Washington expect when it
gave away practically free money?
From the get-go, the TARP rule book
was simply tossed out the window.
Since then, TARP has morphed in so
many ways that most people cannot
even remember, cannot even think
about its original purpose.

The American people have unques-
tionably lost faith in the $700-billion
taxpayer-funded boondoggle. They ex-
pected it to get the economy up and
lending. Now they feel duped, and I do
not blame them. Instead of jump-start-
ing lending in the economy, what this
has turned into is a revolving slush
fund for unrelated spending projects. It
just goes on and on.

Let me run through a sample of what
TARP has been used to fund:

No. 1, buy General Motors. Who knew
that the U.S. Government would spend
about $50 billion of TARP buying not
only an ownership interest in General
Motors but a controlling interest?
Back home in Nebraska, when I have
talked to Nebraska citizens about this,
I say to them: If I had come out during
my campaign and suggested that the
President of the United States would
literally over a weekend have the abil-
ity to buy General Motors without any
kind of congressional approval, no
one—no one—would have believed me.
Yet that is exactly what happened.

No. 2, there is a plan called cash for
caulkers. We all know about that plan.

No. 3, the House passed a second
stimulus—$150 billion in TARP to fund
more unrelated spending. Let me give a
few examples: $800 million for Amtrak;
$65 million for housing vouchers; $500
million for summer youth employ-
ment; $300 million for a college work
study program.

No. 4, the doc fix—$¥4 trillion in
TARP that will never be paid back, an
immediate loss to the taxpayers.

No. 5, off-budget highway funding.

I could go on and on. The list just
does not end. The projects being funded
out of this now new slush fund do not
seem to have an ending point. Some of
these projects might be quite meri-
torious. One might look at them and
say: Gosh, in the normal budgetary
process, I would want to be a part of
voting for those projects. I might sup-
port some of them in the normal budg-
eting process but not through some no
accountability slush fund.

TARP has spiraled out of control,
and it needs to end today—imme-
diately. TARP was never intended to
finance a wide array of spending pro-
grams where the taxpayer literally was
going to be the loser. We must find a
way to pay for government spending,
not try to disguise it in TARP.

I am asking my colleagues to adopt
the Thune amendment and end the no-
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accountability TARP slush fund. This
amendment would immediately stop
the Treasury Department from spend-
ing more from the TARP funds. It
would repeal the administration’s ill-
advised extension of TARP through Oc-
tober 2010. It would require TARP re-
payments to reduce our national debt.
There would be no clever statutory in-
terpretations to get around the debt re-
duction requirement. A payment comes
in, the debt ceiling goes down. No more
reckless spending. No more Russian
roulette with taxpayers’ money. Not
only is this common sense, but it is
good fiscal sense, and it is the right
thing to do.

One thing is absolutely obvious: Tax-
payers are asking us to work together
to get deficit spending under control,
to find solutions to problems that trou-
ble this great Nation. This amendment,
in my judgment, is absolutely the first
step, a good start to get a handle on
out-of-control spending, to start re-
storing faith with the American people.
If TARP is ended, we show the Amer-
ican people that we are listening and
that Congress is, in fact, serious about
protecting taxpayers’ money.

Madam 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 bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam 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.

TARP

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, a
speaker on the floor earlier—Senator
JOHANNS of Nebraska—was talking
about TARP, and many of us recall
this was a program started under the
previous administration. President
Bush and his Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Henry Paulson, came to us, along
with Federal Reserve Chairman Ben
Bernanke, and basically told us Amer-
ica’s economy and perhaps the global
economy was on the edge of an abyss;
that we could see what looked like an
economic downturn turn into not only
a recession but worse if we didn’t act
and act quickly.

The proposal they made was to go
after what they called toxic assets, and
so they created a program called the
Toxic Assets Relief Program—TARP.
They asked for some $80 billion—an
enormous sum of money—in order to
go to financial institutions that were
teetering on the brink of collapse and
save them, in the hopes that in doing
s0, they could stabilize our economy.

Even though I took a few economics
courses in college and have followed
the course of American business, at
least as a casual observer, it was hard
to argue against their request because
my fear was that failure to do anything
would, in fact, bring this economy
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down, costing us dramatic numbers of
jobs and failures in the business com-
munity. So I voted for TARP. It
seemed like one of the few things we
could do that might have some chance
of stabilizing the economy.

Of course, it is not the most popular
program in America. The idea of tak-
ing hundreds of billions of dollars of
taxpayers’ money to give to banks and
investment operations that have
failed—literally to the point of fail-
ure—seemed to be a rescue effort for a
group that doesn’t usually garner
much sympathy, in terms of the activi-
ties they are engaged in day to day.
The money went to a large share of
these banks and financial institutions,
and the net result is, virtually all of
them were saved from collapse—all but
Lehman Brothers, which had failed be-
fore this request.

So the economy moved forward. Then
the bankers repaid the effort of the
American taxpayers by announcing—
many of them—they now felt times
were so good for them they could start
declaring bonuses for their officers and
their employees—bonuses.

In the real world of 40-hour work
weeks and day-to-day grind, most peo-
ple see a bonus as a reward for good
performance or successful performance.
Many of these financial institutions
were literally the victims of their own
greed and their own malice and their
own poor planning. Then, after tax-
payers rescued them with TARP
money, they wanted to turn around
and reward themselves for good con-
duct. It grated on the American people
and this Senator as well.

TARP, which was initiated to keep
these banks from failing, is one which
few of us would step up and say: Well,
let’s try that again. That was a great
idea. I, frankly, think it was probably
a necessary thing to do at the moment,
but it is not a model I wish to recreate,
certainly when you look at the reac-
tion of the banks after we helped them.
But the Senator from Nebraska comes
to the floor and basically says: Let’s
liquidate and end this program. On its
face, that sounds like a good idea but
for one thing: Now some of these banks
and financial institutions are paying us
back with interest. We had hoped they
all would. Maybe most of them will.
The taxpayers deserve that.

Money that is coming back in is not
like found money. We anticipated a
payback. But it is money which creates
an opportunity. Now the Senator from
Nebraska would have us basically
eliminate that program and the money
coming in could not be spent for other
purposes. I think that is a mistake. We
spent up to $800 billion to rescue Wall
Street. As the cliche goes, it is time for
us to consider spending that money to
rescue Main Street. For instance, if we
took a substantial portion of the TARP
money coming back from the big
banks, and the interest coming back
from the big banks, and redirected it to
community banks expressly for the
purpose of providing credit for small
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