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Spending more money, taxing more,
having the government try to stimu-
late the economy has never worked. I
want to put into the RECORD a
quotation from the Wall Street Journal
of today, June 27, which is as follows:

With spending at 24 percent and debt held
by the public at 70 percent of GDP—both
modern records—the U.S. needs drastic
spending cuts to head off a downward future
spiral of tax increases and unaffordable in-
terest payments. As Milton Friedman
taught, spending is the real measure of gov-
ernment’s burden on the private economy,
and reducing it leaves more resources for pri-
vate actors to spend and invest.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, the point
they are trying to make is, government
spending is a pretty good indicator of
what is left over for the private sector
to invest and spend, for example, on
new jobs. When the government spends
more, inevitably, it has to borrow
more—40 cents on every $1—or increase
taxes—either way, reducing what is
available for the private sector to in-
vest and hire.

We should be focused, as a result, as
the editorial notes, on reducing waste-
ful Washington spending and allowing
the genius of the American people to
do what Senator RUBIO has made very
clear: We have always had the capa-
bility of creating jobs, unfettered by
too much government taxation and
regulation. So we need to do away with
those policies, such as the Federal pol-
icy that reduced the value of the dol-
lar, we need to try to eliminate as
many regulations that burden the
American people as possible, and we
need to avoid raising taxes.

Bear in mind, we are not talking
about cutting taxes. We are not talking
about cutting taxes for the wealthy or
cutting taxes for business or cutting
taxes for people, generally. Leave them
alone, don’t raise them, is all we are
saying. When you hear some politicians
say you want to cut taxes for the
wealthy or give oil companies big tax
breaks—no, leave it alone. Don’t touch
it. Let businesses and families and
small businesses do what they have al-
ways done best. If you want to mess up
the economic growth, to use the collo-
quialism, follow what the administra-
tion has been doing. We will have high-
er unemployment, higher gas prices,
higher Federal debt, higher debt per
person, and higher health insurance
premiums, not to mention other per-
nicious effects. Those policies have
made it worse, not better.

That is why Republicans have said
don’t force us to raise taxes as part of
this increase in the debt ceiling. Let’s
reduce spending, and let’s enforce that
through a balanced budget amendment
and other Kkinds of spending con-
straints. We are not talking about
drastic cuts, as I said. Think about this
again.
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The Ryan budget that passed in the
House, and that most of us on the Re-
publican side voted for over here, adds
$5 trillion to the debt over the next 10
years. That is $5600 billion a year. That
is higher than any other budget deficit
in history, until President Obama came
into office. We talked about the Bush
budget deficits. It is a lot higher than
any deficit under President Bush—$500
billion a year for 10 years. That is an-
other $5 trillion. You can’t say that is
drastically cutting spending. The alter-
native, though, is the Obama budget,
which would add $12 trillion. At least
the Ryan budget gets us on a path
where we can get back into balance and
back to the standard or the normal his-
torical average of spending, as a per-
cent of our GDP, around 20 percent.

If you don’t like that budget, then
produce one that you think will get us
to the same place. We have laid that
challenge down. Our Democratic col-
leagues have not produced a budget. It
is pretty obvious they are not going to
do so. That is why we have had to have
these discussions with the Vice Presi-
dent. At least, perhaps as a conclusion
to those discussions that the President
is now involved in, we can make a big
downpayment on spending reductions,
set the budget levels for the next sev-
eral years that represent a real reduc-
tion. It doesn’t have to be huge. Even a
$30 billion reduction over last year will
save a huge amount of money in the
outyears. We need to ensure that those
reductions will be enforced, that we
will not return to our wayward spend-
ing ways, and we need to deal with the
two-thirds of the budget that rep-
resents the big money; namely, entitle-
ments.

There are ways to do so that don’t
represent big benefit cuts and that
don’t represent slashing payments to
providers, although we would not have
any more doctors to take care of them.
We can effectuate reforms that will
send the right signal to our constitu-
ents and also to the markets, which
will have a lot to say about interest
rates in the future and whether they
believe in the recovery we would like
to achieve.

I hope my colleagues will be very
open to the consideration of a balanced
budget amendment when we bring that
up. I wish the President and the leaders
of the House and Senate all the best in
their discussions now on how to deal
with this problem. The President will
have to make a decision: Is raising
taxes more important than trying to
get our budget back into balance and
reduce spending? He will find there is
support on both sides for the latter.
There would not be much support for
the former. By getting together and
achieving those goals within the next 4
weeks or so, we can both meet the
deadline of August 7 that he has set for
a debt ceiling increase and also get our
country on a more sound fiscal path.
We can do that to give confidence to
the markets and to the American peo-
ple. We owe our constituents, our chil-
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dren, and our grandchildren nothing
less.

EXHIBIT 1
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 27, 2011]

SPENDING HIS WAY TO AUSTERITY—PRESIDENT
OBAMA’S LATEST ECONOMICS LESSON

President Obama enters the debt-ceiling
talks today when he meets with members of
both parties, and in his Saturday weekly
radio address he unveiled a new line of argu-
ment against significant spending cuts: “We
can’t simply cut our way to prosperity.”’

That’s a nifty rhetorical riff, a play off the
old Ronald Reagan line that we can’t tax our
way to prosperity. The argument is that if
we cut too much spending on too many good
things—like education, ‘‘clean energy’ and
“advanced manufacturing,”” to name three
examples highlighted by the President—the
economy will suffer.

Too bad it won’t fly. It’s a truism that
budget cuts alone will not guarantee faster
economic growth, but at the current moment
they will get us closer to it. With spending
at 24% and debt held by the public at 70% of
GDP—both modern records—the U.S. needs
drastic spending cuts to head off a downward
future spiral of tax increases and
unaffordable interest payments. As Milton
Friedman taught, spending is the real meas-
ure of government’s burden on the private
economy, and reducing it leaves more re-
sources for private actors to spend and in-
vest.

It is also true that some government
spending can be economically useful—to the
extent that it enhances productivity more
than it would have in the private economy.
But the irony is that it is precisely the
spending priorities that Mr. Obama mentions
that will be crowded out because of his re-
fusal to cooperate in reforming entitlements
like Medicare and Social Security. By trying
to protect all federal spending except de-
fense, liberals are guaranteeing that many of
their most cherished plans will be squeezed.
They’re the ones who are spending us into
austerity.

Mr. KYL. 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. LEE. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

——
THE NATIONAL DEBT

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I stand to
talk about a looming crisis in this
county, a problem that has the poten-
tial to affect every American from
every State, from every political party,
of every political ideology. That issue
relates to our national debt.

We have accumulated nearly $15 tril-
lion in debt through the Federal Gov-
ernment, which is a lot of money split
up amongst 300 million Americans. It
works out to close to $50,000 a head. A
lot of people don’t make that much
money in a year, and yet that is what
every man, woman, and child owes on a
per capita basis the moment they are
born. If it is calculated out on the basis
of debt per taxpayer, the number is
much larger, anywhere between $120,000
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and $150,000 per head, depending on how
you calculate it.

We are now approaching the August 2
deadline given to us by Secretary
Geithner that has been identified as
the time by which we must increase
our national debt yet again, a debt
that has been raised time and time
again, resulting in our accumulation of
about $10 trillion of new debt in rough-
ly the last decade. This is a problem,
and it is a problem that is only going
to become more severe the longer we
kick this can down the road without
doing anything to change the way
Washington brings money in and the
way Washington spends money.

I want to talk for a minute first
about how Washington brings money
in. There are those who have suggested
in this town very recently that what
we need right now is a tax increase in
order to address the debt crisis. I could
not disagree more, and I need to state
with the greatest emphasis I am able
to place on this issue that a tax in-
crease is something I would oppose,
something I would devote every ounce
of energy in me to opposing. The rea-
son is we have in Washington some-
thing that is not a revenue problem.
What we have is a spending problem.
Spending is the crisis that we need to
address.

But on a more fundamental level we
have to remember what we do when we
raise taxes. When we raise taxes, we
chill investment. It is investment that
we rely on for the creation of jobs. We
have to remember that government
doesn’t have the power to create jobs,
because it can’t create wealth. It can
create policies. It can adopt laws and
regulations designed to promote or
deter certain kinds of behavior. It can
raise revenue through taxation. But it
can’t create wealth. All it can do is set
in place certain circumstances that
might allow wealth to be created or, in
other circumstances, might deter new
wealth from being created.

To have true wealth creation leading
to true job creation, you have to have
a circumstance in which willing inves-
tors with capital are ready to invest,
have the reasonable assurance and
promise that if they invest their
money and thereby place it at risk, any
gains resulting from that risky behav-
ior will be gains that inure to their
benefit, not taken away by some third
party and not taken away by the gov-
ernment. So when we raise taxes, in ef-
fect what we are doing is deterring in-
vestment, deterring investment at a
time when we are hemorrhaging jobs,
and we can ill afford to lose any more.
Not one job should be lost as a result of
something the government does. We
need to find ways to get the govern-
ment out of the way so job creation
can occur. But it can’t occur whenever
we punish the investor, whenever we
tell the investor: Invest at your own
risk, because if you dare to make a
profit, we are going to take away more
of that money than we have previously
been taking away in taxes.
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For that reason, I continue to em-
phasize the fact that I will oppose any
attempt to address this debt limit cri-
sis by raising taxes, and I will continue
to oppose any effort to raise taxes.
Spending is the problem.

As to the question of how Wash-
ington spends money, if the definition
of insanity is the practice of doing
something again and again expecting
to achieve different results than we
have achieved every time in the past,
then we would be insane if we approach
this debt limit discussion with the
same Kkinds of tired, malfunctioning,
unproductive strategies that have been
employed in the past, strategies that
focus exclusively on immediate cuts or
even long-term cuts. Let me explain
what I mean.

As we approach the debt limit discus-
sion, there will be those who will want
to focus a lot of the attention on long-
term spending cuts. In other words,
they might say, If we are going to raise
the debt limit by $1 trillion, then we
need to find $1 trillion in cuts that can
be made. If we are going to raise it by
$2 trillion, then we need to find $2 tril-
lion to cut.

But of course we can’t cut $1 trillion
out of our budget immediately. That is
not possible. We can’t do that in 1 year.
That would have to be stretched over a
period of many years. Most likely, in
this scenario, as it has been discussed,
it would be stretched over a period of a
decade or more.

We do have the power to control
what we do in this Congress, but we
can’t bind the Congress that will take
power in January of 2013, January of
2015, or 2017. Every 2 years, we get a
new Congress in place and that Con-
gress has the power to make those de-
cisions that will best fit what they de-
cide is in order at that time. We can’t
bind them permanently. So any prom-
ise that we make right now to cut, let’s
say, $2 trillion relies on the promise
that that will be honored by future
Congresses. We can’t bind them to do
that.

There is one way, however, we can
bind them. That is by amending for the
28th time that 224-year-old document
that has fostered the development of
the greatest civilization the world has
ever known. When we amend the U.S.
Constitution, that is the one credible
way, the one binding way in which one
group of Americans can bind a future
group of Americans. That is why I have
said that the only circumstance in
which I think it is appropriate for us to
raise the debt limit is a circumstance
in which Congress has first passed a
balanced budget amendment out of
Congress by the requisite two-thirds
margin in this body and in the House of
Representatives, and submitted it to
the States for ratification. In that sce-
nario, and only in that scenario, can
we proceed with any degree of con-
fidence that the commitments we
make now to the American people, to
make not just immediate cuts but
long-term changes to the way we spend
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money, it is only in that scenario that
those promises can be and will be hon-
ored, because it is only in that scenario
that we can bind a future Congress.

That is why I have pledged to vote
against, and to oppose in any way I
can, any debt limit increase that in-
volves something short of prior passage
of a balanced budget amendment, in
addition to any caps, in addition to any
immediate cuts that may be raised.

We have got to have cuts. We have
got to have some kind of spending cap,
where we cap spending as a percentage
of gross domestic product every year,
and we have got to have a constitu-
tional amendment requiring that and
requiring the revenues and outlays
match each other from year to year. If
we don’t have this, then we are at great
risk for the practice of perpetual def-
icit spending in which Congress year in
and year out spends more than it takes
in. Congress can sustain this for a pe-
riod of time. But where, as is now the
case, the amount of money Congress
spends is in excess of $1.5 trillion a
year more than it brings in, we have
reached a certain point of
unsustainability at which, if we con-
tinue with this practice, a halt in bor-
rowing will be much more immediate,
much more Draconian than anything
that could be within our control. At
some point, those who would be willing
to loan us that money, who would be
willing to buy U.S. Treasury instru-
ments of one form or another to fi-
nance our debt, will eventually start
demanding a higher and higher yield.
That means that instead of spending
about $250 billion a year on interest on
our national debt, as we are currently
paying, the time could very soon come
in which we might have to pay some-
thing closer to $700 billion just to pay
the interest on our national debt. In
fact, if we were now required to pay in-
terest rates on our Treasury instru-
ments consistent with the 40-year aver-
age, we would be about there.

Mr. President, $700 billion is a lot of
money. Seven hundred billion dollars
in a year is roughly what we spend on
Social Security. It is roughly what we
spend on Medicare and Medicaid com-
bined in a year. It is roughly what we
spend in national defense in an entire
year. If we have to spend that amount
of money every year, as we could easily
have to spend within just few years’
time if we continue spending at this
rate, that is going to crowd out funding
for every Federal program out there.

Whether you are most concerned, as
many conservatives might be, about
protecting national defense or whether
you are most concerned, as many lib-
erals are, about protecting our entitle-
ment programs, you ought to insist, as
I have been insisting, that we will not
raise the debt limit until such time as
the Congress has passed a balanced
budget amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution. That is why I am pleased to
support the ‘‘cut, cap, and balance”
pledge and why I will continue to take
this position in addition to standing
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firm on my position that we ought not
even consider any tax increase at a
time when we can least afford it.

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

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

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CooNs). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
that I be allowed to speak as in morn-
ing business.

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

——

THE BUDGET

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this is
a pivotal moment in the history of our
country. In the coming days and
weeks, decisions will be made about
our national budget that will impact
the lives of virtually every American
in this country for decades to come.
The time is now for the American peo-
ple to become significantly involved in
that debate and not leave it to a small
number of people here in Washington.

At a time when the wealthiest people
and the largest corporations in our
country are doing phenomenally well
and in many cases have never had it so
good, while the middle class is dis-
appearing and poverty is increasing, it
is absolutely imperative that any def-
icit-reduction package that passes this
Congress not include the horrendous
cuts, the cruel cuts in programs that
working people desperately need that
are utilized every day by the elderly,
by the sick, by our children, and by the
lowest income people in our country,
that the Republicans in Congress,
dominated by their extreme rightwing,
are demanding.

America is not about giving tax
breaks to billionaires and attacking
the most wvulnerable people in our
country. We must not allow that to
happen.

In my view, the President of the
United States needs to stand with the
vast majority of the American people
and say no to the Republican leader-
ship and make it clear that enough is
enough. No, we will not balance the
budget on the backs of the most vul-
nerable people in this country—on our
children, on our seniors and the sick.
No, we will not do that. Working fami-
lies in this country have already sac-
rificed enough in terms of lost jobs,
lost wages, lost homes, lost pensions.
The working families of this country
are hurting right now. Enough is
enough.

Now is the time to say to the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires in this
country and to the largest corporations
that in many ways have never had it so
good that they must participate in def-
icit reduction, that there must be
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shared sacrifice, that deficit reduction
cannot be based on cutting back on the
needs of working families and the mid-
dle class but that the rich and large
corporations have also got to partici-
pate in this process.

Furthermore, it is absolutely nec-
essary, if we are talking about a sen-
sible deficit-reduction package, that
we take a hard look at unnecessary and
wasteful spending at the Pentagon.

Let’s make it very clear that we will
not be blackmailed again by the Re-
publican leadership in Washington that
is threatening to destroy the full faith
and credit of the U.S. Government so
that, for the very first time in our Na-
tion’s history, we might not pay the
bills we owe. That is their threat. We
will destroy the record of always pay-
ing our bills, never failing to do that,
unless they get everything they want.

Instead of yielding to the incessant,
extreme Republican demands, as the
President in many respects did in last
December’s tax cut agreement and this
year’s spending negotiations, the Presi-
dent has to get out of the beltway. He
has to connect with the needs of work-
ing families and ordinary Americans
and rally the overwhelming majority of
our people who believe that deficit re-
duction must be based on shared sac-
rifice, that the wealthy and the power-
ful and the large corporations cannot
continue to get everything they want
while we wage a cruel and unprece-
dented attack on the most vulnerable
people in this country. It is time for
President Obama to stand with the
millions who have already lost their
jobs, their homes, their life savings, in-
stead of the millionaires, who in many
cases have never had it so good.

Unless the American people in huge
numbers tell the President not to yield
1 inch to Republican demands to de-
stroy Medicare and Medicaid while
continuing to provide tax breaks to the
wealthy and the powerful, unless the
American people rise up and say
enough is enough, I am afraid that
what will happen is the President will
yield once again and the wealthy and
the powerful will laugh all the way to
the bank, while working people will be
devastated.

Today, I am asking the American
people that if you believe deficit reduc-
tion should be about shared sacrifice; if
you believe the wealthiest people in
our country and the largest corpora-
tions should be asked to pay their fair
share as part of deficit reduction; if
you believe that, at a time when mili-
tary spending has almost tripled since
1997, we must begin to take a hard look
at our defense budget; and if you be-
lieve the middle-class and working
families have already sacrificed
enough, I urge you to make sure the
President hears your voice, and he
needs to hear it now. I urge the Amer-
ican people to go to my Web site, sand-
ers.senate.gov, and sign a letter to the
President letting him know that
enough is enough. I also urge the
American people to contact the White
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House directly through their Web sites
and leave a message for the President
there.

As you know, this country faces
enormous challenges. In fact, we have
not suffered through such a difficult
moment since the Great Depression of
the 1930s. We do not talk about it very
much, but the reality is that the mid-
dle class in this country is dis-
appearing while at the same time pov-
erty is increasing.

When we talk about the state of our
economy, it is important to talk about
it within the context of deficit reduc-
tion because when you understand
what is going on in the economy, you
know you cannot get blood out of a
stone. You cannot keep attacking peo-
ple who have been devastated in the
last few years in terms of unemploy-
ment, in terms of losses of pension, in
terms of losses of health care.

When we talk about the economy, we
have to understand that the situation
is in many cases even worse than offi-
cial statistics indicate. For example,
we read in the papers that the official
unemployment rate is now 9.1 percent.
But the truth is—and no economist dis-
agrees with this—that official statistic
ignores the number of people who have
given up looking for work and people
who are working part time when they
want to work full time. If you add all
of that together, you are looking at a
real unemployment rate in this coun-
try of about 16 percent. Are those real-
ly the people whom we should go to for
deficit reduction? Are they not suf-
fering enough right now? Young people
graduating college who can’t find a job,
let’s hit them hard. Older people who
have lost their jobs and can’t find a
new one or are working for half the
wages they previously worked at, let’s
go after those people. Fifty million
people have no health insurance. Let’s
attack them. Working mothers and fa-
thers cannot find affordable childcare.
Let’s go after them.

We must understand that when we
look at the economy, the middle class
is hurting and hurting badly. Over the
last 10 years, on top of the high unem-
ployment rates, the median family in-
come in this country has declined by
over $2,500. Do you know why working
families are angry? That is why they
are angry. They are working longer
hours for lower wages. Are those really
the people you want to ask to balance
the budget? I don’t think so. I think
any sense of fairness, any sense of mo-
rality that one might have suggests
you do not beat up on people who are
already suffering. You don’t try to get
blood out of a stone.

As a result of the greed and the reck-
lessness and the illegal behavior on
Wall Street which caused this terrible
recession, millions more Americans
have lost their homes, they have lost
their pensions, and they have lost their
retirement savings. We hear it every
day in calls that come to our offices.
Unless we reverse our current eco-
nomic costs, our children will have, for
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