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hired for that reason, that usually lib-
eral editorial page. They wanted some-
one who wrote well and was a certified
conservative. David Brooks is who they
chose. David Brooks believes it has ob-
viously turned into an ideological
party that walks away from reasonable
compromise for the sake of politics.
This is what he said yesterday—not
me. Conservative columnist David
Brooks said it yesterday, about the il-
logical and ideological Republican
Party that has emerged.

Here is what he said:

If the debt ceiling talks fail, independent
voters will see that Democrats were willing
to compromise but Republicans were not.

He said: If we default, it will be the
fault of the ‘“‘Republican fanaticism.”
That fanaticism is making compromise
impossible no matter how much Demo-
crats are willing to give. Independent
voters, Brooks says, ‘‘will conclude
that Republicans are not fit to govern.
And they will be right.”” David Brooks,
conservative columnist, said this. The
Republican Party has been taken over
by ideologues devoted to or terrified by
Grover Norquist and his no-tax pledge.
These Republicans refuse to believe
countless respected voices that have
said over and over how serious a crisis
we face if we fail to avoid default.

They have refused a deal that Brooks
called the ‘‘mother of all no-brainers”
because it violates an arbitrary pledge.
Never mind that the deal is in the best
interest of the country and gives the
Republicans much of what they say
they want. They walked away from the
table.

The statesman, Dean Acheson—and
he was one of our great diplomats and,
certainly, a statesman—said negoti-
ating ‘‘assumes parties more anxious
to agree than to disagree.” It is no
wonder, then, that Republicans have
refused to negotiate. They will not
even admit to supporting their own
long-held positions if Democrats also
support those positions.

We should all be able to agree we
need to reduce the deficit and get the
fiscal house in order. Democrats and
Republicans alike have said that. We
should all be able to agree we need to
avert the global economic disaster the
American default would cause. Busi-
ness leaders and economists alike have
said that exact same thing.

We should all be able to agree mil-
lionaires and billionaires, o0il compa-
nies and the owners of yachts and jets
don’t need special tax breaks the rest
of Americans don’t get. Yet Repub-
licans have defended those tax breaks
again and again. They claim Demo-
crats want to raise taxes on ship-
builders and airplane manufacturers.
That couldn’t be further from the
truth.

In fact, Democrats want to end spe-
cial tax breaks for the millionaires and
billionaires who are lucky enough to be
able to afford private jets and yachts.
We are happy that we stand in that
way politically. These tax breaks
aren’t available to middle-class Ameri-
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cans. They can’t write off the family
station wagon or the rowboat they
take fishing with the grandkids or the
motor boat they go out with every
week to see if they can catch a bass or
trout. These breaks are available for
multimillion-dollar toys that only a
handful of Americans can afford.

I repeat: I am proud that Democrats
are standing up for America’s middle-
class families instead of the richest of
the rich. As my Republican colleagues
defend tax breaks for special interests
and the wealthiest 1 percent of Ameri-
cans, I ask them again what kind of po-
litical party they want to be. They
must ask themselves whether they
want to be the kind of party that David
Brooks, a conservative, described—a
party of unreasonable fanatics who
don’t want to compromise, no matter
how sweet the deal for their side might
be and no matter how grave the con-
sequences for our Nation if they don’t
agree.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

————

TREATMENT OF SOMALI
TERRORIST

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President,
yesterday afternoon we learned that
over the weekend a Somali terrorist
who had been held and interrogated on
a U.S. Navy ship for the past 2%
months has been flown to New York to
face criminal charges in a civilian
court—a Somali terrorist flown to New
York to be tried in a civilian court.

I strongly disagree with this deci-
sion. Mr. Warsame is a foreign enemy
combatant, and he should be treated as
one. He should be sitting in a cell in
Guantanamo Bay and eventually tried
before a military commission.

Warsame is an admitted terrorist. In
2009, Warsame trained and fought with
the militant Islamic group al-Shabaab
in Somalia. Over the last 2 years,
Warsame has provided support and
training to al-Qaida in Yemen.

Since the day President Obama
signed the Executive order to direct
the closure of the military detention
facility at Guantanamo Bay and end
the Central Intelligence Agency’s en-
hanced interrogation program, Senate
Republicans have been asking the ad-
ministration what would be done with
an unlawful enemy combatant cap-
tured overseas in a place other than
Iraq or Afghanistan. At one point, CIA
Director Leon Panetta speculated that
if Osama bin Laden had been captured
alive, he would have been sent to Guan-
tanamo. Over time, it became clear
that the administration did not have a
policy in place that could address this
circumstance. So without a straight
answer, we were left in the dark on
how this administration would handle
an enemy combatant captured over-
seas.

July 6, 2011

Finally, after waiting 18 months, I
think we have our answer. As was dis-
closed yesterday, Warsame has been in
military custody for months, during
which time he has been interrogated by
various law enforcement agencies.
However, now he has been read his Mi-
randa rights. This is a Somalian ter-
rorist captured overseas who has now
been read his Miranda rights. Why?
Why? Why is a man who is a known
terrorist and enemy of the TUnited
States being afforded the protections of
an American citizen? Now he is in the
hands of civilian authorities and will
be given all the rights accorded to a
U.S. citizen in a civilian court. It is
truly astonishing that this administra-
tion is determined—determined—to
give foreign fighters all the rights and
privileges of U.S. citizens regardless of
where they are captured.

In the case of Alwan and Hammadi,
two enemy combatants who fought and
killed U.S. soldiers in Iraq, they were
captured in Bowling Green, KY, my
State, and are now awaiting trial in a
Bowling Green courtroom—a decision
being summarily condemned by Ken-
tuckians and most of their elected
leaders from both parties at the State
and Federal levels. And now Warsame,
an enemy combatant with ties to al-
Qaida who was captured overseas and
detained by the military for months, is
now inside the United States awaiting
trial as a civilian criminal suspect. It
is not necessary to bring or continue to
harbor these terrorists within the
United States. The infrastructure is al-
ready in place to handle these dan-
gerous individuals at Guantanamo.
However, it has become abundantly
clear that the administration has no
intention of utilizing Guantanamo un-
less an enemy combatant is already
being held there. Instead, the adminis-
tration has purposely imported a ter-
rorist into the United States and is
providing him all the rights of a U.S.
citizen in court. This ideological rigid-
ity being displayed by the administra-
tion is harming the national security
of the United States of America.

Alwan, Hammadi, Warsame, and all
future enemy combatants belong in
Guantanamo. They do not deserve the
same rights and privileges as American
citizens. The administration’s actions
are inexplicable, create unnecessary
risks here at home, and do nothing at
all to increase the security of the
United States.

———
BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
yesterday I accepted the President’s in-
vitation to the White House to discuss
what the two parties can do together
to reduce our Nation’s out-of-control
deficit and debt, to create jobs, and to
put the American economy back on
solid footing.

As I have said for many months, the
upcoming vote on the debt limit should
be viewed as an opportunity to do
something big that would send a clear
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message to the American people and
the world that we could come together
and put our fiscal house in order.

It is notable that the President, who
not that long ago preferred we raise
the debt ceiling without any cor-
responding plan to do any of these
things, now wants to discuss the need
to do something about our crushing
debt burden. Thursday’s meeting will
give us a chance to see if the President
means what he says. It is an oppor-
tunity to see if the President is finally
willing to agree on a serious plan to
pay our bills without killing jobs in the
process.

Until now, the President’s proposals
have been inadequate and, frankly, in-
defensible. It is ludicrous for the ad-
ministration to propose raising hun-
dreds of billions in taxes at a time
when 14 million Americans are looking
for work and job creators are strug-
gling. Just last December, the Presi-
dent acknowledged that preventing a
tax hike meant more resources were
available for job creators to add em-
ployees. That was the President just
last December in describing why he de-
cided to extend the current tax rates
for 2 more years—because, he said, it
would be bad for job creators. That was
just 6 months ago, and I do not think
anybody thinks the economy is in bet-
ter shape now than it was 6 months
ago. Does the President now think the
economy is doing so well, that unem-
ployment is so low, and economic
growth so rapid that we can take bil-
lions of dollars away from these very
same job creators? That seems to be
what he is saying now. It is equally lu-
dicrous to propose more stimulus
spending as part of a deficit reduction
package. Republicans and, yes, some
Democrats oppose these ideas because
they will not solve the debt crisis and
they certainly will not create any jobs.

Americans expect that in a negotia-
tion about a debt crisis we would actu-
ally do something to significantly re-
duce the debt. And with so many still
out of work, we expect the President to
not insist on proposals his own admin-
istration says will put even more peo-
ple in the unemployment line.

We are eager to meet with the Presi-
dent to see if he is really willing to do
something big for the country. We do
not think it is absolutist to oppose
more stimulus spending. We do not
think it is maximalist to oppose hun-
dreds of billions of dollars in tax hikes
in the middle of a job crisis. We have a
better term for it: common sense.

We are ready to meet with the Presi-
dent on Thursday. Maybe he will have
changed his mind and returned to his
commonsense approach just back in
December when he said that preventing
tax hikes means ‘‘freeing up other
money to hire new workers.”” Hope-
fully, we can finally do something big
to reduce the deficit, put people back
to work, and prevent Medicare’s bank-
ruptcy. That should be our goal.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

SHARED SACRIFICE IN RESOLVING
THE BUDGET DEFICIT—MOTION
TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 1323, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to the bill (S. 1323) to
express the sense of the Senate on shared
sacrifice in resolving the budget deficit.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 12:30 p.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for up
to 10 minutes each.

The Senator from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Madam President, I
rise this morning to talk about the
meeting tomorrow the President has
called at the White House—a summit, I
think it has been referred to, one for
which I have great hope. I hope it will
be a summit where both sides leave
their weapons at the door, sit across
the table from one another, and begin
talking about a comprehensive solu-
tion to a comprehensive problem. The
solution to that problem, though, does
not lie in creating villains and en-
emies. In the last 2 weeks, we have
heard a lot of rhetoric coming from the
White House demonizing people who
have corporate jets or demonizing peo-
ple who make over $1 million.

I was reminded in this debate about
millionaires in the debate in 1969 in
America. It was one of the first debates
I ever watched. I had returned home
from the service, I had begun my busi-
ness, and a report came out in the
newspaper that 155 Americans who
made over $1 million paid zero taxes. I
personally was astounded. Everybody
else was astounded. Congress went to
work to close the loophole, and they
did it by creating something known as
the alternative minimum tax—some-
thing to make sure someone who paid
no tax at least paid ‘‘their fair share,”
and I put that in quotes.

Today, it is not 155 millionaires who
are paying the alternative minimum
tax; 34,200,000 Americans are, because
oftentimes when Congress goes to tar-
get one person, they catch everybody
in a bigger loop.

I do not think we need to demonize
those who employ Americans, those
who create the jobs, those who make
our economy run, any more than we
should villainize people who want to
try to save Social Security or Medi-
care.

The President in his two speeches
last week targeted millionaires, he tar-
geted job creators, he created villains,
and he created enemies. None of that
will help us to solve a problem.
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Now, the President is not the only
one playing that game. A little bit of
criticism can go to both sides.

As we look at this chart that has
been on the floor in the last 2 weeks
about what has happened in the last 30
months since the President was elected
as to critical things, unemployment is
up by 1.9 million people—17 percent in
terms of the rate—gas prices are al-
most double, and the Federal debt is up
35 percent. But, remember, it was $10
trillion when the President was elect-
ed, so it is not just the President’s
fault, but he is making it worse. Debt
per person is now up by $11,258, and
health insurance premiums are up by
almost 20 percent. In fact, the only
thing that is down in the last 30
months is the expectations of the
American people—expectations of what
our future is going to be like.

So for a moment I would like to offer
some historical suggestions as to what
both sides can do tomorrow at the
White House, when they leave the
weapons at the door, sit at the table,
and really begin to negotiate.

One is to look back in history when
we have had big problems and we came
up with big solutions. The 1980s is a
particular time. I was in the State leg-
islature then. I followed what was hap-
pening in Washington. In fact, when I
was 39 years old in 1983, Ronald Reagan
and Tip O’Neill had a meeting at the
White House. I was not there, but al-
legedly it went something like this:

The President said: Well, Social Se-
curity is going broke in about 20 years.
We just got that report. We need to fix
it.

O’Neill said: I agree.

The President said: I am willing to
work on it, but I am not willing to
raise the tax.

O’Neill said: Well, I am willing to
work on it, but I don’t want to cut the
benefit.

They looked at the Actuary and said:
What do we do?

The Actuary said: Well, you push the
eligibility out, and you get the system
back in actuarial soundness.

I was 39 in 1983. I would have been
collecting Social Security at the age of
65 in 2010. But because Reagan and
O’Neill got together, they pushed my
eligibility out by 1 year to age 66, not
age 65, and now incrementally it goes
up 2 months a year to age 67 in a few
years. That put the system in actuarial
soundness for 67 years. The reason it is
now all of a sudden in trouble again is
the protracted economy, and these dif-
ficulties have caused people—baby
boomers—to now go to the bank of So-
cial Security and collect early Social
Security at age 62. So we have had a
rush to Social Security because of the
unemployment and the uncertainty in
our economy. But Reagan and O’Neill
fixed Social Security by pushing the
eligibility out. They did not raise the
tax, but they did raise the ceiling upon
which it was levied.

I think it is interesting politically—
I note the President should understand
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