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but I will not do that. I am just here to
say we have a friendly bet on for this.
I have some good Indiana-produced
goodies coming the way of the Pre-
siding Officer, should Connecticut pre-
vail, and I think the Presiding Officer
has some good Connecticut-produced
goodies coming my way—by goodies I
mean popcorn and a can of beans or
whatever our States are famous for
producing. I don’t want anybody get-
ting the wrong impression of what we
possibly are exchanging.

Butler has been a dream and a joy for
those of us from Indiana and, hope-
fully, from across the country, to
watch this small school of 4,400 stu-
dents in Indianapolis that produced a
team that comes out of a midmajor
conference. These schools perhaps
aren’t familiar to very many people,
but yet they have knocked off the gi-
ants, with one more giant, I might say,
to face this evening. But this little
Midwestern school plays basketball the
Hoosier way. They are a credible col-
lection of players who were not re-
cruited by the big schools but came to-
gether and worked together as a team
under the inspired leadership of their
young coach. They have now found
themselves as NCAA finalists 2 years in
a row, I think something no one would
have predicted, particularly after they
lost their star player last year who left
the school a year early to go to the
NBA.

My best wishes to the Presiding Offi-
cer for his team. As much as I give you
those best wishes, I am looking forward
tomorrow to receiving your part of the
bargain delivered to my office, but if
not, I will be standing at your front
door. It is already assembled just in
case. But we are rooting for a great
game tonight. I think probably one of
the most exciting events that happens
in sports is the amateur basketball
tournament that is played in by our
NCAA colleges. It is a joy to watch
these young men.

Then, tomorrow, I might mention,
the Notre Dame women’s team will be
playing in the finals against Texas
A&M. So Indiana is certainly putting
forth some of its best during these next
two nights. I am looking forward to
seeing those games tonight. Our hopes
are that we will not be in session this
evening in the Senate. I don’t think we
will be. So you and I will be, unfortu-
nately, not in Houston but in front of a
big screen TV cheering on our teams.

With that, I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

BUDGET DEBATE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are
in the middle of the budget debate and,
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as the Ranking Republican on the
Budget Committee, it is something
which is very important to me, and, I
believe, to America.

There are two aspects of it. One is,
how will we finish this fiscal year that
ends September 30? The House Repub-
licans have sent over legislation that
funds the government, but it is $61 bil-
lion less than was expected or had been
projected under last year’s budget. I
don’t think anyone would be surprised,
after the last election and the big
spenders took a pretty big hit, that
there would be a reduction after the
continuing resolution of, I guess, 5
months expired. Since that expired a
few weeks ago and we have had some
short-term continuing resolutions, we
have reduced spending by about $10 bil-
lion. I truly believe we need to move it
on down to a full $61 billion and, over
10 years, that will reduce the baseline
by $61 billion and, fairly computed, it
will save, over a 10-year timeframe
alone, $860 billion. That is close to $1
trillion. It is real money. It is a signifi-
cant step we should take. I hope this
Congress will take it.

The next matter that is before us is,
what about next year’s budget? We
should already be in that cycle. The
President has submitted the budget he
is required by law to submit to the
Congress. It does nothing about the
threat to our country economically
and financially. It is a great dis-
appointment, the most irresponsible
budget ever submitted, I am confident,
by any President in the history of the
American Republic. I have said that be-
fore, and I truly believe it. It is irre-
sponsible. We cannot adopt it, we will
not adopt it, and it will not become
law. But our Senate has indicated they
are prepared to consider—Democrats,
too—a better budget, perhaps, but we
haven’t seen it. It has not been brought
forth to the Budget Committee, as the
law requires us to do, so far, and we are
behind schedule. But the House tomor-
row will consider a historic budget that
honestly and carefully confronts the
challenges facing us, long term and
short term, dealing with entitlements,
without gimmicks, and allows us to
begin to focus on what the challenges
are and why we have to take these
steps.

Because who wants to talk about cut-
ting spending? What politician likes to
do that? It is not something we like to
do. Why are we talking about this?
Why? Can’t it be put off? Is it just po-
litical squabbling between Republicans
and Democrats? They are always bick-
ering. Is this what it is all about? Is
there anything real here? Do we have a
problem that can’t be avoided? Is it
something—can’t we just continue like
we are? Why do we have to worry about
more reductions in spending?

That is the question: Do we have a
real crisis? Are we facing a threat to
our economic well-being that could
throw this country into another reces-
sion, maybe even a depression—surely,
hopefully, not—a fiscal, financial cri-
sis; is that possible?
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Let’s talk about a couple things. Ad-
miral Mullen, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, recently stated
that our national debt is the greatest
threat to our national security. That is
a pretty strong statement. Secretary of
State Clinton said something very
similar. Is that true? The American
people pretty clearly agree with Admi-
ral Mullen by a huge margin. They say
we are on the wrong track. You are
mismanaging Washington. There was a
shellacking of the big spenders in the
last election. People know we are
spending too much money. We have
had a 24-percent increase in spending
since President Obama has been Presi-
dent—a 24-percent increase in discre-
tionary nondefense spending. Inflation
has been 1 or 2 percent during this
time, and we had a 24-percent increase.

Next year’s budget by the President
calls for an 1l-percent increase in edu-
cation, a 10.5-percent increase in the
State Department, a 9.5-percent in-
crease in the Energy Department, and
a 6l-percent increase in transportation
and high-speed rail. What? The infla-
tion rate is 2 percent and we have 5
times—or 50 times, nearly, that
amount in spending increases?

Alarmingly, it is not just the Amer-
ican people or just the tea party, great
American people who are concerned
about their country. It is not just tea
party members who are expressing con-
cern and calling for action. It is the
Nation’s top financial experts. This is
what is important. They are calling for
action sooner rather than later.

Erskine Bowles, President Obama’s
choice to head the deficit commission,
who was also President Clinton’s Chief
of Staff and is a very successful busi-
nessman himself—he was chosen by
President Obama to head the debt com-
mission, along with Alan Simpson, a
former Republican Senator. In a writ-
ten statement they submitted to the
Budget Committee just 2 weeks ago,
this is what they said. This is a formal
written statement from the debt com-
mission cochairman to the Budget
Committee of the Senate:

This is the most predictable financial cri-
sis this Nation has ever faced.

Predictable crisis. In other words, we
can see it coming. They spent months
doing research. They heard from all
kinds of witnesses. When asked when
the crisis might occur, which could in-
volve some sort of double-dip recession
or even a longer recession or higher un-
employment, Mr. Bowles said it could
be 2 years, maybe sooner, maybe later.
Alan Simpson said it could be within a
year. These are stark warnings, and the
same message is coming from a host of
the world’s top financial experts.

I have to say the good news is our
country has a strong work ethic and an
entrepreneurial spirit still exists. The
indications are that despite the eco-
nomic drag and our huge debt burden,
the economy—far slower than normal
recovering from this recession—is
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struggling to rebound. If we act deci-
sively now to end our wasteful spend-
ing habits, we can be confident that
progress in growth will continue.

When our Nation’s leaders are aware
that their country is facing a crisis,
they have no higher moral responsi-
bility than to act to protect the Nation
from that danger. Today’s Wall Street
Journal has an op-ed by the Nobel
Prize laureate, Gary Becker; a former
Secretary of the Treasury, George
Shultz; and an economic professor,
John Taylor. The article embraces the
$61 billion in reduced spending passed
by the House and debunks the critics
unequivocally who call these cuts ex-
treme. They directly and categorically
rebut the assertion that these spending
reductions will result in higher job
losses and explain why that is a false
view.

Again, is the debate over spending
just another Republican and Demo-
cratic squabble? Is it just an attempt
to gain political advantage? Sound and
fury signifying nothing?

The answer is a resounding no. We
are spending money we don’t have in
amounts dramatically greater than at
any time in our history. When this fis-
cal year ends September 30, we will
have spent $3.7 trillion and taken in
only $2.2 trillion. Forty cents of every
dollar we spend this year will be bor-
rowed. We have to borrow the money
we don’t have. This will be the largest
of three consecutive deficits exceeding
$1 trillion.

President Bush was rightly con-
demned for his $450 billion deficit 1
year—the highest he ever had. We have
been over $1 trillion in the last 3 years.
Next year’s budget deficit is expected
to exceed $1 trillion.

This money must be borrowed and in-
terest paid. Nothing comes from noth-
ing. Last year, the Nation’s total inter-
est payment was $200 billion. That is
how much we paid on the money we
borrowed. For perspective, the Federal
highway program—and Senator INHOFE
knows about this—is about $40 billion,
and we spent $200 billion on the inter-
est. We would like to have spent more
on highways. Federal education pro-
grams cost about $70 billion. So al-
ready the interest on our debt is the
fastest growing expense of our govern-
ment, and it is crowding out spending
for other programs.

But hold your hat. Our current tra-
jectory takes us at increasing speed on
a ‘‘road,” as the former head of the Eu-
ropean Union said, ‘“‘to financial hell.”
He said that about the United States.

According to the official score or
analysis of the President’s 10-year
budget, the total debt of America will
more than double, from $13 trillion to
$27 trillion, over the 10-year period, and
our annual interest will increase from
$200 billion last year to $940 billion.
That is how much interest we will be
paying the tenth year under the budg-
et. It will cost more than education,
highways, energy, and the State De-
partment combined.
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Indeed, our interest payment will
surge past defense, Medicare, and Med-
icaid. That is why expert after expert,
witness after witness, Republicans and
Democrats, say the United States is on
an ‘‘unsustainable path.” Yet Presi-
dent Obama’s budget increases all
spending every year, including discre-
tionary spending, doubling the debt of
the United States again, all the while
raising taxes by almost $2 trillion. He
makes no proposals to put Medicare,
Medicaid, and Social Security on sound
footing—nothing. It creates a debt path
where his lowest annual deficit in 10
years is $748 billion—that is the best
year—with his outyear deficits increas-
ing, so that by the tenth year his budg-
et is scored as having a deficit of $1.2
trillion. Is that unsustainable or not?

Is it extreme to say we have to
change that course, that we can’t con-
tinue it? Well, let me quote a few ex-
perts—not just JEFF SESSIONS, the Sen-
ator from Alabama. How about some
people whose lives have been enmeshed
in the debt of America? They seem to
share the concerns, it seems to me, of
the ‘“‘extremists’’—the tea party peo-
ple. What do the experts say? How
about Alan Greenspan, former Chair-
man of the Federal Reserve? This is
what he said:

I think that the type of budget agreement
that was put together by Alan Simpson and
Erskine Bowles is the type of budget that
will be passed by Congress.

It doesn’t look like that is so, unfor-
tunately. He goes on to say:

The only question is, will it be before or
after the bond market crisis?

Is Alan Greenspan an extremist? He
said, also, a few weeks ago that we
could have a debt crisis in our country
in 2 to 3 years.

Bill Gross, who heads the world’s
largest bond fund at Pacific Manage-
ment, eliminated government-related
debt from his flagship fund. They no
longer have any U.S. Treasury bonds.
This is what he wrote recently:

If the USA were a corporation, then it
would probably have a negative net worth of
$35-$40 trillion once our ‘‘assets’ were prop-
erly accounted for. . . . No lender would lend
to such a corporation.

Is Bill Gross extreme?

Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson
said:

We believe that if we do not take decisive
action, our Nation faces the most predictable
economic crisis in its history.

Mr. Bowles, before the Budget Com-
mittee, March 8, was asked how and
when that might happen by Senator
CONRAD, our chairman. He said:

The problem is going to happen. It is a
problem we are going to have to face up to in
maybe 2 years, maybe a little less, maybe a
little more.

Simpson said this:

I think it [the crisis] could come before 2
years.

Timothy Geithner, Secretary of the
Treasury, when asked about the
Reinhart-Rogoff study—which said
when debt reaches 90 percent of GDP,
the economy of a nation slows down
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noticeably—and I believe Rogoff and
Reinhart will be testifying before the
committee tomorrow. When asked
about their analysis, that 90 percent—
your debt equals 90 percent of your
gross domestic product, your economy
is slowed and it pulls down; and we are
already at 95 percent, heading to 100
percent by September 30—Mr. Geithner
said it was an excellent study. He
didn’t say this is an extreme study. He
said this:

In some ways . . . it understates the risks,
because it is not just that countries that live
with very high debt-to-GDP ratios are con-
signed to weaker growth; they are consigned
to the damage that comes from periodic fi-
nancial crises as well.

Is Secretary Geithner extreme? Is
Admiral Mullen extreme? Senator
CONRAD, our chairman, is very con-
cerned about the trajectory we are on.
On March 15, at a Budget Committee
hearing, this is what he said:

I believe our Nation is in peril. We are hur-
tling toward a fiscal cliff. . . . We are clearly
on an unsustainable course.

Pete Domenici, who was part of the
Rivlin-Domenici debt commission,
which was similar to Bowles-Simpson,
and was also the former chairman of
the Budget Committee in the Senate,
said this:

I have never been more worried for my
country.

Are Senator CONRAD and Senator
Domenici extreme? I think not.

Only three bodies can propose spend-
ing plans. The White House budget has
been submitted. It would double our
debt, surge our interest burden, in-
crease spending at every level, and
raise taxes substantially. Tomorrow we
will have the House plan. It will be re-
leased by Budget Chairman RYAN. It is
the most serious attempt ever made to
solve America’s spending and debt
problems while saving critical pro-
grams, such as Medicare—saving those
programs. They are beginning to de-
fault now.

What does the Senate plan to do, the
Democratic Senate? Doing nothing
seems to be the plan. We have not seen
a budget proposal and haven’t had a
hearing set for the markup of a budget
proposal. I doubt that the President’s
plan will be brought forward in its
present form because it would receive
not many Democratic votes and, I sus-
pect, no Republican votes. I don’t
know.

The Senate has to do something. We
have to propose a budget and be en-
gaged in the process. We can’t stick
our heads in the sand. We cannot be in
denial. Is the President going to
change? Is he going to all of a sudden
take responsibility for the fact that we
may be heading to a fiscal crisis that
could surge unemployment, surge in-
terest rates, and place this Nation in
financial risk? We have not seen it yet.

If he does not act, what will our Sen-
ate Democratic colleagues do? I call on
them to step up and represent their
constituents, to do the right thing. We
have to do the right thing. We cannot
continue on this course.
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In my view, American leaders have
no higher duty, no greater moral re-
sponsibility than to take all the appro-
priate steps to protect the good people
we serve from a clear and present dan-
ger—a danger that has been detailed to
us with clarity and repetition by some
of America’s finest leaders.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first, let
me say how refreshing it is to hear the
Senator from Alabama, as scary as it
is, to tell the truth about the problem
we have. When I tell people back in my
State of Oklahoma—I refresh their
memories. I remember in 1996 standing
at this podium—right here—when the
Clinton budget came out for fiscal year
1996. It was a $1.5 trillion budget. I said
a $1.5 trillion budget is impossible to
sustain. And yet the budget the Sen-
ator from Alabama was talking about
was the budget of this President—and,
of course, with a majority in the House
and the Senate—that actually has a
deficit that is greater than the entire
budgets around the entire TUnited
States of America in 1996. That is the
deficit. That is what my 20 kids and
grandkids are going to have to pay for.

When you use statements that are
real and cannot be denied—and that is,
that this President in the 2 years he
has been here has increased the debt
more than all the Presidents before
him, from George Washington to
George W. Bush—it is not believable.
That is what makes it so difficult be-
cause people think: How can this pos-
sibly be? And yet, it is. That is the re-
ality.

————
COTE D’IVOIRE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, a few
minutes ago, I talked at some length
about a very significant amendment
that is going to be coming up, and that
is to take jurisdiction away from the
Environmental Protection Agency hav-
ing to do with cap and trade, some-
thing they were unable to do legisla-
tively and they are going to try to do
through regulations at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. I already
talked about that issue.

There is something that has not been
mentioned on the floor of the Senate
that I think is significant. Surprisingly
enough, hardly anyone is even aware
that it is going on. We are all con-
cerned. We hear every day about the
atrocities that are committed in Libya
and about the people who are being
mowed down. What they do not realize
is that is not the only place that is
going on.

I have to share, as much as I hate to
do it because I am disagreeing with our
State Department when I say this, but
I have to say it because somebody has
to say it. Right now, the potential of
having large numbers of people tor-
tured and murdered in Cote d’Ivoire is
taking place. Let me set the stage so
people will be aware of it.
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I have had occasion to be in Cote
d’Ivoire—some people call it the Ivory
Coast—in west Africa. It is an area
where a lot of the slave trade came
from to this country. It is a place that
has been led by a President named
Laurent Gbagbo for the last 10 years. I
first became acquainted with the coun-
try before he was President of Cote
d’Ivoire. In fact, his wife Simone—she
is now his wife; she was not his wife at
that time—was a member of Par-
liament. I sat through what happened
in 2002 when there was a real effort pri-
marily by one individual—his name is
Alassane Ouattara from the northern
part of Cote d’Ivoire—charging against
him. It is kind of interesting because
Cote d’Ivoire is one country, but in the
north, they have primarily the Muslim
area and in the south and east pri-
marily the Christian element. There
has been a real effort for quite some
time for the chosen one up there, who
is Alassane Ouattara, to defeat Presi-
dent Gbagbo.

Here is the problem. There is an elec-
tion that took place a few months ago.
It appeared that Ouattara actually
beat the incumbent President, Presi-
dent Gbagbo. We were all concerned
about whether this was a straight elec-
tion. I am going to tell you in a couple
of minutes why it was not but also try
to call this to the attention of the ad-
ministration.

In January after the election took
place, I wrote a letter to Secretary
Clinton, and I said: I wish to have you
reevaluate—I am going to have that
letter at the conclusion of my remarks
printed in the RECORD—to look at this
and evaluate this as to what actually
went on in that election and how it was
rigged.

Ouattara tried to deny involvement
in a mass slaughter that took place a
couple days ago. That was in a town
called Duekoue. Duekoue is in the
southern part, an area that is very
strongly in favor of President Gbagbo.
Somewhere between 300 and 1,000 peo-
ple in that western town of Duekoue
were slaughtered with guns and ma-
chetes.

Mr. Ouattara and his people tried to
deny their involvement in the mass
slaughter, but his forces took the town
days earlier and the Gbagbo forces
were not even near the town. They left
a week before this happened. Do not be-
lieve me, but the Guardian, which is a

British newspaper, reported last
night—I am going to quote from the
newspaper:

The U.N. mission said traditional hunters,
known as Dozos, fought alongside Ouattara’s
forces and took part in killing 330 people in
the western town of Duekoue. The Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross said at
least 800 people were killed in intercom-
munal violence in Duekoue last week.

What we do not know is that 800 plus
the 330, so roughly it is 1,000.

Guillaume Ngefa, deputy head of the
human rights division of the UN mission in
Ivory Coast, blamed 220 of the deaths on the
pro-Ouattara forces.

The full article goes into a lot of de-
tail.
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Also, a BBC reporter at Duekoue
wrote in the last 24 hours:

I spot four pigs eating something dark in a
charred courtyard. Standing by a newly dug
mass grave, a U.N. soldier from Morocco is
choking with rage and grief. I ask him if any
of the dead are children. He nods and begins
to sob, quietly, into his facemask.

I repeat, the massacre was not caused
by the Gbagbo forces but by the
Ouattara forces who had taken over
the town. President Gbagbo has called
for a cease-fire repeatedly. I repeat
that. He has called for a cease-fire but
the Ouattara forces have rejected it.
Why?

This massacre could have been avoid-
ed if Ouattara had accepted mediation
through the African Union. On March
27, the African Union sent former Cape
Verde Foreign Minister Jose Brito to
mediate between Ouattara and Gbagbo.
Gbagbo accepted the mediation.
Ouattara did not.

I have been following the events
closely in Cote d’Ivoire since last fall,
and after having spoken with various
African dignitaries, I am convinced
there is a serious question as to wheth-
er Ouattara is the legitimately elected
President of Cote d’Ivoire.

I have received substantial evidence
of massive voter fraud in the rebel-held
north of Cote d’Ivoire. That is the area
from which Ouattara comes. I have
sent the evidence to Secretary Clinton
on two occasions spanning the last few
months. One letter is where we actu-
ally have the evidence of the number of
votes that were stolen. In one letter I
pointed out—the last letter, which I
will have printed in the RECORD—the
evidence which shows that Ouattara re-
ceived 94,873 votes that were listed on a
tally sheet for one of the five regions in
the rebel-held north. Times this by
four, and it comes very close to the
margin of votes that allegedly Presi-
dent Gbagbo lost. That is 400,000 votes.

If, indeed, a similar amount of voter
fraud exists in these regions, Gbagbo is
the actual winner of the November 28
Presidential election. That is too com-
plicated. Look at it this way: In those
five regions—they do not call them pre-
cincts; some of the small ones they call
precincts, so it is a little confusing. In
the first letter I sent, I commented
that Gbagbo, in what we would call a
primary, had won thousands of votes in
each one of those five precincts up
north. However, in the primary runoff,
he got zero. I suggest to you that is a
statistical impossibility. You cannot
get zero after you had thousands of
votes.

In my letter to Secretary Clinton, I
called for the United States to support
new elections there, but thus far those
efforts have received an inadequate re-
sponse. Based on the news Ouattara has
murdered some 1,000 people in
Duekoue, I hope the United States will
reconsider its position and call for a
new election.

This Wednesday, April 6, will mark
the 17th anniversary of the 1994 Rwan-
da genocide. I went back for the anni-
versary of that genocide. I have been
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