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COLLEGE LIFE ACT 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, yester-
day I introduced the College Literacy 
in Finance and Economics Act—the 
College LIFE Act. This bill is a re-
sponse to the dire need in our country 
for greater financial literacy among 
young adults. 

To be financially literate is to pos-
sess one of the most empowering life 
skills that an individual can have. 
Those who have a sound understanding 
of personal finance and economics are 
better prepared for the many pivotal 
moments that they encounter in life 
where decisions about money must be 
made. Sound decisionmaking in those 
instances separate the financially lit-
erate from the financially illiterate. 
Those who effectively evaluate their fi-
nancial choices, wisely manage their 
personal finances, and budget and save 
live more financially stable and secure 
lives. Those who make poor decisions 
about money live without financial 
certainty and become vulnerable to 
anticonsumer business practices and 
unscrupulous lenders. 

Financial independence begins during 
or immediately after college for many 
of us and brings with it new opportuni-
ties and challenges. Before we buy a 
home, put a child through school, or 
retire, we make choices about pur-
chasing a car, buying with credit in 
lieu of cash, and balancing our ‘‘wants’’ 
and ‘‘needs’’ while struggling to ex-
tract rent out of our first few pay-
checks. From that point on, financial 
choices increase in cost and magnitude. 
Financial decisions made and habits 
developed as young adults dictate 
whether we go through life on sound fi-
nancial footing and are prepared for 
unforeseen financial obstacles. 

Given the tremendous importance of 
early adulthood financial choices and 
actions, it is extremely troubling how 
unprepared young adults are for these 
challenges. Too few students have op-
portunities to learn about personal fi-
nance or economics before they enter 
college. The Council for Economic Edu-
cation’s most recent Survey of the 
States found that only 21 States re-
quire students to take a class in eco-
nomics as a requirement for graduation 
and only 13 require a course in personal 
finance. Parents, moreover, are often 
unreliable sources of financial edu-
cation because many are financially il-
literate themselves. For example, the 
National Foundation for Credit 
Counseling’s fifth annual Financial 
Literacy Survey found that 76 percent 
of adults recognized that they could 
benefit from the advice of a financial 
professional regarding everyday finan-
cial questions. 

Even as we acknowledge widespread 
financial illiteracy among young 
adults, we allow students in higher 
education to take on alarming levels of 
debt during college. Borrowing to pay 
for school has become the norm. Two 
out of every three undergraduates re-
ceive some type of financial aid. At for- 
profit colleges, 96 percent of students 

borrow to pay for school. These trends 
have led to over $100 billion in Federal 
educational loans being originated 
each year. When these borrowers grad-
uate, they do so with significant stu-
dent loan debt, with the median over 
$23,000. The Department of Education 
estimates that over 36 million Ameri-
cans have outstanding Federal student 
loan debt that, when combined, totals 
over $740 billion. And yet, because of 
the steep upward trend in college tui-
tion, which in the last decade has risen 
each year by 5.6 percent beyond infla-
tion, students commonly rely on credit 
cards on top of their student loans to 
pay their way through college. Even as 
far back as 7 years ago, 56 percent of 
dependent students had a credit card in 
their own name. 

The consequences of this culture of 
borrowing in higher education are clear 
and concerning. The most recent co-
hort default rate, CDR, on Federal stu-
dent loans was 7 percent, indicating 
that large numbers of young adults are 
failing to effectively manage their 
debt. The average CDR for proprietary 
colleges alone is 22.3 percent. Mean-
while, the average student credit card 
balance rose from around $1,400 in 2002 
to $2,000 today. Given what we know 
about student financial literacy and 
capability, this is not surprising. For 
example, a Charles Schwab study in 
2007 found that only 45 percent of teens 
know how to use a credit card and even 
fewer—just 26 percent—understand 
credit card fees and the concept of in-
terest. 

The increase in Federal educational 
lending and student debt can be inter-
preted positively. I am happy to see 
young people continuing on to college 
in numbers that I would never have 
imagined when I graduated from the 
University of Hawaii in 1952. For our 
best and brightest, college continues to 
be a stepping stone on their paths to 
becoming future leaders. For millions 
of others today, however, college sim-
ply and rightfully represents an oppor-
tunity for better lives for themselves 
and their families. But, the ever-rising 
cost of education is a reality that we 
must address. We are allowing—and 
even encouraging—students to become 
borrowers and consumers. It is our re-
sponsibility, therefore, to ensure that 
these young adults have the knowl-
edge, skills, and capability to manage 
the consequences that come with their 
financial decisions. Unfortunately, we 
are not doing enough. 

The College LIFE Act begins to ad-
dress this clear and urgent void in 
early adulthood financial literacy and 
economic education. It would provide 
financial literacy counseling to all uni-
versity-level students who take out 
federal educational loans when they 
begin and leave school. First receipt of 
a student loan and departure from 
school are two prime teachable mo-
ments in the lives of young adults. In 
addition, they are two opportunities 
for individuals to learn the importance 
of responsible financial behavior with-

out those lessons coming at their own 
expense. 

Financial literacy counseling under 
the College LIFE Act would teach the 
financial education core com-
petencies—earning, spending, saving, 
borrowing, and protection—developed 
by the Financial Literacy and Edu-
cation Commission. Existing loan 
counseling already provides student 
borrowers with valuable information 
about the terms, features, and common 
pitfalls of educational loans. This fi-
nancial literacy counseling would com-
plement existing activities, and the 
College LIFE Act specifies that finan-
cial literacy loan counseling may be 
provided in conjunction with current 
counseling requirements. 

I thank my colleague in the House of 
Representatives, Congresswoman SHEI-
LA JACKSON LEE of Texas, for joining 
me as the House sponsor of this bill. I 
also thank my colleague from Iowa, 
Senator HARKIN, who chairs the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions, for lending his expertise 
to this bill in the areas of financial lit-
eracy and student debt in higher edu-
cation, including at for-profit colleges. 

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues to enact the College LIFE Act. 
I call on them to join me in support of 
this legislation and other efforts to im-
prove financial literacy in America. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Colorado is rec-
ognized. 

f 

THE BUDGET 

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise 
today to implore my colleagues and to 
implore the negotiators who are work-
ing on this budget issue to come to a 
comprehensive solution that meaning-
fully addresses our deficit and our debt. 

If all you knew about our politics 
was what you see on the television at 
night, you would think we were com-
mitted to an endless stream of invec-
tive, of name-calling, of division, that 
we had absolutely no interest or desire 
to solve the Nation’s problems or solve 
the Nation’s challenges, and you would 
be right to sort of give up all hope we 
could actually honor the heritage of 
our parents and our grandparents and 
make sure we are not the first genera-
tion of Americans to leave less oppor-
tunity, not more, to our kids and our 
grandkids. That is what you might 
think if all you knew about our coun-
try was what you saw on the TV at 
night. 

Fortunately, I have had the privilege, 
as has everybody in this body, to travel 
my State and to learn that actually 
the American people are nowhere near 
as divided as Washington, DC, or as 
what you see on television at night. In 
fact, we share an awful lot in common 
in my State of Colorado whether we 
are Republicans, Democrats, or Inde-
pendents, and part of that is because 
we are coming out of the worst reces-
sion since the Great Depression. 
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By the end of the discussion I was 

having during the campaign over the 
last couple of years, there were about 
four things people thought might be 
good ideas. They thought it would be 
good to have an economy in this coun-
try where median family income was 
rising instead of falling, that we were 
creating jobs in the United States rath-
er than shipping them overseas. They 
thought it would be a good idea if our 
energy would not require us to send 
billions of dollars a week to the Per-
sian Gulf to buy oil. They thought it 
would be a good idea—and as a former 
school superintendent, I agree with 
them—to educate our kids for the 21st 
century. They thought it would be a 
good idea if we were actually willing to 
make hard choices to deal with our 
debt and our deficit. 

There is a lot of disagreement around 
here that I do not really understand, 
but in Colorado, the way they would 
like us to do that is to see a com-
prehensive plan that materially ad-
dresses the problem. They know we 
cannot solve it overnight, but they 
would like to see us materially address 
the problem. They want to know we 
are all in it together. They are not in-
terested in the Washington game of 
whose ox is going to get gored; they 
want to know we are all in this to-
gether, that all of us have something 
to contribute to solving this problem. 
They emphatically want it to be bipar-
tisan, which is good because we have a 
divided Congress now, and it needs to 
be bipartisan to get this work done. 
The reason is that they do not trust ei-
ther party’s go-it-alone strategy. I 
think they are right to believe we are 
better off compromising on a set of 
comprehensive proposals than con-
tinuing to fight. 

I would add a corollary to it, which is 
that whatever we do, we better satisfy 
the capital markets that their paper is 
worth what they paid for it. If they are 
not satisfied, we are going to be in an 
interest rate environment that is going 
to make all of the discussions we have 
had about cuts seem trivial in terms of 
the effect on the deficit and debt. 

Then I come here, and we have these 
phony conversations about solving the 
problem. We had a discussion, you will 
remember, about whether we ought to 
shut the government down. And I did 
the math on the bid ask spread that di-
vided the two parties over whether we 
are going to shut the government 
down, and that math equalled about 4 
cents on the $20 meal at Applebee’s. It 
would be like you and me, Mr. Presi-
dent, fighting over that 4 cents because 
we couldn’t figure out how to pay the 
bill. It would be like the city of 
Alamosa in my State, in the San Luis 
Valley, where my predecessor, Ken 
Salazar, came from—it would be like 
the mayor saying: We can’t agree on 
$27,000, so we are going to shut the gov-
ernment down, we are not going to 
pick up your trash, we are not going to 
educate your kids. The American peo-
ple should know that is what that de-

bate was about. Now we come to the 
debt ceiling debate where people are 
saying: We are not going to vote to 
raise the debt ceiling. 

Somebody in a townhall meeting said 
to me: MICHAEL, don’t you know my 
neighbor and I are having to figure out 
how to pay as we go? We have to figure 
out how to pull in our purse strings to 
make sure we can afford to do what we 
need to do? I said: I absolutely agree 
with you. He said: Why aren’t you guys 
showing the same restraint? And I said: 
We need to show the same restraint, 
but that is not about the debt ceiling. 
The debt ceiling is about bills we have 
already incurred; it is not about cut-
ting up your credit card. It would be 
great if it were. That is not what it is 
about. It is about saying: I have a cable 
bill this month, and I am just not 
going to pay it. I got my mortgage this 
month, but I am just not going to pay 
it. 

That is not fiscally responsible. In 
fact, do you know what happens to peo-
ple who do that? Their interest rates 
go up because lenders say to you: You 
are not a good risk because you didn’t 
pay your mortgage on time. You are 
not a good risk because you didn’t pay 
your cable bill on time. That is what 
our lenders are going to say to the Fed-
eral Government of the United States 
if we are willing to jeopardize the full 
faith and credit of the United States. It 
is fiscally and politically irresponsible 
for us to do that. 

In this context, we are having a de-
bate about dealing with the fact that 
we now have a $1.5 trillion deficit and 
a $15 trillion debt. 

By the way, I would say on the debt 
ceiling that at least this Senator would 
settle for raising it just the amount 
the Ryan plan would increase our debt. 
I would be happy with the Ryan plan, 
which is the House Republican plan, to 
raise the debt by about $5.4 trillion. 
Everybody over there voted for it. A 
lot of people here voted for it implic-
itly; therefore, they are suggesting the 
debt ceiling ought to be raised by at 
least that amount, and I would be 
happy to support that and cosponsor 
that. But what I want us to do is come 
together in a comprehensive way. 

Mr. President, MIKE JOHANNS from 
Nebraska and I circulated a letter on 
March 15. I ask unanimous consent 
that letter be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 15, 2011. 

President BARACK OBAMA, 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: As the Adminis-
tration continues to work with Congres-
sional leadership regarding our current budg-
et situation, we write to inform you that we 
believe comprehensive deficit reduction 
measures are imperative and to ask you to 
support a broad approach to solving the 
problem. 

As you know, a bipartisan group of Sen-
ators has been working to craft a com-

prehensive deficit reduction package based 
upon the recommendations of the Fiscal 
Commission. While we may not agree with 
every aspect of the Commission’s rec-
ommendations, we believe that its work rep-
resents an important foundation to achieve 
meaningful progress on our debt. The Com-
mission’s work also underscored the scope 
and breadth of our nation’s long-term fiscal 
challenges. 

Beyond FY2011 funding decisions, we urge 
you to engage in a broader discussion about 
a comprehensive deficit reduction package. 
Specifically, we hope that the discussion will 
include discretionary spending cuts, entitle-
ment changes and tax reform. 

By approaching these negotiations com-
prehensively, with a strong signal of support 
from you, we believe that we can achieve 
consensus on these important fiscal issues. 
This would send a powerful message to 
Americans that Washington can work to-
gether to tackle this critical issue. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL F. BENNET. 
MIKE JOHANNS. 

Mr. BENNET. We sent it around to 
people, and it was a letter to the Presi-
dent that in part said: 

Specifically, we hope that the discussion 
will include discretionary spending cuts, en-
titlement changes and tax reform. 

A comprehensive plan. Sixty-four 
Senators signed that letter—more than 
a majority of the Senate. It is more 
than the 60-vote threshold necessary to 
pass legislation around here—a major-
ity of Republicans and a majority of 
Democrats recognizing what is 
blindingly obvious to the American 
people, which is that we need a com-
prehensive plan because the math does 
not work otherwise. And we need peo-
ple of good will to come together and 
say: We understand we are not going to 
be able to solve this problem if we con-
tinue to fight with each other. We are 
not going to be able to solve this prob-
lem if we continue to pretend there are 
some magical mathematics out there 
that allows us to solve the debt crisis 
based on political ideology rather than 
our working together. 

People ask me sometimes what they 
can do to help with this discussion. 
What I say to them is they ought to be 
holding the people in this body to the 
same standard they hold our local offi-
cials back in Colorado—that mayor in 
Alamosa or a superintendent in Den-
ver—who never in their wildest dreams 
would think they were going to phony 
up the math and go back to people and 
say: Sorry, we could not make it work, 
so we are going to shut down or, sorry, 
we could not make it work, so we are 
going to destroy our credit rating, so 
you end up spending more money on in-
terest instead of on the services you 
care about. 

Our job is to fix this problem. It is 
not going to be easy. It is going to take 
people on both sides of the aisle to 
think differently about what is pos-
sible. My own view is the Deficit and 
Debt Commission gave us a roadmap 
here. It was a bipartisan group. The 
final result got the vote of DICK DUR-
BIN, one of the most liberal members of 
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the Democratic Party, and one of the 
most conservative members of the Re-
publican Party, TOM COBURN, who 
signed onto a plan that said: Let’s take 
a quarter of it from discretionary 
spending, let’s take a quarter of it from 
entitlements, let’s take a quarter of it 
from interest savings, and let’s get a 
quarter from tax reform. That sounds 
about right to me. 

If we could produce a plan here that 
satisfied the test I mentioned earlier, I 
could go back to the townhalls in Colo-
rado, and I guarantee you what people 
would say is: Thank you for finally 
working together. Thank you for pro-
ducing something that is credible. 
Let’s now move on to the other busi-
ness in this country to make sure we 
can compete and win in the 21st cen-
tury. 

I would say I hope, to the extent any-
body is listening to the floor today, 
they would think again about the im-
portance of using this moment to try 
to create a comprehensive plan, to try 
to figure out what the compromises 
are. I for one am happy to work with 
anybody on either side of the aisle to 
make sure we get this done. 

I see the chairman of our Budget 
Committee is in the Chamber. I thank 
him for his efforts on the Deficit Com-
mission, and also for the work he has 
been doing with the Gang of Six—the 
Gang of Five, trying, month after 
month after month, for the last 18 
months, to produce a comprehensive 
plan that actually addresses the prob-
lems. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from North Dakota 
is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Colorado for his re-
marks and for his leadership. He has 
been right on point with respect to 
what has to be done in this country to 
get the debt threat under control. 

Make no mistake, we do face a debt 
threat of ominous proportions. 

Yesterday, the Congressional Budget 
Office again warned us: ‘‘Debt crisis 
looms absent major policy changes.’’ 

You go to the end of this article that 
was from the Associated Press, by Mr. 
Andrew Taylor, a respected writer, and 
it says: 

CBO says the debt increases the prob-
ability of a fiscal crisis in which investors 
lose faith in U.S. bonds and force policy-
makers to make drastic spending cuts or tax 
hikes. 

That is where we are headed if we do 
not respond. And it is going to require 
a bipartisan response with Republicans 
and Democrats, because Republicans 
control the House of Representatives, 
Democrats control the Senate, and 
there is a Democratic White House. 

So when Republicans—as I just heard 
on this floor—blame it all on the Presi-
dent, that is not going to work. That is 
not going to work, because Republicans 
can block anything in this Chamber, 
and Republicans control the House of 
Representatives. So guess what. They 

are going to have to join Democrats 
and be responsible. And being respon-
sible means doing some things that are 
tough. 

Republicans and Democrats are going 
to have to do some things that are 
tough. Why? Because we are borrowing 
40 cents of every dollar we spend. That 
cannot be continued much longer. 

If you look at the historic relation-
ship between spending and revenue, 
here it is, as shown on this chart, going 
back to 1950. The red line is the spend-
ing line. The green line is the revenue 
line. What you see is spending as a 
share of national income is the highest 
it has been in 60 years. Revenue is the 
lowest it has been in 60 years. 

When I hear my Republican friends 
say this is just a spending problem, 
they have it half right. It is in part a 
spending problem. Spending is the 
highest it has been in 60 years—or very 
close to it. But revenue is the lowest it 
has been in 60 years. So let’s get real. 
Let’s get honest. This is a spending 
problem and a revenue problem. It is 
the difference between the two that 
leads to record deficits and a debt that 
is spiraling out of control. 

Here is what the head of our Armed 
Forces—Admiral Mike Mullen, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff— 
said last year at about this time: 

Our national debt is our biggest national 
security threat. 

Colleagues, are you listening? Are 
you listening? We are moving at warp 
speed toward a fiscal crisis. Nobody can 
tell us when it will happen. What ev-
eryone is telling us is that it will hap-
pen. 

Here is where we are, as shown on 
this chart. This is the gross debt of the 
United States. We are now, at the end 
of this year, going to be over 100 per-
cent of our gross domestic product. 
That is going to be the gross debt of 
the United States—all the bills we owe. 
The black line shown on the chart is 
the 90-percent threshold line. Why does 
that matter? Because we have just had 
the definitive economic study done on 
deficits and debt and economic growth. 
It was done by Professor Carmen 
Reinhart at the University of Mary-
land—she is no longer there; she was at 
the University of Maryland—and Pro-
fessor Ken Rogoff at Harvard. Here is 
what they concluded: 

We examine the experience of 44 countries 
spanning up to two centuries of data on cen-
tral government debt, inflation and growth. 
Our main finding is that across both ad-
vanced countries and emerging markets, 
high debt/GDP levels (90 percent and above) 
are associated with notably lower growth 
outcomes [for the future]. 

This is not just about numbers on a 
page. This is about the future economic 
prospects of our Nation. A failure to 
act will consign us to a more limited 
future. Fewer jobs, less economic 
growth, less economic activity, a weak-
er position for the United States in the 
world—that is where we are headed. 

We have been warned repeatedly. 
Quoting from the Wall Street Journal: 

‘‘S&P’’—the major rating agency— 
‘‘Signals Top Credit Rating Is in Dan-
ger, Stoking Political Battle on Def-
icit.’’ ‘‘U.S. Warned on Debt Load.’’ So 
nobody in this Chamber, nobody across 
the Capitol in the House of Representa-
tives, can claim they did not know 
what was coming. We have been 
warned, and we have been warned re-
peatedly. 

What happens if we do not act and 
there is a reaction in the interest rate 
environment for the U.S. debt? I would 
remind my colleagues, a 1-percentage 
point increase in interest rates will add 
$1.3 trillion to the debt over the next 10 
years. A 1-percentage point change in 
interest rates will add $1.3 trillion to 
the debt over the next 10 years. 

People say: Well, we are not going to 
extend the debt, we are not going to ex-
tend the debt limit of the United 
States. Do you know what happens? 
The creditors say: Oh, really? Well, we 
are not going to lend you more money 
then. Do you know what happens then? 
Interest rates go up in order to attract 
other lenders. And what happens? 
Every 1-percentage point increase in 
the interest rates adds $1.3 trillion to 
the debt in just 10 years. 

Here are the remarks of 10 of the pre-
vious chairs of the President’s Council 
of Economic Advisers. Headline: 
‘‘Unsustainable Budget Threatens Na-
tion.’’ This is their conclusion, the top 
economic advisers to former Presi-
dents, Democrats and Republicans. The 
previous 10 unanimously said this: 

There are many issues on which we don’t 
agree. Yet we find ourselves in remarkable 
unanimity about the long-run federal budget 
deficit: It is a severe threat that calls for se-
rious and prompt attention. . . . We all 
strongly support prompt consideration of the 
Fiscal Commission’s proposals. The 
unsustainable long-run budget outlook is a 
growing threat to our well-being. Further 
stalemate and inaction would be irrespon-
sible. 

I served on that commission. There 
were 18 of us. Eleven of us agreed to 
the recommendations—five Democrats, 
five Republicans, and one Independent. 
That proposal would reduce the debt 
from what it would otherwise be by $4 
trillion. Mr. President, 5 Democrats, 5 
Republicans, and 1 Independent—11 of 
the 18 agreed to support the rec-
ommendations. We cut spending. We 
cut domestic nondefense spending. We 
cut defense spending. We took on the 
entitlements. And, yes, we raised rev-
enue by $1 trillion over the next 10 
years—not by raising tax rates. In fact, 
we cut tax rates. But we still got more 
revenue because we expanded the tax 
base by reducing tax expenditures that 
are now running $1.1 trillion a year. 

Over the next 10 years, the tax ex-
penditures of this country are going to 
be $15 trillion. Let me repeat that. The 
tax expenditures in this country over 
the next 10 years—special loopholes, 
deductions, exclusions, all the gim-
micks that are in the Code—$15 tril-
lion. 

Not only did the Fiscal Commission 
come up with a recommendation of 
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about $4 trillion, almost every other 
group that has made a recommenda-
tion has called for debt reduction of 
about $4 trillion over the next 10 years 
from what it would otherwise be: the 
Fiscal Commission, the Bipartisan Pol-
icy Center, the American Enterprise 
Institute, the Center for American 
Progress, the Heritage Foundation, the 
Roosevelt Institute—all of them saying 
we need to get this debt down. 

Here is where we are headed, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office. 
This is not the gross debt. This is the 
publicly held debt. It is headed for 233 
percent of the gross domestic product 
of the country if we fail to act. If, in-
stead, we would adopt the commission 
proposal, you can see, as shown on this 
chart, we would actually work the debt 
down, the publicly held debt, to 30 per-
cent of GDP. 

Every part of the budget has to be 
scrutinized and has to generate sav-
ings. Here is what has happened to de-
fense spending since 1997. It has gone 
straight up, from $254 billion a year to 
$688 billion a year. 

Secretary of Defense Gates said this: 
[T]he budget of the Pentagon almost dou-

bled during the last decade. But our capabili-
ties didn’t particularly expand. A lot of that 
money went into infrastructure and over-
head and, frankly, I think a culture that had 
an open checkbook. 

I think he got it right. When we look 
at this growing debt, where did it come 
from? The Washington Post had this 
report on May 1: 

The biggest culprit, by far, has been an 
erosion of tax revenue triggered largely by 
two recessions and multiple rounds of tax 
cuts. Together, the economy and the tax 
bills enacted under former president George 
W. Bush, and to a lesser extent by President 
Obama, wiped out $6.3 trillion in anticipated 
revenue. That’s nearly half of the $12.7 tril-
lion swing from projected surpluses to real 
debt. 

If we look back on the five times we 
have balanced the budget in the last 40 
years, revenue has been close to 20 per-
cent of GDP: 19.7 in 1969; 19.9 in 1998; 
19.8 in 1999; 20.6 in 2000; 19.5 in 2001. 
Where is revenue today? It is 14.8 per-
cent of GDP. And our friends across the 
aisle say it is only a spending problem. 
Let’s get real. It is a spending problem 
and it is a revenue problem. Let’s be 
honest with the American people. 

Martin Feldstein, the distinguished 
conservative economist, said this: 

Cutting tax expenditures is really the best 
way to reduce government spending . . . 
[E]liminating tax expenditures does not in-
crease marginal tax rates or reduce the re-
ward for saving, investment or risk-taking. 
It would also increase overall economic effi-
ciency by removing incentives that distort 
private spending decisions. And eliminating 
or consolidating the large number of over-
lapping tax-based subsidies would also great-
ly simplify tax filing. In short, cutting tax 
expenditures is not at all like other ways of 
raising revenue. 

Mr. Bernanke, the Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve, has said this, and I 
will conclude on this point: 

Acting now to develop a credible program 
to reduce future deficits would not only en-

hance economic growth and stability in the 
long run, but could also yield substantial 
near-term benefits in terms of lower long- 
term interest rates and increased consumer 
and business confidence. 

This is a defining moment for our 
country. We can either continue to run 
head-long toward a debt crisis, or we 
can join together, Republicans and 
Democrats, in a comprehensive plan to 
get our debt under control. That will 
require a comprehensive plan, one that 
addresses spending—spending must be 
reduced. But it needs to be reduced 
when this economy is stronger. That is 
what every one of the bipartisan com-
missions has concluded. Yes, spending 
has to be cut, but not right this 
minute. It has to be part of a plan that 
assures it will be cut, and it has to be 
every part of spending: domestic dis-
cretionary spending, defense spend-
ing—yes, the entitlements have to be 
right-sized and we have to have the ad-
ditional revenue given the fact, the 
simple fact, that revenue is the lowest 
it has been in 60 years as a share of our 
GDP, far lower than it has been in 
every one of the 5 years we have bal-
anced the budget out of the last 40. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides, 
now is the time for principled com-
promise. Now is the time to come to-
gether to put in place a plan that deals 
with this debt threat, fundamentally 
and assuredly. We have that oppor-
tunity. We should not let this oppor-
tunity slip by. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio). The Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to enter into a col-
loquy with my Republican colleagues 
for up to 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, as we all 
know, the most important issues that 
are facing our country today are the 
economy, job creation, the national 
debt, and excessive government spend-
ing. One of the things that is having a 
huge effect on job creation and the 
economy right now is regulation. 

The administration continues to 
overreach and overstep in the imple-
mentation of dozens of new regula-
tions, be it the EPA regulating green-
house gases, or the DOT’s recent pro-
posal that would require commercial 
drivers’ licenses for farmers who drive 
tractors. 

These oversteps have real con-
sequences in the form of jobs. Take, for 
instance, Mr. Thomas Clements from 
Youngsville, LA, who is testifying 
today in front of the Senate Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee. Mr. Clements is a small busi-
ness owner since 2008. He owns Oilfield 
CMC Machining with his wife. They 
produce metal parts and systems for 
offshore oil rigs. 

His run-in with our overreaching ad-
ministration started after the tragic 
2010 BP oilspill with the President’s de-

cision in May of 2010 to enact a 6- 
month moratorium on new oil drilling 
in the gulf. His business continues to 
struggle today because of the Depart-
ment of the Interior’s decision to slow 
walk new drilling permits. Before these 
actions, he had a thriving small busi-
ness that not only provided for his fam-
ily but also for his employees. 

Today, they are barely staying 
afloat, and will likely close unless the 
administration changes course and ac-
tually begins taking steps toward re-
covery instead of continued rhetoric. 

Another big drag on the economy is 
the amount of spending and debt. Yes-
terday the Congressional Budget Office 
released their long-term budget out-
look. This was certainly sobering read-
ing. They pointed out that under the 
alternative fiscal scenario, in 2024, in-
terest costs, Social Security, and 
major health spending would exceed all 
of the revenue coming into the govern-
ment. 

The need for action is clear. The Con-
gressional Budget Office states that 
these levels of debt will cause incomes 
to be between 7 percent and 18 percent 
lower in 2035 than they would be other-
wise. 

Another study by economists 
Reinhart and Rogoff found that coun-
tries with a debt-to-GDP level that is 
greater than 90 percent—I would em-
phasize that we are currently at 95 per-
cent—but that countries with a debt- 
to-GDP level greater than 90 percent 
grow at 1 percentage point less than 
they would otherwise. In other words, 
when you are carrying this kind of a 
debt load, 90 percent debt to GDP, for a 
sustained period of time, you are bleed-
ing about 1 percent of economic growth 
every single year. 

As we know from the President’s own 
economic advisers, a 1-percent reduc-
tion—1-percent drop in growth—trans-
lates into about 1 million lost jobs. One 
of the places we see that has been hard 
hit in our country by the downturn is 
the State of Ohio. My colleague from 
Ohio Senator PORTMAN is here. I would 
be interested perhaps in hearing from 
him on whether he has seen the evi-
dence of the recovery that was prom-
ised by the administration or does his 
economy in Ohio still reflect an econ-
omy that is held back by excessive reg-
ulation, debt and spending. I would be 
interested in the perspective of the 
Senator from Ohio on that particular 
subject. 

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

Mr. PORTMAN. First of all, I thank 
my colleague from South Dakota for 
coming to the floor today to talk about 
the economy and jobs. It is clearly a 
top issue on the minds of folks in Ohio. 
And, no, the Ohio economy is still 
hurting. We are not creating the jobs 
we hoped to create. 

If you look at it nationally, there are 
now 14 million Americans who are out 
of work, and more than 1 million want 
to work but have given up looking for 
work. So when you look at what is 
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going on out there, you add the 8.5 mil-
lion Americans who are getting by 
with part-time jobs—even though they 
would like to work full time—that is 
about 23 million Americans suffering 
from a lack of the full-time job they 
want. This unemployment issue con-
tinues to be the No. 1 issue in Ohio and 
nationally. We have got to address it. 

You talked a little bit today about 
some of the ways that we need to ap-
proach it, including the regulatory 
overreach and its impact on jobs and 
small businesses. But let me talk about 
even a deeper concern in Ohio. That is 
the length of time people have been out 
of work. The average unemployment 
now is 40 weeks. That is about 9 
months. It is 9 months of stress, 9 
months of uncertainty, 9 months of 
wondering how to make ends meet. 
This is, I am told, the worst statistic in 
terms of length of being unemployed 
that we have had since the records 
were kept. So it is not just about these 
terrible unemployment numbers, it is 
the fact that when have you been out 
that long, you lose some of your job 
skills, you have a gap in your resume, 
and it is harder to get a job. This is not 
what was promised, by the way. 

If you look at what the President and 
his economists promised when the 
stimulus was passed, they said that un-
employment today would be about 6.7 
percent. Instead, it is over 9 percent— 
9.1 percent. So it has not worked. The 
President has called it a bump in the 
road. Unfortunately, I think it is a lot 
more than that. 

The Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
talked about this yesterday, that he 
was very concerned now about some of 
the economic projections. He thinks we 
are not in as good a shape as even the 
projections—which were not very opti-
mistic—show. There was 1.8 percent 
growth in the first quarter. At this 
point in the last deep recession we had, 
the growth was 7 percent. 

This chart is interesting because it 
shows Federal spending as a percent of 
the economy, which as we all know has 
gone up significantly, and part of that 
is because of the stimulus package and 
then the unemployment rate. Unfortu-
nately, when you look at this, there 
has not been an increase in spending 
and a decrease in unemployment. 
There has been an increase in spending 
and an increase in unemployment. So 
this simple notion that you cannot 
spend your way to prosperity, which is 
a commonsense notion that most 
Americans agree with, has been proven 
to be true. 

Unfortunately, the stimulus package 
did not lead to the kind of progress the 
President and his team predicted. We 
are all paying the price for it. So, in-
stead, we need to approach it in a dif-
ferent way. 

Again, as Senator THUNE mentioned 
earlier, part of the answer to this is 
dealing with the regulations, dealing 
with our tax system, dealing with 
these high energy costs, dealing with 
the high health care costs, which do 

impact employment, getting the econ-
omy back on track through smart 
progrowth policies. 

I know the Senator from South Da-
kota has done a lot of thinking about 
how do we get out of this mess we are 
in, instead of the spending. But I do 
not know if the Senator has any 
thoughts about what the debt and the 
spending is doing to our economy. He 
mentioned the Rogoff and Reinhart 
study showing that our economy would 
be growing much faster than it is now 
but for this big overhang of spending 
and deficit and debt. 

I wonder if the Senator has addi-
tional thoughts. 

Mr. THUNE. I appreciate my col-
league’s observations regarding his 
State, which is a pivotal State when it 
comes to whether we are going to see 
the economy recover. It is a State that 
feels the impact right away when you 
have a down economy and job losses 
and all of the negative things that go 
with that. So I appreciate his perspec-
tive on it. Obviously, I wish I could say 
this administration’s policies have 
made the situation better. Unfortu-
nately, the evidence overwhelmingly 
points to the President and his policies 
making this situation worse—much 
worse. For example, the Senator men-
tioned nondefense discretionary spend-
ing, which is the part of spending that 
the President has to sign into law 
every year. It went up 4.1 percent. That 
is astounding when you consider infla-
tion was about 2 percent over that 
time. Government spending was grow-
ing 10 times the rate of inflation. 

What is even more amazing, this 
doesn’t include the increases in discre-
tionary spending attributed to stim-
ulus. That was supposed to have 
brought the unemployment rate down 
to 6.7 percent. Clearly, we are over 9 
percent today. 

There is no correlation between addi-
tional spending and job creation. We 
have clearly demonstrated that. That 
spending level doesn’t include spending 
on the ‘‘Cash for Clunkers’’ program, 
which was supposed to create jobs. It 
doesn’t include ‘‘un-offset’’ increases in 
spending on mandatory programs that 
are signed into law, such as additional 
unemployment insurance, Medicaid, or 
trade adjustment assistance. It doesn’t 
include the spending increases the 
President fought for but has been un-
successful in passing. 

Because of this exorbitant spending, 
we are at a point where 40 cents out of 
every dollar the Federal Government 
spends is borrowed. While most people 
would look at this situation and say it 
is time to do something about it to im-
prove the situation, the President 
clearly punted over the medium and 
long term, and his proposed budget 
makes the situation even worse. In 
fact, his proposed fiscal 2012 budget 
would spend $46 trillion over a 10-year 
time period, add $9.47 trillion to the 
debt, and raise taxes by $1.6 trillion. So 
their prescription continues to be more 
spending, more borrowing, and higher 
taxes. 

The question is, is this helping or 
hurting our economy? If you look at a 
recent Bloomberg poll, it found 65 per-
cent of Americans think the debt is a 
major reason why our unemployment 
rate is so high. The answer from the 
American people is clear. 

I guess what I say to my colleague 
from Ohio—and he and I have worked 
together on ideas on how to get the 
economy going again and create an en-
vironment conducive to job growth—is 
that, clearly, getting spending under 
control here is a huge factor. As he 
pointed out, there is lots of research 
out there that demonstrates 
connectivity between spending and 
debt and the economy. I simply add 
that ratings agencies, such as Standard 
& Poor’s and Moody’s, all gave a nega-
tive assessment to our credit rating; 
and if that led to a downgrade in our 
credit rating, it would reflect much 
higher interest rates for another nega-
tive impact. 

Spending and debt have a profound 
negative impact on our ability to grow 
the economy and create jobs. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has been a great leader 
getting out there in talking about solu-
tions that would lead to job creation. I 
am interested in hearing about some of 
what we might be able to do that is 
clearly not being done today and, 
frankly, what I hope is contrary to the 
policies put forward by this adminis-
tration, which are costing jobs. 

Mr. PORTMAN. That is right. There 
are a number of things that can be 
done. There is no reason it can’t be 
done on a bipartisan basis. 

I left a hearing in the Government 
Affairs Committee, where we talked 
about regulations and their impact on 
the economy. Today, the cost of regu-
lations to the economy—in particular, 
small businesses—is about $1.75 tril-
lion. That is more than the IRS col-
lects in income taxes. There were both 
Democrats and Republicans talking 
about proposals and who are concerned 
about the administration’s continued 
regulations. The President said some of 
the right things, but there are more 
regulations that have a bigger impact. 

In Washington, it is tough to get this 
under control without changing the 
law, in my view. We need to have a bet-
ter process in the agencies to force 
them to look at cost-benefit analyses 
and force them to use the least-cost 
burdensome alternatives. I talked 
about legislation in that area today, as 
did Democrats and Republicans alike. 
There are things we have to do. Re-
garding the Senator’s point about the 
impact of the debt and deficit on the 
job front, the Senator is right. The poll 
he talked about indicated that 65 per-
cent of Americans think the debt and 
deficit is a major factor in high unem-
ployment. They are right. The study 
the Senator talked about said if the 
debt gets past 90 percent, it will cost 
our economy about a million jobs. We 
are now at about 100 percent, and it 
will be 105 percent in 2012—next year. 

This is what is happening. We are 
going into that period where our debt 
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is bigger than our whole economy. This 
study, by the way, is based on looking 
at countries all around the world, 
which will have gone through this ex-
perience, including countries in Europe 
that are going through it now, and see-
ing what the impact is on jobs. 

There are solutions. We talked about 
regulations. That is one of them. My 
hope is that this Senate can vote on 
sensible regulatory reform—and soon. 
The story the Senator told earlier 
about the oil and gas industry, we 
should display that all over. The recent 
proposed regulations from the EPA on 
emissions from powerplants in terms of 
mercury—all of us want clean air. We 
know you have to have regulations, but 
the question is, how do you regulate? 
These are very onerous and will have a 
big impact on my State. There is a 
study out saying it is going to result in 
thousands of jobs being lost, and a few 
powerplants being shut down, and elec-
tricity costs increasing 10, 15 percent 
in our State. We cannot afford that. 

But there is more than that. There is 
the Tax Code. We should, again, as a 
body, and the House and the adminis-
tration should reform our Tax Code to 
make it simpler and more progrowth. 
It can be done. Economists across the 
spectrum say this current code is a 
mess. It doesn’t work because you are 
encouraging businesses to make invest-
ments and allocate resources based on 
Tax Code-motivated interests rather 
than business reasons. Getting rid of 
these preferences and clearing out the 
Code, as happened in 1986, you could 
get more economic growth through the 
Tax Code reform. 

I think the time is here, and the 
President’s fiscal commission rec-
ommended this when they said, how do 
you look at the next 20, 30 years and 
come up with a way to deal with the 
deficit and debt? Economic growth 
needs to be part of it. And part of it 
was tax reform, and making our work-
force more competitive. 

Today, we do spend money at the 
Federal level on workforce develop-
ment. Yet it is not spent very effi-
ciently. There are some organizations 
that do it better than others. We 
should take their best practices and 
apply them generally. There are nine 
different agencies and departments en-
gaged in looking at how to improve our 
workforce through the 21st century. It 
is a Federal program that, when con-
nected with businesses, works; when it 
is not, it doesn’t work well. There are 
opportunities to reform that program. 
It should be bipartisan. 

I hear from communities and busi-
nesses what is working and what is not 
working. Flexibility is the key. There 
is a lot of redtape and bureaucracy. We 
need to enforce our trade agreements 
and the international rules. Enforce-
ment is critical. But we need to open 
markets to our products. Every coun-
try is engaged in opening markets for 
their products, workers, and service 
providers. We need to be more aggres-
sive in forcing other countries to open 

our markets to them. If we don’t, we 
don’t have access to 95 percent of the 
consumers in the world. The President 
has said that if you were to pass these 
three trade agreements out there, you 
would create over 250,000 new jobs. 
Think about that. That is something 
we ought to do. Again it is bipartisan. 

Somehow we cannot seem to get 
these three relatively small trade 
agreements that we have already done 
through the process. We need to do 
that right now, because of this eco-
nomic crisis we face of unemployment 
and long-term unemployment. This 
would help, in combination with a 
more competitive workforce. 

On energy, another part of our seven- 
point plan—and this is a jobs plan to 
get us back—we have to use our own 
resources. There is natural gas in 
places such as Ohio, and South Dakota 
and North Dakota have a lot of natural 
gas. We have the technology. Let’s use 
it. We may have the greatest resources 
of natural gas in the world, based on 
geological finds. We need to use that 
now, and we can help us get less de-
pendent on foreign oil. 

Finally, health care costs. We talked 
about this earlier. There are some com-
monsense things we can do now to get 
health care costs down, including stop-
ping frivolous lawsuits, which we all 
pay for, through sensible medical mal-
practice reform. Some States do it 
well. It should be done on a national 
level to get the costs down. We should 
allow people to buy insurance across 
State lines. Several insurance compa-
nies could compete for the business. 
This would help get spending under 
control. We should reform the Tax 
Code, have regulatory relief, a more 
competitive workforce, increase jobs 
through exports, enforce the trade 
agreements, power America’s economy 
with our own energy, and have sensible 
solutions to getting costs of health 
care down, which will help create jobs. 
All of these things are proposals the 
Senator has been working on, and I ap-
preciate that. 

I ask the Senator a question. If the 
Senator is focused on getting at this 
issue, does he think we have a problem 
on the debt and deficit because of the 
lack of revenue through taxation or is 
it through overspending? Does he have 
any thoughts or suggestions as to how 
we deal with that? 

Mr. THUNE. I appreciate that. That 
was a great description by the Senator. 
The Senator from Ohio hit upon all the 
relevant issues, if we are going to get 
the economy going, creating jobs 
again—talking about getting trade 
deals done, and energy policy that re-
lies upon American energy production, 
keeping taxes and regulations low, 
common sense when it comes to energy 
regulations, and getting spending and 
debt under control. Those are all part 
of a solution that will grow the econ-
omy. 

What I say to my colleague with re-
gard to the issue of taxing and spend-
ing is that a lot of people believe some-

how we can get additional revenues and 
raise taxes and solve these problems. 
Clearly, that would be very counter to 
growing the economy and creating 
jobs. I think it would be harmful, if 
anything. If we look at taxes as a way 
to deal with the deficit and debt issue, 
frankly, I think most Americans be-
lieve—and I believe they are right— 
this is overwhelmingly a spending 
issue. 

If you look at our 40-year average 
spending, up until 2008 it was 20.6 per-
cent of our GDP. The budget would 
have to spend about 24.3 percent of 
GDP. If you look at what we need to 
focus on, I say to my colleague from 
Ohio, it is clearly in the area of spend-
ing and debt control and dealing with 
that issue as opposed to the issue of 
revenue. I look forward to working 
with him on these issues. I hope we can 
put policies into place that will grow 
the economy and get people in this 
country back to work. 

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

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
21⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that that be ex-
tended by 3 minutes. 

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

f 

ACTIONS, NOT WORDS 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, I come 

to the floor to talk about jobs, and also 
to talk about an admonition I got from 
my father when I was growing up: 
Judge a man by his actions, not his 
words. 

I intend to apply that, as well. We 
should all be judged by our actions, not 
just our words. I am very disappointed 
in what this administration is doing 
now. On the one hand, they are talking 
about jobs being the most important 
thing America needs. Yet every single 
action of the agencies is a job killer. 
Here is an example: The most recent 
nominee to be the new Commerce Sec-
retary of the United States is a former 
director of the Boeing Aircraft Com-
pany. That aircraft corporation is now 
under a suit from the interim general 
counsel of the NLRB to stop them from 
opening a new plant that will employ 
1,000 people in the State of South Caro-
lina, alleging they built the plant there 
to strike back at the unions in Wash-
ington State, when in fact the 
Dreamliner, their main airliner, which 
they have tremendous orders for, is 
being built in Washington, but they 
had to expand another plant to meet 
the demand for orders. They decided, in 
the interest of the company, to have 
one on the east coast and one on the 
west coast. They weren’t retaliating. 
They were trying to create jobs for a 
great American product. The NLRB 
wants to stop 1,000 jobs from being cre-
ated on an allegation that it is some 
type of retribution. That is dead 
wrong. 
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