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have to go to satisfy those clamoring 
for higher taxes that the wealthiest in 
this country are paying enough money? 

In addition to the CBO statistics on 
households, IRS statistics show that 1 
percent of the wealthiest people make 
27 percent of the income and pay 40 
percent of the income taxes. If it be 41 
or 42 percent, maybe we can look at it. 
But I never get the sense from anybody 
who is proposing these higher marginal 
tax rates on upper income people that 
they are ever going to be satisfied that 
those people are paying enough taxes. 
So I will get back to what I said. You 
could confiscate all the income earned 
by people that make over $250,000 a 
year but you are only going to run the 
government for 140 days. What do you 
do for the rest of the year if you only 
want the wealthy to pay all the taxes? 

We ought to have some principles of 
taxation that we are abiding by. I abide 
by the principle that 18 percent of the 
GDP of this country is good enough for 
the government to spend. That leaves 
82 percent in the pockets of the tax-
payers for them to decide how to spend. 
Because if 535 of us decide how to di-
vide up the resources of this country, it 
doesn’t do as much economic good. If 
the money is left in the pockets of the 
137 million taxpayers to decide whether 
to spend or to save it, and how to save 
it, or what to spend it on, it responds 
to the dynamics of our economy. They 
would be participating in the American 
free enterprise system in a way that 
the 535 Members of Congress don’t 
know enough how to do. If we relied 
upon the 535 of us to decide how to 
spend more resources of this country, 
we would not have the economic 
growth we have. We would be 
Europeanizing our economy, and we 
know that is bad. 

This principle of 18 percent of gross 
domestic product is good and it has 
been consistent throughout recent his-
tory. This chart here shows that it is 
not a straight line, but it is pretty 
even over a 50-year average. I think it 
averages out at about 18.2 percent. You 
have the marginal tax rates going back 
to 93 percent during World War II and 
staying there until, as I said, Senator 
Kennedy becomes President and he de-
cides the marginal tax rate is too high 
for the good of the economy and he re-
duces it. I am told because of the Viet-
nam war, it went up. It stayed even at 
70 percent until President Reagan. 
Then it goes down to a 50 percent mar-
ginal tax rate. Then it stays there a 
while. In 1986, it goes down to 28 per-
cent. Then we have the promise of no 
new taxes when President Bush 
reneged on that promise, and it went 
back up to almost 40 percent. Then 
they went up again here and stayed 
here, and then we had the tax decrease 
of 2001. 

Do you know what this shows? Ev-
erybody has an idea that if you raise 
the marginal tax rates, you will bring 
in more revenue. But the taxpayers, 
workers, and investors of this country 
are smarter than we are. We have had 

a 93-percent marginal tax rate—then 70 
percent, 50 percent, 28 percent, and now 
a 35-percent marginal tax rate. But, re-
gardless of the rate, you get the same 
amount of revenue, because taxpayers 
have decided they are going to give us 
bums in Washington just so much of 
their money to spend, and it works out 
to be about 18 percent of gross domes-
tic product. 

So we have a President who will 
probably give a speech today and say 
we are going to raise taxes on higher 
income people because, like him, they 
ought to pay more money. What do you 
get out of it? You can mess with these 
marginal tax rates all you want to, but 
you will bring in about the same 
amount of revenue. Why? In part be-
cause people have decided that, if we 
are going to tax them to death, they 
are going to take more leisure and they 
are going to invest in nonproductive 
investments. Bottom line—increasing 
taxes doesn’t bring more revenue into 
the federal Treasury. 

You have to keep marginal tax rates 
low so you can expand this economy. 
As we have seen, when taxes go down, 
unemployment goes down; when taxes 
go up, the incentive to employ is gone. 
So here we are. 

The national debt poses serious risk 
to the long-term economic health of 
the United States. It puts a heavy bur-
den on taxpayers who will have less 
take-home pay to save, spend and in-
vest if they have to send more money 
to Washington. 

Washington needs to champion poli-
cies that grow the economy and create 
jobs, and in turn, increases revenue to 
the federal Treasury, enabling deficit 
and debt reduction, not defend ways 
that grow the government. 

The President and 535 Members of 
Congress collectively represent many 
different constituencies across the ide-
ological, political, geographic and de-
mographic spectrum. Although rep-
resenting many, we can work as one to 
make America an even better place for 
posterity. If we continue to live beyond 
our means and get in the way of job- 
creating economic opportunity, we will 
push future generations over a fiscal 
cliff of no return. That is why Wash-
ington must clamp down on new spend-
ing and shrink the national debt. 

I hope we have a President who is 
willing to look at history and learn 
from history in his speech today. 

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

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BARRASSO. 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. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous 
consent that I be allowed to speak 
until 11:30 in morning business. 

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

THE DEBT 
Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, 

last week America’s government was 
brought to the brink of a shutdown, 
and the shutdown was avoided literally 
at the eleventh hour just last Friday. 
The same day, the President called 
Speaker BOEHNER to try to advance the 
talks. According to Politico, the Presi-
dent told Speaker BOEHNER, ‘‘We are 
the two most consequential leaders in 
the U.S. Government.’’ The President 
was right, so why was only one of those 
two leaders actively trying to lead on 
the issue of the day? Speaker BOEHNER 
was trying for weeks to put together a 
deal that could serve the American 
people, but right up until the end, the 
President was missing in action. Even 
Senator MANCHIN, a member of the 
President’s own party, said the Presi-
dent had ‘‘failed to lead this debate.’’ 

Now the President is finally saying 
he wants to talk about what steps our 
country needs to take to get our fiscal 
house in order. I really do hope the 
President is serious, but I have my 
doubts. This is a line we have heard 
from the President before. Back in 
February 2009, the President called ex-
perts to the White House for what he 
called a fiscal responsibility summit. 
In his opening remarks, the President 
said this: 

Contrary to the prevailing wisdom in 
Washington these past few years, we cannot 
simply spend as we please and defer the con-
sequences to the next budget, the next ad-
ministration, or the next generation. 

That was February 2009. For the last 
2 years of this administration, all the 
President did was add trillions of dol-
lars to that debt. 

Late last year, the President’s debt 
commission released their report on 
America’s fiscal situation, and the 
findings were sobering. According to 
the report, they said the problem is 
real, the solution will be painful, there 
is no easy way out, everything must be 
on the table, and he said Washington 
must lead. The President ignored the 
report. 

America is done waiting for him to 
take this issue seriously. Last week, 
the House Budget Committee chairman 
PAUL RYAN put forward the first con-
crete plan to address our debt crisis. 
Now the President has suddenly de-
cided that crisis needs to be addressed. 
The President has a national address 
scheduled for today, and maybe that 
will be the moment of truth. I hope it 
will not be another one of the Presi-
dent’s recycled speeches; empty words 
cannot fill America’s pockets. 

Last November, the American people 
told us they wanted the truth. They 
wanted to know their representatives 
could make tough decisions. That is 
what we heard on election day. They 
wanted to make sure there would be a 
future for their families and for their 
children. I think the American people 
deserve results. The President has paid 
them back with excuses, with delays, 
and with business as usual. 

Republicans have been the leaders on 
trying to reduce the spending. The 
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President’s party has only criticized, 
complained or, in the final moments, 
tried to take credit. They refuse to 
lead and have refused to act. 

Now the President’s party wants us 
to raise the debt ceiling in what they 
call a clean bill. That is a fancy way of 
saying they want us to borrow more 
money with no strings attached. The 
President opposed doing the same 
thing back in 2006 when he was a Sen-
ator. This is what he said then. The 
President, on the floor of the Senate, 
said: 

The fact that we are on the floor today de-
bating raising the nation’s debt limit is a 
sign of leadership failure. It is a sign the 
Government cannot pay its own bills. It is a 
sign that we now depend on ongoing finan-
cial assistance from foreign countries to fi-
nance our Government’s reckless fiscal poli-
cies. 

I would just say that if President 
Obama thought raising the debt ceiling 
at a $9 trillion level was a sign of lead-
ership failure, why then is President 
Obama asking us to raise it beyond the 
$14 trillion now? 

Facts are stubborn things. The num-
bers do not lie. Every day, this govern-
ment borrows over $4 billion. We did it 
yesterday, and we will do it today and 
tomorrow. Over 40 cents of every dollar 
Washington spends is borrowed money, 
much of it from China. Every American 
child born today and tomorrow and the 
next day owes over $45,000. Next year, 
Washington will spend 68 cents of every 
tax dollar on Social Security, on Medi-
care, on Medicaid, or interest on the 
debt. If we as a nation continue on the 
President’s path, Washington will 
spend all of what it takes in on these 
items alone. Everything else, from de-
fense to education, will be paid for on 
a budget of borrowed money. Where is 
the money going to come from? A lot 
of it from other countries, countries 
that do not always have America’s best 
interests at heart. 

John F. Kennedy once said, ‘‘Ask not 
what your country can do for you, ask 
what you can do for your country.’’ In 
a few years, that could change to, ask 
not what your country can do for you, 
ask what your country must do for 
China. Consider this: When John F. 
Kennedy was President, America only 
owed 4 percent of its debt to foreign 
countries. Today, we owe half of our 
debt to foreign countries. 

Debt is not just a disaster for our fu-
ture; the amount of debt we owe right 
now, today, is so high that it is hurting 
our employment at home. Experts tell 
us our debt is costing us 1 million jobs, 
and the evidence is clear that our debt 
is disastrous in the present as well as 
for the future. A debt such as this 
makes it harder for American families 
to buy cars and homes, to pay tuition 
for their kids to go to college, and then 
it makes it harder to create jobs for 
those kids who will be graduating this 
year and next year until we get the 
spending under control. 

The President’s party simply offers 
more of the same old failed policies 

that produced the problems in the first 
place. Some in the President’s party 
have suggested raising taxes to make 
up for the debt. I expect the President 
to do that this very day in his speech. 

The President’s speech today comes 
just a few months after he submitted 
his budget. After seeing that budget, it 
is hard to take the President seriously. 
Don’t take my word for it; one writer 
in the Washington Post said it already: 

President Obama’s budget was irrespon-
sible, failing to take on entitlements and re-
lying on rosy assumptions. 

The international magazine The 
Economist called the budget ‘‘dis-
honest.’’ 

America needs a President who shows 
real leadership and a concrete plan. 
That is what the American people are 
expecting. 

I will not vote to raise the debt ceil-
ing unless some very specific steps are 
taken. It is time we passed a balanced 
budget amendment to the Constitu-
tion. Many States have to balance 
their budgets, families have to balance 
their budgets, live within their means. 
Washington needs to do the same. 

It is also time for us to place actual 
legal limits on what we do spend. A 
statutory limit on total government 
spending will force Washington to 
make the hard decisions each year to 
get us back on track. A hard cap on 
government spending will start us on 
the path toward fiscal balance and sus-
tained growth. Ronald Reagan used to 
talk about starving the beast. That is 
what we need. Since President Obama 
took office, the beast has only grown 
fatter. 

The President’s party likes to accuse 
their opponents of being antigovern-
ment, so why didn’t the President’s 
party bother to pass a budget or fund 
the government last year when they 
should have? And why are they driving 
our government further into debt, 
hurting America’s standing and our 
credit on the world stage? 

The President’s party likes to pre-
tend they are standing up for the little 
guy. They should have listened to Ron-
ald Reagan when he said: ‘‘You can’t be 
for big government and big spending 
and big taxes and still be for the little 
guy.’’ The President and his party are 
for big government, big spending, and 
big taxes, and they are not for the lit-
tle guy. 

The fact is, the President and his 
party are not that interested in solu-
tions. Instead of solutions, the Presi-
dent’s party has hidden behind nasty 
words, words like ‘‘extreme’’ and ‘‘Dra-
conian.’’ Many American families are 
living within the same budget they had 
in 2008, and Republicans believe the 
government should do the same. Is 
spending no more than you did in 2008 
extreme or is it extreme to support 
trillions more in wasteful Washington 
spending? Is tightening our belts like 
families do Draconian or is it Draco-
nian to spend money we don’t have and 
force our children to pay it back? 

Some members of the President’s 
party have gone even further. One lead-

er of the President’s party said that 
Republicans wanted to starve 6 million 
seniors. That is a pretty disturbing 
claim. The problem is, the Washington 
Post said that she made it up. This 
same person called the Ryan plan a 
‘‘path to poverty’’—a ‘‘path to pov-
erty,’’ she said—‘‘for America’s seniors 
and children.’’ The Ryan plan doesn’t 
affect anyone over the age of 55. It 
saves Medicare for those who have not 
gotten there yet, and it stops the 
spending that puts every American on 
the path to permanent poverty. Mean-
while, the President says he doesn’t 
want to point fingers. Yet so far his 
White House has responded to the Ryan 
plan by doing nothing but point fin-
gers. They went back to their same old 
bag of tricks, and they tried to scare 
our seniors and their families. 

The President also accused Congress 
of playing games. Yet his first budget 
was nothing but a giant game of kick 
the can, and his address today looks 
more likely to be just another cam-
paign speech rather than a legitimate 
plan for the future. 

The time has come to lead, not sit on 
the sidelines. The time has come for 
the President to act, not just to talk. 
As a doctor and a Senator, I believe our 
economy is in need of critical care. Our 
budget is hemorrhaging. There is not a 
quick or easy fix. A bandaid will not 
help this patient. Treatment cannot be 
delayed. The time to act is now. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SESSIONS. 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. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, as 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, I am concerned about where we 
are as a nation, as we struggle to get 
our house in order. The chairman and 
cochairman of the Debt Commission, 
Erskine Bowles, Senator Alan Simp-
son, have told us we are facing the 
most predictable financial crisis in our 
Nation’s history. When asked when we 
could have a financial crisis, we are 
talking about another recession, a dou-
ble dip, or maybe worse, maybe a 
worldwide cataclysm from excessive 
debt—hopefully not—but that is what 
they told us we are facing, the most 
predictable crisis in history. 

We have gone 714 days in this Con-
gress without passing a budget as we 
are required to do. The Budget Act re-
quires Congress to pass a budget by 
April 15, and we have not achieved 
that. That is particularly problematic 
at a time of national crisis. 

I see my colleague Senator CORKER 
from Tennessee here, who has worked 
very hard with some constructive bi-
partisan efforts to do something about 
the debt trajectory we are on. But I 
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guess I want to first ask him, as a high-
ly successful mayor of Chattanooga, re-
ceived great plaudits around the coun-
try and within the State for his leader-
ship, he had to deal with real numbers, 
real expenditures, and real budgets. As 
a very successful businessman, he has 
had the same challenge. So I guess I 
would ask him for his perspective, hav-
ing been in the Senate now several 
years, what he thinks if we as a cor-
poration, a mayor, or a nation, facing 
the most severe debt crisis perhaps in 
its history, that we have not had a 
budget and do not have a plan. I guess 
my first question, Senator CORKER is, 
how, from a businessman, a former 
mayor who had to run a city and bal-
ance your budget, what is your per-
spective? 

Mr. CORKER. I was on the floor last 
week as we talked about the con-
tinuing resolution. I said that the most 
frustrating thing to me coming to this 
body—I have been here now 4 years—is 
we never know where we are going. 

It is an amazing thing to have 535 
people serving in Congress, and there is 
no roadmap whatsoever as to what we 
are going to do. I think it is pretty evi-
dent, by the time we have this debt 
ceiling vote—that I think most people 
perceive to be the real line of demarca-
tion—I think it is evident we are not 
going to have a budget passed again 
even for that. 

So I have been working with the Sen-
ator and the other Senators on the 
floor and people on the other side of 
the aisle. I think one thing I can say is 
that, on this issue and candidly on 
every issue, I have no desire to mes-
sage. I want to solve this problem as 
you do. I know you have been a leader 
on this fiscal issue, as have Senators 
ISAKSON and BARRASSO and others. 

I want us to solve this problem. I 
think if you have not even had a hear-
ing yet on the budget, it is likely that 
we will not have a budget this year, 
which is pretty amazing. So what I am 
trying to do is put in place something 
called the CAP Act. I have worked with 
a number of Senators on that, where 
what we will do is take where we are 
spending, our national spending rel-
ative to our economy, and we will take 
it down to the 40-year average of 20.6 
percent in the post-entitlement period. 

If we do that, we can save our coun-
try 7.6 versus existing policy over the 
next decade, which goes a long way to-
ward solving the problem. It totally re-
verses the amount of indebtedness we 
are accumulating as a country. So I am 
working—since I do not think we are 
going to have a budget, which is pretty 
amazing—working on another route so 
we actually know where we are going. 

Generally to the American people, 
they have to watch us and think, what 
in the world is going on in this dys-
functional body. We have got $3.7 tril-
lion being spent, $2.2 trillion coming 
in. There is no plan whatsoever to deal 
with that. We are going to have to cre-
ate other vehicles to deal with that. So 
I am generally working with people on 

both sides of the aisle to come to that 
end. 

I thank the Senator for his efforts on 
the budget, but I will say to you and 
say to the American people, as I have 
said many times, I have never been in 
a place that is more dysfunctional. No 
matter what the American people 
think about the way we handle their 
money, I promise you it is even worse. 
And I do hope—I am glad the Presi-
dent, by the way, is going to address 
this issue at 1:35 today. I know that 
PAUL RYAN has put forth a budget 
which is a roadmap, and I appreciate so 
much his effort. 

But as a country, I think we all know 
we have to deal with this issue in a se-
rious way. Spending is at all-time 
highs. We have not been here since 
1945, on Federal spending relative to 
our economy. I know others want to 
speak and have other appointments 
and I will stop. I thank the Senator for 
his leadership. This is the No. 1 issue 
for Americans. It threatens our na-
tional security. It threatens our eco-
nomic security. And between now and 
the time we vote on the debt ceiling in-
crease, it is my hope we will solve this 
problem and move into a different di-
rection. 

Thank you. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 

for his work. I think the legislative 
statutory cap on spending is something 
I have worked with Senator MCCASKILL 
on, you have worked with her on, and 
has potential to help us deal with the 
crisis we are in. 

I will agree with the Senator, and I 
truly feel the American people have a 
right to be angry with Congress, be-
cause Congress has run up the largest 
deficits in history. We are on a trajec-
tory that every witness we have had 
before the Budget Committee, and 
some fabulous witnesses outside of the 
government, all say it is an 
unsustainable path that places our Na-
tion at risk. We have no real plan to 
deal with it. We should never have been 
in such a deep hole. So I think people 
have a right to be upset with us. 

Senator ISAKSON, I know, is one of 
Georgia’s most successful and effective 
businessmen. He has been involved in 
running the Education Department in 
the State of Georgia. I guess I would 
ask the Senator as a businessman, and 
as an American citizen, how do you feel 
about where we are? Do you think we 
are in a serious crisis that requires us 
to alter our business-as-usual ap-
proach, do we have to take tough deci-
sions, or is it something we sort of hold 
off and maybe things will get better in 
the future? 

Mr. ISAKSON. I thank the Senator 
from Alabama for the question. I will 
tell you this, I was in the real estate 
business for 33 years. Leverage is essen-
tial in real estate. You have to borrow 
money and put in equity as well to 
make a real estate transaction work. 
You cannot just do it for all cash. But 
too much leverage will destroy you. 
America has just been through a period 

where many American homeowners 
were destroyed by too much leverage. 
They borrowed more than they could 
afford to pay in order to borrow for a 
house. 

The United States of America is at 
the point where we have too much le-
verage. We have too much debt. Our 
deficit continues to escalate, adding to 
that debt. I tried to think—when I 
thought about what I would say this 
morning, I did not know you would ask 
the questions you asked. But it is ap-
propriate that you did. 

I was trying to think of an example 
we could put forward of a leader in the 
private sector who addressed a tremen-
dous problem America faced and solved 
it. You know who that leader was? Lee 
Iacocca. I do not know how many of 
you will remember it, but in the 1970s 
Chrysler was busted. The cars did not 
work, people did not buy them, they 
were going broke, they had too much 
debt. They hired a guy named Lee Ia-
cocca, brought him up from the ranks 
and said: Lee, we need to fix this com-
pany or we are going broke. Lee Iacoc-
ca as a leader put everything on the 
table: benefits, how they made their 
cars, discipline, rules, everything. He 
brought everybody to the table, the 
labor unions, the workers, the advisers, 
the economists, and the board of direc-
tors. 

He said: Look, we do not even care 
who takes credit, we need to fix the 
Chrysler Motor Corporation. In a short 
period of time, Chrysler went from the 
worst rated consumer satisfaction to 
the best. They raised the guarantee on 
their product. They reduced their debt 
by efficiencies, and they became the 
most productive automaker of their 
time in the 1970s. 

America has the ability to return to 
our productive times but only through 
leadership. I am looking forward to the 
President’s remarks today. I hope he 
will be a Lee Iacocca. I hope he will not 
take things off the table. I hope he will 
not play politics with where we go. All 
of us have to decide to put everything 
on the table and make sure we 
prioritize America’s future and get our 
debt and deficit under control. 

I just had the Georgia Hospital Asso-
ciation leave my office. I will tell you 
the last thing I told them. They were 
talking about, please make sure we do 
not cut this, that, and the other. I said: 
You know, medicine is 17 percent of 
gross domestic product, but it is about 
80 percent of our challenge in terms of 
Medicare and Medicaid with the future 
years of the debt and the deficit. We 
are going to have to put everything on 
the table. We are going to have to 
make sure we rein in our expenses 
while not destroying 17 percent of the 
private sector. 

Quite frankly, I fear the health care 
bill that passed in December of 2009, 
and was signed last year in March, is a 
bill that is overly prescriptive, overly 
regulatory, and disincentivizes com-
petition in terms of health care. 

I hope the President will be open to 
suggestions in terms of bringing about 
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competition, making our citizens con-
sumers, making sure we are price com-
petitive in the delivery of the best 
health care in the world, not a govern-
ment that tries to manage everything 
and be so prescriptive. 

Yes, we have a problem, but we are a 
great country where Republicans and 
Democrats need to sit down at their 
kitchen table like the American people 
and make decisions that are in the best 
interest of their future. 

I commend Senator CORKER on the 
CAP Act. It is the right way to go. I 
also want to bring up the biennial 
budget. I know the Senator from Ala-
bama is the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, and I have talked 
to Chairman CONRAD about this. We 
have an example that works, and that 
is to change the way we do our busi-
ness. 

In the last 3 years we have had 4 
hours of debate on spending $10 tril-
lion. That is not the way to run a rail-
road. We need to change our process 
from an annual appropriation to a bi-
ennial appropriation where we appro-
priate money in odd-numbered years 
and we spend in even-numbered years, 
which are election years, looking for 
savings and waste and reprioritizing 
the way we spend money. 

I know this must be true for the 
Budget Committee, and I know myself, 
if I am given the time and the task of 
finding savings or overexpenditures, if 
I am given the charge of doing so, I can 
do it. But if I am told to come in Janu-
ary, raise my right hand, and then by 
October pass as much spending as I 
can, I will spend too much money. It is 
human nature. 

The American people ask of us only 
to do what they have to do. They don’t 
have the luxury of too much leverage. 
If they borrow too much, they go bank-
rupt. We need to empower the Amer-
ican people by the Congress doing what 
the American people have to do. 

The biennial budget, the CAP Act, 
and then Senator HATCH, with a num-
ber of Senators in this body, have in-
troduced the balanced budget amend-
ment—those are three components that 
change the paradigm, the process, and 
I guarantee will change the result. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I couldn’t agree 
more. I have been a long supporter of 
the biennial 2-year budget. I do believe 
it can work. It has a large amount of 
bipartisan support in the Congress. It 
can help us. I see Senators BLUNT and 
BARRASSO. I believe Senator BLUNT was 
here first. He has been involved in the 
leadership of the House of Representa-
tives for many years. He is already 
showing himself to be a very wise and 
valuable contributor to our debate. 

First, I would like to ask him, does 
he think the American people have a 
right to be unhappy with their leader-
ship when they wake up and find that 
we have had $1 trillion deficits for 3 
years in a row and will virtually aver-
age a $1 trillion deficit for the next 10 
years and there is no plan in the Sen-
ate except the President’s budget that 

he submitted to us, that has the defi-
cits increasing in years 7, 8, 9, 10 to $1.2 
trillion in the tenth year? Is this an 
unsustainable path? Don’t the Amer-
ican people have a right to be upset 
with us and demand that we stop busi-
ness as usual? 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the Senator. Of 
course, they have every right to be 
mad. They have every right to be as 
frustrated as we are that the work in 
which the Senator from Alabama is so 
involved as the leading Republican on 
the Budget Committee hasn’t been able 
to produce a result. We are unlikely to 
have a budget again this year. 

I was just asked by a reporter walk-
ing over here—and, yes, I was in the 
House for some time before I came to 
the Senate—for somebody like you who 
has been in Washington, wasn’t the tea 
party a big challenge? 

I said: No, the tea party was not a big 
challenge. They were a great oppor-
tunity for us to have someone out 
there talking about getting this spend-
ing under control. And I listed the 
struggle we were involved in before 
Senator BARRASSO got to the Senate, 
where we actually took on entitlement 
spending in 2005. As I recall that effort, 
I got lots of calls on entitlement spend-
ing reforms, where we cut entitlement 
spending the only time in a decade by 
$40 billion. I got lots of calls, and not 
one of them was supportive of cutting 
spending. As far as I know, every phone 
I had rang everywhere I had a phone 
for 100 days, as far as I know, all the 
time. No matter how early we came in 
or how late we were leaving, those 
phones were all ringing. Every call 
was: Don’t cut my program. 

As Senator ISAKSON said, as he was 
talking to the friends we are seeing 
today from hospitals around the coun-
try, the ones from Georgia, we have to 
look at everything. We have to look at 
ways to produce better results. The 
government is the last place left in 
America—and this relates to govern-
ment at almost every level and almost 
every government at every level— 
where we measure how much we care 
about something based on how much 
we spend on it instead of the results we 
get. 

Everybody else, 20 years ago, made 
the decision if they were going to be 
competitive they had to produce a bet-
ter product, a better result, and spend 
less money producing that better re-
sult. Only the government still thinks 
the other way—and we do this without 
a plan, apparently. The Senator can 
correct me if I am wrong because the 
Senator is a student of the budget in 
ways that are not exceeded by anybody 
in the Senate, but we are still trying to 
finish last year’s work. I think it is the 
only time in the history of the Budget 
Act where neither House of the Con-
gress passed a budget. There have been 
times when both of them passed them 
and couldn’t agree. There have prob-
ably been times when somebody didn’t 
pass one but never a time when nobody 
passed a budget. Nobody passed a sin-

gle one of the 12 appropriations bills it 
takes to run the government. How irre-
sponsible can we be? 

Now we have this situation where we 
are spending so much more money than 
we are taking in, and the numbers are 
so big it is hard to be as afraid of them 
as we should because who knows how 
much money $3.8 trillion is. It is not 
just Senators and House Members; I 
don’t think the Secretary of the Treas-
ury really knows how much money 
that is. But we are spending way more 
than we are taking in. 

Have we ever had a time before when 
neither House of the Congress passed a 
budget? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I am not aware of it. 
We are now 715 days without a budget. 
This is particularly problematic since 
we are facing such an acknowledged 
debt crisis. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury Geithner came before the Budget 
Committee. I asked him a number of 
questions. I asked him about the 
Rogoff and Reinhart study that says 
when our debt reaches over 90 percent 
of our economy, 90 percent of GDP, it 
causes the economy to slow down, be 
dragged down by that debt 1 percent of 
GDP. So if it was going to increase it 3 
percent, it would increase it 2; and this 
amounts to, another study says, 1 mil-
lion jobs. One percent of GDP growth is 
1 million new jobs added. So it is very 
serious. 

I asked him was that true. By the 
way, I think my colleagues are aware 
that we are past 95 percent of GDP 
today. We are over the 90 percent 
mark, and by September 30, we are pro-
jected to be 100 percent. So we are well 
above the number. The true number is 
not the public debt but the gross debt, 
and the gross debt would be 100 percent 
by the end of September. 

Mr. Geithner said, yes, he agrees 
with the study that shows it pulls down 
the growth, and added: It is in many 
ways more serious than that because it 
could lead to a debt crisis, the kind of 
thing Erskine Bowles, the President’s 
choice to head the debt commission, 
has warned could happen. We have a re-
sponsibility to lead the Nation that 
avoids us undertaking a crisis that we 
can see coming. We have a clear and 
present danger to the American Repub-
lic, this debt. 

Mr. Bowles, a businessman, President 
Clinton’s Chief of Staff, the choice to 
head the debt commission by President 
Obama, told us we are facing the most 
predictable debt crisis in our history, 
and it could happen within 2 years. I 
think this is really serious. 

We have to change business. I think 
the momentum from the American 
people in this past election was basi-
cally a statement saying, we don’t 
know what the problem is; it is all con-
voluted. But I believe as the Senator 
indicated at the beginning, the Amer-
ican people have a right to say: Get it 
together and fix this problem. 

Mr. BLUNT. If the Senator will yield 
for another moment, while we have a 
hard time dealing with these big num-
bers—and I think they approach now 
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$3.8 trillion in spending and $2.2 trillion 
in money coming in—we are adding $4 
billion a day. We are borrowing $4 bil-
lion a day. So in the time we had a con-
tinuing resolution for 10 days to try to 
decide how we cut spending, we bor-
rowed more money in that 10 days than 
we saved. 

Then people said: That is Draconian. 
It is terrible. We can’t spend this much 
money and continue to do it. 

If your family was bringing in $22,000 
a year and spending $38,000 a year, and 
you had already borrowed way more 
money than any bank should lend you, 
as you just suggested, you would know 
that was a problem you couldn’t sus-
tain very long. If your business was 
bringing in $2.2 million a year and 
spending $3.8 million a year, you would 
know you are not going to be in busi-
ness very long. Those are the kinds of 
real-world situations we have multi-
plied by thousands of times, but it has 
to be solved. The blueprint to solve 
that is the budget. We don’t have one. 

The Senator’s responsibility for the 
country is to be in that budget fight. I 
know the Senator is there. I know he is 
frustrated we don’t have a blueprint, 
but we need a blueprint. Then we need 
to spend lots of time on this floor and 
in committees figuring out how we 
produce a better result and spend less 
money and what the Federal Govern-
ment is doing that just simply isn’t 
well done, and shouldn’t be done, and 
constitutionally there is no authoriza-
tion to do and stop doing that. 

I am pleased to be in this fight with 
the Senator from Alabama and with 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. SESSIONS. It is a very serious 
crisis. The President submitted a budg-
et to the Congress 2 months ago. I am 
hoping and expect that if he makes big 
changes in his plan for the future, we 
will see that in real numbers and not 
just a vague vision. A vision gets too 
close to being a dream. It gets too close 
to being of vapors. We are in a real sit-
uation with real money. 

I have been a very aggressive critic of 
the President’s budget. I believe it is 
the most irresponsible budget ever pre-
sented to Congress. We are facing a 
systemic, deep, long-term crisis. Ev-
erybody knows it. His budget raised 
taxes $1.7 trillion. His spending was 
even more. In the net projection over 
10 years, he would increase the debt of 
America $3 trillion more than the cur-
rent trend we are on. Instead of taking 
us off the trend, it accelerates the 
trend. It was a stunning development. 

For example, at a time when infla-
tion is 2 percent or so—according to 
the experts, at least, low inflation—he 
is proposing in his budget that the 
State Department have a 10.5-percent 
increase, an 11-percent increase for 
education, a 9.5-percent increase for 
the Energy Department, and a 60-per-
cent increase in the Transportation De-
partment to fund high-speed rail with 
no money to back that up. It is stun-
ning to me that we could have those 
kinds of increases proposed in a formal 

written document—four volumes—that 
the President is required to submit 
that I have on my desk back in the of-
fice. And he makes no projections in 
that document to change any of the 
unsustainable problems we have with 
Medicare, Social Security, Medicaid— 
zero reform. 

I understand he may talk about that 
this afternoon. I hope he will. But I be-
lieve he should go further—if he is 
going to propose changes—in that we 
need a new budget. We need to see what 
the numbers are. That is what Con-
gressman RYAN and the House Repub-
lican Budget Committee have done. 
They have produced a real budget that 
can be analyzed and scored, as we call 
it, by the Congressional Budget Office. 

If he is going to make changes in his 
plans for the future, I truly believe the 
President should talk more than about 
vision and dreams for the future but 
give us real numbers. 

Senator BARRASSO, an orthopedic 
surgeon, has served in the legislature 
in Wyoming and has been a tremendous 
advocate on many issues, none more 
important than the health care debate 
we had. 

I say to Senator BARRASSO, as some-
one who has not been too long in Wash-
ington and has already been elected to 
the leadership in the Republican 
Party—well deserved as a result of 
your proven acts—how do you feel we 
are handling the American people’s 
money? What thoughts does the Sen-
ator have? 

(Mr. FRANKEN assumed the chair.) 
Mr. BARRASSO. Well, it is my im-

pression that in so many ways Wash-
ington gets it wrong. The Senator is 
correct. I appreciate his leadership. 

I did have the opportunity to serve in 
our State legislature in Wyoming for 5 
years. The constitution in Wyoming 
says you have to balance your budget 
every year. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Well, did you do 
that? 

Mr. BARRASSO. We balanced our 
budget every year, just like the fami-
lies in Alabama or Wyoming have to 
balance their budget every year and 
have to live within their means. That 
is what we do. You take a look at the 
revenue, and then you do not spend any 
more than that. You live within your 
means. That is what families do. It is 
what the State does. That is why I was 
so proud to stand with the Senator as 
one of the cosponsors of the balanced 
budget amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution. I think this country has to 
balance its budget and do it every year. 

The President’s spokesman yester-
day—kind of the word of the day at the 
White House seemed to be ‘‘vision.’’ He 
kept saying the President is going to 
give his ‘‘vision.’’ The day before, the 
word was ‘‘balance.’’ In his press con-
ference, he kept saying the word ‘‘bal-
ance.’’ I would like to hear a vision 
that we have to balance the budget of 
the United States. That is what I want 
to hear from the President today when 
he gives his speech at 1:30 this after-

noon. I do not want to hear some recy-
cled speech about, well, raise taxes, but 
that is what I am anticipating from the 
President. 

I have talked to people in Wyoming 
after church on Sunday morning, and 
they have seen you, I say to the Sen-
ator, on Sunday morning talk shows— 
I think last week with Bob Schieffer; 
‘‘Meet the Press’’ the week before that. 

They say: Do you know that Senator? 
I say: Yes, I do. 
They say: Well, he makes us proud 

because he talks about the kinds of 
values we have—living within our 
means, balancing our budgets, not 
leaving our children or our grand-
children with mountains of debt. 

They agree with the Senator when he 
makes his statement about—I think 
the Senator quoted someone from the 
budget commission about this is a pre-
dictable crisis that is coming. 

Mike Mullen, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, said the greatest threat 
to our Nation’s security is the debt. 
And look how much we owe to foreign 
countries, significant amounts to 
China. You cannot continue to be a 
great nation with a debt like that to 
foreign countries, often moneys owed 
to people who are not our friends, who 
do not necessarily have our own best 
interest at heart. 

So it is incumbent upon us as a na-
tion to get this spending under control. 
That is what I see as the main issue. 
Hearing Senator ISAKSON on the floor 
and Senator BLUNT and others talking 
about this, it is why all 47 Republican 
Senators together unanimously en-
dorsed the idea and cosponsored a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution, because we know that is the 
responsible thing to do. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I agree with the Sen-
ator, that is common sense. 

Alabama Governor Dr. Bentley, a 
fine physician, announced that we are 
going to have to cut through the rest of 
the year in the discretionary spending 
15 percent because we have a constitu-
tional amendment that says the budget 
has to be balanced. Of course, we do 
not have that in Washington. But what 
would the Senator say if someone—the 
American people—asked you: Well, 
Senator, I hear the President is pro-
posing an 11-percent increase in edu-
cation, a 10-percent increase in the En-
ergy Department, a 10-percent increase 
in the State Department, $60 billion for 
the Transportation Department, at a 
time when we are going broke and 
spending money the likes of which we 
ought never to have spent before? How 
would the people in Wyoming react to 
that? 

Mr. BARRASSO. Well, they would 
want to know if whoever would say 
such a thing was actually still con-
nected to the reality of the real world 
and trying to live within our means. 
You cannot do that. You cannot do 
that for very long at all. 

When you look at the President’s 
budget, when you look at the spending 
that has come out of this administra-
tion and you look at the debt our coun-
try has accumulated since the time 
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George Washington became President, 
what you see is that from the time 
George Washington became President 
until the time George W. Bush left the 
White House, this President, through 
his spending and his budgets, has dou-
bled the national debt in 5 years and 
tripling it in 10. That is what this 
budget he had submitted to the Con-
gress just not that long ago—a couple 
months ago—has done. 

Now we are going to hear a new—I 
am not sure what we are going to hear 
today. Are we going to hear him stand-
ing behind the budget? The President 
put together a debt commission to take 
a look at this. I am still not sure where 
he stands on his own commission—the 
President’s own commission—what his 
position is on that, because they have 
taken some strong positions, where he 
is in relationship to the reality we are 
facing today with this predictable cri-
sis coming. So it will be interesting to 
hear what the President says this 
afternoon and what his new vision 
might be. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I think that is right. 
We are talking about, is this a huge re-
versal from what we got just 2 months 
ago because it did not address Medi-
care, Medicaid, Social Security that 
now we hear he might be addressing. 

The Senator mentioned the debt 
commission. They spent most of the 
last year studying and hearing experts, 
becoming exceedingly concerned about 
the future. Mr. Erskine Bowles, who 
was chosen by President Obama to 
head that commission, when he first 
saw the President’s budget, said: It is 
nowhere near what is necessary to 
avoid a fiscal nightmare. 

This is really serious. The budget the 
President submitted here was rejected 
by his own Chairman, saying: It is no-
where near what is necessary to avoid 
a fiscal nightmare. Since then, he has 
followed up to say: This is the most 
predictable crisis the Nation has ever 
faced. He said: Not just for our grand-
children, it could impact us now. 

So I ask the Senator: Don’t you 
think, if the President is going to 
make a speech and announce a change 
in his policy, he should—as the House 
budget people have done—submit a 
budget to the Congress that can be 
analyzed by the Congressional Budget 
Office, scored, and we can actually use 
it as part of the discussion about how 
to bring debt under control? 

Mr. BARRASSO. My impression is 
that he should have a responsibility to 
do that and do it for Congress. 

Last week, there was going to be a 
major speech—last week or the week 
before—on energy at a local university. 
He went and made a speech on energy, 
and the headline was that it was the 
same old speech on the same old issues, 
and very little new was there. So the 
concern today is, we are not hearing 
anything in front of Congress. It is a 
speech at a local university. I am hop-
ing to hear what a real vision is. What 
is the roadmap and the specifics? 

The other Chairman of the debt com-
mission—you mentioned Erskine 

Bowles—the other was Senator Al 
Simpson from Wyoming. He was quoted 
today to say: We need specifics. If the 
President just talks in generalities, 
that is not going to go very far. 

I think specifics is what the Senator 
just outlined. As the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee, you would 
actually like to see numbers on a piece 
of paper that can be scored, and we can 
go look through it and say: Will this 
work? Will this not work? How do the 
numbers add up? Let’s get into the spe-
cific details because that is what we 
are looking at. When you have a nation 
that is spending $3.8 trillion or $3.7 tril-
lion and only bringing in $2.2 trillion, 
the problem is we are spending too 
much. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Absolutely. I just 
have to say, let’s be frank about it. We 
had one budget submitted to both 
Houses of Congress from the President 
just 2 months ago, and it was very irre-
sponsible and has gotten no support 
that I can see anywhere. But the House 
is on track, it looks like, to pass a 
budget this week that will be forward- 
looking and substantive and alter the 
debt trajectory we are on, put us on a 
path to prosperity, because the biggest 
and really, to me, only real threat to 
our economic vitality and our ability 
to bounce back from this recession is 
the debt we are carrying. 

But I have to acknowledge the Sen-
ator’s former colleague, Senator Simp-
son, and Erskine Bowles said this 
about PAUL RYAN’s proposed budget in 
the House: that it is ‘‘a serious, honest, 
straightforward approach to addressing 
our nation’s enormous fiscal chal-
lenges’’—our ‘‘enormous fiscal chal-
lenges.’’ 

All right. They go on to say this, and 
I think it is relevant, as the Senator 
suggested, to the President’s speech 
this afternoon. They go on to say: 
Going forward, anyone who issues an 
alternative plan to Chairman RYAN’s 
should be held to the same standard 
when offering their own solutions. We 
simply cannot back away from these 
issues. 

I know that is a firm, strong state-
ment. I know it is probably different 
from what we are going to hear from 
the President, which is ‘‘speech’’ and 
‘‘vision’’ and ‘‘hopes.’’ But doesn’t the 
Senator think we do have a right? 
Aren’t they correct—this bipartisan 
commission, appointed by the Presi-
dent—aren’t these leaders correct to 
say: We expect you, Mr. President, to 
fulfill your statutory duty to submit a 
real budget, and if you have changed it 
from the one you submitted earlier, 
submit us a new budget. 

Mr. BARRASSO. I think that would 
be the only responsible thing to do be-
cause right now the Congress is dealing 
with the budget that was submitted a 
couple months ago. That is the con-
fines in which we are working. So it 
will be interesting to hear what the 
President says a little further down the 
line from now. 

I see Senator COATS from Indiana is 
joining us on the floor. He knows that 

in Indiana, families who are trying to 
live within their means and make ends 
meet and paying more for gasoline now 
due to the President’s energy policies— 
about $700 more per family a year for 
gasoline. If they are trying to deal with 
bills and the mortgage and kids, it 
makes it that much harder. So families 
get it. Families know what happens 
when there is a squeeze, and they cut 
back on their spending for other 
things. That is what this country needs 
to do right now. That is what we need 
to do as a nation. 

I am so glad Senator COATS has re-
turned to the Senate because he had 
been here previously and has now re-
turned to join us to give us some of his 
sage advice and recommendations, and 
it is really wonderful to work with 
him. 

I say to the Senator from Alabama, I 
know you welcome him as well. But 
with that, let me say thank you so 
much for your leadership. As I told the 
Senator, the people of Wyoming after 
church say: Do you know that guy who 
was on television this morning? He 
sure did express the values we all have. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I think the American 
people get it. I think the American 
people understand that the driving 
issue of our time is the debt that 
threatens every good and hopeful wish 
we have for the future of our country. 

Senator COATS, who is one of our fin-
est Members of the Senate—he left us, 
served as Ambassador to Germany, 
spent a number of years in Europe, and 
then came back and has been reelected. 

Let me ask him, fundamentally, this 
question. Pete Domenici—you served 
with Pete—served with a Democratic 
wise lady, Alice Rivlin, on another debt 
commission. He testified before the 
Budget Committee recently: I have 
never feared more for my country. 
That was a deep, personal statement 
from Pete Domenici, who chaired the 
Budget Committee in the Senate pre-
viously. I ask the Senator, what are 
you hearing from your constituents, 
and what is your belief at this time in 
history about the dangers we face? 

Mr. COATS. Well, it is interesting 
that the Senator asks that question be-
cause I just left my office and a meet-
ing with Pete Domenici literally 15 
minute ago. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Really? 
Mr. COATS. Because he came in to 

express that same urgency and burden. 
As former chairman of the Budget 
Committee here for so many years, he 
certainly understands the current fis-
cal situation. His views echo the voices 
and views of people across this coun-
try—from economists, whether they 
are liberal or conservative, whether 
they are from Harvard or Indiana Uni-
versity, the whole spectrum—saying 
this is an emergency, this is an urgent 
fiscal crisis we face. The time to ad-
dress this crisis is now, not later. This 
has to rise above political consider-
ations for 2012 because our country is 
on the precipice, and unless action is 
taken now, it may very well be too 
late. 
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We have had a number of these ses-

sions as a caucus, and we have even 
had some meetings with our colleagues 
from the other party, where experts 
have come before us—again, not car-
rying any kind of ideological bent on 
this thing but basically saying: Look 
at the numbers. Do the math. By the 
way, it is not calculus, it is third grade 
math. When we spend $3.7 trillion and 
our revenues are only $2.2 trillion, we 
have a huge $1.5 trillion deficit, and 
this has happened year after year after 
year. Cumulatively, we are well over $4 
trillion in debt over just the last 3 
years, and this is going to skyrocket 
from here. So it is not as if we are at 
the peak. With the aging population 
and the increase in mandatory spend-
ing coming down faster than we can 
deal with it, we are in a dire situation. 

Here is the reason I came back to the 
Senate. People ask all the time: Why in 
the world, after a lot of years of service 
in the House of Representatives and in 
the Senate, as an ambassador over-
seas—you are of retirement age—why 
don’t you enjoy the fruits of your la-
bors? Why would you want to throw 
yourself back into the arena, particu-
larly at such a critical time when the 
decisions you are going to have to 
make are not going to always be pop-
ular and when the requirements of 
what we are going to have to engage in 
to do what we need to do are going to 
be very demanding? The answer is, for 
the sole reason that I also have this 
great fear within me that we are seeing 
a country that has been the most pros-
perous free country in the history of 
civilization about to unwind. We have 
spent ourselves into a situation where 
we are literally at the crisis point. 

So I came back for one primary rea-
son. As much as I enjoy seeing my 
former colleagues and being in the 
business of being a Senator and rep-
resenting the people of Indiana, I came 
for one reason only; that is, I have such 
a concern about the future of this 
country. I have three children and 
eight grandchildren now, another one 
just born recently. But it is not just 
my grandchildren, it is America’s 
grandchildren and America’s children 
whom we are loading debt onto that 
they are not going to be able to dig out 
of. It is going to deny them the oppor-
tunities we have had in our genera-
tion—to save money so we can go to 
college and get a good education, so we 
can get married and have a family and 
afford to buy a home, so we can enjoy 
the opportunities that freedom and 
prosperity have brought to us as a na-
tion. 

It not only affects us domestically, 
but it affects our role on the inter-
national scene. Already, NATO is say-
ing we can’t do this alone in Libya. We 
need America. I am not getting into 
the issue of whether we should be en-
gaged in Libya. That is not the point. 
The point is that be it a tsunami or a 
nuclear accident or a flood or a dis-
aster anyplace in the world, who is the 
first to show up and the only one with 

the capacity to deal with it? The 
United States—the U.S. Navy, the U.S. 
Marines, U.S. troops not carrying guns 
but carrying water, carrying food, 
bringing aid, first aid ships. Whom does 
the world turn to in times of distress 
and disaster? It is America. America 
has been a generous nation because we 
have had the capacity to be a generous 
nation. All of that is at risk. So wheth-
er it is domestic or whether it is inter-
national, we are at risk. 

We know we cannot solve this prob-
lem unless we can work together. We 
don’t control two of the three thirds of 
government. We control the House of 
Representatives, and we have seen 
what PAUL RYAN and others have done 
there, including JOHN BOEHNER, to get 
us started on this process of what we 
need to do. But we have not done that 
yet in the Senate. We are trying to 
work with our colleague so we can. But 
in the end, if the President of the 
United States does not engage in this 
effort, we will not succeed. We can talk 
all we want. We can present all the 
plans we want, but until the President 
gets engaged, we are not going to suc-
ceed because he is the one who ulti-
mately has to sign this bill. He is the 
one who ultimately has to sign off on 
it. 

Currently, and for the last 3 months, 
he has been totally AWOL, off doing 
other things, at a time while the house 
is burning down. I am hopeful that, in 
just 1 hour and 10 minutes or so, the 
President will come forward not with 
nice phrases, not with generalities, not 
with fluff that we heard in the State of 
the Union Address—some nice sounding 
things but no backup—but with spe-
cifics: Here is what his plan is. I hope 
what I hear from him is: I, the Presi-
dent of the United States, Barack 
Obama, want to sit down and get in the 
arena with Republicans and Democrats 
in the House and in the Senate and 
work together to avoid this potential 
crisis; and I agree this is not something 
we can do in 2013. This is not some-
thing we can play politics with. This is 
not something we can defer. We must 
do it now. 

I believe the American people—I can 
speak for Hoosiers in Indiana; I can’t 
speak for other States, but I believe 
the people in Indiana, and I think this 
is true across America—understand 
this better than a lot of the politicians 
do. They understand this because they 
are part of families that have to meet 
budgets. They are businesses that have 
to put the payroll to pay their employ-
ees. They cannot allow themselves to 
get so drastically in debt that they are 
not going to be able to recover. So they 
are asking us to take leadership, to 
step up and do it, make decisions not 
for one’s personal political future but 
for the future of America. The Presi-
dent needs to join us in that effort. 

I am hoping and praying that in 1 
hour and 10 minutes, as the President 
finally presents to the country, he will 
do two things. No. 1 is to say: I am 
ready to engage and engage fully be-

cause this is the No. 1 issue facing the 
future of America. All is on the line. 
No. 2, here are my specifics in terms of 
what I will support or what I will work 
with. I hope he will say, as we have 
said: This isn’t set in concrete. Let’s 
work together to see what works and 
what will address the crisis we are fac-
ing. 

So I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship as head of the Republican caucus 
on the budget side. He has been out 
front. The Senator from Alabama has 
been out front from day one. I thank 
my colleague, Senator ISAKSON, whom I 
think will engage here next, as well as 
Senator BARRASSO, who said some nice 
words about me. But I think we are 
here for one reason and one reason 
only; that is, America is in trouble and 
we need to step up and do what we can, 
everything we can, to get us back on a 
path to fiscal health. It will not happen 
overnight, but if we can certify that we 
have a plan in place and that we are 
going to stick with it, we can save this 
situation and turn it around. 

So I thank the Senator for his time 
and for allowing me to get in my 2 
cents’ worth. I am here to make the 
tough decisions and for no other rea-
son. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Indiana. I 
guess I have been critical of the Presi-
dent. Many people say it is political. I 
feel as though any President should 
look the American people in the eye at 
this point in history. I called on him 
before the State of the Union Address, 
over 2 months ago now, that he should 
tell the American people we are in this 
financial crisis, and that—the reason 
we are talking about reducing spending 
is because we have no choice. We can’t 
spend $3.7 trillion and take in $2.2 tril-
lion. We cannot sustain the debt course 
we are on, as every witness, Republican 
and Democratic, has told us. But I do 
believe it is a responsibility for the 
President of the United States, who 
can see this clear and present danger to 
our future, to at least join in and say 
we have to do something about it. He 
didn’t do that at the State of the 
Union. He hasn’t done it since. So 
maybe today that will be a big change, 
if we get that. 

I do believe the Senator from Indiana 
is exactly right. He has the responsi-
bility under the Budget Act to send us 
a responsible budget that changes what 
we are doing and puts us on the right 
track. If he wants to do it all by even 
more tax increases than he submitted 
already, which was $1.7 trillion in his 
budget proposal, so be it. Put it out 
there. Let’s talk about it. But don’t 
deny we are in a crisis. 

Senator ISAKSON understands finance 
better than anybody in this Senate. He 
lived through and provided leadership 
during the huge financial crisis. It 
looks as though we have moved debt 
from the private sector to the sov-
ereign government sector, and that is 
why we are being warned we could have 
a similar type crisis, which is what I 
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understand Secretary Geithner to have 
meant and Erskine Bowles and Alan 
Simpson to have meant. 

I thank the Senator from Georgia for 
his leadership. I know he wants noth-
ing more than what is best for Amer-
ica. I would be glad to have the Sen-
ator share his thoughts at this time. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the compliment. It is probably 
overstated, but it is an honor and a 
privilege to serve with Senator SES-
SIONS as well as with Senator COATS. 

I wish to reflect on something we 
shared this morning. Senator COATS 
and myself and others were with Sen-
ator AKAKA for breakfast this morning. 
He talked about 1941, living on Hawaii, 
the youngest of eight children. The 
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor and 
America went to war in the Pacific and 
in Europe. Sixteen million Americans 
of that generation went to the Pacific 
and Europe, fought and died. Some 
came back to this country and, because 
of the GI bill, 8 million of them went to 
universities and got bachelor’s degrees 
and started the small businesses and 
the industries that took the U.S. econ-
omy to dynamic growth and oppor-
tunity for every generation that has 
succeeded them, up until now. 

Senator SESSIONS and I and Senator 
COATS and Senator AKAKA, who is a 
great American, a Democratic Senator 
from Hawaii who is retiring next year, 
we are all part of a generation that 
will, at some time, leave a legacy to 
our children and our grandchildren. 
The Senator from Alabama has chil-
dren and grandchildren, I have them, 
and Senator COATS does as well. I don’t 
want to be the first generation since 
World War II to leave my children and 
my grandchildren worse off than every 
generation before left their children 
and grandchildren. 

This economic war we have on spend-
ing and debt is every bit as damaging 
as a war with bullets and bombs. Be-
cause with too much leverage, with an 
inability to pay our debt, we have what 
happened to us once before in the last 
65 years, and that was the early 1980s 
when we had the misery index: double- 
digit unemployment, double-digit in-
terest rates, double-digit inflation. I 
remember the days when I ran my busi-
ness when the prime rate was 21 per-
cent. I remember when unemployment 
was 14 percent and inflation was 12 per-
cent. It was called the misery index. 
What happened is, America started bor-
rowing too much, spending too much, 
and business contracted. 

We need to make sure we don’t let 
that happen again because the greatest 
economic threats to the security of 
America are runaway interest rates, 
runaway inflation, and runaway unem-
ployment. We don’t want to be the 
cause of that. We want to be the plat-
form that allows free enterprise and 
American business to come back, the 
American economy to come back, re-
duce our deficit over time, and reduce 
our debt over time. We don’t have to 
pay it all off, but we have to stop the 

increase. We have to begin to get back 
in order so we are not an overleveraged 
Nation. 

I pledge this, as Senator COATS did, 
and I know the Senator from Alabama 
did as well: I will not leave my grand-
children and my children worse off 
than I was left by my parents and my 
grandparents. We have the greatest Na-
tion on the face of this Earth. Demo-
crats and Republicans, the President, 
Congressmen, and Senators need to sit 
down at the American kitchen table 
and do what we have asked of the 
American people: get our spending in 
order and look to a brighter, more 
prosperous future for those who will 
succeed us. 

I thank my colleague for the time. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, let me 

ask the Senator one more question. 
Let’s take the Ryan budget. I think it 
is far more realistic. It is the one that 
is, as was referred to by Erskine 
Bowles and Alan Simpson, a serious, 
honest, straightforward approach to 
addressing our Nation’s enormous fis-
cal challenges. It is long term. It deals 
with Medicare, Social Security, discre-
tionary spending. 

I am optimistic about the future. If 
we were to put ourselves on that course 
and send the word to the American 
people, the American business commu-
nity, the world financial community 
that we have gotten our house in order, 
is that the kind of budget that could 
unleash growth that we haven’t seen in 
years now? 

Mr. ISAKSON. Well, it is, because it 
will instill a degree of confidence that 
we have finally been willing to deal 
with our long-term problem of debt and 
deficit, with our entitlements but also 
with our spending. 

But I want to refer back to a state-
ment the Senator made in his previous 
remarks before he recognized me, when 
he was challenging the President to 
bring forward a budget in this speech 
he will make in an hour or so. He 
should bring it and put it on the table, 
along with putting PAUL RYAN’s rec-
ommendations on the table, putting 
the deficit commission’s recommenda-
tions on the table, and putting the 
group of six who are working on an-
other document on the table—let’s 
don’t rule anybody out—and sit down 
and one by one go through them and 
find out what is the best answer and 
the solution for America. 

It is time to stop the political job of 
picking and choosing for political pur-
poses. We need to pick and choose for 
the American people. If we put 
everybody’s ideas on the table, and 
they are genuine about their interests 
to solve the problem, we can do it, and 
we can begin this afternoon. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I think the most im-
portant thing—and I don’t want to be 
too negative—is to tell the American 
people the truth that every expert we 
have asked has said you could have a 
crisis sooner than you think. We 
should avoid that. 

Congress and the President should 
acknowledge it and say that we under-

stand it and we are going to take steps 
to avoid it. But I have a sense that the 
United States is still a productive na-
tion. The Senator from Georgia is at-
tuned to the business community in 
Atlanta. They are still willing to work 
hard and invest and take risks to be 
more productive and create jobs. But 
this confidence the Senator men-
tioned—if we restore that confidence, 
is the Senator optimistic we can 
bounce back? 

Mr. ISAKSON. Absolutely. With all 
due respect, I think the last couple 
years the government has tried to 
eliminate risk with overregulation of 
almost everything. If you eliminate 
risk, nobody gets out of bed in the 
morning and figures they are pro-
tected. We need to mitigate this and 
allow people to take a risk in order to 
get a reward. We can give them a plat-
form of confidence and predictability 
so they will deploy capital, invest 
money, and employ people. The inter-
esting point is, the byproduct of that is 
you have higher revenues. When you 
have a productive America on a pro-
gressive tax system, you get higher 
revenues. If people are more satisfied, 
they are more happy and more produc-
tive. There is less productivity when 
there is overregulation and undercon-
fidence. We need to restore the con-
fidence and have fair but equitable reg-
ulations and we need to empower the 
American investor to invest their cap-
ital and we will improve employment, 
improve revenue, and improve the fu-
ture of the United States. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, our country requires 

us to stand and be counted. ‘‘Nothing 
comes from nothing,’’ as Julie Andrews 
sang in that wonderful song. Things 
have to be paid for. When you borrow 
money, you pay interest on it. Interest 
under the budget the President has 
sent to us last year was $200 billion— 
$207 billion, I think. In the 10th year, 
that budget, as scored by the CBO, is 
imposing on the American economy a 
$940 billion, 1-year interest payment. I 
know the Senator is familiar with 
Georgia. Alabama’s general fund is less 
than $2 billion. Our education budget is 
less than $8 billion. We are talking 
about imposing on the American people 
an annual interest payment of $940 bil-
lion. The Federal highway fund is $40 
billion, and Federal aid to education is 
$70 billion. This is going to crowd out 
everything. 

That is why we are on an 
unsustainable path. We need the Presi-
dent to engage, and I hope today he 
will initiate his engagement, in which 
he tells the American people we can’t 
continue this way. Would the Senator 
care to close it out? 

Mr. ISAKSON. I will close by just 
saying amen. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, there 
has been a lively debate on the floor 
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concerning our 2011 budget. Now we are 
starting to talk about the 2012 budget. 
I think it is important to point out 
what I hope is the obvious, which is 
that the budget of our Nation rep-
resents our vision for our future. It is a 
policy document that speaks to what 
our priorities will be. It provides the fi-
nancial tools for us to be able to meet 
those objectives. 

I know we are in very difficult fiscal 
times, but this is not the first time in 
the history of America. I remind my 
colleagues that in the 1990s we were 
confronted with a large budget deficit. 
I happened to have been in the House of 
Representatives during that time. We 
saw, through the leadership of Presi-
dent Clinton, that we were able to 
bring our budget into balance, and we 
did that from large deficits. We did it 
in a way that maintained America’s 
priorities and maintained the priorities 
for our children and our future because 
we continued to fund those essential 
programs that allowed our Nation to 
grow. 

As a result of what we did in the 
1990s, we saw unprecedented growth in 
our economy because we did our budget 
the right way, speaking to America’s 
future and to our priorities, and doing 
it in a fiscally responsible way. I think 
President Obama was correct when he 
stated in his State of the Union Ad-
dress that America will meet the chal-
lenges of international competition, 
and we will do that by outeducating, 
outinnovating, and outbuilding our 
competitors. 

That requires a budget that speaks to 
those priorities, that speaks to edu-
cating our workforce, to provide the 
type of climate where America can 
continue to lead the world in research 
and innovation, that we pay attention 
to our infrastructure, whether it is 
transportation, water infrastructure, 
energy infrastructure, so we have the 
capacity to be able to compete inter-
nationally and that we can create the 
jobs that will be critically important 
for America. 

We need more jobs and we need good- 
paying jobs. That is what President 
Obama’s vision is about, and our budg-
et needs to underscore that vision. Yes, 
we need to do it in a fiscally respon-
sible way but in a way that allows 
America’s future to be secure. That is 
why I so much opposed the budget that 
was sent over to us from the House of 
Representatives, the 2011 budget, H.R. 
1, before the ability to reach a com-
promise. I did that because when you 
look at what H.R. 1 would have done— 
particularly in light of the budget 
agreement we have now reached on the 
2011 budget—you cannot help but no-
tice a huge difference between our vi-
sions for America. We all agree we have 
to have a workforce that can compete. 

Look at the stark differences be-
tween the budget agreement and the 
House-passed budget. In NIH research— 
and I take pride in this, since NIH is 
headquartered in Maryland—most of 
the funding for basic research, which is 

critically important for innovation— 
you cannot get to the applied research 
unless you have the basic research, and 
you cannot get good high-tech jobs un-
less you invest in basic research. 
Thanks to the budget agreement we 
reached, most of the funding will be 
able to be maintained for the basic re-
search at NIH. If the House budget 
would have become law, it would have 
been $1.4 billion less. That would have 
been a huge hit on America’s ability to 
be able to compete in this global mar-
ketplace. You also need to have a 
trained workforce. You need job train-
ing and Job Corps programs. Most of 
the funding has been maintained in 
this budget agreement for our job 
training and Job Corps programs; 
whereas, if you look at the House- 
passed budget, they eliminated all 
funds for job training and a 40-percent 
reduction in the Job Corps program. 
That was restored under the budget 
agreement that allows America to have 
the competitive workforce it needs to 
meet future challenges. 

Perhaps the area that I think people 
in Maryland and Minnesota may recog-
nize the most is what happens to Pell 
grants. Most students cannot make it 
today, unless they have help in higher 
education. It is too expensive to be able 
to afford without the help of programs 
such as Pell grants. You need to have 
education beyond high school if you 
are going to be competitive today. 
Well, the House-passed budget would 
have reduced Pell grants by 15 percent. 
I can assure you that tuition isn’t 
going down by 15 percent this year. 
Tuition at colleges and universities is 
going up and up. 

I am proud we were able to, in the 
budget agreement, maintain the max-
imum Pell grants at $5,550. We main-
tain funding for Race to the Top funds 
because we want excellence in K–12. 
The House-passed budget would have 
zeroed out the Race to the Top funds. 

To me, if you talk about a budget 
that speaks to America’s values, to 
give young children the chance to suc-
ceed in school, Head Start has never 
been a partisan program. It has been 
supported by Democrats and Repub-
licans because there are proven results 
in Head Start. People who participate 
in Head Start will do better. We have 
those results, so it is in our economic 
interest. 

The Republican-passed budget in the 
House would have knocked 218,000 chil-
dren off the Head Start Program. It 
would have reduced 55,000 teachers and 
aides from Head Start Programs 
around our Nation. I am pleased to see 
that the agreement we will be voting 
on shortly restores all the funds for the 
Head Start Program, so our children 
can get the Head Start they need to 
succeed in K–12. 

The budget speaks to our energy poli-
cies and transportation policies. It is 
interesting to look and see that the 
agreement reached by our negotiators 
restores more than $268 million in re-
newable energy and alternative energy 

sources. If we are going to be able to be 
competitive, we need an energy policy 
that makes sense. If we are going to 
keep jobs in America, we need an en-
ergy policy that makes sense. If we are 
going to be secure, we have to get our-
selves off foreign oil. We need alter-
native energy sources. 

The compromise restores a lot of the 
funds that were not in the House- 
passed budget document. I might talk 
about one issue that is very important 
to the people living in this region. We 
made a commitment years ago that the 
Federal Government would participate 
with the surrounding jurisdictions in 
the funding of the Nation’s transit sys-
tem, the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit System, which is critical 
to getting Federal workers to work and 
to our Nation’s Capital. Our govern-
ment committed $150 billion a year to 
modernize that system. Taxpayers of 
Virginia, Maryland, and the District of 
Columbia are contributing also to the 
modernization of a system that is aged 
and critically important. We live in the 
second most congested area in the Na-
tion, as far as commutes are concerned. 
The House of Representatives, in the 
Republican-passed budget, took out 
that $150 million—took it out. I am 
proud the compromise reached restores 
that $150 million. 

Our budget speaks to our health and 
our environment. The Health Re-
sources Services Administration was 
severely cut in the Republican-passed 
budget. It would have affected care in 
each one of our communities. Our ne-
gotiators restored $900 million to that 
budget. What does that mean? It means 
the 11,000 community health centers, 
located in all our States, will be able to 
continue the services they are cur-
rently providing. 

I took the floor before and talked 
about the Greater Baden Center, lo-
cated just a few miles from here, and 
how they have expanded service this 
year to deal with prenatal care. In 
Maryland and in America, our infant 
mortality rate is too high. For a 
wealthy nation and State to have the 
type of infant mortality rate we have 
is inexcusable. It is because we have 
low-birth-weight babies. Some die and 
others survive and have complications 
and have a tough time in life and they 
are very expensive to the health care 
system. In our health centers, we are 
doing something about that. At the 
Greater Baden Center, they are now 
going to provide prenatal care so preg-
nant women can get the attention they 
need and can deliver healthier babies. 
Under the House-passed budget, they 
would not have done that. 

The math is simple. We invest in the 
health of Americans. We understand 
that. That is our budget. The Repub-
lican-passed House budget would have 
cut off those funds. The affordable care 
act will be able to implement it. We 
are not going to be stopped by the ef-
fort made in the Republican-passed 
budget. 

As far as the environmental protec-
tion riders we have talked about, these 
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are the policy riders. I know this is 
confusing to people listening to this de-
bate, and they understand that the 
House-passed budget by the Repub-
licans had a lot of policy issues that 
had absolutely nothing to do with the 
budget. They blocked the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
tecting the environment. Let me say 
that again. They blocked the Environ-
mental Protection Agency from pro-
tecting the environment. They couldn’t 
enforce the Clean Air Act, the Clean 
Water Act. For the people of Maryland 
and this region, that means blocking 
the enforcement of the Chesapeake Bay 
Program—a program that enjoys broad 
support from the people not only of our 
region but the Nation. 

Well, I am pleased to say the budget 
we will be voting on later this week 
eliminates those restrictions. All of 
them are out. Thank goodness they are 
because they should never have been in 
the budget document to start with. 

I will make it clear, Mr. President. I 
am very disappointed by many of the 
provisions included in this com-
promise. It is a true compromise. It is 
not what the Democrats would have 
written, I can assure you of that, and it 
is not what the Republicans would 
have written. It is a true compromise, 
and that is what we had to go through, 
I understand, but I feel compelled to at 
least let the people of Maryland know 
the cost of the compromises. 

For example, the General Services 
Administration will have $1 billion less 
to deal with government construction. 
What will that mean? Well, at White 
Oak, MD, we have the FDA’s expan-
sion. That will be put on hold. That 
will not only affect my community, 
but it will affect our country because 
we are talking about public health and 
food safety. 

There is a rider that was attached 
that did survive that deals with the 
delisting of the great wolf under the 
Endangered Species Act. That is not 
how we should be acting. There is a 
remedy for dealing with the delisting. 
There is a process we go through. We 
shouldn’t go down a dangerous prece-
dent that starts congressional or polit-
ical action on delisting species that are 
included under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

The cuts for the community develop-
ment block grant are much more than 
I would like to see. These are programs 
that are important for our urban cen-
ters. During these times, when their 
budgets are being hit the hardest, I 
think it is very unfortunate to tell 
them we are just going to add to their 
challenges. We should be helping them 
during these times. We shouldn’t be 
taking resources away from them. 

The Federal Transit Administration 
has a major cut in this budget. I find 
that regrettable, particularly as it re-
lates to their new start budget. I come 
from a State that has major new tran-
sit projects we want to get moving— 
the purple line to connect our suburban 
areas around Washington, the red line 

in Baltimore, Carter City’s transit way 
to connect the 270 corridor for high- 
tech jobs. All those depend upon us 
continuing to move forward with sen-
sible transit projects that, quite frank-
ly, I think are in jeopardy as a result of 
the compromises that were needed to 
be made. 

Teach for America is eliminated. The 
Federal participation in that is elimi-
nated. On Monday I had a chance to 
teach for Teach for America. I was in a 
high school in Baltimore with some 
very dedicated young people willing to 
give up their lives so America can com-
pete in the future. We certainly should 
have continued the Federal partnership 
in Teach for America. 

I talked about the Environmental 
Protection Agency, but I didn’t point 
out that the Republican budget in the 
House cut that agency by 30 percent— 
30 percent. We restored half of those 
funds, but the cut is still going to be 
pretty severe. 

So I just wanted my colleagues to 
know that, whereas I am very pleased 
that many of the decisions made in 
this compromise for the 2011 budget 
will allow us to be able to move for-
ward as a nation for America’s vision— 
being able to out-educate, out-inno-
vate, and out-build our competitors— 
there are challenges as a result of the 
compromise that have to be faced. Mr. 
President, these discussions will con-
tinue now to the 2012 budget. 

We are already seeing that happen. In 
the House they are already starting to 
act on what is known as the Ryan 
budget, which we think is pretty much 
inspired by the tea party. It is pretty 
extreme. It is pretty radical. It is not a 
credible plan, in my view. It is not a 
credible plan to reduce the Federal def-
icit. 

Now, why do I say that? Well, the 
Ryan budget concentrates on domestic 
spending. It doesn’t touch military 
spending, and it doesn’t touch our reve-
nues. Let me correct that. It does deal 
with our revenues, but it deals with it 
in the wrong way. It not only extends 
every tax break that is currently avail-
able, providing tax relief for million-
aires, but it provides additional tax re-
lief. It lowers the highest rates. 

Now, how is that going to be paid for? 
Well, they are expecting they are going 
to take more out of middle-income 
families. That is bad for middle-income 
families, but my guess is they will not 
even be able to reach those targets, and 
we will have huge deficits as far as the 
eye can see. It is not a credible plan. 

The deficit commission taught us if 
we are to have a credible plan to deal 
with the deficit, we have to deal with 
domestic spending. We have to deal 
with military spending. We have to 
deal with mandatory spending. And we 
have to deal with revenues. We have to 
deal with all of them. The Ryan budget 
does not. 

It is going to be hard for middle-in-
come families, it protects America’s 
wealthiest, and it attacks our seniors— 
attacks our seniors. The Ryan budget 

would turn Medicare into a voucher 
program. 

Now, I can tell you what that means 
in dollars and cents. It means our sen-
iors, who currently have—currently 
have—the largest out-of-pocket costs 
for health care than any other age 
group of Americans, will see their 
health care costs go up dramatically— 
double. Some of us remember how it 
was for seniors to get health care be-
fore we had Medicare. We had to fight 
with private insurance companies. Pri-
vate insurance companies are not in-
terested in insuring people who make a 
lot of claims. Guess what. As you get 
older, you make a lot of claims. 

What the Republican budget would 
do is tell our seniors: We are going to 
give you a voucher. It is a limited 
amount of money. Now you go find a 
private insurance plan out there. What-
ever it costs, you are going to have to 
fill up the difference. We know it is 
going to cost a lot more than the 
voucher we are giving you. 

That is what they are doing. They 
are making it more expensive for our 
seniors to afford health care where 
they are asking us to reduce their 
costs, not make it more expensive. 

Then the Ryan budget goes further 
by block-granting the Medicaid Pro-
gram. That means, quite frankly, Med-
icaid will not survive. We can talk 
about the hardships it will have on pro-
viding health care in our community, 
how it will have more and more people 
using the emergency rooms rather than 
using preventive care or seeing doctors, 
and that is all going to absolutely hap-
pen if we ever block-grant Medicaid. 

Let me follow up on our seniors. 
Many of our seniors depend upon the 
Medicaid system, and their families de-
pend upon it for long-term care—nurs-
ing care. That will not survive if we 
block-grant that to our States. So the 
Ryan budget not only is not credible as 
it relates to dealing with the deficit, it 
also is very punitive against our sen-
iors. 

What I find probably the most dis-
appointing is where I started this dis-
cussion, saying our budget is our vision 
for our future, that it speaks to our 
priorities for our future. The Ryan 
budget leaves our children behind. If 
we are going to succeed, we have to 
take care of our children. They are our 
future. We have to deal with their edu-
cation and with their health care. The 
Ryan budget puts them in severe jeop-
ardy. It is a philosophical document 
that I don’t think represents the values 
of America. I think our values are in 
our children and in our future and in 
our ability to meet those economic 
challenges. 

I think there is a better way. Presi-
dent Obama is calling for a comprehen-
sive progrowth economic strategy that 
will invest in winning the future. I 
would hope all of us could embrace 
that. Don’t we want a comprehensive 
progrowth economic strategy that in-
vests in winning in the future, that in-
vests in our children, that invests in 
education and in innovation? 
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As President Obama says, he wants 

to meet our values for the dignity of 
our retirees. Think about that for one 
moment. How we treat our retirees 
speaks to what we are as a nation—the 
dignity of our retirees. Think about a 
retiree trying to find an insurance 
company that will take care of their 
insurance needs because we dumped the 
Medicare system. We can’t let that 
happen. We can’t let that happen. 

There is a better way. Sixty-four of 
us in the Senate have said there is a 
better way. We have said: Look, it is 
time for us to be serious about a cred-
ible plan for our deficit, and we are pre-
pared—64 of us: 32 Democrats, 32 Re-
publicans—to not only cut our domes-
tic spending, but we will look at bring-
ing down mandatory spending, and we 
will look at military, and we will look 
at revenues. There is a better way to 
do this. I think we can represent the 
best of America’s future in our budget 
by providing education, innovation, job 
growth, health and environment poli-
cies that make sense, and we can do it 
with fiscal responsibility. That is our 
mission. 

So I know a lot of my colleagues 
come down to say we have to take care 
of the deficit—do the deficit—and I 
agree with that. But, remember, our 
budget document is our statement 
about America’s future. It is our policy 
document, and America needs to stand 
up for quality education, for the best 
health care in the world, and for en-
couraging innovation that will give us 
the jobs of the future so that America 
can continue to lead the world. I think 
America deserves nothing less, and I 
intend to continue to fight for that 
type of vision for America. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, the 
Democratic women of the Senate are 
on the floor today to talk about the 
three votes that will occur tomorrow: 
one, the passing of the continuing reso-
lution, which I reluctantly support be-
cause of the many cuts in it, but also 
the two riders, one defunding the 
health care bill and the other 
defunding Planned Parenthood. 

My gosh, how outrageous that we 
have to vote on these two riders. These 
two riders absolutely do not affect our 
deficit and our debt. In fact, the health 
care reform that we passed, by the 
CBO’s own estimates and by inde-
pendent evaluators, says we will actu-
ally reduce health care costs because of 
what we have done. 

What are the consequences of what 
they are talking about? The rightwing 
is trying to change the conversation 

away from, how do we create jobs in 
this country, how do we authentically 
reduce deficit and debt, into socially 
provocative riders that literally wage 
war against women. The extreme right-
wing campaigned against the health 
care. They said they were going to re-
peal and replace. All they want to do is 
repeal. They have no idea for replacing. 
Let’s talk about what they want to re-
peal. Let’s talk about the war they are 
waging against women. 

If you repeal or defund health care, it 
will have a Draconian impact on Amer-
ican women, make no mistake about it. 
In the health care bill, we ended gender 
discrimination in health insurance. No 
longer could insurance companies 
charge women 30 to 40 percent more 
than men of equal age and health sta-
tus for the same coverage. The other 
thing we ended was denying women 
health care on the basis of a pre-
existing condition. We were horrified 
to learn that in 8 States, women were 
denied health insurance access simply 
because they were victims of domestic 
violence. They were beaten up in their 
homes, they were beaten up by insur-
ance companies, and now they want to 
beat them up on the Senate floor and 
beat them up in the Senate budget. 

We are going to stand up. We are not 
going to tolerate women being pushed 
around and made targets of this war. 
No longer can women be denied cov-
erage because they had a C-section or 
because they had a premature baby. We 
fought for preventive services. We 
fought for mammograms and for Pap 
smears. We fought not only for our-
selves, we fought for men too, which 
included their screening. 

If you defund health care, make no 
mistake—and every woman in America 
should know this—they are going to 
take the funding for mammograms 
away from you. They are going to take 
away the preventive health amendment 
that allowed you access to preventive 
screening at no additional copays or 
deductibles. Do we really want that? 
Oh, sure, you are going to be able to 
have your mammogram, but you are 
going to dig deep in your pocket. 

We also wanted to end gender dis-
crimination. We wanted to end the pu-
nitive practices of insurance companies 
toward women on the basis of pre-
existing conditions. We also wanted to 
have preventive care. One of the great-
est preventive-care-giving agencies is 
Planned Parenthood. It is the single 
most important health care provider, 
particularly to young women, in Amer-
ica. If we lose Planned Parenthood, 
8,000 Maryland women will lose Pap 
smears and 7,500 women will lose access 
to breast care exams. Many of them 
will lose access to health care gen-
erally. 

Just because the Republicans live in 
the Dark Ages doesn’t mean American 
women want to go back. That is why 
we, the Senate Democratic women, will 
be voting against these two riders. 
Women must be clear: Defeating this 
amendment is a way to end the war 

against women. There will be many 
fights ahead of us. We are under at-
tack. We women are under attack, at 
all ages. The Paul Ryan budget par-
ticularly attacks senior women. We are 
going to fight this. We are suited up. 
We squared our shoulders. We put our 
lipstick on. This is not about gender, 
this is about an American agenda, and 
we will fight, and we will make our 
fight a victory. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

thank all of my Democratic women 
colleagues for coming today and speak-
ing so passionately, as the Senator 
from Maryland has just done, on issues 
we feel so deeply about. You will be 
hearing from all of us because we are 
outraged that the price tag for a vote 
on the continuing resolution is to at-
tack votes on women’s health. 

I yield to the Senator from California 
for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I thank 
Senators MIKULSKI and MURRAY, Sen-
ators CANTWELL and SHAHEEN and 
STABENOW and LANDRIEU—I am going 
to really name every single Democratic 
woman. They have been unbelievable. 

Since the beginning of this budget 
battle, our Republican friends in the 
House have insisted that this debate is 
about spending. I have to tell you, we 
went all the way to them—about 70- 
plus percent—on spending cuts. We un-
derstand we have to cut, but we are not 
going to cut foolishly, we are not going 
to cut into the heart and soul of our 
country. That includes women’s health 
programs, title X, Planned Parenthood 
funding. For every dollar of taxpayer 
funds for title X, the yield is $4. That is 
how great the prevention is. 

Yet what do they want to do? We see 
these two riders, these two votes we 
have to have before they will allow us 
to have a vote on keeping the govern-
ment open. They pounded the table and 
said: We have to have two riders. What 
was it? Was it some big budgetary item 
that maybe we overlooked? Was it 
some move that would say that tax-
payers who are not paying their taxes 
due, like some of the big corporate gi-
ants that hire enough lawyers that 
they don’t pay—no, it was not about 
that. Was it about some scandal they 
uncovered that they said could save us 
money? No. The two votes they want 
are about giving the shaft to women, 
women and their families. The two 
votes are about health care which pri-
marily impacts women—by the way, 
also men, but primarily impacts 
women. 

If that is the kind of budget war they 
are engaged in, they have met us on 
the battlefield. We have decided we will 
remain on that battlefield, which is 
this Senate floor, as long as we have 
to. We will go to the galleries, we will 
go to the press as long as we have to. 
We will fight it in our cities, we will 
fight it in our counties. We will fight 
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it. We believe at the end of the day peo-
ple will see who is fighting for them— 
who is fighting for them. 

I am going to read a couple of letters 
from my State. My State is the largest 
State in the Union. Planned Parent-
hood provides care for more than 
750,000 women. 

Listen to this woman. 
Planned Parenthood is the only health 

care I have ever used. 

‘‘Ever,’’ she says. 
I don’t have health insurance. So when I 

get sick, I get over it as soon as possible so 
I can go back to work. Planned Parenthood 
has provided me with the only health care 
coverage I can afford, pelvic exams, STD 
testing, birth control. It isn’t much, but can 
you imagine the millions of people who rely 
on Planned Parenthood suddenly living their 
lives without these basic services? 

She answers her own question: ‘‘It is 
shameful.’’ 

It is shameful. That is a letter from 
Sonja Kodimer. I have other letters 
from women in my great State. 

Three million Americans get care at 
Planned Parenthood. Three-quarters of 
them have income below 150 percent of 
the Federal poverty level. They rely on 
Planned Parenthood—many of them 
do—as their own only health care. 

By the way, the other rider we have 
to vote on is to defund health care re-
form. My colleagues have said it. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI worked night and day 
with the late and great and extraor-
dinary Ted Kennedy to get us to the 
point where finally we are telling the 
insurance companies: No, you cannot 
charge women thirty, forty, fifty per-
cent more for the same coverage as a 
man. By the way, being a woman is not 
a preexisting condition. And you can-
not deny a woman who had a Caesarian 
health care coverage. 

If you are a victim of domestic vio-
lence, that is not a preexisting condi-
tion. 

That is what we repaired in the bill 
in addition to many other things we 
did. They want to give the shaft to 
women and their families, and we are 
not going to stand for it. 

Barbara Haya from Oakland wrote to 
me. She said that when she was a stu-
dent with limited funds, she was denied 
health insurance because of a pre-
existing condition. Planned Parent-
hood was Barbara’s only source of basic 
health care services. When she needed 
cancer screening, Planned Parenthood 
was there. She says please don’t cut 
any funding to Planned Parenthood be-
cause without them she would not have 
her health care. 

Let’s be clear. Nationwide, 97 percent 
of the services Planned Parenthood 
provides have nothing to do with abor-
tion. They do not use a dime. It is ille-
gal. It has never happened for that 3 
percent, that is private funding. So 
don’t stand up and say this is about 
abortion. It has nothing to do with it. 

As a matter of fact, if they have their 
way—this is a fact—and women do not 
get birth control, we will see more un-
intended pregnancies. We will see more 
abortions. That is just the fact. 

So anyone who votes to defund 
Planned Parenthood, A, is denying es-
sential health care services to women 
and their families, and, B, their policy 
will lead to more unintended preg-
nancies and more abortions. 

So, yes, we stand here strong. Maybe 
some of us are five feet or under even 
in a couple of cases, but that belies our 
determination and our strength. We 
stand here united. And we say to the 
people of this country, you can count 
on us because we will be here as long as 
it takes to protect women and their 
families, and we will not allow women 
and their families to be held hostage. It 
is over. It is over. 

I thank Senator MURRAY and Senator 
MIKULSKI. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. I want to thank my 

colleague from California for her great 
statement, and the Senator from Mary-
land. And you will hear more of us. 

Frankly we are here today because 
we are outraged. We strongly oppose 
the resolution on the floor that slashes 
health care for women and girls and 
middle-class families. I have to say as 
a woman and as a mother, I am angry 
that women’s health care is even up for 
debate right now. Middle-class families 
in this country are struggling. When I 
go home to my State of Washington, I 
hear about people who are worried 
about getting a pink slip or how they 
are going to put food on the table, 
whether their job is going to be there 
for them, and if we are making sure 
our economy is working for them and 
their children. That is what I hear 
about. I do not hear about, when are 
you going to slash health care for 
women. Not once. 

We have seen a smokescreen. That is 
why we are here. Last week under the 
continuing resolution that was being 
negotiated between the House and the 
Senate and the White House, one re-
maining open item: eliminating title X 
funding for women’s health care. It was 
not about budget deficits; it was not 
about the debt; it was not about jobs or 
the economy. It was about an ideologi-
cally driven attack on women’s health 
care. 

We were able to keep that out of the 
continuing resolution that we will vote 
on tomorrow. But the pricetag the Re-
publicans in the House gave us to get 
to a vote to keep government open and 
to move our country forward is two 
votes: one that defunds Planned Par-
enthood, and one that defunds health 
care. Both of those are extreme attacks 
on women’s health care. 

My colleagues have spoken elo-
quently about Planned Parenthood. 
This is not about abortion. Federal 
funds cannot go to abortion. We are 
frankly tired of having to correct the 
untruths that continually come out 
about this funding. But we are not 
going to give up and we are going to 
keep fighting and we going to keep cor-
recting them. 

Planned Parenthood is about pro-
viding Federal funds for care, such as 
mammograms, and cervical cancer 
screenings, and prenatal care, and fam-
ily support and counseling. This is 
about preventive health care services 
for women, and we take it as a direct 
attack on every woman in this country 
and her ability to get the health care 
she needs. 

The second vote is an attack to dis-
mantle health care. Well, let’s remind 
all of us why health care finally be-
came an issue that we were strong 
enough to deal with in this country. I 
will tell you why. Because women fi-
nally said, we have had enough. Let’s 
face it, women are the ones who take 
their kids to the doctor, they are the 
ones who see the bills coming in, and 
they are the ones who fight insurance 
companies on a daily basis. 

They said, we have had enough. So 
we went through a long process here to 
make sure that we passed health care 
in a way that protected women. It was 
women who were denied health care 
coverage because of preexisting condi-
tions time and time again. We said ‘‘no 
more.’’ Now they want to vote tomor-
row to put that back into effect. We 
heard from women who were denied 
coverage for health care because they 
were a victim of domestic violence. We 
said ‘‘no more.’’ Now they attack that 
again. 

There are so many reasons why this 
is the wrong approach. But I will let all 
of our colleagues know, we are going to 
defeat these amendments tomorrow. 
We are going to move on. But the 
Democratic women of the Senate are 
now vigilant, and we are here, and we 
are not going to allow the 2012 budget 
or further discussions as we go along to 
be a smoke screen to cover up a real 
agenda, which is to take away the ac-
cess for health care and basic rights 
that women have worked long and hard 
and fought for in this country. 

I want you to know you will be hear-
ing more from us, but we are not going 
away. We are going to defeat these 
amendments tomorrow, and we are 
here to fight them until they stop 
being offered. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. It is my great 

pleasure and honor to be here with my 
friends and colleagues who have all 
fought so long and hard to make sure 
that women’s voices and experiences 
are represented in the decisions we 
make here in the Senate and in Wash-
ington on behalf of all of the families 
we represent. 

I have to say that people in Michi-
gan, my family, friends, everybody 
across Michigan, are shaking their 
heads right now trying to figure out 
what the heck is going on. All of this is 
a diversion from what we want to be 
talking about and doing something 
about; that is, jobs, putting people 
back to work, making sure people have 
money in their pockets to be able to 
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pay their bills, and that they can tack-
le their house that very well may be 
under water right now, and how they 
are going to pay for gas with prices 
going through the roof, and how they 
are going to be able to take care of 
their kids and make sure they can have 
the opportunities to go to college that 
they want for them. All of the things 
we all want for our families, that is 
what families want us to be talking 
about right now. 

I also have to say the people in my 
State are finding that the dollars they 
earn right now are hard to come by. 
These dollars are precious, and we need 
to be holding every program account-
able, we need to get results for every 
dollar is spent, and make decisions 
that if something does not work, we 
need to stop doing it. We need to focus 
on things that do. 

We know the whole deficit discussion 
is very critical for us, and that we need 
to be smart about the way we do 
things. That is not what this debate is 
about at the moment, certainly not 
only women’s health care. But we un-
derstand that we need to be serious 
about this. Certainly in my role as 
chairing the Agriculture, Nutrition and 
Forestry Committee, we take that very 
seriously, and we will be doing that in 
the context of our responsibilities mov-
ing forward. 

But I also know, and the people of 
Michigan understand more than I 
think anybody else across the country, 
that we will never get out of debt with 
more than 15 million people out of 
work, which is why we want to focus on 
jobs. They also know that women of all 
ages, seniors, middle-class families, did 
not cause the deficit hole we are in, 
and they should not be responsible for 
the sacrifice and burdens on their 
backs only in order to move us out of 
deficit. 

We certainly are not going to allow a 
thinly veiled threat to women in gen-
eral to become part of a debate about 
how we balance the budget and elimi-
nate the deficit, which is a very real 
issue. The fact is, in order to get the 
budget completed for this year, 
women—women’s health care—was 
held hostage. We were able to separate 
that, because the women came to-
gether in the Senate and said, there is 
no way we are going to allow this 
whole debate to become some political 
debate about whether women should 
get breast cancer screenings or cervical 
cancer screenings or blood pressure 
checks. So we separated that now from 
the agreement for the rest of the year. 
I am proud to have stood with women 
from all over this country to say no, 
we are not going to let you play poli-
tics with the women of this country 
and our health care. But now we have 
in front of us two different votes. This 
was the price we had to pay. And we 
are willing to stand here and make the 
case for why people need to vote no. 
But it is also deeply concerning that 
we have to be in a situation to debate 
whether women should get breast can-

cer screenings and cervical cancer 
screenings, and whether we should 
have access to health care as a part of 
the price to be able to come together 
on a budget agreement. That is exactly 
where we are. 

The majority of the funds from what 
is called title IX for preventive care 
goes to health departments. By the 
way, I helped be able to support, when 
I was a county commissioner years 
ago, the Ingham County Health De-
partment, setting up their preventive 
care center for women, health care 
screenings for women. 

All across Michigan, 70 percent of the 
funds under something called title X go 
to health departments. There is a small 
amount that goes to Planned Parent-
hood. That is being very politicized 
now, because of the other side’s wish to 
politicize women’s health care. But in 
2009, those centers provided 55,000 can-
cer screenings. We had almost 4,000 
women—3,800 women—who got back an 
abnormal result on a cancer screening. 
Because they had a chance to get that 
screening, they then had the oppor-
tunity to do something about it, and 
lives were saved. Moms are alive today 
to be able to care for their children, 
and watch them grow up because they 
found out they had breast cancer early. 
Grandmas are alive and well today to 
be able to play with their grandkids 
and their great-grandkids because they 
found out early they had breast cancer 
or cervical cancer or some other health 
care challenge. I think we ought to cel-
ebrate that as the best of who we are 
and our values in this country. 

The other piece we have in front of us 
will be to defund health care in gen-
eral. We know, first of all, that women 
are health care consumers. Usually in 
families they are making the decisions 
about health insurance, if you are able 
to have health insurance, or how to 
purchase it or what will be covered and 
certainly caring about our families. We 
usually are the last ones to take care 
of ourselves. I certainly can speak to 
that myself as maybe other colleagues 
can, that we tend to make the deci-
sions first for our children, our fami-
lies, and not take care of ourselves as 
we should. 

But we made a very strong state-
ment, and I think a valued statement, 
in health care reform, to say that we 
want to make sure women have access 
to health care and that they can afford 
to get it, and that they are not penal-
ized, we are not penalized as women, 
and that we are not going to have to 
pay more. 

Right now, prior to health care re-
form, any woman purchasing health in-
surance on her own was paying more, 
sometimes up to 50 percent more, or 
more, for the same health insurance as 
a man, or even less health insurance, 
because she was a woman, because she 
may be of childbearing years, because 
of whatever the reason. 

Women have traditionally paid more 
for the same insurance. That is no 
longer the case. Now, for the same cov-

erage, the same medical cir-
cumstances, women cannot be dis-
criminated against. That is a good 
thing. I think that is something we 
should be proud of that we have been 
able to do, to make sure insurance 
companies cannot charge women more 
just because they are women. 

We have also made clear that preven-
tive care is an essential part of basic 
health care. I will always remember 
the debate I had as a member of the Fi-
nance Committee with a colleague on 
the other side of the aisle over whether 
maternity care is a basic part of health 
insurance and health care. 

Of course, I think it is hard for peo-
ple in Michigan to understand why we 
would even have to have that debate, 
because prenatal care, maternity care, 
certainly is a basic, not just for the 
women involved but for the baby, for 
the family. But we stood together and 
we said, we are going to make sure 
that maternity care is part of the defi-
nition of basic health care. 

So there were a number of things 
that we did together, the women of this 
Senate, to make sure that over half the 
population, the women of this country, 
have access to quality, affordable 
health care for themselves so they can 
continue to care for their families and 
be a very important part of who we are 
in contributing to America. 

We are here because tomorrow the 
question will be, should women’s pre-
ventive health care services be allowed 
to continue as part of our framework 
in terms of health care funding, both 
broadly in health care reform, and nar-
rowly under title X and family plan-
ning for the country? 

We will say no to efforts to defund 
women’s health care. 

I hope going forward, as we tackle 
huge issues for the country around 
bringing down the debt and balancing 
the budget and growing the economy 
and creating jobs and looking to the fu-
ture, that we will not see, once again, 
something as important as women’s 
health care put on the chopping block 
as part of the debate. That is the mes-
sage all of us have and the message we 
will be sending tomorrow, that women 
across the country need to know they 
are valued, that we want them to be 
healthy, that we want them to be able 
to afford health insurance, that we 
want them to get cancer screenings, 
that we value their lives. We don’t be-
lieve folks should continue to play pol-
itics with their health care. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 

thank Senators MURRAY and MIKULSKI 
for gathering with us today and all of 
my colleagues who are here. I am proud 
to join them. 

Tomorrow we expect to vote on 
House proposals to defund Planned 
Parenthood and the Affordable Care 
Act. These resolutions have been of-
fered not because anyone argues they 
create jobs or improve health care but 
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because House Republicans were will-
ing to shut down the Federal Govern-
ment if they did not receive a vote on 
Planned Parenthood and health care. 
That is right. Even though shutting 
down the government would have 
meant furloughing 800,000 people, in-
cluding members of the military, they 
were willing to shut down the govern-
ment. 

This kind of a threat, especially in a 
recession, is irresponsible. Planned 
Parenthood is a critical provider of 
women’s health care, especially to low- 
income individuals. Mr. President, 1.4 
million Medicaid patients around the 
country—mostly women but not all— 
depend on Planned Parenthood as their 
main source of primary and preventive 
health care. They depend on Planned 
Parenthood for contraceptives, 
screenings for sexually transmitted 
diseases, and for screenings for breast 
and cervical cancer. In some parts of 
New Hampshire, Planned Parenthood is 
the only provider of preventative serv-
ices for low-income women. It serves 
almost 16,000 patients annually. In a 
time of economic hardship, we should 
not be taking steps to reduce access to 
health care. 

Let’s be clear. This vote has nothing 
to do with abortion. By law, Planned 
Parenthood cannot use Federal funds 
for abortions. Moreover, Planned Par-
enthood provides family planning serv-
ices that greatly reduce the occurrence 
of unplanned pregnancies. It is ironic 
that many of the most ardent oppo-
nents of abortion are the very people 
who want to shut down the family 
planning services that prevent un-
planned pregnancies. 

This vote is also not about deficit re-
duction. Despite what some Members 
of the Senate have claimed, 97 percent 
of the reproductive health services pro-
vided by Planned Parenthood in New 
Hampshire—and throughout most of 
the country—are preventive care. Over 
90 percent are for preventive care. As 
we all know, preventive health care 
lowers health care costs and saves 
lives. Detecting cancer early through 
regular screenings greatly increases a 
patient’s quality of life and chances of 
survival. In the long run it is vastly 
cheaper for patients in the health care 
system, and the Federal Government, 
for diseases to be prevented or treated 
early. 

One of my constituents from Roch-
ester, a mother of two, told me about 
her oldest daughter who works for a 
small restaurant. Her daughter can’t 
afford health insurance, and it is not 
provided where she works. For her reg-
ular checkups and preventive care, she 
relies on Planned Parenthood. Because 
of the history of cervical cancer in her 
family, her daughter was regularly 
screened, and it was Planned Parent-
hood that first diagnosed her daughter 
with cervical cancer. Because of that 
early diagnosis, her daughter was able 
to obtain successful lifesaving treat-
ment. There are countless stories such 
as this. We heard some of them this 
afternoon. 

I also wish to address the other 
House proposal we have been discussing 
this afternoon. It is a proposal that 
would also hurt women’s health care. 
That is the pending resolution to deny 
funding for health care reform. Already 
the Affordable Care Act is working for 
women across the country. As of last 
year, it is illegal for insurance compa-
nies to require women to obtain 
preauthorizations or referrals to access 
OB/GYN care. But there is a lot of work 
that still has to be done. 

Currently, women in the individual 
health care market pay up to 48 per-
cent more in premiums than men. Be-
ginning in 2014, this kind of discrimina-
tion, because of the new health care 
law, will be outlawed. Issuers will be 
banned from issuing discriminatory 
gender ratings to charge women and 
small businesses with predominantly 
female workforces more for the same 
coverage. 

In the same year, 2014, health care re-
form also makes it illegal for insurers 
to deny health care coverage on the 
basis of preexisting conditions, des-
ignations which have often been used 
to discriminate against women. Many 
women across the country today are 
denied coverage for preexisting condi-
tions such as breast or cervical cancer, 
having had a C-section, or even just 
being pregnant. Some women have 
even been denied coverage for having 
sought out medical care for domestic 
or sexual violence. It is critical that we 
ensure low-income women have access 
to health care in these difficult times 
and that we ensure that all women 
have access to health care. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
these two provisions tomorrow, these 
ideological attacks on women’s health 
care. Let’s get back to the business of 
creating jobs and dealing with this 
country’s debt and deficit. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

join my colleagues to talk about to-
morrow’s votes on two different 
amendments and to say that I am 
proud to join my female Senate Demo-
cratic colleagues in this effort and to 
speak out about this important issue. 

To me the American people have sent 
us a clear message. They want us to 
focus on job creation, promoting inno-
vation, and putting Americans back to 
work. But instead tomorrow we will be 
on the Senate floor trying to defend ac-
cess to health care for women. We will 
vote tomorrow on whether to defund 
Planned Parenthood, an agency that 
serves hundreds of thousands of people 
in my State on important exams such 
as breast examinations and helping to 
prevent infections and various things. 

Just a few weeks ago I talked about 
one of my constituents, a 22-year-old 
woman from Seattle who was diag-
nosed with an abnormal growth on her 
cervix at Planned Parenthood and re-
ceived lifesaving treatment. She was 
uninsured, and without Planned Par-

enthood she would not have been able 
to get that kind of treatment. Cer-
tainly, her health would have been in 
major danger in the future. 

I tell that story to emphasize the im-
portance of Planned Parenthood on 
prevention and that they are centers of 
prevention for many women who have 
no other access to health care. We can-
not jeopardize the access to that pre-
ventative health care at a time when it 
is so important for us to reduce long- 
term costs. 

In fact, even in the investment area, 
every dollar invested in family plan-
ning and publicly funded family plan-
ning clinics saves about 4.2 in Med-
icaid-related costs alone. So preventive 
health care is good for us in saving dol-
lars, and it is certainly good for our in-
dividual constituents who have a lack 
of access to health care. That is why I 
am so disappointed in the situation we 
have now, where colleagues are saying 
to us: You can get a budget deal, but 
you have to defund women’s health 
care access to do so. 

The avoidance of a government shut-
down has also brought on a challenge 
on the backs of women in the District 
of Columbia because it included a pro-
vision denying DC leaders the option of 
using locally raised funds to provide 
abortion services to low-income 
women. For those who argue against 
big government, this is a contradiction 
because this is a real imposition on the 
ability of elected officials in the Dis-
trict of Columbia to decide what to do 
with their locally raised funds. I know, 
because I am in the Hart Building, 
what the mayor and others on the 
council had to say about this. This is 
an imposition on the health services of 
low-income women in the District of 
Columbia and certainly has gone al-
most unnoticed in the eleventh hour 
and sets a precedent for a dangerous 
slippery slope with what we are telling 
local governments to do. 

It is time for us to focus on our budg-
et, living within our means, and get-
ting back to work, but certainly not to 
try to do all of that on the backs of 
women. It is not time to shut down ac-
cess to women’s health care. 

Republicans in the House have de-
cided to wage war and to say women 
should be a bargaining chip. The Amer-
ican people have sent us a clear mes-
sage. They want us to get back to 
work, and they support Planned Par-
enthood and efforts of Planned Parent-
hood on preventive health care and 
health care delivery services. 

A recent CNN poll showed that 65 
percent of Americans polled support 
continued funding of Planned Parent-
hood. I know my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle would like to say 
that these funds are used in funding or-
ganizations that may be involved in 
doing full reproductive choice services. 
But I ask them to think about that 
issue and that logic. Where will they 
stop? It is Planned Parenthood today, 
but are they going to stop every insti-
tution in America from receiving Fed-
eral dollars? It is illegal for Planned 
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Parenthood to use Federal dollars for 
full reproductive choices, including 
abortion. It is illegal. They cannot use 
those funds. Yet the other side would 
like to say that this is an issue where 
they would like to stop Planned Par-
enthood today, and then they will try 
to stop other organizations in the fu-
ture. It is time to say no to this 
amendment tomorrow and to say no on 
trying to pull back from the full health 
care funding bill at a time when we 
need to implement the reforms to keep 
costs down and to increase access for 
those who currently don’t have access 
to health care and return to the system 
with much more expensive health care 
needs in the future. 

I am disappointed that at the elev-
enth hour of a budget debate that is 
about living within our means, about 
how we take the limited recovery we 
have had and move it forward economi-
cally, instead we are saying that we 
can’t move forward on a budget and a 
recovery until we take everything that 
we can away from women’s access to 
health care. 

We will fight this tomorrow. I am 
proud to be here with my colleagues to 
say we will be the last line of defense 
for women in America who are going 
about their busy lives right now, tak-
ing their kids to school, trying to jug-
gle many things at home and work. 
They are every day, as the budget peo-
ple within their own homes, trying to 
figure out how to live within their 
means. The national budget debate has 
broken on this point: We can only have 
a budget agreement if we defund wom-
en’s full access to health care. That is 
wrong. 

We will be here tomorrow to fight 
this battle and speak up for women. 

I wish to point out to my colleague 
from New York that I remember in 
1993, in the year of the woman, when so 
many women got elected to Congress, 
it was the first time in the House of 
Representatives we had a woman on 
every single committee. The end result 
of that is we had an increase in funding 
for women’s health research. So much 
of the research had been up until that 
point focused on men. Why? Because 
there wasn’t anybody on the com-
mittee to speak up about how women 
had uniquely different health care 
needs and deserved to have a bigger 
share of funding for health care needs 
than were currently being funded. That 
is what we get when we get representa-
tion. 

Women Senators will be here tomor-
row to fight to say that women deserve 
to have access to health care through 
Planned Parenthood and title X. 
Please, for those working moms who 
are out there juggling, dealing with 
children and childcare, dealing with 
their jobs, dealing with pay equity at 
work, dealing with all of these other 
issues that women are struggling 
with—that they don’t have to be a 
pawn in the debate on the budget, that 
there are people who believe, just like 
the majority of Americans do, that we 

should move forward with this kind of 
preventive health care for women in 
America. 

I see my colleague from New York 
who has been a staunch supporter of 
Planned Parenthood and women’s 
health care choices, and I thank her for 
that leadership. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York is recognized. 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND. Mr. President, I 

commend my colleague for her extraor-
dinary remarks and her leadership in 
fighting for these issues. 

It is a privilege to be in the Senate 
today to listen to the remarks of all of 
the Senate women colleagues who care 
so deeply about women in America and 
how they are literally being used as a 
pawn in a debate about the budget. 

These women have drawn a line in 
the sand, a line in the sand that we will 
not let you cross. You may not balance 
the budget on the backs of women, pe-
riod. 

It is very simple. The election last 
November was not about a mandate for 
these social issues. It was about the 
economy. It was about, How are we 
going to create jobs? How do we get a 
body of representatives to come to-
gether, work together across party 
lines, to come up with solutions? That 
is what the election was about. 

The American people voted over-
whelmingly for a vote and a discussion 
of issues relating to jobs. How do we 
create jobs? How do we create the at-
mosphere and the landscape so our 
small businesses can grow? 

But that is not what the House of 
Representatives has focused on. No. 
They have created an entire agenda 
around an assault on women. Women’s 
safety nets, women’s health care, pro-
tections for women and children, early 
childhood education, prenatal care, 
Pap smears—you name it—this is what 
they are beginning to focus their atten-
tion on. 

Millions of Americans depend on re-
productive services. Millions of women 
depend on prenatal care, on early can-
cer screenings, breast exams—all of the 
types of preventive health care that 
families rely on. In fact, in New York, 
there are over 200,000 New Yorkers who 
rely on this preventive care. 

For my friends and colleagues, this is 
a factual statement: Current law al-
ready prevents Federal money from 
paying for abortions. This has been the 
law of the land for over 30 years. 

Shutting down the government to 
fight a political argument is not only 
outrageous, it is irresponsible. The 
price for keeping the government open 
is this assault on women’s rights, 
equality, access to health care, access 
to preventive care. 

Women shoulder the worst of health 
care costs, including outrageous dis-
criminatory practices that we worked 
so hard during health care reform to 
fix. 

The National Women’s Law Center 
tells us that under the previous health 

care system, a 25-year-old woman 
would have to pay 45 percent more to 
get basic health care than a male her 
same age. Some of the most essential 
services required by women for their 
basic health were not covered by many 
insurance plans, such as prenatal care, 
Pap smears, or mammograms or pre-
ventive screenings, including postpar-
tum depression, domestic violence, and 
family planning. 

The institutionalized discrimination 
in our health care system is wrong and 
it is a tax on women and their families. 
What we did in health care reform was 
to begin to address these issues to 
make sure the inadequacies of our cur-
rent system could be addressed, safe-
guarding women’s health, and making 
sure this institutional discrimination 
no longer exists. 

Yesterday was Equal Pay Day. 
Women all across America earn 78 
cents for every $1 their male colleagues 
earn for doing the exact same job. Yes-
terday was the day it would take a 
woman to work all of last year and this 
year to earn exactly what that male 
colleague earned in 1 year. 

Well, who does that affect? It affects 
families. It affects every family in 
America who has a working mother 
who is bringing money home to pay for 
her children, for her family, for their 
well-being. 

So when we should be talking about 
the economy and issues about how do 
we have equal pay in this country, the 
Republican House is talking about how 
to continue this rhetoric and assault 
and negative effects on women and 
their families and what they need to 
protect themselves. 

The votes we are going to have to-
morrow to defund Planned Parenthood, 
to repeal health care—American 
women, make no mistake about it, this 
is an attack on you. It is an attack on 
every preventive health service, every 
safety net, everything you care about, 
whether it is early childhood edu-
cation, Pap smears, mammograms, or 
prenatal care when you are pregnant. 
That is what their efforts are all about, 
and you should just know you have 
women of the Senate who will stand by 
you. We have drawn this line in the 
sand, and we will not allow them to 
cross it. We are your voice in Wash-
ington, we are your voice in Congress, 
and we will protect you and the basic 
safety nets and equality you should ex-
pect out of the U.S. Government. 

Since I am the last speaker, I suggest 
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. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, you may 
not know it from the weather in Wash-
ington, but spring has finally arrived. 
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Even though it is cold and rainy out-
side, there is no mistaking the change 
of seasons in Washington. Every 
spring, the congressional office build-
ings are busy with people who want to 
visit their representatives. 

I look forward to many of these vis-
its. I look forward to seeing families 
who have traveled all the way from 
Utah to see for themselves and to show 
their children the Capitol, the White 
House, the Declaration of Independ-
ence, and the monuments to many of 
our Nation’s greatest heroes. 

But we truly know it is spring in 
Washington because the Halls of Con-
gress are filled with people here for one 
purpose; that is, to ask for more 
money. When budget season hits, inter-
est groups descend on the Capitol with 
one-track minds. Like the swallows to 
Capistrano, they return to the same 
spot each year to ask for more dough. 
The message is always the same: Their 
issue or their program is always crit-
ical, always essential. 

Liberals like to beat up on businesses 
and demand their shared sacrifice. 
Translation: You better pony up. But 
the interest groups that thrive on tax-
payer dollars always seem to be exempt 
from this required sacrifice. Somehow I 
don’t think this is what the Founders 
had in mind when they guaranteed in-
dividuals the right to petition the gov-
ernment. Petitioning the government 
for more cash is somehow less inspiring 
than petitioning the government for 
redress of grievances. 

I appreciate the sentiments of a new 
Member of the House of Representa-
tives who hung a banner in his office 
that read: If you are here to ask for 
money, you are in the wrong place. 

The fact is, Washington has an enor-
mous spending problem. Washington is 
addicted to spending. The first step to-
ward recovery is acknowledging that 
you have a problem. I suppose we can 
take some solace in the fact that few 
persons in a position of responsibility 
now deny that our deficits and debt are 
a problem. 

Facts have gotten in the way. This 
morning, the Financial Times had an 
above-the-fold headline that read: 
‘‘U.S. Lacks Credibility On Debt, IMF 
Says.’’ No kidding. 

Our total debt is now over $14 tril-
lion, with no end in sight. The adminis-
tration is now asking the Finance 
Committee and Congress to raise the 
debt ceiling by $2.2 trillion just to get 
this country through next year. The 
President’s first two budgets were a 
tragedy. But when the United States 
was staring down the barrel of a third 
straight $1 trillion-plus deficit, his fis-
cal year 2012 budget morphed into par-
ody. 

Recognizing the shellacking his 
party took over the issue of big spend-
ing, the White House had to talk a big 
game about deficit reduction, but their 
numbers never added up. This is how 
the Washington Post described the im-
pact of the President’s budget: After 
next year, the deficit will begin to fall 

‘‘settling around $600 billion a year 
through 2018, when it would once again 
begin to climb as the growing number 
of retirees tapped into Social Security 
and Medicare.’’ 

Americans quickly saw this budget 
for what it was—business as usual, 
spending as usual. 

Today, the President tried a do-over. 
He was going to give a big speech. That 
seems to be his go-to move. This time, 
he was going to convince Americans 
that he is very serious about deficit re-
duction. Unfortunately, he bricked this 
shot as well. 

We are approaching a debt crisis, but 
the President seems willing to run the 
clock until the next election. This is a 
very dangerous game. 

I think we need to be clear about how 
precarious our Nation’s fiscal situation 
is. The fact is, we could be closer to a 
debt crisis than even the most pessi-
mistic accounts. Because of this ad-
ministration’s dramatic ramp-up in 
Federal spending, Americans are deep 
in Federal debt. 

Currently, Federal debt held by the 
public equals a modern record of about 
69 percent of the Nation’s economy— 
known as the gross domestic product. 
The Congressional Budget Office re-
ports that current tax-and-spending 
law takes that figure to 76 percent of 
GDP over the next 10 years. 

To put that number in perspective, 
consider the following statistic: At the 
end of fiscal year 2008, as the George W. 
Bush administration was winding 
down, the debt held by the public 
reached about 41 percent. That is less 
than 21⁄2 years ago, in contrast with 69 
percent of the debt. As bad as the 76- 
percent figure is, it gets worse under 
the President’s fiscal policies. 

President Obama’s third budget was 
released on Valentines Day this year. If 
Americans were expecting some love 
and concern from our President, they 
sure didn’t get it. The administration’s 
figures claimed that the President’s 
budget would raise debt held by the 
public to 87 percent of GDP. That is the 
administration’s figures. 

I have a chart that shows the growth 
in the debt—the national debt as a per-
centage of GDP. The current policy 
happens to be the red, the Obama 2012 
budget is the blue. As you can see, by 
2021, the national debt will be 76 per-
cent of our GDP. 

On Friday, March 18, 2011, CBO re-
leased its estimates of the President’s 
budget. These estimates showed that 
debt held by the public would grow to 
87 percent of GDP in 10 years, just like 
it says on the far right of the chart. 
That alarming figure is there on the 
chart. 

Let me put this another way. Accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office, 
if we continue current tax policy, don’t 
raise rates, fix the AMT, provide estate 
tax relief, and provide for a fix to the 
physician payment system or the SGR 
as it is known—policies supported by a 
clear majority of Americans—by 2021, 
the debt held by the public will reach 
97 percent of GDP. 

For those watching C–SPAN, whose 
jaws just hit the floor, I hate to tell 
you, but the news might even be worse. 
As bad as these numbers are—and they 
are very bad—they could be dramati-
cally understating the fiscal con-
sequences of our current deficit spend-
ing policy. This is because we face a 
hidden potential for even greater levels 
of additional Federal debt. We may be 
in the middle of a debt bubble. The 
stated current level of debt may grow 
astronomically without any policy 
changes. Let me say that again. If we 
do nothing to our current policy and 
continue to spend, the debt we cur-
rently hold may prove disastrous. 

Here is what I mean by a bubble. I 
will use an example we are all too fa-
miliar with. An economic bubble can 
be described as significant trade vol-
ume in different products or assets 
with inflated values. Interest rates af-
fect everything in our economy, from 
the monthly payments we make on a 
new car or home to the amount we are 
able to save at a local bank. Interest 
rates during both the dot-com bubble 
and the housing bubble were driven by 
policies at the Federal Reserve. During 
2001, the Federal Reserve lowered the 
Federal funds rate from 6.25 percent to 
1.75 percent. The Fed further reduced 
the rate in 2002 and 2003—there is the 
Federal funds rate—to around 1 per-
cent. 

These low rates had a substantial ef-
fect on the growth of mortgage lending 
between 2001 and 2004. The share of new 
mortgages with adjustable rates, which 
was around 20 percent in 2001, was more 
than 40 percent by 2004—adjustable 
rate mortgages. 

Currently, just like at the beginning 
of the last decade, interest rates are 
very low. Ten-year Treasury rates are 
currently around 3.5 percent. During 
the past 2 years, this administration 
has spent recklessly, raising the total 
debt from $10.6 trillion to over $14.2 
trillion. We are currently spending 40 
cents of every $1 on interest, paying 
China and others who hold our debt. 
But what will happen when interest 
rates rise? Under projections from the 
CBO, 10-year Treasury note rates are 
expected to rise from current levels to 
5.3 percent in 2016. 

What happens if interest rates rise to 
levels seen during the 1980s or the 
1990s? During the 1980s, rates on 3- 
month Treasury bills and 10-year notes 
rose to over 8 percent and 10 percent, 
respectively. During the 1990s, rates on 
3-month and 10-year notes rose to 5 
percent and 6.6 percent, respectively. 

Exactly like the housing bubble, as a 
nation, we are falling into a national 
debt bubble. We continue to spend on 
our national credit card while interest 
rates are low. Just as many purchased 
homes with adjustable rate mortgages, 
eventually the adjustment kicked in, 
the low-rate bubble popped, and many 
Americans found themselves facing 
higher mortgage payments that were 
unaffordable. 

We are exposing ourselves to more 
debt than we should. The cost of that 
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decision is severely understated. That 
cost, as laid out by CBO, could be as-
tronomical. Under President Obama’s 
2012 current budget, the CBO projects 
deficits for each of the next 10 years, 
resulting in an estimated $10 trillion 
being added to the public debt, a 100- 
percent increase. 

Under the scenario where interest 
rates rise to the historical average of 
the 1990s, the public debt is projected 
to grow an additional $8 trillion or a 
77-percent increase. Under the scenario 
where interest rates rise to the histor-
ical average of the 1980s, the public 
debt would grow to $12.1 trillion, dou-
bling in size. 

It is right here on this chart. You can 
see it. This is a chart showing the pub-
lic debt over the next 10 years, from 
2011 to 2021. You can see the green on 
the far right of each column is the 
1980s interest rate, the blue in the mid-
dle of each column is the 1990s interest 
rate, and the red happens to be the cur-
rent baseline estimates, which almost 
everybody who looks at it seriously 
would say are too low. 

If the interest rates return to the lev-
els of the 1990s without any policy 
changes, the debt, as you can see, 
grows significantly, according to this 
chart. If we return to the 1980s interest 
rates, we will hit a 116-percent in-
crease. If interest rates return to the 
1980 levels, boy, are we in trouble. 

Those who argue against spending re-
straints now are akin to the bubble in-
flators of the housing industry, encour-
aging more and more spending and con-
sumption, never considering what will 
happen when the rates adjust. 

This is why it is urgent, I would say 
imperative, that we cut spending now. 
Not after the next Presidential elec-
tion. Not next year. Not next month. 
Immediately. 

We cannot afford either the short or 
the long term effects of this dangerous 
spending addiction. American tax-
payers understand what Washington 
has to do. It is time to cut the national 
credit card and stop this reckless 
spending. 

Unfortunately, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle, and their liberal 
progressive base, keep urging for more 
taxes. I don’t get this. I don’t think 
Americans have been sitting at home 
thinking: You know what this debate 
over government spending has been 
missing? A proposal for a giant tax in-
crease. 

But to borrow from Bruce Dickinson, 
Democrats have a fever. And the only 
prescription is more taxation. 

When it comes to dealing with our 
budget deficits and our exploding debt, 
Democrats have a one-track mind. 
They claim that they are serious about 
spending. The White House is touting 
reforms to Medicare and Medicaid to 
get spending under control. But 
ObamaCare is not Medicare reform. 
And real Medicare reform will entail 
repealing ObamaCare. 

The health care bill took a half a 
trillion dollars out of Medicare to fi-

nance $2.6 trillion in new government 
spending. And instead of taking respon-
sibility to ensure the long-term viabil-
ity of Medicare, the President did what 
he seems to do best. He punted deci-
sionmaking to a board of unelected bu-
reaucrats. 

ObamaCare is not Medicaid reform 
either. States are already facing a 
crushing collective deficit of $175 bil-
lion. But instead of helping the States 
to lift this burden, the President’s 
health care bill larded on a $118 billion 
Medicaid expansion on the States. That 
is about $300 billion. 

The White House has circulated a 
factsheet on the President’s attempt at 
deficit reduction. It claims $340 billion 
in savings over 10 years—‘‘an amount 
sufficient to fully pay to reform the 
Medicare Sustainable Growth Rate, 
SGR, physician payment formula while 
still reducing the deficit.’’ However, 
the President’s budget estimated the 
cost of a 10-year doc fix at $380 billion. 
Assuming Congress utilizes the Presi-
dent’s proposed savings to fund a doc 
fix, the net deficit increase from the 
White House’s health proposals will be 
at least $40 billion. 

With due respect, when the Medicare 
hospital insurance trust fund, which 
our seniors depend on, is scheduled to 
be insolvent in 9 short years, that is to-
tally inadequate. 

So what are we really looking at in 
this vaunted deficit reduction plan? 
Yesterday, in anticipation of the Presi-
dent’s remarks on deficit reduction, his 
spokesperson gave it away when he 
said, ‘‘[t]he president believes there has 
to be a balanced approach.’’ 

Translation: You better check your 
wallet. 

The Wall Street Journal said that 
tax increases are on the table. 

But Americans know that for Demo-
crats tax increases are never off the 
table. Most Americans understand that 
they are the centerpiece of Democratic 
policy. 

America was waiting for the Presi-
dent to propose something new today. 
Instead, he dusted off his proposal to 
end the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts for house-
holds and businesses earning over 
$250,000 a year. 

Citizens wanted something innova-
tive—maybe a little hope and change 
for a change. 

But instead they got the fiscal policy 
of Walter Mondale and Michael 
Dukakis. 

Under the President’s proposed 
failsafe for deficit reduction, taxpayers 
who use their own dollars to deduct 
mortgage interest, make contributions 
to charities, save for education, or save 
in a pension plan, will be treated the 
same as spending for Nevada’s Cowboy 
Poetry Festival. 

To me they are not the same. But to 
the President they are. David Plouffe, 
the President’s senior adviser and 
former campaign manager, had this to 
say about the President’s proposal: 

People like him . . . who’ve been very for-
tunate in life, have the ability to pay a little 
bit more. 

Well, that’s big of him. We hear this 
quite a bit from rich Democrats: Please 
tax us more, they say. 

Well, as the ranking member on the 
Senate Finance Committee, I feel obli-
gated to inform Mr. Plouffe that the 
President, and all of those rich liberal 
Democrats who are eager to pay higher 
taxes, can do just that. They can write 
a check to the IRS and make an extra 
payment on their tax returns to pay 
down the Federal debt. The option is 
right there at the bottom of their tax 
return. 

America awaits these checks. This 
might be a good talking point. I am 
sure it has polled well. But I have yet 
to hear the economic or fiscal ration-
ale for raising taxes on small business 
creators and American families. It is 
certainly not deficit reduction. 

Raising taxes might be politically 
necessary for Democrats. But it will do 
little to reduce the deficits and debt 
that are at their root spending prob-
lems. 

An article from the Tax Policy Cen-
ter shows just how delusional it is to 
try and balance the budget through tax 
increases. In an article titled, ‘‘Des-
perately Seeking Revenue,’’ the au-
thors laid out what types of tax in-
creases would be necessary, absent 
spending changes, to reduce Federal 
deficits to 2 percent of GDP for the 2015 
to 2019 period. 

This is a remarkable article. Its au-
thors concluded that tax increases con-
sistent with the President’s campaign 
pledge not to raise taxes on individuals 
making less than $200,000 or families 
making less than $250,000 would require 
the top two rates to go from 33 percent 
to 85.7 percent and 35 percent to 90.9 
percent. 

This article makes clear, yet again, 
that we have a spending problem, not a 
revenue problem. We are not going to 
make meaningful deficit reduction—we 
are not going to get the debt under 
control—by taxing the so-called rich. 
Taxing citizens and businesses more is 
not going to fix what is essentially a 
spending problem. 

Consider this chart. The top red line 
is the CBO baseline, the middle blue 
line is the President’s budget plans. 
The bottom orange line is to extend 
the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts and index the 
AMT, the Alternative Minimum Tax. 

You can see here that under the 
President’s budget plans, under the 
CBO baseline, and under the Repub-
lican position, individual income tax 
revenues as a percentage of GDP are 
going up. Tax revenues are already 
going up, and they are not getting us 
where we need to be as a nation. Yet in 
his remarks today, the President’s 
landmark proposal is little more than 
tax increases. I suppose we shouldn’t be 
surprised. 

When the Drudge report announced 
yesterday that the President was going 
to recommend tax increases, it did not 
even merit a flashing red light. Drudge 
just pushed it to the side, because it is 
really no longer news to anyone that 
Democrats want to raise taxes. 
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The real news would have been if the 

President stood up to his political base 
and made meaningful recommenda-
tions for entitlement reform. 

The people of Utah, and taxpayers 
around the country, would have stood 
up and listened if the President backed 
a serious rollback of domestic non-de-
fense discretionary spending, which has 
exploded on his watch. 

Instead, they got the economic phi-
losophy of President Carter. Maybe 
that statement isn’t fair to President 
Carter. I don’t know. It seems like it 
has all the elements of fairness. 

Ultimately, this spending crisis can-
not be ignored, and both voters and 
markets will respond to the leaders 
who take this issue on in a serious way. 

One of the problems with our col-
leagues on the other side and their 
wonderful desire to increase taxes on 
everybody is that those tax increases 
would not go toward paying down the 
deficit. They would go for more spend-
ing. That has been the case for all my 
34 years in the Senate. Every time we 
have raised taxes, over the long run it 
has not gone toward bringing down the 
deficit. It has gone for more spending. 

We Members of Congress have all 
kinds of ways of spending money, and 
our Father in Heaven knows we get a 
lot more credit for spending in this 
country up through the years than we 
do for conserving. On the other hand, I 
don’t think there is much credit com-
ing today. I think most everybody in 
America, including all those Demo-
cratic millionaires who supported the 
President last time—maybe not all of 
them but a good percentage of them— 
are saying: Enough is enough. 

I am hoping the President will give a 
speech someday that will make a dif-
ference on spending because that is 
clearly the problem. It is not tax reve-
nues, it is spending. I think we have 
had enough of that. I think the Amer-
ican people, whether they be Demo-
crats or Republicans, have had enough 
of that. Even though we wish we could 
do more, we wish we could help more 
people, we wish we could provide a new 
car for everybody in America, I am 
sure, but that is not reality. It is time 
to face up to reality and get this gov-
ernment spending under control. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the period of morning 
business for debate only be extended 
until 6 p.m. this evening, with Senators 
during that period of time being al-
lowed to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each, and at 6 p.m. I be recognized. 

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

f 

SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are con-
tinuing to work on an agreement to 
move ahead on small business. We have 
three main amendments—I should not 
say ‘‘main,’’ but I think they are the 
ones on which we are focused. One is an 
amendment by Senator CORNYN, one by 
Senator HUTCHISON, and one by Senator 
SANDERS. There are others who now 
have come into the fray, and it is mak-
ing it very difficult to get votes on 
these three amendments, but that is 
where we are. 

It is unfortunate. I think each of 
these amendments were offered in good 
faith. We should be able to have a vote 
on them even though they have vir-
tually nothing to do with the small 
business bill, but I am going to con-
tinue to work to see if I can get uni-
versal agreement to get these amend-
ments disposed of either by passing or 
bringing them up and moving toward 
completion of this bill. We should have 
been able to do something in the last 2 
days, but that is where we are. 

Overhanging all this is the con-
tinuing resolution which we need to 
work on tomorrow. If people have any 
feelings about that, I wish they would 
come to the Senate floor to discuss it. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MERKLEY). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I 
watched with great interest President 
Obama’s speech about our spending and 
debt crisis. That is what I would call it. 
He did not use as stark terms, unfortu-
nately, but it is a spending and debt 
crisis. 

First of all, I am at least a little en-
couraged that he is finally beginning to 
enter the debate about this crisis. It is 
headed to a crisis. It is the greatest do-
mestic threat we face as a nation. At 
least this speech acknowledges it is a 
huge threat and that his own budget 
submitted a few months ago was a pass 
on all of those big issues and he needed 
a redo. 

This is a great threat to all of our fu-
tures and prosperity. Let me try to put 
it in a little bit of perspective. 

Borrowing right now is at least 40 
cents out of every $1 we spend. So for 
every $1 the Federal Government 
spends, 40 cents of that—over 40 cents— 
is borrowed money. We are spending 
$3.7 trillion a year, but we are only 
taking in $2.2 trillion. Because of that, 
we have recently been racking up over 
$4 billion of new debt every day. So 
every day: new debt of $4 billion a day. 
And a whole lot of that we owe to the 

Chinese, more than $1 trillion. That 
eventually has very serious con-
sequences in terms of our prosperity, 
our future, the sort of country and vi-
sion and future we can leave for our 
kids. 

As interest rates go up—which they 
inevitably will if we stay on this path— 
that downright costs jobs. When inter-
est rates go up 1 percent, Federal debt 
goes up $140 billion because the debt is 
so much. When those interest rates 
eventually go up, it makes it harder for 
all of us and our families to buy cars 
and homes, to pay tuition, to create 
jobs if we are a small business. 

ADM Mike Mullen, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has said: 

Our national debt is our biggest national 
security threat. 

The highest ranking person in uni-
form in charge of our national security 
says our biggest security threat is not 
Iran or North Korea or anyone else; it 
is actually this domestic debt issue. 
Debt at current levels—which is 94 per-
cent of GDP—economists say that is 
already costing us about a million jobs 
because our debt level is so great. 

Again, at least the President, in his 
speech today—which is essentially a 
do-over of his budget from a few 
months ago—at least the President is 
beginning to acknowledge that funda-
mental threat, and that is good. But we 
need more than a speech, we need more 
than a vision. We need a real action 
plan, a detailed plan from the Presi-
dent, and we did not get that today. 

So my first reaction to the speech 
was that it was just that: It was a 
speech. It was a nice sounding speech. 
It had a lot of nice themes. But it was 
a speech. If the President, who is so 
quick to criticize Congressman PAUL 
RYAN’s budget—if he wants to enter the 
debate, he needs to enter it on a par 
with that level of detail, that level of 
specifics that Congressman RYAN and 
House Republicans gave. So the Presi-
dent needs to submit a new budget, a 
new detailed proposal, not just give a 
speech. Then we need to engage in a 
real debate and come up with a plan, 
an action plan, to tackle this spending 
and debt issue. And we need to do that 
before we vote on any debt limit in-
crease. 

Speaking for myself, I am not going 
to consider increasing the debt limit, 
which the President wants all of us to 
do, unless and until there is tied to it 
a real plan to deal with this spending 
and debt crisis. So this speech today, 
perhaps, was a start. But my general 
reaction is, we need more than a 
speech. We need specifics. We need a 
new budget submission. Then we need 
to engage in a bipartisan discussion 
and negotiation. But we shouldn’t wait 
until May, as the President suggested. 
That should start immediately—tomor-
row—because we need to hammer out 
meaningful details before any proposal 
comes to the floor for votes to increase 
the debt limit. 

In terms of the general themes the 
President struck, I have to say I was 
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