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the leases that Interior withdrew in
2009 in Utah, things such as EPA inac-
tion, actually withdrawing a CWA per-
mit for the Spruce No. 1 mine in West
Virginia, the State Department sitting
on the permit issue in terms of the
Keystone XL pipeline project, the EPA
not issuing permits for Shell Oil oper-
ations in offshore Alaska. It would di-
rect action in all of those areas.

Fourth, it would properly limit time-
frames for environmental and judicial
review. It would not change any of
those review standards. It would only
change the law so that those reviews
could not go on ad infinitum. It would
streamline the process and properly
and reasonably limit those timeframes.

Fifth, it would block regulation of
CO, by administrative fiat. We will
have a vote soon on that issue. I am
hopeful it will be a majority vote in
favor of this opinion to block that reg-
ulation by administrative fiat that I
espouse. This is also included in the 3-
D bill.

Sixth, we would actually create an
alternative energy trust fund from 25
percent of the new revenue produced
from ANWR. It would capture 25 per-
cent of that brandnew revenue for al-
ternative energy development, re-
search, and production. That would be
positive as well.

This is the sort of domestic energy
focus we need. This is the movement
toward real energy security as well as
job creation and deficit reduction that
I would have hoped the President
would have at least hinted at at
Georgetown today. But he did not. His
speech was the same old same old, ex-
plicitly restating what he has been
doing for the last 2 years.

I urge all colleagues to join in this ef-
fort and to join in similar efforts.
Americans face tough times. It is not
being made any easier by the price at
the pump going up. Again, since Presi-
dent Obama took office, that price has
risen 96 percent, from $1.83 per gallon
to $3.60 per gallon, and there is no end
in sight. We need to access our own re-
sources. We need to put Americans to
work. We need to reduce our deficit
with that extra new revenue. We can do
it all by accessing U.S. domestic en-
ergy resources more fully, not putting
95 percent of those resources off limits,
off the table by either Presidential fiat
or congressional action.

I urge all of my colleagues to join us
in this effort, to join similar efforts to
give Americans real relief at the pump,
to increase our energy independence, to
lower the deficit, and to produce good
American jobs.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant editor of the Daily Di-
gest 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 (Mr.
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, for the ben-
efit of all Senators, we have been try-
ing in the last 24 hours or more to work
our way through the amendments to
get to a vote on this most important
bill we are dealing with, the small busi-
ness innovation bill, a bill that has al-
ready created thousands of jobs around
the country. It is an extremely impor-
tant bill. We need to reauthorize this
bill. It is a very small amount of
money. It generates a lot of jobs. But
we have been stuck.

I think we have had a breakthrough
that we can at least, hopefully, work
toward conclusion of this extremely
difficult matter. I have spoken with
one Senator who had a concern about
an issue that has actually been held
up—it is a Republican amendment held
up by a Republican—not allowing us to
have a vote on it. I think we have
worked our way through that. Now the
floor staff is trying to come up with a
consent agreement that would work to-
ward having a vote develop the will of
the Senate on the 1099, the tax report-
ing requirement. Also, there are a
number of amendments people wish to
have votes on dealing with EPA stand-
ards. I think we are at a place where
we can perhaps set up some votes.

With the difficulty of all the things
we have today, including a briefing by
the Secretary of State, the Secretary
of Defense, and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs on Libya, I think realisti-
cally we will not have any votes this
afternoon. Tomorrow morning we have
the funeral in New York for Geraldine
Ferraro. We will work very hard to set
up a series of votes for tomorrow after-
noon. It could be a significant number
of votes. It could be 10 votes or so to-
morrow afternoon, and if it has to spill
over into Friday, we will have to do
that. At least I think we can get the
voting done tomorrow. With a little bit
of good fortune, we can work with the
few problems we still have outstanding
and move forward with Senator
LANDRIEU’s bill on which she and Sen-
ator SNOWE have worked hard.

I hope this let’s Senators know what
we are doing. Even though it seems
like nothing, there has been a lot of
work that has gone into this. It is fair
to say we will have no more votes
today, and we will try to get something
set up for tomorrow afternoon.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

—————

ENERGY SUBSIDIES

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, often
I come to the Senate floor to talk
about alternative energy. Most of the
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time it is about biofuels. Sometimes it
is about wind, because I am the author
of the wind energy tax credit. Some-
times it is to speak about it. Hardly
ever do I come to the floor to talk
about it in regard to the attempt to
amend a certain bill on the floor. I
come for that purpose now, and I come
to express my strong opposition to
amendment No. 220 filed at the desk by
Senator COBURN.

I don’t find any fault with the issue
Senator COBURN raises, only when it is
raised. I sense from some of his argu-
ments and press releases that it is
raised to bring up the issue of energy
and what energy should be subsidized
or not subsidized, or whether any en-
ergy ought to be subsidized, and also
maybe to point out some things that
are wrong with the Tax Code. I can’t
find any fault with any of those mo-
tives. I only find fault, let’s say, in the
sense that it is being brought up to
show that there are some things wrong
with the Tax Code and the Tax Code
ought to be reformed.

Yes, if anybody said the Tax Code
was a perfect piece of work, you might
think: Well, you have been in Wash-
ington too long or you don’t exercise
good judgment or you are not in the
real world. So I think it is perfectly le-
gitimate to bring up issues about the
Tax Code, but in the sense of reform of
the Tax Code, not as an isolated
amendment to some other bill, for the
simple reason that if you do that, with
the complexity of our Tax Code—re-
forming it in that way—every Senator
attempting to do that would be grow-
ing a long gray beard for the years it
would take to do it piecemeal. Hope-
fully, we can get it done sometime in
the context of tax reform and tax sim-
plification, or flat tax or fair tax, and
also with the corporation tax.

As to the motive for bringing up sub-
sidies for energy, it is a perfectly le-
gitimate subject to bring up, but it
ought to be brought up in the context
of a national energy policy. I believe
Senator COBURN is like me. He feels if
you are going to have a growing econ-
omy, you have to have a growth in the
use of energy, except for possible con-
servation. If you are going to do more
for more people, you are going to have
to have an increase in the use of en-
ergy. So it is in that vein that I state
my opposition to the Coburn amend-
ment.

Senator COBURN’s amendment would
raise the tax on domestic energy pro-
duction by repealing an incentive for
the use of homegrown renewable eth-
anol. I am astonished, given our cur-
rent situation, that there are some who
would prefer less domestic energy pro-
duction. With conflicts in the Middle
BEast and crude oil over $100 a barrel,
we should be on the same side.

I have always considered myself on
the same side as Senator COBURN on en-
ergy issues. We should all be on the
side of more domestically produced en-
ergy, and that would be nuclear, it
could be alternative energy, and it
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would be drill here and drill now. The
tremendous cost of America’s depend-
ence on foreign oil has never been more
clear than when you have the conflicts
and the revolutions going on in oil-pro-
ducing regions of the world—now in the
Middle East and northern Africa.

So we have this threat, and in light
of that threat, we should have an en-
ergy policy that says ‘‘all of the
above.” You don’t pick and choose. I
support drilling here and drilling now.
I support renewable energy. I support
conservation, both what might be man-
dated by public policy as well as per-
sonal conservation. I think people who
know me know I have a reputation for
conservation for several reasons—
maybe energy conservation, but also it
leaves more money in your pocket. I
also support nuclear energy. So I be-
lieve it is very counterproductive for
Senators from big oil country to single
out energy that comes from American
agriculture—renewable energy, home-
grown energy, not imported. I didn’t
pick this fight. I support energy from
all sources. I support traditional oil
and gas, and more of it, from here. I
held 21 meetings in 20 different coun-
ties Monday through Thursday during
the last recess, and there wasn’t a sin-
gle person at one of them who didn’t
say: How come we aren’t making more
use of our own energy? They didn’t say:
We import $730 million a day of oil, but
I told them, and it emphasized their
point.

Why ship $730 million every day over-
seas to parts of the world where they
use the money to train terrorists to
kill us? And, of course, American tax-
payers—American taxpayers—with tax
incentives have been supporting oil and
gas for over 100 years. So the attack on
homegrown energy is remarkable, isn’t
it? We shouldn’t be fighting each other
over domestic energy sources. We
should be fighting OPEC and foreign
dictators and oil sheiks who hold our
economy hostage. You see it right now,
because of the anxiety about what is
going on in Libya, and raising the price
of gasoline 75 or 80 cents.

The author of the amendment has ar-
gued that the production of clean
homegrown ethanol is fiscally irrespon-
sible. It is important to remember that
the incentive exists to help producers
of ethanol to compete with the oil in-
dustry or, as you so often hear in this
town, we have to have a level playing
field. Remember that the oil industry
has been well supported by the Federal
Treasury for more than a century. Oil
was discovered in 1859. I don’t know
how many years later it was that there
were tax incentives for the production
of oil, but it has been a long time.

President Obama, in his budget re-
quest for 2012, has advocated repealing
a dozen or so subsidies to big oil. He
has argued that a century-old industry
no longer needs tax breaks. With oil
prices at $100 a barrel, and record prof-
its being made, some could certainly
question why this industry needs any
taxpayer subsidy at all. President
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Obama’s proposal would repeal $44 bil-
lion in oil and gas subsidies over a 10-
year period of time.

I wish to remind my colleagues of a
debate we had last summer on an
amendment offered by the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont, Sen-
ator SANDERS. The amendment he of-
fered would have, among other things,
repealed about $35 billion of tax sub-
sidies enjoyed by the oil and gas indus-
try. Opponents of the Sanders amend-
ment argued that repealing the oil and
gas subsidies would reduce domestic
energy production and drive up our de-
pendence on foreign oil. Well, we don’t
want to do that, do we? Opponents also
argued it would cost U.S. jobs. We also
argued it would increase prices at the
pump for consumers—something you
don’t want to do when you are in a re-
cession. I tend to agree with these ar-
guments in regard to the help that the
Federal Treasury gives to oil compa-
nies. All of my Republican colleagues,
and more than one-third of the Demo-
crats, did as well. But a repeal of the
ethanol tax incentive is a tax increase
as well that will surely be passed on to
the American consumer—no different
for ethanol in your gas tank than gaso-
line in your gas tank. If you take sub-
sidies off of oil, it raises the price of
gasoline. If you take the incentives off
of ethanol, it raises the price of eth-
anol.

I know that removing incentives for
oil and gas will have the same impact
as removing incentives for ethanol. We
will get less domestically produced
ethanol, it will cost U.S. jobs, it will
increase our dependence upon foreign
oil, and it will increase the price at the
pump for the American consumer. We
are already dependent upon foreign
sources for more than 60 percent of our
oil needs. Why do my colleagues at this
time want to increase our foreign en-
ergy dependence when we can produce
it right here at home—clean burning,
environmentally good?

I wish to ask my colleagues who
voted against repealing oil and gas sub-
sidies but who support repealing incen-
tives for renewable fuels why they have
this inconsistency? Where are the
amendments from fiscal conservatives
and deficit hawks to repeal the oil and
gas subsidies? The fact is it is intellec-
tually inconsistent to say that increas-
ing taxes on ethanol is justified but
that it is irresponsible to do the very
same thing on oil and gas production.
If tax incentives lead to more domestic
energy production and good-paying
jobs, why are only incentives for oil
and gas so important in accomplishing
that goal?

It is even more ridiculous to claim
that the 30-year-old ethanol industry is
mature and, thus, no longer needs the
support of the taxpayers, while the
century-old oil industry still receives
$35 billion in taxpayer support. Regard-
less, I don’t believe we should be rais-
ing taxes on any type of energy produc-
tion or on any individual, particularly
during a weak economy.

March 30, 2011

The Senator from Oklahoma insists
that because renewable fuel is required
to be used, then somehow it doesn’t
need an incentive. But with oil prices
at $100 a barrel, oil companies are
doing everything they can to extract
more oil from the ground. There isn’t a
mandate to use oil, but it has a 100-
year monopoly on our transportation
infrastructure, so essentially it is a
mandate.

When there is little competition to
oil, and it is enormously profitable—
and we will see those reports next
week—wouldn’t the sponsor argue that
the necessary incentives exist to
produce it without additional taxpayer
support, if we wanted to be consistent?
0il essentially does have a mandate, as
I just said. The economics of oil pro-
duction are clearly in favor of the pro-
ducer, not the consumer. Why do they
need taxpayer support?

It is also important to understand
the hidden cost of our dependence upon
foreign oil. We had a peer-reviewed
paper published in 2010 concluding
that—and let me say parenthetically,
before I quote, the leeway is some-
where between $27 billion and $130 bil-
lion:

$27 to $138 billion is spent annually by the
U.S. military for protection of Middle East-
ern maritime oil transit routes and oil infra-
structure, with an average of $84 billion a
year.

This is $84 billion in American Treas-
ury spent on the defense of shipping
lanes to quench our thirst for foreign
oil. It is not reflected in the price at
the pump. It is a hidden cost and the
hidden cost is paid by the very same
people who support the military, our
Navy, the American taxpayers.

Milton Copulos, an adviser to Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan and a veteran of
the Heritage Foundation, testified be-
fore Congress in 2006 on this very issue.
He testified that the hidden cost of im-
ported oil is equivalent to adding $8.35
to the price of a gallon of gasoline from
the Persian Gulf. There is no hidden
U.S. military cost attributed to home-
grown ethanol.

Do you understand that? You don’t
have to have the Navy of the United
States keeping shipping lanes open for
the ethanol that you burn in your car.
No subsidy of $8.35 a gallon for ethanol
such as there is for oil, according to
the Heritage Foundation.

Let’s have a debate on ethanol, but
let’s debate it in the context of a com-
prehensive energy plan. This debate
should include the subsidies for all en-
ergy production. We do not pick out
one versus others. What is unique
about the subsidy for ethanol? We also
have subsidies for grain and for bio-
diesel. When is that going to come up?
We had a subsidy for wind energy—I
know it because I got that legislated 18
years ago—and a subsidy for solar, sub-
sidy for biomass, subsidy for geo-
thermal, subsidy for nuclear energy.
Why just ethanol at this point?

But I said at the beginning, talking
about energy subsidies—oil, alternative
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energy, nuclear energy, conservation—
is legitimate. But don’t pick one out.
What are we going to do about all the
rest of them? Are we going to take a
subsidy a day? Take wind tomorrow?
Take solar the next day? There is a
context in which to do this. We all say
we need a national energy policy.
These subsidies have to be discussed in
the context of a national energy policy.
Nearly every type of energy gets some
market-distorting subsidy from the
Federal Government. We can say that
is not right. But do we want alter-
native energy or don’t we want alter-
native energy? Do we want renewable
energy or don’t we want renewable en-
ergy? Do you think we would have an
ethanol industry today if there had not
been a tax incentive a long time ago?
No.

What about all the people who say we
should not be using corn or grain, a
food product, for fuel, we ought to be
eating it? They say we ought to use
corn stover, wood chips, switchgrass,
other things that have cellulose in
them and get our ethanol from that. I
agree 100 percent. But how in the heck
do we think we would ever get to pro-
ducing ethanol out of corn stover and
wood chips and switchgrass, et cetera,
if we had not had 30 years of engineer-
ing to make ethanol out of grain—
which we did not do very efficiently 30
years ago but now we do much more ef-
ficiently today. We have to have the
first generation for the second genera-
tion.

I say an honest energy policy and de-
bate should include ethanol. It should
include subsidies for oil, natural gas,
nuclear, hydropower, wind, solar, bio-
mass. How do you think we would ever
get hydropower in the West if the tax-
payers had not paid for the Hoover
Dam? It is hypocritical to put our eco-
nomic and national security at risk by
targeting ethanol while disregarding
the subsidies for all other energy
sources.

Do you know the debate about alter-
native energy is a debate about our na-
tional security because, for this coun-
try, the No. 1 responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government is our national de-
fense and just think how weak our na-
tional defense is when we have to de-
pend upon oil coming from the volatile
Middle East, where there is revolution
going on right now. Wouldn’t it be bet-
ter for it to be domestic crude? Why do
you suppose the Defense Department,
and even our whole aviation industry
right now, is putting some money into
research to develop alternative ener-
gies, including the stuff we call renew-
able and even things we do not know
much about yet? Ethanol from algae is
an example. Because our military lead-
ers know we should not be dependent
on it.

Just think of the retired generals and
admirals out here speaking everyday of
why we need alternative energy and
speaking very highly of ethanol. I say
it is hypocritical because it has some-
thing to do with our national security
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and we do take an oath to uphold that
Constitution and the national security
is our No. 1 responsibility. We Kknow
State governments and local govern-
ments cannot protect us from foreign
intervention, people who want to kill
us. Only the Federal Government is
qualified and has the power to do it,
the constitutional power—but also to
bring the resources together to get the
job done.

Repealing the ethanol tax incentive
will raise taxes on producers, blenders,
and ultimately consumers of renewable
fuel. This amendment is a gas tax in-
crease of over 5 cents a gallon at the
pump. I don’t see the logic of arguing
for a gas tax increase when we have so
many Americans unemployed and un-
deremployed, struggling just to barely
make it from day to day. I know we all
agree we cannot and should not allow
job-killing tax hikes during this time
of economic recession and, more impor-
tant, that recession is going to stay as
long as there is some economic uncer-
tainty. Debates such as this—should we
be importing more oil—lend them-
selves to that uncertainty. Unfortu-
nately, those Members who have called
for ending the ethanol incentive have
directly contradicted this pledge of not
having tax hikes because a lapse in the
credit will raise taxes, will cost over
100,000 U.S. jobs at a time of near 9 per-
cent unemployment and increase our
dependence upon foreign oil.

There is a taxpayer watchdog group
called Americans for Tax Reform. They
consider repeal of this incentive to be a
great big tax increase. Americans for
Tax Reform states: ‘‘Repealing the eth-
anol credit is a corporate income tax
increase.”

I agree. Now is not the time to im-
pose a gas tax hike on the American
people. Now is not the time to send
pink slips to ethanol-related jobs. Eth-
anol currently accounts for 10 percent
of our transportation fuel. A study con-
cluded that the ethanol industry con-
tributed $8.4 billion to the Federal
Treasury in 2009, $3.4 billion more than
the ethanol incentive. Today, the in-
dustry supports 400,000 jobs. That is
why I support a homegrown renewable
fuels industry.

I conclude by asking my colleagues:
If we allowed the tax incentives to
lapse, from where would we import an
additional 10 percent of our o0il? Be-
cause there is a policy in this Congress,
don’t drill in the United States, import
it. The President was in Brazil, last
week I believe it was, saying: President
of Brazil, you ought to drill off the
shore of Brazil because we want to im-
port oil from you. At the very same
time we are slow at issuing permits so
we can drill our own oil off our own
shores, particularly in the Gulf of Mex-
ico.

Where are we going to go? Are we
going to go to the Middle Eastern oil
sheiks? Send even more billions of dol-
lars over there to give them money to
train terrorists to kill us or do we want
to get it from Hugo Chavez, who every
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day is saying something about how he
hates America? He is taking the side of
Qadhafi right this very day, against
the revolutionaries of that country,
the very people we are trying to help
bring a better life to and stop genocide.
I don’t think we want to go to the Mid-
dle East for 10 percent more of our en-
ergy in our cars or to Hugo Chavez. I
prefer, instead, that we support our re-
newable fuel producers based right here
at home, rather than send our workers
a pink slip. I would prefer to decrease
our dependence on Hugo Chavez, not
increase that dependence on him, and I
certainly do not support raising the
tax on gasoline during this weak econ-
omy.

Let me say something I said at the
beginning and then I am going to yield
the floor; that is, there is a context to
talk about this. There is nothing ille-
gitimate about anybody bringing up
any tax incentive anytime they want
to or any law that is on the books be-
cause they ought to be reviewed from
time to time. But when it comes to en-
ergy policy at a time of $4 gas, at a
time of anxiety about what is going on
in Libya, at a time when we all know
that people in this country want a na-
tional energy policy, it ought to be
talked about in the context of energy
legislation. We should talk about sub-
sidy as a generic subject, not just pick-
ing out ethanol or any other one, just
like some people here would like to
pick out the subsidy for oil and end it—
such as the President has suggested in
his budget. We want to do it in the con-
text of a national energy policy and a
subsidy that is a subsidy to oil, to all
renewable energies—and there are a
dozen of them, I bet—to conservation,
and to nuclear energy.

Let’s emphasize nuclear energy.
When we are talking about a subsidy,
do we think we would have a single nu-
clear plant in the United States if 60
years ago the Federal Government,
this Congress, hadn’t passed the Price-
Anderson Act to set up Federal support
for it, indirect or direct, whatever it
was. It took that to get it going. We
had to reinstitute that in 2005 or we
still wouldn’t be considering any nu-
clear plants.

We do it in the context of a national
energy policy. We do it in the context
of subsidies on all sorts of energy, not
just one of them. If we are doing it for
tax reform purposes, then it has to be
done in the context of overall tax re-
form because, as I said, we start on this
little tax incentive today and that lit-
tle tax incentive tomorrow and that
little tax incentive the next day and we
will be here until as long as Methu-
selah lived, in order to get it all done.

I hope there will be some consider-
ation of this in a generic way, not in
the specific way of this amendment.
That is why I do not support the
amendment at this time, but I want
people to know I do not abhor the idea
of talking about the ethanol tax credit
or any other tax credit, except I want
to talk about energy tax credits all to-
gether.
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I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HAGAN). The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Has morning business
concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for morning business has expired.

Mr. PAUL. I have a motion to
present to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are
not yet on the bill.

Mr. PAUL. Can we report the bill,
please?

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

SBIR/STTR REAUTHORIZATION ACT
OF 2011

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 493, which the
clerk will report.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The bill clerk read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 493) to reauthorize and improve
the SBIR and STTR programs, and for other
purposes.

Pending:

McConnell amendment No. 183, to prohibit
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency from promulgating any
regulation concerning, taking action relat-
ing to, or taking into consideration the
emission of a greenhouse gas to address cli-
mate change.

Vitter amendment No. 178, to require the
Federal Government to sell off unused Fed-
eral real property.

Inhofe (for Johanns) amendment No. 161, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
repeal the expansion of information report-
ing requirements to payments made to cor-
porations, payments for property and other
gross proceeds, and rental property expense
payments.

Cornyn amendment No. 186, to establish a
bipartisan commission for the purpose of im-
proving oversight and eliminating wasteful
government spending.

Paul amendment No. 199, to cut
$200,000,000,000 in spending in fiscal year 2011.

Sanders amendment No. 207, to establish a
point of order against any efforts to reduce
benefits paid to Social Security recipients,
raise the retirement age, or create private
retirement accounts under title II of the So-
cial Security Act.

Hutchison amendment No. 197, to delay the
implementation of the health reform law in
the United States until there is final resolu-
tion in pending lawsuits.

Coburn amendment No. 184, to provide a
list of programs administered by every Fed-
eral department and agency.

Pryor amendment No. 229, to establish the
Patriot Express Loan Program under which
the Small Business Administration may
make loans to members of the military com-
munity wanting to start or expand small
business concerns.

Landrieu amendment No. 244 (to amend-
ment No. 183), to change the enactment date.
MOTION TO COMMIT WITH AMENDMENT NO. 276

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, I have
a motion at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.
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The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAUL]
moves to commit the bill, S. 493, to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations with instruc-
tions to report back forthwith with an
amendment numbered 276.

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 276

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

It is the sense of the Senate, that ‘“The
President does not have power under the
Constitution to wunilaterally authorize a
military attack in a situation that does not
involve stopping an actual or imminent
threat to the nation”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, we are
engaged in a third war at a time when
our country is struggling under an
enormous debt, at a time when we are
engaged in two wars. Historically, our
country has fought war by asking for
congressional authority. This was true
in Iraq. This was true in Afghanistan.
The President came to Congress, and
there was a vote on use of force prior
to him engaging in force.

Some say: Well, this is no big deal;
the President should be able to fight
war whenever he wants to fight war. 1
beg to differ, and our Founding Fathers
begged to differ. Madison said that the
Constitution supposes what history
demonstrates, that the executive is the
branch most prone to war and most in-
terested in it. Therefore, the Constitu-
tion has, with studied care, invested
the power to declare war in the Con-
gress.

I think this is an incredibly impor-
tant debate. When we talk about send-
ing our young men and women into
harm’s way, into another war, the fact
that we would have a President send us
to war without any debate—your peo-
ple’s representatives have had abso-
lutely no debate, and we are now in-
volved in a third war.

The language of my resolution is not
unfamiliar to many. The language of
this resolution is the President’s
words.

In 2007, Barack Obama said:

The President does not have power under
the Constitution to unilaterally authorize a
military attack in a situation that does not
involve stopping an actual or imminent
threat to the nation.

This was very clear, what the Presi-
dent said. I agree with what Candidate
Barack Obama said. We should not go
to war without congressional author-
ity. These are the checks and balances
that give you a say, that give the peo-
ple of America a say through their rep-
resentatives. This allows us to say
when we go to war through our Con-
gress, not through one individual but
through 535 individuals whom you
elect.

I think the decision to go to war is
such an important one that we should
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not leave it up to one person. Our
Founding Fathers agreed with this.

In the 1970s, after Vietnam, we voted
on something called the War Powers
Act. We did give the President the
right to go to war in certain cir-
cumstances. These circumstances were,
one, if Congress had declared war; two,
if Congress had authorized the use of
military force, or three, if there was
imminent danger to our country. I
think all of us recognize that. If we
were in imminent danger of attack, we
would allow the President some lati-
tude, but we would expect very quickly
for him to come to Congress and ask
for permission.

In this instance, even the Secretary
of Defense has said that Libya is not in
our national interest. There is no
threat to our national security. Yet we
are now involved in a third war. We
have already spent $600 million in the
first 3 days of this war. There has been
no constitutional authority given to
the President to be committing troops
to this war.

This is such an important constitu-
tional principle that, while I am new
here in the Senate, I am appalled that
the Senate has abdicated its responsi-
bility, that the Senate has chosen not
to act and to allow this power to gravi-
tate to the President. I think that the
precedent of allowing a President to
continue to act or to initiate war with-
out congressional review, without con-
gressional votes, without the rep-
resentatives of the people having any
say, is a real problem.

There was an article this morning in
the Washington Times by GEN Mark
Kimmitt. In that, he says that there is
a climate of cognitive dissonance sur-
rounding the discussion as the military
objectives seem detached from U.S.
policy.

The lack of connectivity between the use
of force and campaign objectives, the subor-
dination of the military to a nondecisive
purpose, turns decades of policy on the use of
force on its head.

This is from General Kimmitt this
morning:

Vital national interests are not threat-
ened. . . . Nor have sanctions failed or diplo-
macy been exhausted. ... We are putting
the lives of our troops at risk in a nondeci-
sive role for a mission that does not meet
the threshold of a vital or national interest.

General Kimmitt goes on further:

For a military carrying the burden of three
wars on its back for the foreseeable future, a
policy of more frequent intervention and
suboptimal use of force as an instrument of
diplomacy is a mistake.

I come from a State—Kentucky—
that has two military bases. I see our
young men and women going to war,
and I worry about their families and
themselves engaged in two wars. Some
of these young men and woman have
been going to war for 10 years now. And
the President now is going to engage us
in a third war without any consulta-
tion, without any voting in Congress,
and without any congressional author-
ity.
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