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come. So the answer must be what the 
leader is saying; that is, they hope to 
jam us at the last minute with some-
thing and say: Take it or leave it, 
which is playing with fire. 

I can assure my colleagues in the 
House that is not how we are going to 
play ball here. There has to be a fair 
compromise, not something they come 
up with at the last minute and sort of 
toss it over here. That could create de-
fault, and if they do it, it would be on 
their shoulders. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend through 
the Chair that they may send us some-
thing well-intentioned, but I am not 
sure they understand the rules of the 
Senate. There are a number of people 
who are Republicans over here who 
have stated publicly that they think 
the debt should be defaulted upon. As 
my friend knows, most everything we 
do here is by unanimous consent and, if 
not by unanimous consent, by the rules 
of the Senate, which are very strict 
and very difficult sometimes to com-
prehend, but they are there. 

So I am afraid that what is hap-
pening with the House leadership is 
they think they can send something 
over here and, as the majority leader, I 
can figure out a way to get it done. I 
cannot get it done if we have to follow 
the rules, which we have to follow, and 
I cannot get consent, and I cannot get 
consent on most anything I do around 
here. So I would like my friend to com-
ment on that. 

I appreciate my friend saying that 
Speaker BOEHNER is a good person. I 
agree with that. But I am not too sure 
that this is not an easy way out for ev-
erybody over there, that they could 
say: Well, we did what we wanted to do. 
I am sorry the Senate could not do it, 
so I guess our debt is defaulted upon, 
and we will close down all of the func-
tions of this government and wait for a 
better day. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Well, again, in an-
swering the leader, first, the rules of 
the Senate would allow any single Sen-
ator—and we have a whole handful—to 
delay things day after day after day 
after day. Second, there are things out 
of any Senator’s control. For instance, 
any proposal on an issue such as this 
would have to be scored by the CBO. 
We learned on the health care legisla-
tion that CBO cannot just sort of push 
legislation into a machine and an hour 
later say: Here is your score. It takes 
days and sometimes weeks. And the 
fact that just about every procedural 
motion can be filibustered and delayed 
means we are getting so close to the 
deadline that we would be in serious 
trouble. 

Again, I repeat, I find it terribly dis-
concerting. It is hard to see anything 
but callousness toward the danger our 
Nation faces if we were to default by 
the House not being here this weekend 
because even a rudimentary knowledge 
of the House procedures—which I know 
the leadership of the House has—would 
indicate to them that if they do not get 
us something very, very soon and, in 

fact, they do not sit and negotiate and 
compromise—which they have refused 
to do, driven by a hundred, perhaps, 
Congressmen, many of them new here, 
who sort of say: We do not care if we 
default—the consequences of default 
would be enormous and staggering and 
would not just go away in a month or 
two but would be with us for a decade. 
And here they are back home this 
weekend when America faces one of the 
greatest potential economic crises that 
we have faced. 

So I very much thank the leader for 
bringing this up and asking these ques-
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Massachusetts is rec-
ognized. 

f 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE 
PRIME MINISTER OF NEW ZEA-
LAND, RIGHT HONORABLE JOHN 
KEY 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I apolo-
gize to my colleagues. I know this has 
been previously scheduled, and I know 
the importance of what the Senator 
from New York is talking about, and 
the majority leader, and I completely 
agree with their comments and would 
like to share some thoughts on that at 
another moment. But at this particular 
moment, we are privileged to welcome 
here a great friend of the United 
States, the Prime Minister of New Zea-
land, John Key. 

New Zealand is a country that is in 
enormous partnership with us at this 
time, assisting in Afghanistan, engaged 
in transpacific trade deliberations with 
us, and in many other ways contrib-
uting to one of the strongest and best 
global partnerships we have. 

f 

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF 
THE CHAIR 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
stand in recess subject to the call of 
the chair so that colleagues might wel-
come the Prime Minister to the floor of 
the Senate. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 11:46 a.m., recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair and reassembled at 
12:51 p.m. when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer. 

f 

CUT, CAP, AND BALANCE ACT OF 
2011—MOTION TO PROCEED—Con-
tinued 

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

Mr. RUBIO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized to speak for up to 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. RUBIO. I was witness a few min-
utes ago to an interesting and inform-
ative exchange and wanted to comment 
on that briefly. Both the leader and the 
senior Senator from New York had 

some comments that I think are impor-
tant in the context of what is being 
discussed here today. But I wanted to 
come to the floor today because we 
have been getting a lot of phone calls 
and letters from people back home who 
are wondering—people—what this is all 
about. These are folks who are out 
working every day and raising a family 
and running their businesses. They 
want to understand what the debate 
here is about. They get the gist of it, 
that there is this debt limit fight, and 
that Congress, if it does not do any-
thing, may not be able to pay some 
bills beginning August 2. 

But what is behind all of this? The 
best way to explain it to people is to 
equate it to the lives of real people in 
the real world. 

Every single one of us as adults has a 
credit rating. In essence, there are two 
or three companies out there that basi-
cally rate you as an individual. What 
they do is give you a credit rating that 
determines, No. 1, whether you are 
willing to pay back; and, No. 2, wheth-
er you have the money to pay people 
back. Based on that you get something 
called a credit score. People are famil-
iar with that. Every time you try to go 
lease or buy a car or buy a house or 
anything on credit, they are going to 
run your credit. It is going to tell 
them: This is John Smith, this is so- 
and-so, and this is his credit rating. 
Based on that, people will decide 
whether to lend you money. 

Countries have credit ratings too. It 
is based on two things. No. 1 is your 
history of paying people back; and, No. 
2, on your ability to pay them back in 
the future. 

There are three major companies in 
the world that give credit ratings to 
countries—three major companies. 
What those companies are saying right 
now is we are looking at America and 
we are worried. We are worried about 
two things. They are worried about 
this debt limit issue, and the fact that 
if the debt limit is not raised, they are 
going to downgrade us because we are 
going to miss payments on this, that, 
or the other. They are worried about 
that. 

But they are a lot more worried 
about something else. It is not our 
willingness to pay back, it is our abil-
ity to pay back people who lend money 
to the United States. 

Let me read you some of the quotes. 
This is from Moody’s, which is one of 
the top ones. They write: ‘‘If the gov-
ernment avoids default, we will likely 
affirm America’s AAA rating.’’ 

America has the highest credit rating 
in the world right now that you can 
possibly get. They say: If we avoid de-
fault, they will likely affirm our AAA 
rating, but they will still assign us on 
something called a negative outlook, 
unless there is—this is the money 
line—‘‘a substantial and credible budg-
et agreement to cut the deficit.’’ 

What they are basically saying is, if 
you raise the debt limit, you may tem-
porarily avoid being downgraded, but 
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ultimately we are still putting you on 
a watchlist and we ultimately are still 
going to downgrade you unless we have 
a substantial and credible budget 
agreement to cut the deficit. 

What does that mean? They go on to 
elaborate. They say: The agreement 
should include a deficit trajectory—ba-
sically a path of deficits—that leads to 
stabilization and ultimately a decline 
in your deficit, particularly in how 
much money you owe compared to how 
big your economy is. 

That is what they want to see, a plan 
in place that shows how we stop grow-
ing the deficit and then how we start 
reducing it. That is what they are say-
ing. Then they actually talk about spe-
cific numbers. They have said, their 
analysts have said we think $1.5 tril-
lion of cuts this year—over the next 10 
years—is a plan that is too little. We 
think $4 trillion might be enough. That 
is from Moody’s. 

Standard & Poor’s, the other rating 
company, wrote very clearly that even 
if the parties—meaning Republicans 
and Democrats—agree to raise the debt 
limit, it may not be enough to avoid 
downgrade. 

That is the second credit house. They 
are saying: Even if you raise the debt 
limit, we may still downgrade you. In 
order to avoid a downgrade, you need a 
plan that reduces annual budget defi-
cits by at least $4 trillion over the next 
10 years. 

We hear the $4 trillion number again. 
This is the second rating company ba-
sically saying: Yes, the debt limit is a 
problem. What we are worried about is, 
do you have a plan to deal with the 
debt and the deficit? 

Then the third major company, 
called Fitch, wrote that they are look-
ing for an agreement on credible fiscal 
consolidation strategy in order to se-
cure America’s top credit rating, a tri-
ple A. 

So the three major houses’ rating 
which is what this is all about at the 
end of the day, because if our credit 
rating goes down, interest payments go 
up on everything from your mortgage, 
to your car, but, more importantly, on 
America’s debt, which means we are 
going to have borrow more money to 
pay the interest on the debt we already 
owe. 

So we cannot allow our credit rating 
to go down. The three major companies 
that give us our credit rating are all 
saying the same. Here is what they are 
saying in plain English: The debt limit 
is a problem, but it is the least of your 
problems. Your bigger problem is the 
debt. If all you do is pass an increase to 
the debt limit and it does not come 
with a serious, credible, substantial 
plan to deal with the debt, you are in 
big trouble. 

I would submit to you that the big-
gest issue facing us on this issue is not 
the debt limit. The debt limit is actu-
ally the easiest issue. That is one vote 
away from being raised. Our biggest 
issue is the debt, and the fact is that as 
we speak, there is no plan in place to 

begin to do anything about it. Our 
credit is in danger because of this. 
That is what we should be focused on 
like a laser. 

What will a substantial plan look 
like? Let’s take it from the words of 
these credit companies: It has to sta-
bilize deficits and begin to show how 
the deficits come down. We know that 
$1.5 trillion in cuts is not enough. We 
know that $4 trillion might be enough. 

This is what we need to do. How do 
you do this? How do you get there? It 
is not rocket science. It is a pretty 
simple mix of two things that have to 
happen. The first thing you have to do 
is you have to stop spending money at 
the rate you are spending. You cannot 
keep spending more money than you 
have. If you are in debt and you keep 
borrowing a lot more money than you 
take in especially, it is only going to 
get worse. So you have got to control 
the amount of money you spend. Also 
what you have got to do is generate 
more money for government. 

So if you can do those two things, if 
you can control how much you spend 
and you can generate more money for 
government, and you can do both 
things at the same time, that is how 
you dig yourself out of this. The debate 
we should be having here is how do you 
accomplish that. 

On the do-not-spend side, we have 
two choices: You can either trust that 
future Congresses will do what vir-
tually no Congress in the history of 
this Nation has ever done; that is, con-
trol themselves. And I say this when 
Republicans were in charge, Democrats 
were in charge; they have never been 
able to control spending. If you let 
politicians spend money they do not 
have, they will spend it, I do not care 
who is in charge. That is what history 
teaches us. So we can either trust that 
somehow in the future Congress will 
not do that or we can put into law lim-
its on their ability to do that. 

That is why I am for things such as 
a spending cap and a balanced budget 
amendment, because I think if you do 
not have restrictions in place, it is not 
going to happen. Almost every State in 
the country has a balanced budget 
amendment. I come from a State where 
there is a balanced budget amendment. 

I assure you, I do not care who is in 
charge or how conservative they claim 
to be. If you do not have laws in place 
that keep politicians from spending 
money they are borrowing, they will 
borrow the money and spend it. History 
will back that up. 

The second is, how do you generate 
more money for this controlled govern-
ment? That is the crux of the debate 
we are having today. Some of my col-
leagues believe the way you do it is 
you raise taxes, especially on rich peo-
ple. To some people this may sound ap-
pealing. Here is the problem. It does 
not raise nearly enough money, if you 
could even collect it. It does not raise 
nearly enough money. 

From the only tax plans I have seen 
put out there by the administration 

and some of my colleagues here on the 
other side of the aisle, it adds up to 
less than 10 days’ worth of deficit 
spending. We do know, however, that 
these increases in taxes could kill jobs. 

The other way you can generate 
more revenue for government—and it is 
the way I think we should do it—is to 
grow your economy. You get more peo-
ple back to work, and so now more peo-
ple are paying taxes. You get people 
who are working to make more money 
because their businesses are doing bet-
ter and so they are paying more taxes. 
The government uses that money not 
to grow government, it uses that 
money to pay down its debt and con-
trol itself. How do you create more jobs 
and economic growth? You do it by en-
couraging people, not in this building 
but outside this building, to start busi-
nesses or grow existing businesses. 

If you ask those people—not econo-
mists, not people on Wall Street, not 
journalists, not professors, not politi-
cians—if you ask people to create jobs: 
What would it take for you to start 
creating jobs again, what they are 
looking for is a tax system that is fair 
and regulations they can comply with 
and then get out of the way and they 
will do what Americans have always 
done. Those are our ideas. 

Here is the problem. Even as we 
stand here today, there are few plans 
on the table to do it. I have watched 
the President give press conferences. I 
have watched the President give 
speeches. I have yet to see a plan from 
the President. With all due respect to 
my colleagues in the other party in the 
Senate, I have not seen a plan from 
them either. They are the majority 
party. They control this Chamber. 
They control the Senate. I have not 
seen a plan from them. 

A moment ago we heard this talk 
about we have to compromise. It is 
hard to compromise when the other 
side does not have a plan. What do you 
compromise on? Where is your plan? 
You cannot compromise if only one 
person is offering plans. There is only 
one plan that has been voted on by any 
House to deal with this issue, and it is 
the one we are on right now—cut, cap, 
and balance. 

I would submit if you do not like cut, 
cap, and balance, if you do not think 
we need to cut spending, cap spending, 
and balance our budget, then show us 
your alternative. Or maybe you do be-
lieve we do need to cut, cap, and bal-
ance, but you do not like the way this 
bill cuts spending, caps spending, and 
balances spending. Fine. Offer your 
version of cut, cap, and balance. Let’s 
proceed to this bill. Let’s get on this 
bill the House has passed. If you do not 
like it, change it. You have got the 
votes here to do it. If you have got a 
better idea, bring this bill up and 
amend it and put your ideas on it. 

But how could you ask for com-
promise? How could you scold Repub-
licans in the House for refusing to com-
promise if you do not have a plan of 
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your own? How can a person com-
promise if they don’t have any ideas of 
their own? It is not a fair thing to say. 

So I urge the leadership of the Senate 
and the President of the United States 
to offer their ideas on paper—put their 
ideas on paper and offer them so we can 
begin to work on this concept of com-
promise they have offered. 

We cannot compromise and negotiate 
with people who will not offer a plan. 
Why don’t we vote to proceed to cut, 
cap, and balance—proceed to this bill 
so we can debate it and they can offer 
their ideas on this bill. This is the per-
fect opportunity to do it. Stop negoti-
ating in the media and through press 
conferences and start doing it on the 
Senate floor, which is what the people 
sent us to do. I hope that is what will 
happen. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
HAGAN). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

NOMINATION OF RICHARD CORDRAY 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-

dent, as we debate the best way to get 
our fiscal house in order, we must 
avoid, first of all, defaulting on our ob-
ligations while also working to make 
our economy stronger. 

While our debt has been rising for 
several decades—and there is enough 
blame to go around—it has been exac-
erbated by the economic crisis that has 
all too often turned workers and tax-
payers into collectors of unemploy-
ment insurance, housing assistance, 
and health care assistance. 

We must not forget that the eco-
nomic crisis was brought on by a finan-
cial crisis that pulled our economy into 
a deep recession. 

Some people in this Chamber—con-
servative politicians in Washington— 
like to forget this financial crisis ever 
happened. But throughout the United 
States—in places such as Cleveland, 
Dayton, Chillicothe, and Zanesville— 
fast-talking mortgage brokers in 
America steered Americans into unfair 
loans that helped put our economy on 
the brink of collapse, costing millions 
of Americans their homes and jobs. 

While Wall Street has regained its 
footing, millions of Americans are still 
struggling to finds jobs, stay in their 
homes, and afford health care coverage. 
Businesses are struggling to access 
credit so they can hire new workers. 

Thankfully, 1 year ago, we passed 
Wall Street reform. The President 
signed the landmark legislation that 
was aimed at providing consumers with 
protection from abusive rates, fees, 
penalties in mortgages and credit 
cards. 

The centerpiece of the bill—one of 
the centerpieces of the bill is the cre-
ation of the Consumer Financial Pro-

tection Bureau, which is aimed at giv-
ing consumers a voice as loud and pow-
erful as Wall Street; frankly, some-
thing this city is not used to. 

Richard Cordray will be that voice. 
He is one of Ohio’s most talented pub-
lic servants, who is strongly com-
mitted to protecting Ohio consumers 
and investors. 

As Ohio’s attorney general, he was a 
strong voice for Ohioans who struggled 
during these tough times to stay in 
their homes, consumers who faced un-
fair practices by big Wall Street banks 
who had deceived consumers. 

He has targeted institutions—includ-
ing Fannie Mae—that hid material in-
formation from investors, in the proc-
ess undermining pension funds that 
provide retirement security for teach-
ers, secretaries, police officers, and 
janitors. 

Coming from Ohio, he has seen first-
hand how unscrupulous actors steered 
Americans into unfair subprime loans 
that helped push the economy to the 
brink of collapse, costing millions of 
Americans their homes and jobs. 

Rich took the unscrupulous actors, 
but he also worked closely with Ohio 
banks, which are supporting his nomi-
nation to advocate the Consumer Pro-
tection Bureau because he played it 
straight and fair. He worked closely 
with them to promote financial lit-
eracy and craft effective, targeted leg-
islation distinguishing traditional 
banks—those that lend and are the life-
blood of any economy—from those 
banks engaged or those companies or 
Wall Street institutions that are en-
gaged in predatory lending. 

As he has been throughout his career, 
Rich will be a strong voice for con-
sumers as the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau carries out his mission. 
It is a mission of bringing oversight 
and transparency to checking ac-
counts, credit cards, mortgages and 
student loans and ensuring that our fi-
nancial system continues to support 
job creation. The Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau is already starting 
to make a difference. It is working to 
make sure credit card terms and loan 
contracts are written in ways that reg-
ular people can understand—in plain 
English. It has earned rave reviews 
from industry and consumer groups 
alike for the substance and process in-
volved in creating a new model mort-
gage loan disclosure form. 

The Consumer Product Financial 
Protection Bureau is helping our men 
and women in uniform, preventing 
them from being targeted by bad actors 
committing fraud and engaging in de-
ceptive financial practices. You can see 
them like vultures surrounding mili-
tary bases as they do it—at Wright- 
Patterson Air Force base in Dayton 
and other places. 

When Rich was attorney general of 
Ohio, he was the first State attorney 
general in Ohio to take on unscrupu-
lous bankers and sue a mortgage lender 
over foreclosure fraud. He recovered 
billions of dollars for Ohio. 

I am proud to have worked with him 
to identify financial predators that 
prey on homeowners facing foreclosure. 
When he was Ohio treasurer, he worked 
across party lines to strengthen Ohio’s 
finances. 

Besides being a five-time Jeopardy 
winner, Rich is a great human being 
and a devoted family man. The chal-
lenges he will face in his new position 
are great, but I know he will be 
strengthened by the support of his wife 
Peggy and twins Holly and Danny. 

I urge my colleagues to support Rich-
ard Cordray to be head of the new Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau. It 
will help consumers, banks, and our 
economy. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous 
consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time during the quorum call be divided 
equally between the two parties. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President and 
colleagues, I have been struck in the 
discussion about cut, cap, and balance 
that there has been virtually no men-
tion—virtually no mention—of the No. 
1 issue on the minds of the American 
people, and that is jobs. What we need 
above anything else is to create more 
good-paying jobs. In this discussion 
about cut, cap, and balance, the whole 
question of jobs has virtually not come 
up. 

Now, what we know is that between 
the worst of this fiscal crisis and the 
end of 2010 we lost 8.5 million jobs, and 
our country has only recovered a small 
portion of those jobs. The fact is, many 
of those new jobs that have been cre-
ated don’t pay as much as the jobs that 
have been lost. We also know millions 
of our people can’t find full-time work, 
and they have had to settle for part- 
time jobs to make ends meet. Cut, cap, 
and balance virtually ignores that 
question. 

I hear, for example, from our busi-
ness community that they have a very 
serious challenge in terms of gener-
ating sales. Sales are all about middle- 
class folks coming into our stores and, 
in a consumer-driven economy, making 
purchases. As we have seen a number of 
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times, David Leonhardt—particularly 
over the weekend in an excellent piece 
in the New York Times—described how 
in one area after another, in terms of 
consumer durable goods, middle-class 
folks have essentially walked off the 
economic playing field. 

There is, however, one particular ap-
proach to job creation that has a prov-
en track record—a proven track 
record—and bipartisan support, and it 
is one I hope the Congress will soon 
move to. I find that we have plenty of 
disagreement now in the Congress on a 
whole host of issues, but whether one is 
part of the Warner-Chambliss group or 
any other particular group, there is a 
sense that even though cut, cap, and 
balance doesn’t talk about it, job cre-
ation is the most important issue. The 
path to that—the proven path to that, 
Madam President—is tax reform. 

The fact is, that is the one unused 
tool in the economic toolshed. The 
Federal Reserve has thrown tremen-
dous efforts at trying to boost the 
economy. The Recovery Act was a 
path. Various steps have been taken 
with respect to housing. Tax reform is 
the one area from the economic tool-
shed that has not yet been picked up 
and actually used. I think the country 
understands what needs to be done. 
Certainly, the Congress does. We had 
the report from the Bush Commission— 
George W. Bush—that made a number 
of excellent recommendations in their 
report. The Volcker Commission for 
President Obama had a number of sen-
sible ideas. 

I have had the pleasure of working 
with two very thoughtful colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle—Senator 
Gregg, before he retired, and now Sen-
ator COATS—and we have picked up on 
the model that populist Democrats and 
former President Ronald Reagan pur-
sued in the early 1980s. It was all about 
cleaning out scores of special interest 
tax breaks and using that money to 
hold down rates for everybody and keep 
progressivity. 

The reason I bring it up this after-
noon—in the context of the fact that I 
sure don’t see any mention of cut, cap, 
and balance focusing on jobs—is when 
Democrats and Ronald Reagan got to-
gether, the results on job creation were 
real, they were tangible, and we saw 
middle-class people get a chance to get 
back into the economy and get back to 
work. 

According to the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, in the 2 years after Demo-
crats and Ronald Reagan got together 
on a bipartisan basis to focus on job 
creation, our country created 6.3 mil-
lion new jobs—6.3 million new jobs. Be-
tween 2001 and 2008, when tax policy 
was partisan, we only created about 3 
million jobs. We have lost jobs in this 
last fiscal crisis, looking particularly 
at the measure that I cited at the end 
of 2010. So we have to get people back 
to work. 

I see my friend from Iowa is here, and 
we have talked about tax reform on a 
number of occasions. Let me just cite 

an example of an approach on which 
Senator COATS, a Republican, and I 
have teamed up. We take away the tax 
breaks for shipping jobs overseas. 

Right now, there are a huge array of 
tax breaks for, in effect, exporting jobs, 
when the country wants to export 
goods and services—goods made in the 
United States, where we add value to 
them in the United States and then we 
ship them somewhere. What Senator 
COATS and I propose is taking away 
those tax breaks for exporting jobs and 
using those dollars for what I call red, 
white, and blue jobs—jobs that pay a 
good wage in the United States so we 
can get full-time employment for some 
of the folks so hard hit now who can’t 
find more than 15 or 20 hours of work a 
week that doesn’t pay a good wage so 
they can support their families. 

Cut, cap, and balance doesn’t raise 
those kinds of issues. It doesn’t raise 
the fact that when we put people back 
to work, have good-paying jobs in this 
country, that generates revenue Demo-
crats and Republicans alike can sup-
port. 

I know Senator HARKIN has focused 
particularly on this question of where 
the revenue is going to come from to 
pay for our safety net with so many 
people hurting and falling between the 
cracks; tax reform that puts middle- 
class people back to work as we saw 
when Democrats such as Dick Gep-
hardt and former President Reagan got 
together that generates revenue both 
sides can support, private sector job 
growth that puts folks back to work 
and gets the middle-class consumer 
back into the economy and back into 
our stores. 

Look, for example, at the bipartisan 
proposal Senator COATS and I have. 
The typical middle-class person can get 
$3,000, $4,000 worth of tax relief under 
our proposal, not by raising the deficit, 
not by spending more money, but by 
closing out some of these special inter-
est loopholes. Where is that consumer 
going to go? They will have a chance in 
a consumer-driven economy to go back 
into the stores. Maybe they will buy a 
washing machine, maybe they will buy 
a computer for their kids. They will go 
back into the economy and help, as we 
have seen time and time again over our 
history, to get our country back on its 
feet by middle-class people who have 
good-paying jobs going back into the 
marketplace and helping our economy 
grow. 

The numbers are striking. Again, 
after Democrats such as Dick Gephardt 
got together with Ronald Reagan, in 
the 3 years after those reforms in the 
middle 1980s, Federal tax receipts for 
individuals and corporations rose by 
$137 billion. That is the kind of rev-
enue-raising approach that Democrats 
and Republicans alike can support. But 
we don’t hear a word about job growth 
in the private sector under cut, cap, 
and balance. 

We hear a lot of technical terms 
about whether Federal spending ought 
to be 19.9 percent of gross domestic 

product or should it be 20 or 21. Those 
are important issues, but to their cred-
it, one economist after another has 
made it clear that we don’t get to eco-
nomic recovery in this country just by 
cutting. We are going to have to do 
some growing. 

Colleagues, we are going to have to 
do some growing. And, to me, to be out 
on the floor talking about cut, cap, and 
balance and not paying any attention 
to a Tax Code that is a job killer rather 
than a job creator for what I call red, 
white, and blue jobs in this country 
just seems to be a mistaken set of pri-
orities. 

The reality is, as Senator COATS and 
I have made clear in offering our bill, 
the Tax Code is larded down with so 
many special interest goodies and 
sweetheart deals, and I just touched on 
one that we would actually be reward-
ing: the export of good American jobs. 
What we ought to be doing is taking 
away these foolish tax breaks and cre-
ating ones that get the middle class 
back into the economy and get our 
companies investing in our country. 

Now, it does not take a constitu-
tional amendment to do what Dick 
Gephardt, Ronald Reagan, Dan Rosten-
kowski, Bob Packwood, and a whole 
host of Democrats and Republicans got 
together to do in the 1980s. It requires 
Democrats and Republicans to work to-
gether to take on the special interests 
that currently benefit from the broken 
tax system. 

Make no mistake about it. Those spe-
cial interest groups are taking tax 
breaks that ought to instead go for real 
relief for hard-hit, middle-class fami-
lies and American business to create 
jobs in this country. 

I see colleagues on the floor. I want 
to wrap up with one last point, briefly. 
I would not say for a second that tax 
reform is the only component of eco-
nomic recovery. Senator BLUNT is here, 
and as chairman of the Trade Sub-
committee on the Finance Committee, 
we have worked very closely together 
on another important trade issue. 
What we have seen—and I know Sen-
ator HARKIN is interested in this—is 
the Chinese have essentially been in-
volved in merchandise laundering— 
some companies. What they have done 
after they have been found guilty of 
violating our trade laws, instead of 
changing their practices and com-
plying with the trade laws, some of 
these Chinese outfits essentially go to 
another country and export through 
that country, and put on, for example, 
‘‘Made in Korea’’—big implications 
with these trade agreements—and end 
up shipping those goods to the United 
States. 

Senator BLUNT and his constituents 
have made the correct point that is 
again taking away jobs from middle- 
class folks. But we have to get back to 
the issue of jobs on the floor of the 
Senate. That is the most important 
question for our constituents. 

Staff told me on the way over here 
that in a recent survey of businesses 
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cites, again, their No. 1 concern is that 
sales are going down in their stores. I 
think everybody in the Senate knows 
you can often go to a store on a week-
end or an evening and you hardly see 
anybody there because middle-class 
people are very worried about what is 
ahead and simply because of these eco-
nomic times do not have the money to 
go in and buy those goods and arrange 
for those services that, in an economy 
that requires they be in the market-
place, they simply don’t have the re-
sources for it. 

So I hope my colleagues will oppose 
cut, cap, and balance. I hope they will 
see the No. 1 issue in the country is 
jobs. Tax reform has a proven track 
record, colleagues—a proven track 
record: 6.3 million new jobs in the 2 
years after Ronald Reagan, a conserv-
ative President, and Dick Gephardt, a 
populist Democrat, got together—a 
conservative Republican President, a 
populist Democrat. That is the tool we 
ought to take out of the economic tool-
shed and use as quickly as possible. 

I hope we will move on certainly to 
tax reform in the fall, and I hope col-
leagues will remember that as we have 
this discussion about cut, cap, and bal-
ance. I think it misses the central 
question of our time, which is job cre-
ation. For that reason, I oppose the 
bill. 

Madam President, colleagues are on 
the floor. With that, I would yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. I thank the President 
for recognizing me, and I will speak 
and then look forward to hearing the 
remarks of my good friend from Iowa. 

I agree with the simple premise of 
what Mr. WYDEN had to say. I think 
private sector job creation should be 
the No. 1 target for the country today. 
Frankly, anytime we are not talking 
about that or what we can do about 
spending, we are talking about the 
wrong two domestic issues. 

I would suggest, however, it is not 
like the option today was to bring that 
bill he described to the floor. I would 
love to see it on the floor. I would love 
to see a simpler, fairer, flatter more 
easily understood Tax Code because I 
do think certainty is one of the things 
that makes a difference in that deci-
sion to invest. But I absolutely agree 
the No. 1 priority for the country at 
this minute should be private sector 
job creation. And I look forward, as he 
does, to working on that. 

My only fault I find with the premise 
that is not the reason to talk about 
this is that is not what we were going 
to be talking about otherwise. In fact, 
the week we were going to spend here 
that was supposed to be the workweek 
during the Fourth of July, the bill the 
majority brought to the floor was the 
Libya resolution, which I haven’t seen 
since. 

That was the week we were here to 
do something about spending, and that 
is why we didn’t do the other things we 
had scheduled because we were going to 

talk about spending. The bill the ma-
jority was going to bring to the floor 
was the Libyan resolution, which was 
the most important thing in the world, 
apparently, that day, and we haven’t 
seen it since that day. 

So while I agree job creation mat-
ters, I don’t agree that it doesn’t mat-
ter how much the Federal Government 
spends. In fact, I think there is a lot of 
difference in a country where the Fed-
eral Government is spending $1 out of 
$4 that the country can produce in 
goods and services, or $1 out of $5. Now 
we are spending $1 out of $4. 

For 40 years, before 2008, we spent $1 
out of $5. In 2008 we didn’t spend an av-
erage of 20.6 percent; we spent 19 per-
cent. So we have gone from 19 percent 
of GDP spent by the Federal Govern-
ment to 25 percent of GDP spent by the 
Federal Government, and it matters. 
That is why spending is the other issue. 

What we are talking about with cut, 
cap, and balance is, How do we get that 
spending under control? If there is a 
better plan, I would be glad to see it. 
But I don’t see a plan on spending con-
trol coming from anywhere else. 

We all know we now have a record 
debt of almost $15 trillion, at $14.3 tril-
lion and counting. We all know we have 
spent approximately $7.3 trillion and 
added almost $4 trillion to that debt 
since the Senate and President Obama 
passed the last budget the country had 
813 days ago. We all know unemploy-
ment has increased by 18 percent since 
January of 2009. 

In the 29 months since then, despite 
the so-called stimulus package, unem-
ployment has been over 8 percent every 
month for 29 months, and it was 9.2 
percent in the month of June. We also 
all know that 40 cents out of every dol-
lar the Federal Government spends is 
borrowed, and we just can’t continue to 
do that. One option might be to raise 
taxes and think that 40 cents would 
come in. I am not for that because I 
don’t think higher tax rates nec-
essarily produce more tax revenue. 

Until 1981, for 50 years the highest 
tax rates had been 70, 80, or 90 percent, 
and people don’t pay that tax rate. 
People definitely don’t take a chance 
and invest in that tax rate. But the 
fact that we know maybe most of all is 
we can’t keep doing what we are doing 
now. The status quo is both unaccept-
able and unsustainable, and we have to 
look at what it takes, as Senator 
WYDEN said, to meet the No. 1 priority, 
which is, What do we do that creates 
private sector jobs? I think getting 
Federal spending under control is 
something that the moment, the mo-
ment of August 2, creates an oppor-
tunity for us to talk about and do. 

Now, why was I one of the first co-
sponsors of cut, cap, and balance? It is 
because I thought it had the potential, 
and I believe it has the potential, to do 
what needs to be done. 

What was ‘‘cut’’? Cut was to go back 
not to 1980 spending levels, but to go 
back with nondefense discretionary to 
2006—just to go back to what we were 

spending on nondefense discretionary 
in 2006. Rearrange that as you may 
want to, rearrange that in a way that 
better meets 2011 goals, but go back to 
that amount of money and then set 
caps. 

By the way, in virtually all cases 
they were growing caps in various cat-
egories of government spending for the 
next 10 years and working within those 
caps, but knowing every year what 
they were going to spend. 

Then, the third element was, let’s 
balance the budget. While I have al-
ways been for a balanced budget and a 
balanced budget amendment, I believe 
now more than I ever have that it is 
the tool that ensures, not just 5 years 
from now, but 55 years from now that 
we just have to simply get the re-
sources of government and the spend-
ing of government in place. Forty-nine 
States, including my State of Missouri, 
have a balanced budget amendment. 
Every family at some point or another 
has to deal with the reality of a bal-
anced budget amendment. These provi-
sions take us in the right direction. 

President Obama has said he would 
veto this bill if it passed. It has already 
passed the House. If it would pass the 
Senate this week, I don’t know that 
the President would veto it if he really 
was faced with those options, but he 
said he would. I guess we might have to 
test that. But we shouldn’t not vote for 
this because the President said he is 
going to veto it. We should vote for 
this because it is the right thing to do 
to get the spending of the Federal Gov-
ernment under control. 

Missourians deserve better. Ameri-
cans deserve better. Both parties no 
doubt have contributed to where we are 
right now in our current economic sit-
uation. Frankly, both parties have to 
find a way out. It takes three things to 
pass a bill in Washington: It takes the 
House of Representatives, it takes the 
Senate, and it takes the White House. 
My party, the Republican Party, con-
trols one of those. Our friends on the 
other side control the other two. So 
how do any of us think we are going to 
get everything we want in this environ-
ment? But we have to work toward the 
right result. I think cut, cap, and bal-
ance would produce that result. I think 
we do have to get on with the work of 
being focused on what do we do to cre-
ate private sector jobs, what do we do 
to get this spending under control. 

American families have to deal with 
this all the time. It is time their gov-
ernment dealt with it as well. I don’t 
want to settle for business as usual. We 
have a unique opportunity here. Are we 
going to be like every other country, 
like Greece and Ireland and Portugal 
and Italy and so many countries in the 
world today? Or are we going to set out 
on a different path, a path that shows 
we are prepared to control and rein in 
Federal spending and do what is nec-
essary to encourage private job sector 
growth? I hope we can join together 
and find a solution. This is the moment 
we need to do it. 
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Madam President, I am looking for-

ward to working with you and others. I 
know I am yielding the floor to my 
good friend, Senator HARKIN from Iowa. 
We are working together on the Mis-
souri River working group. We are 
sponsoring legislation together for Spe-
cial Olympics. We can find solutions to 
these problems if we want to find solu-
tions. That is what the people we work 
for deserve. Let’s find a way forward. 

For me, the way forward would be 
cut, cap, and balance but I do know we 
all have to work together or we are not 
going to arrive at any conclusion. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I lis-

tened both to Senator WYDEN and to 
the remarks of Senator BLUNT. They 
are both very thoughtful individuals, 
thoughtful Senators. I enjoy working 
with both of them. 

Madam President, why are Repub-
licans refusing to agree to raise the 
debt ceiling, something we have done 
89 times since the 1930s, including 18 
times under President Reagan? I might 
point out, the Republicans at that time 
controlled the White House and the 
Senate and the Democrats controlled 
the House. 

Also, in September of 1987, President 
Ronald Reagan used his weekly radio 
address to urge Congress to increase 
the debt ceiling. He said—and here it 
is. I thought it was worth printing out. 
Here are the exact words of Ronald 
Reagan spoken in September of 1987: 

Unfortunately, Congress consistently 
brings the Government to the edge of default 
before facing its responsibility. This brink-
manship threatens the holders of govern-
ment bonds and those who rely on Social Se-
curity and veterans benefits. Interest rates 
would skyrocket, instability would occur in 
financial markets, and the Federal deficit 
would soar. The United States has a special 
responsibility to itself and the world to meet 
its obligations. 

I didn’t put it on here, but President 
Reagan went on: 

It means we have a well-earned reputation 
for reliability and credibility—two things 
that set us apart from the rest of the world. 

Today, so many of our friends on the 
other side, Republicans, constantly in-
voke Ronald Reagan as a role model, 
almost as a kind of a patron saint. I 
wish they would heed his words and 
what he said in September of 1987. 

I also remind my colleagues when 
President Reagan realized that his 1981 
tax cuts were resulting in large defi-
cits, he turned right around and sup-
ported corrective income tax increases 
in 1982 and 1984. That is right, Presi-
dent Reagan supported income tax in-
creases in 1982 and 1984. In stark con-
trast to President Reagan’s example, 
today Republicans reject any com-
promise that requires raising any new 
revenues from the wealthy. 

One of the things we are talking 
about is eliminating tax expenditures. 
Those are special interest tax breaks 
that even Senator COBURN, on the Re-
publican side, described as ‘‘corporate 

welfare.’’ As the distinguished chair of 
the Budget Committee said in his re-
marks earlier today, Senator CONRAD 
pointed out that tax expenditures now 
total more than $1 trillion, more than 
all of our discretionary appropriations 
in the Federal budget. 

Here is the difference. The discre-
tionary appropriations for the most 
part go out for programs such as 
health, education, research, transpor-
tation, security, police, the judiciary— 
it goes out for that. What do tax ex-
penditures go out for? They go out to 
support the wealthy. Here is why I say 
that. The wealthiest 1 percent of Amer-
icans get 26 percent of the benefits 
from these tax expenditures. That is 
what Senator CONRAD pointed out this 
morning. 

Many of our Republican friends are 
perfectly willing, indeed eager, to slash 
Medicare, Social Security, Medicaid, 
education, other programs that under-
gird the middle class. But they have 
made it clear they would rather default 
on the debt than agree to a com-
promise that requires shared sacrifice 
from the most privileged people in this 
country. 

The legislation before us, which is 
called cut, cap, and balance, and which 
should be more fairly described, as 
Senator CONRAD and others have said, 
as cut, cap, and kill Medicare, this bill 
that is before us now would enshrine in 
the Constitution a requirement that 
two-thirds supermajorities in both the 
House and Senate vote to raise reve-
nues. Fifty-one percent could cut 
spending but it would take two-thirds 
to raise any revenues. 

What does that mean? It means as a 
practical matter that it would perma-
nently lock in the benefits of the cur-
rent tax breaks for the wealthy, such 
as the outrageous 15-percent tax rate 
for hedge fund billionaires, and by 
building a firewall to protect tax 
breaks for the wealthiest Americans, 
this legislation would shift even more 
of the burden of deficit reduction onto 
the backs of middle-class Americans. 
Really, it should be cut, cap, and kill 
Medicare. That is what it is all about. 

Let me take this a step further. In 
this bill before us that was passed over 
here from the House, it would cap Fed-
eral expenditures at 18 percent of GDP. 
Where did they get that number? Is 
that an arbitrary number? Why isn’t 
that 18.5? Why isn’t it 19? Why is it 18? 
I will tell you why. That number has a 
purpose. The last time Federal spend-
ing was at 18 percent of GDP was in 
1966, right before Medicare kicked in 
and started expanding. So, guess what. 
They want to roll it back to a point in 
time before we had Medicare. This as-
sault, now, on Medicare comes on the 
heels of another Republican assault on 
Medicare. You remember the Repub-
lican budget, the so-called Ryan budg-
et. What was its centerpiece? A plan to 
dismantle Medicare, replace it with a 
voucher system that would require sen-
iors to spend $6,400 additional out of 
pocket for Medicare every year. It was 

basically the dismantling of Medicare, 
turning it into a voucher system. That 
was the Republican budget. 

So now we have a two-front assault 
on Medicare by Republicans. One is the 
Ryan budget, kind of a frontal assault, 
if you will, to dismantle it, turn it into 
a voucher system, and now we have the 
so-called balanced budget amendment 
that takes an indirect backdoor ap-
proach. It would simply defund Medi-
care. It would put the Federal Govern-
ment in a fiscal straitjacket and allow 
it to spend no more than we did in the 
mid 1960s, before Medicare started. 
That is why it is at 18 percent. 

I would say this legislation before us 
is also a direct assault on Social Secu-
rity, the bedrock of our American re-
tirement system. It is vitally impor-
tant to the middle class of America, to 
ensure that seniors are able to enjoy 
their retirement years without falling 
into poverty or moving in with their 
kids. Social Security’s modest benefit, 
around $14,000 a year now, has become 
the biggest source of retirement in-
come for two out of three retired 
Americans. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. I am glad to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Presi-

dent, I thank the Chair. I heard what 
the Senator was saying about Medi-
care. Am I right about this? I know 
what some conservative politicians in 
this town think about Medicare. In 1965 
when Medicare passed, it was a lot of 
conservative Republicans who opposed 
it. Later—I was in the House then. Sen-
ator HARKIN was in the Senate. But the 
first chance that Speaker Gingrich 
with the new Republican majority had 
in the mid-1990s, they tried to privatize 
it. Remember, Speaker Gingrich talked 
about it withering on the vine. 

Am I right, with the Ryan budget 
they tried to privatize Medicare again 
and the public rose up against it a few 
months ago, so is this sort of a back-
door way of going after Medicare? They 
do not want to acknowledge to their 
constituents they do not like Medicare 
because 90-some percent of Americans 
like Medicare and benefit from it. This 
is this sort of backdoor approach to put 
these limits on spending so it will force 
the privatization and unraveling of 
Medicare and ultimately Social Secu-
rity and these programs we care about? 

Mr. HARKIN. I think my friend from 
Ohio put his finger on it. Of course it 
is. It is a backdoor approach. We all 
want to have surpluses. We don’t want 
to have deficit spending. So it sounds 
good: We will balance the budget. Most 
people say that sounds like a good idea, 
let’s do that, without looking behind 
this cap they put in of this 18 percent. 
Eighteen percent is a number picked by 
the Republicans because that would 
take us back to where we were in 1966, 
before Medicare kicked in. It would 
throttle it, a backdoor approach as a 
way of defunding Medicare and also as 
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a way of getting at Social Security, 
moving it to privatization, which the 
Republicans never have given up on. 

They started under Gingrich. My 
friend is right. I remember them talk-
ing about privatizing Social Security. 
They have never given up on it. They 
cannot do it frontally but they are try-
ing to do it through the back door. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the Senator 
will yield again, imagine what would 
have happened in 2003 and 2004 with the 
Senator in the Senate and a lot of peo-
ple all over the country—including a 
lot of Republicans all over the country, 
but not elected Republicans, when we 
were fighting the privatization of So-
cial Security in 2004 and 2005—imagine 
what would have happened if so much 
of Social Security had been turned over 
to Wall Street. Imagine what would 
have happened if, in 2005, people would 
have put all this money in Wall Street 
instead of their secure lockbox, if you 
will, the Social Security fund, where 
nobody is missing Social Security pay-
ments and people know what they are 
going to get. It is predictable, it is al-
ways there and always will be. If we 
put it in these private accounts, there 
goes the predictability and there goes 
the solidness of Social Security, right? 

Mr. HARKIN. Another thing we 
ought to think about, I say to the Sen-
ator, is this: What the Republicans are 
saying—there are a lot of Republicans 
who do not care if we default. They 
don’t care if we default. In fact, 
MICHELLE BACHMANN, Congresswoman 
BACHMANN—who is one of their 
frontrunners for the Presidency—said 
she would never vote to increase the 
debt ceiling no matter the cir-
cumstances. As President Reagan said 
in 1987, it would mean that ‘‘those who 
rely on Social Security and veterans 
benefits’’ wouldn’t get their Social Se-
curity checks, and that is exactly 
right. 

People have to think about this. If 
we default, that means all the people 
who have put their money into Social 
Security in the past, what we are say-
ing is you may have put your money in 
there and guess what. We are not going 
to pay you. Is that what we want to do 
as a country? Social Security is backed 
by the full faith and credit of the U.S. 
Government—more than anything than 
Wall Street has ever gotten. Wall 
Street can go under. The Senator is 
right, if we had put Social Security in 
the stock market it would be in the 
toilet now. But we put it into U.S. Gov-
ernment bonds because it is backed 
with the full faith and credit of the 
U.S. Government. That is why we have 
to support Social Security. That is why 
we can’t support this cockamamie 
scheme they are trying to do here. 

I thank my friend Ohio for pointing 
those things out. It is a backdoor as-
sault on Medicare and on Social Secu-
rity. People are saying: Well, Social 
Security—we have to shore up Social 
Security. It is sound for about the next 
20-some years, but looking ahead, yes, 
we should shore up Social Security. 

One good way to do it is to raise the 
cap on Social Security taxes. Well, 
right now the cap is $106,800 a year. 
What does that mean? That means if 
you make up to $106,000 a year, you pay 
into Social Security on every dollar 
you earn. If you make over that, you 
don’t. Well, let me put it another way. 
If you make $50,000 a year, you pay on 
every dollar you earn into Social Secu-
rity. If you make $500,000 a year, you 
only pay on every 20 cents of every dol-
lar you earn into Social Security. Why 
is that fair? Why is that fair that 
someone who makes $50,000 a year pays 
on every dime they earn, every dollar 
they earn, but someone who makes 
$500,000 a year only pays 20 cents on the 
dollar? If you want to shore up Social 
Security, raise the cap on payroll 
taxes. Raise the cap. That is something 
no one is talking about. What are they 
talking about? Cut benefits. Cut the 
benefits. Well, we don’t have to cut So-
cial Security benefits in any way. We 
just have to make it fairer in terms of 
how we raise the payroll taxes. 

As I said earlier, the bill before us 
would require a two-thirds vote before 
we could even change that. So if we 
wanted to raise the cap on payroll 
taxes on Social Security, it would re-
quire a two-thirds vote. That means we 
would never get it done. That means, 
yes, at some point we would probably 
have to start reducing Social Security 
benefits. Well, again, as the Senator 
from Ohio pointed out, this is a back-
door approach to dismantling Social 
Security. 

Republicans are rejecting any notion 
of shared sacrifice. They demand we 
dismantle Medicare, slash Social Secu-
rity, slash education, cut infrastruc-
ture—all those things that undergird 
the middle class. They shred the safety 
net for the most vulnerable people in 
our society, as Senator WYDEN pointed 
out earlier, but they insist on shielding 
the wealthiest people in our society 
from even contributing $1 to the mess 
we are in. 

Lastly, why are so many people 
here—to pick up on what Senator 
WYDEN said earlier—obsessed with def-
icit reduction to the exclusion of the 
single largest priority we should have 
in this country: putting people back to 
work. That is the most urgent deficit 
we have—the jobs deficit. Senator 
WYDEN spoke eloquently about that. 

My friend from Missouri, Senator 
BLUNT, talked about that too. He 
talked about private sector employ-
ment. Well, something has to happen 
to get that moving. It is not giving 
more tax breaks to the wealthy. The 
old trickle-down theory, we tried that 
and it never worked. All these big tax 
cuts we gave to the wealthy happened 
under George Bush and a Republican 
Congress. Look at the mess it got us 
into. We have been losing jobs for the 
last several years. Our jobs have been 
going overseas. It put us in a huge 
budget deficit. 

One of the things we need to do now 
is not to turn a chainsaw on ourselves 

but to recognize that the Federal Gov-
ernment can be a powerful force for 
stimulating the private sector. Again, 
one of the things I think we need to do 
is to put more money into the infra-
structure of this country. We need to 
rebuild our roads, our highways and 
bridges, and our sewer and water sys-
tems. We have hundreds of billions of 
dollars needed to remodel and upgrade 
our schools all over America. We need 
a new electric grid, a smart grid. We 
need to be putting more into green en-
ergy so we won’t be importing so much 
oil into this country. There is only one 
place that has the power to focus on 
that in a large, comprehensive way, 
and that is the Federal Government. 
But then people say: We can’t do that. 
We can’t afford it. We don’t have any 
money. Well, they are right. 

So there are two ways we can get 
these wheels of our economy going 
again: We can either borrow the money 
or we can raise the revenue. I would 
prefer that we raised the revenue. 
There is plenty of it out there. The 
businesses in America are sitting on, I 
have heard, anywhere from $1 trillion 
to $2 trillion that they are not invest-
ing. Well, if they are not investing it, I 
know where to invest it. Let’s put it 
out there rebuilding the infrastructure 
of America. 

Now, that is not the government 
doing the work; it is simply the gov-
ernment providing the input so that 
the private sector can go to work. It is 
not government workers out there who 
would be building the roads, bridges, 
highways, remodeling our schools, and 
rebuilding the new electric grid. No, 
this is the private sector doing it, but 
we can marshal the forces from the 
Federal Government, marshal the 
power to focus the funds in that direc-
tion to rebuild America, to make it a 
more energy efficient, a better edu-
cated, a more innovative, techno-
logically competent future for our kids 
and grandkids. Once we start doing 
that, then other elements of the pri-
vate sector will take off because they 
will see we have made a commitment 
to the future, the growth of this coun-
try—not a dismantling, not a with-
drawing, not a shrinking, but, as Sen-
ator WYDEN said, a growth. Once the 
private sector sees we have made a na-
tional commitment to growth, they 
will start investing. 

How many times do we have to learn 
that the investment we have made in 
infrastructure has spun off into all 
kinds of private sector entrepreneur-
ship and jobs and new businesses or re-
search, the money we have put into re-
search and how that stimulates the pri-
vate sector? 

How many times have you heard this 
old Republican line—I hear it all 
time—the government doesn’t create 
wealth, it consumes wealth. I hear that 
all the time. Well, that is nonsense. 

Just about a month ago, I had a hear-
ing before my committee, the HELP 
Committee, which has jurisdiction over 
the National Institutes of Health. We 
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had the National Institutes of Health 
here, and Francis Collins, who is now 
the Director of it, brought us up to 
date on what the NIH is doing. He 
pointed out something very inter-
esting. Some 20 years ago, we began to 
invest taxpayer money—your money, 
taxpayer dollars—into something 
called mapping and sequencing the 
human gene. It was called the Human 
Genome Project. It became the Human 
Genome Institute at NIH. After 12 
years, they finished the process of map-
ping and sequencing the human ge-
nome. 

The Battelle Institute—a research in-
stitute that is privately owned, not 
government, based in Ohio—did a study 
of what happened because of that. We 
invested $3.8 billion in mapping and se-
quencing the human gene—$3.8 billion. 
The Battelle Institute said: In the last 
8 to 10 years, that $3.8 billion of tax-
payer money invested in research re-
sulted in over $790 billion of private 
sector investment. Let me say that 
again: $3.8 billion of taxpayer money 
resulted in $790 billion of private sector 
investment. Tell me again that the 
government can’t create wealth. Of 
course, it can because it can marshal 
the kinds of resources that this sector 
or that sector can’t do. No private enti-
ty could have mapped and sequenced 
the human genome. Well, they prob-
ably could have, but it would have 
taken 40 or 50 years to do it. It took 
the massive power of the Federal Gov-
ernment to get it done, and in a short 
period of time. 

So, again, this is what we ought to be 
thinking about: How do we create jobs? 
How do we put people back to work? I 
say it is by making sure we have the 
revenue to invest. We can invest in our 
infrastructure. I don’t mean just the 
physical infrastructure, I mean also 
the human infrastructure. That means 
education and job training. 

I just saw a figure the other day. This 
year, we are spending—of the taxpayer 
money—$14 billion training Iraqi and 
Afghanistan security forces. That is for 
training, $14 billion this year. Yet here 
in America, for all of our job-training 
and retraining programs for the entire 
country—all job-training programs—we 
are spending less than $10 billion. Do 
you think the American people think 
that is wise? Do you think they don’t 
know this? There is $14 billion going to 
Iraq and Afghanistan to train their se-
curity forces while less than $10 billion 
is going to retrain our workforce for 
jobs of the future. 

Well, I see others have come to the 
floor, so I will wrap this up. 

Deficit reduction is important—I am 
not saying it isn’t—but it is not the 
single most important thing right now. 
The single most important thing is to 
put people back to work. As Senator 
WYDEN said, that will start to create 
the demand. It will spur more private 
investment as the Federal Government 
begins to invest in the future of this 
country. That is where we ought to be 
focusing. Once we get the wheels going 

again, once we get people back to work 
and the economy starts to grow, that is 
when we start to reduce the deficit. To 
just focus on deficit reduction right 
now to the exclusion of putting people 
back to work reminds me of when doc-
tors used to put leeches on people who 
were ill. It only made them more ill be-
cause it drained more blood out of 
their system. And most times it proved 
fatal, as it did to our first President, 
George Washington. Our urgent, No. 1 
priority must be to create jobs and put 
people back to work. We shouldn’t just 
turn a chainsaw on ourselves. 

I look at this Republican cut, cap, 
and kill Medicare proposal we have be-
fore us, and what I see is a budget 
predicated on fatalism—fatalism and 
fear of the future. We need a budget 
that is predicated on hope and aspira-
tion, of putting our people back to 
work. 

So put the ideology aside. Come to-
gether in a spirit of compromise for the 
good of this country to have a balanced 
package—balanced—spending cuts that 
will take place in the mid-and outer 
ranges of our years and revenue in-
creases now so we can take that money 
and start putting people back to work 
rebuilding both the human infrastruc-
ture and the physical infrastructure of 
this country. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
time from 2 p.m. until 5 p.m. on the 
motion to proceed to H.R. 2560 be 
equally divided between the majority 
leader and the Republican leader or 
their designee and that Senators be 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

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

Mr. HARKIN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I would 

like to speak on the cut, cap, and bal-
ance legislation. I plan to vote yes on 
Saturday morning to proceed to this 
bill, and I urge my colleagues to do 
likewise. I would also like to explain 
why I think that is important. 

Most of us understand what this bill 
does. It cuts spending next year by 
more than $100 billion. These are real 
savings and not smoke-and-mirrors. It 
caps total Federal spending as a per-
centage of the economy, and it puts us 
on a path to keep spending at 19.9 per-
cent of our gross domestic product. 
Right now, our Federal spending is at 
25 percent of the gross domestic prod-
uct. Our revenues are at roughly 15 per-
cent, so there we have a 10-percent def-
icit totaling $1.5 trillion this year 
alone. Of course, those cumulative an-
nual deficits make up our debt, which 
is now approximately $14.4 trillion. 

This piece of legislation also links an 
increase in the debt ceiling to passage 
of a joint resolution to balance the 
budget, and this is an important 
amendment to the Constitution that is 
being proposed. I believe we have 
amended the Constitution 27 times so 
far. This is a process the Framers of 
our Constitution embodied in the origi-

nal document to allow Congress and 
the American people to amend the Con-
stitution as circumstances change. 
Clearly, it is obvious to anyone who 
will look and pay attention that Con-
gress has shown itself unable to con-
strain its spending and live within our 
means and to spend only the money we 
have as opposed to money we borrow 
from future generations. As important, 
this constitutional amendment—this 
balanced budget amendment to the 
Constitution—is not an extraordinary 
thing. It may be for the Federal Gov-
ernment, but 49 different States oper-
ate under a balanced budget require-
ment. 

I support the cut, cap, and balance 
legislation because it meets the three 
primary criteria I am using to evaluate 
proposals related to the debt ceiling. 
The first of those three criteria is, No. 
1, we must not default. That is not an 
option. Also, we must not lose the Fed-
eral Government’s AAA credit rating. 
No. 2, we must not increase the tax 
burden on job creators during a fragile 
economic recovery. This is not just my 
position; this was the President’s posi-
tion last December when the expiring 
tax provisions were extended for 2 more 
years. No. 3, we cannot resort to smoke 
and mirrors in the hopes of somehow 
fooling either the credit rating agen-
cies or the American people that we 
are serious about the spending problem 
Washington clearly has. 

Cut, cap, and balance earned bipar-
tisan support in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and I applaud the courage 
of those who crossed the aisle to sup-
port this legislation in the House. I 
hope we see a similar demonstration of 
bipartisan support for this proposal in 
the Senate. 

I know some of our colleagues on the 
other side are dismissive of this piece 
of legislation. I believe the previous 
speaker—I wasn’t here for most of his 
comments, but I did see his chart—is 
fairly dismissive of this proposal. For 
those colleagues who are critical of 
this proposal, my question for them is 
this: Where is your plan? Where is your 
plan? To criticize what responsible 
Members of Congress are trying to pro-
pose as a solution to a problem when 
they have no plan of their own is irre-
sponsible, in my opinion. 

The House of Representatives passed 
a budget earlier this year but, unfortu-
nately, it has been more than 800 days 
since the Senate has adopted a budg-
et—800 days. That is approaching 3 
years. When asked, the majority lead-
er, Senator REID, said it would be fool-
ish for the Senate to pass a budget. I 
think he was saying that not because 
he believes it is foolish to have a budg-
et, but perhaps he thought by attack-
ing the House plan, while having noth-
ing to propose on his behalf, gained 
some marginal political advantage. 

President Obama has ignored his own 
debt commission for months and the 
debt problem. We know last December 
his fiscal commission, the Simpson- 
Bowles commission, rendered a very 
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important report documenting in so-
bering detail the debt problem the Fed-
eral Government has—unfunded enti-
tlements, as well as our tax system, 
which makes very little sense and 
makes us noncompetitive globally. It 
is our corporate tax system which en-
courages—because it makes economic 
sense—businesses here in the United 
States to create jobs overseas where it 
is more efficient, it is cheaper to do so, 
and where it affects their bottom line 
in a positive way. Why wouldn’t we 
want to encourage job creators to cre-
ate jobs here at home by reducing the 
disincentives and providing an incen-
tive for job creation here in the United 
States? Until recently, the President 
has shown very little interest in that 
recommendation of his own deficit 
commission. 

We know when the President pro-
posed his own budget in February—this 
is a budget never taken up by a Demo-
cratically controlled Senate either in 
the Budget Committee on which I serve 
or here on the floor—the President’s 
own budget proposed in February 
would actually make our debt problem 
worse, not better. That is why, when 
we had a vote on the President’s pro-
posed budget a few weeks ago—not be-
cause our Democratic friends proposed 
it and brought it up for a vote but be-
cause our side of the aisle asked for a 
vote on it—it failed 97 to 0. None of our 
Democratic colleagues saw fit to vote 
for the President’s budget proposal be-
cause they know it makes the problem 
worse, not better. 

The President finally got engaged a 
few weeks ago. But the problem we 
still have is we don’t know what the 
detail of the President’s proposed solu-
tion to the plan is. He will not say pub-
licly in detail what his plan is. Unfor-
tunately—and this is sort of the nature 
of the beast—all the negotiations so far 
that apparently are still continuing are 
behind closed doors. If there were a 
grand bargain to be, I am confident 
what would happen is it would be rolled 
out on the floor of the Senate or in the 
House at the last minute, without ade-
quate time to review it or to debate it 
or for the American people to read it 
and see how it affects them and to give 
us feedback. We are representatives of 
a constituency, and the 25 million peo-
ple I represent in Texas would like to 
have a chance to read it and then tell 
me what they think about it. 

We know so far the American people 
are in the dark about the negotiations, 
and that is not a good way to do busi-
ness. That does not help gain public 
confidence in what Congress is trying 
to do in dealing with a very serious 
problem. 

Last week, I believe it was the Press 
Secretary at the White House who ac-
tually said that ‘‘leadership is not pro-
posing a plan for the sake of having it 
voted up or down.’’ 

I think that is a bizarre statement. A 
person offers a plan because they be-
lieve it offers a solution to a problem, 
not because of some fear of having it 

voted up or down. That is, in fact, how 
our system works. The majority rules. 
But, unfortunately, the President’s 
leadership style is captured perfectly 
in that statement, and I think it sums 
up what is wrong with what is hap-
pening here in Washington. 

I wish to remind my colleagues of the 
challenge before us, and it is not the 
debt ceiling; it is the debt. I think 
those who think it is not real are just 
whistling past our fiscal graveyard. 

Here is what one of the credit agen-
cies, Standard & Poor’s, said just this 
morning, according to Reuters. They 
said: 

If an agreement is reached to raise the 
debt ceiling but nothing meaningful is done 
in terms of deficit reduction, the U.S. would 
likely have its rating cut to the AA cat-
egory. 

Such a downgrade would have an im-
mediate effect on other securities, as 
Standard & Poor’s said: 

We would downgrade the debt of Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac . . . the AAA rated 
Federal Home Loan Banks, and the AAA 
rated Federal Farm Credit System Banks, to 
correspond with the U.S. sovereign rating. 
We would also lower the ratings on AAA 
rated U.S. insurance groups, as per our cri-
teria that correlates insurers’ and 
sovereigns’ ratings. 

What would be the impact if these 
credit rating agencies—which seem to 
have an oversized influence on our lives 
but they are what they are—what 
would be the impact of them down-
grading the quality rating of our na-
tional debt? We know it would yield 
higher interest rates for American fam-
ilies, for small businesses, and for the 
U.S. Government. In fact, we know in-
terest rates are at a historic low now 
because of Federal Reserve policy, pri-
marily. Those low interest rates we 
may think are a good thing and they 
have provided some glimmer of hope 
for our struggling economy. But if they 
were as a result of a downgrading of 
our debt by these credit rating agen-
cies or by a default which, to me, is un-
thinkable—just a 1-percent increase on 
the cost of credit we would have to pay 
to people who buy our debt—just a 1- 
percent increase over current rates 
would mean $1.3 trillion over 10 years. 

So the results of cuts in the billions 
of dollars are chicken feed compared to 
what the credit rating agencies could 
wipe out almost immediately by down-
grading our debt. This is what we are 
risking by not dealing with this prob-
lem. This is what we are risking by po-
litical gamesmanship rather than try-
ing to work together in a bipartisan 
basis to solve this threat to our coun-
try and to our future. 

As the economist Larry Lindsey 
wrote in the Wall Street Journal last 
month: 

If interest rates rose to their historical av-
erage over the next 2 decades of 5.7 percent, 
our cost of borrowing would be $4.9 trillion 
higher over the next 10 years. 

So we are left with the obvious ques-
tion: How can we stop this economic 
calamity? We can pass this cut, cap, 
and balance plan or the President or 

our friends across the aisle could pro-
pose something they consider just as 
serious and just as credible, but we 
have to do it quickly. So this deadline 
of August 2 is one we should not flirt 
with, we should not play with, we 
should not ignore. We have to deal with 
it, and we can’t just deal with it by 
raising the debt ceiling because as we 
have seen from the credit rating agen-
cies, that doesn’t solve the funda-
mental problem. We need to solve the 
fundamental problem of unsustainable 
debt or our economic future will not be 
one of hope and optimism, as the Sen-
ator from Iowa was saying earlier; it 
will be bleak indeed, and it will be our 
fault. 

I see my colleague from Kansas, and 
I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding I am recognized for 
15 minutes; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the 
understanding of the Chair, Senators 
may speak up to 10 minutes each under 
the previous order. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I see. If I hit 10 min-
utes, I might ask unanimous consent 
for an additional 5, and seeing the 
smile on the Presiding Officer’s face, 
perhaps he will be conducive to that re-
quest. I also wish to associate my re-
marks with the distinguished Senator 
from Texas. 

Every generation confronts chal-
lenges. The greatest generation de-
clared victory over fascism and impe-
rialism. The next generation faced 
down an enormous competition be-
tween the United States and its way of 
life based on free markets, private own-
ership, and free expression on one 
hand; and the Soviet Union and its way 
of life based on central planning, col-
lectivization and police state control 
on the other. Again, victory belonged 
to America and the free world. 

A new generation in America has 
now come of age since the Soviet sys-
tem collapsed. It is a generation that 
too often, in my opinion, takes for 
granted the hardship and sacrifice of 
our forebears. It is this generation that 
must confront the crippling $14.3 tril-
lion debt—and climbing. We have met 
the enemy and he ‘‘is’’ us. The enemy 
today is our unsustainable debt, as has 
been pointed out by speaker after 
speaker on both sides of the aisle. 

I am privileged to represent the peo-
ple of Kansas and the people of Kansas 
are rightfully angry over the endless 
posturing and all the rhetoric and all 
the fingerpointing regarding yet an-
other increase in the national debt. 
That is right, another increase in the 
debt limit. Here we are again trying to 
reach agreement. I wish the President 
and the House leadership well in their 
current talks. I wish the Senate was 
engaged. We certainly don’t need to 
kick the can down the road any far-
ther. 

We are faced with one issue; that is, 
to rein in spending. Let me point out 
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that in 2 years, the debt limit was 
raised nearly as many times as it was 
in 8 years under the previous adminis-
tration. It should come as no surprise 
that the American people in general, 
and those in Kansas in particular, re-
ject these current spend-thrift policies. 

I, from the first, decided it was time 
to stand up to spending, deficits, and 
debt. I am talking about the time when 
we were considering TARP, and we 
went through that very difficult time 
when many in the administration—the 
previous administration—indicated if 
you did not vote for TARP you were 
taking a very dangerous road. 

I must confess, I have written a lot of 
speeches down through the years of 
public service I have been privileged to 
have. It is that old line of somehow or 
other we have to set our fiscal house in 
order not only for us but for our kids 
and grandkids. How many times do we 
have to say that? How many times do 
we have to give the speech? I decided 
no more during the TARP consider-
ation. I voted no. 

I remember the time when the ad-
ministration folks came in to visit 
with me to convince me to vote yes. I 
said: Can you explain to me what a 
credit default swap is? I had not really 
heard that term before. They could 
not. They said they did not have 
enough time to do that. I just decided 
to vote no. I opposed TARP. I opposed 
the bailouts. I opposed the stimulus. I 
opposed Dodd-Frank. I opposed 
ObamaCare. And I oppose any increase 
in the debt limit without real, tangible 
cuts in discretionary spending and 
meaningful, structural reform to man-
datory spending. 

I do not challenge the intent of peo-
ple who promoted all of these things, 
but the result has been an incredible 
increase in our national debt. 

Remember the line: Did you read the 
bill?—that was the question people got 
when they went back home, faced up to 
the folks back home, especially with 
the health care bill. All of a sudden 
people became aware of the regulations 
and all the problems—now we have a 
hurricane of regulations pouring out of 
the Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

Now the question from folks back 
home is: Have you read the regula-
tions? If we add up the costs of regula-
tions, for goodness’ sakes, clear back in 
2008 alone it was $1.78 trillion in cost to 
the American public. Figure that in re-
gards to the debate about the national 
debt. That was back in 2008. Think 
what it is today. It is probably twice 
that amount. So, consequently, we 
really have a problem. 

Now, since last November the Presi-
dent has spoken to this issue. As a 
matter of fact, he has spoken rather 
continuously at the White House and 
campaign rallies. The problem is, there 
is no specific plan. 

I know Republicans in the House are 
getting a lot of criticism for their plan. 
At least they have a plan. The cut, cap, 
and balance plan has received, as I 

said, a lot of criticism, but at least it 
is there. On the other side of the aisle 
we just do not find anything. There is 
no specific plan at all. We call that in 
Dodge City: Big hat, no cattle. 

The President’s first opportunity to 
put words into action came in Feb-
ruary when the White House submitted 
its budget request: $3.73 trillion. It was 
estimated to add another $1 trillion to 
the debt. Obviously, that did not work. 
That proposal was defeated 97 to 0 in 
the Senate. Not too many bills get de-
feated 97 to 0. 

Then, all of a sudden, now, we got 
into the tax situation. Maybe if we just 
got involved in a little more revenue 
enhancement—that is what we call it 
here; it is called taxes back home. Tax-
ing is not the problem; the problem is 
spending money we do not have. 

In May, the President’s budget was, 
as I said, defeated. And rightly so. So 
here we are, more than halfway 
through the calendar year, 2 months 
away from the end of the fiscal year, 
and still no budget from this body— 
over 800 days. Meanwhile, we have met 
the $14.3 trillion debt ceiling, and it is 
climbing. Rather than make meaning-
ful cuts and meaningful reforms—spe-
cific reforms—the White House and 
some in the Senate want to increase 
the debt ceiling again. 

Again, we have met the enemy, and 
he is us. 

Mr. President, $14.3 trillion—it is a 
sum so large that it is difficult to un-
derstand. Kansans with whom I visit 
and who call my office express shock 
we have allowed it to get to this point. 
How did we get to this point? Then, if, 
in fact, we kick the can down the road, 
what does it mean in regards to—as the 
Senator from Iowa pointed out—the 
faith and optimism in our country? 
What does the future hold for a coun-
try that acts this way? 

Paying down the debt should be bi-
partisan. What would Presidents Tru-
man and Eisenhower say of a $14.3 tril-
lion debt? I think they would be pretty 
harsh. Both Presidents had pretty 
tough quotes in regards to fiscal re-
sponsibility. What we need in this 
Chamber, what we need in Washington 
is a very strong dose of common sense 
and a sense of purpose, as evidenced by 
previous Presidents when they put 
leadership first. 

Here are the facts. They are stubborn 
things. They are clear. We borrow 40 
cents for every dollar we spend. A lot 
of people hear that. That is climbing. 
It is going to be 41 cents pretty quick-
ly. 

There is a lot of talk about tax 
breaks for corporate jets. Boy, am I 
tired of that. I am tired of this class 
warfare stuff in regards to saying: If we 
just apply taxes to a certain, small seg-
ment of the economy, or maybe a big 
segment like oil and gas—the bad guys, 
the fat cats—boy, if we get them, we 
can sure solve the problem. 

Let’s take corporate jets, which I 
would emphasize represents general 
aviation. It is called general aviation 

because the general public uses it. It is 
not all Hollywood stars. It is not all 
rich people using these so-called cor-
porate jets. General aviation—it is the 
people who have to get from here to 
there because for 90 percent of our air-
ports, a commercial flight does not 
land there. 

What if you have a plant? What if 
you are a manufacturer? What if you 
are a farmer? What if you are a rancher 
and you have to visit several places in 
the country at one time, say, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
maybe 30? That is what general avia-
tion is all about. 

As a matter of fact, in the stimulus, 
the President recommended an exten-
sion of this same tax depreciation 
schedule. Now he is blaming the fat 
cats in regards to taking advantage of 
corporate jets. That is nuts. What the 
left hand giveth, the left hand taketh 
away in regards to this class warfare 
rhetoric. We make these jets in Wich-
ita. They are great airplanes, and they 
service the general public for the pub-
lic good. 

According to Charles Krauthammer, 
the renowned columnist, if we collect 
the corporate jet tax every year for the 
next 5,000 years, we would cover only 1 
year of the debt the President has run 
up—1 year. 

The general aviation industry will 
persevere, but we have come through 
some tough times. We are coming in on 
a wing and a prayer—that old World 
War II song that is almost revered. So 
we will persevere. But can’t we end this 
class warfare business? My Lord, the 
President talked about it six times in 
two paragraphs. As I say, again, that is 
the same industry he tried to help in 
the stimulus. 

Here is another fact: Every cent of 
taxpayer money is used to pay for enti-
tlement programs and interest pay-
ments on the national debt. All discre-
tionary spending is borrowed. That is 
where we are headed; that is where we 
are at. 

On average, we accumulate $4 billion 
in debt each day. It would cost each 
citizen $46,000 to pay the debt off. That 
means a family with a husband, wife, 
and two kids would owe $184,000. That 
is rather startling to Kansas families. 
They do not have that kind of money. 
I know perhaps some would say that is 
apples and oranges with the function of 
government and the function of fami-
lies, but it is a good illustration. 

We have gone over 800 days—I think 
it is 810 now—without a budget in the 
Senate of the United States. During 
that time, this country has spent $7.3 
trillion. We have spent $439 billion in 
interest on the money we have bor-
rowed. 

We do not have regular order. If Rob-
ert C. Byrd were here today and sitting 
in that chair, he would be appalled. He 
would be making a speech in louder 
terms than I am, with short sentences, 
and he would point out we are not 
doing our duty. 

It used to be that we would have a 
budget. Then we would have appropria-
tions bills. Then we would have the 
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committees of jurisdiction meet those 
budget demands, meet that number. 
Then we would debate it on the Senate 
floor. Members would have an oppor-
tunity to bring amendments. That is 
how we worked. We do not work that 
way anymore. There is no regular order 
anymore. 

What we do is bring up huge bills 
such as Dodd-Frank and the health 
care bill, usually written in private, 
and then we vote on it. Then the Amer-
ican public says: Have you read the 
bill? Then they say: Have you read the 
regulations? 

We have to restore regular order and 
restore the Senate back to the Senate. 
People are fearful. The American pub-
lic is fearful today. They have a real, 
conscientious worry that America is 
not the same as it used to be. Why is 
that? Because I think the American 
dream is that every American young-
ster can climb on the ladder of success 
as fast and as high as he or she can, 
with nothing government made or 
manmade in their way. Regardless, 
they may stumble, hit their chin on a 
couple of rungs, but, by golly, they get 
back up and they go right up again. 

Not anymore. We have, apparently, a 
national agenda to level everybody 
with everybody else. It is called social 
justice. Nothing wrong with social jus-
tice except if it is an agenda to affect 
everybody. We now have the President 
of the United States deciding who is 
rich. It does not make any difference if 
a person does not make anything 1 
year and makes $250,000 the next year; 
he is rich—despite his or her cir-
cumstances, family circumstances, or 
anything. 

We have the national government, 
the Federal Government deciding ev-
erything: light bulbs, what you eat, 
rural fugitive dust. When a grain truck 
goes down a gravel road in Kansas we 
have the EPA worried about it. No kid-
ding. We have navigable farm ponds 
now, farm ponds declared navigable 
waters. No self-respecting duck would 
even land there. 

We have regulation after regulation 
after regulation. I cannot talk to any 
manufacturer, any business, anyone in 
Kansas where I have the privilege of 
speaking without somebody raising 
their hand and saying: Pat, what on 
Earth are you doing back there passing 
all these regulations that really don’t 
make any sense and are about to put 
me out of business? 

My reply to them: I am not a ‘‘you’’ 
guy; I am an ‘‘us’’ guy; and I am sure 
trying to do something about that. I do 
have a bill on that, by the way, and I 
encourage my colleagues across the 
aisle to look at it. I will be talking to 
you personally. 

These are all serious issues, but the 
most serious matter is the national 
debt. At the rate we are going, in a few 
short years we will spend more paying 
interest on the debt than on all discre-
tionary spending outside defense. Mike 
Mullen has said this is the biggest 
threat to our national security: $14.3 

trillion. He is right. His comments 
echo the calls I receive every day from 
Kansans. 

There is a lot of rhetoric going on 
now, and I understand that. Perhaps I 
have added to it. If I have offended 
somebody, I apologize. But let’s all 
take a deep breath, if we can. Debate 
and posturing is nothing new in this 
body. In American history, in the ear-
liest days of our Republic, it was be-
tween Alexander Hamilton and the 
Federalists on one side and Thomas 
Jefferson and his allies on the other. 
The enmity between these men was so 
obvious through vitriolic rhetoric. 
Much of the mudslinging that occurred 
then would be considered out of bounds 
by today’s standards of political dis-
course. 

Well, as the debate raged on between 
the early parties over the drafting of 
the Constitution, it seemed possible 
that the great American experiment 
would be over before it even began. Ed-
mund Randolph wrote to George Wash-
ington, who at that time had retired to 
private life, and begged him to ‘‘rescue 
America from the impending ruin.’’ 

Washington rose to the occasion the 
way a leader does. He did it for his 
country, for his fellow Americans. He 
showed leadership because it was the 
right thing to do. In the end, a com-
promise was reached—yes, it was a 
compromise—to have the Constitution 
as drafted by the Federalists but with 
the Bill of Rights included as drafted 
by the Jeffersonians. 

Later, after being elected our Na-
tion’s first President, Washington was 
dismayed over the continuous bick-
ering between Hamilton and Jeffer-
son—not so much different than we are 
doing today—over a wide range of 
issues: how to interpret the Constitu-
tion, the powers of Congress, the rela-
tionship between the States and the 
Federal Government, and the public 
debt—even then. Sound familiar? 

Well, amidst the feuding, George 
Washington wrote to Jefferson and said 
this: 

How unfortunate, and how much is it to be 
regretted then, that whilst we are encom-
passed on all sides with avowed enemies and 
insidious friends, that internal dissension 
should be harrowing and tearing our vitals. 

That is pretty tough. That is the bot-
tle we ought to drink from every morn-
ing and stop to think about it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, since 
the founding of our Nation, people the 
world over have looked to us as a bea-
con of light because of our freedoms. 
Others have watched the great Amer-
ican experiment with a perverse hope 
that it falls. We can only fail if we fail 
ourselves, if we fail to balance the 
budget and bring down the debt. 

America has always proven itself. We 
will meet any challenge and confront 

any enemy. The enemy before us is our 
own fiscal irresponsibility. It is time to 
stop talking. It is time to start doing. 
It is time for the President to come up 
with a specific plan, and in meeting 
with Republicans and Democrats in the 
House and the same in the Senate, let’s 
do our duty. 

In some of the toughest early debates 
in our country, Americans were fortu-
nate to have steady leadership in keep-
ing a hand on the wheel. I hope Mem-
bers of this Chamber and the current 
President of the United States can look 
to character, to leadership, to love of 
our country to guide us through these 
very trying times. 

Every generation confronts a unique 
set of challenges. The challenge we 
face today is the $14.3 trillion debt— 
and growing. I am so hopeful we can 
close ranks and confront this enemy. 
We owe the American people and our 
forebears no less than victory in this 
fight. 

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

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to speak for 15 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we have 

spent a considerable amount of time 
discussing the debt and the deficit cri-
sis this country is facing during the 
112th Congress. Although we have 
heard from the President that we must 
raise the debt limit, neither he nor any 
of his Democratic colleagues, with the 
exception of the three Senators in the 
Gang of 6, have presented us with a 
concrete plan to rein in spending and 
get our fiscal house in order. 

Meanwhile, every day we are spend-
ing more money that we do not have. 
While my Democratic colleagues con-
tinue to talk about the need to in-
crease the debt limit and get our fiscal 
house in order, the House of Represent-
atives has taken concrete action to 
make that happen. On Tuesday night, 
234 Members of the House of Represent-
atives joined to pass the Cut, Cap, and 
Balance Act. 

The bill will put the country on a 
sound fiscal course at the same time 
that it gives the President $2.4 trillion 
in additional borrowing authority that 
he has asked us to provide. The prob-
lem we currently face is that we are 
spending too much money and bor-
rowing too much money. 

I agree with our colleagues in the 
House that it only makes sense for us 
to increase the borrowing authority if 
we put the country on a path where 
that borrowing will eventually end, 
even though it is a long way out. 

The Cut, Cap, and Balance Act takes 
a three-tiered approach to finding the 
right fiscal ship. First, it provides 
some substantial but reasonable cuts 
to spending immediately. The bill re-
quires us to cut about 3 percent in 
spending from the bloated Federal 
budget next year. That cut amounts to 
more than $100 billion in spending next 
year. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:43 Jul 21, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21JY6.036 S21JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
G

8S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4762 July 21, 2011 
The bill allows the House and Senate 

to determine where those cuts are most 
appropriate. Because we recognize the 
need to cut in appropriate areas, the 
Cut, Cap, and Balance Act ensures 
there are no immediate cuts to Social 
Security, Medicare, veterans benefits, 
or to our military colleagues. 

At the same time we cut spending, 
the bill puts in place spending caps 
that prevent us from spending above a 
specific amount and puts our spending 
trajectory on a path where we can 
achieve a balanced budget. We all wish 
we could balance the budget tomorrow, 
but we are spending money at such an 
alarming rate that it just is not 
achievable. We are almost borrowing as 
much money as we take in in revenue. 
The bill recognizes that fact and gradu-
ally caps spending so we can achieve 
balance. 

Finally, the bill gives the President 
the ability to borrow an additional $2.4 
trillion he is requesting, subject to one 
condition: that Congress passes a bal-
anced budget amendment. We all agree 
we need to stop borrowing so much 
money. The only way to stop bor-
rowing is to have a balanced budget— 
not spending more than we take in. 

We have a pretty good idea how much 
is coming in and how much is going 
out. That is why August 2 is the day of 
crisis, and that is including the money 
we borrow. When we pay the interest, 
we have to borrow 40 cents on every 
dollar to pay the interest. 

If someone has a maxed out credit 
card and borrows to pay the minimum 
balance, do you think they will ever 
pay that card off? Not a chance. That 
is the situation we are in. 

A balanced budget means we will not 
spend money we do not have. There-
fore, if the President wants to borrow 
$2.4 trillion more from a country such 
as China, we need to know it will not 
force us to borrow money forever. Cut, 
cap, and balance does not ask for the 
time for States to ratify a balanced 
budget amendment after it passes. 
Their time to ratify gives us time to 
get where we need to go. 

Like families across America, we are 
going to have to decide what spending 
is essential. Families have as many 
ideas for spending money as the Fed-
eral Government does. But they know 
it is not an option to spend what they 
do not have. They have to decide what 
is essential and what is nice to have. 

I think it is important to take a look 
at the problem we are facing. If we 
grasp the size of the problem, we will 
share my sense of urgency that we 
must pass the Cut, Cap, and Balance 
Act. 

Our national debt is around $14.3 tril-
lion. Our national debt is almost equal 
to the whole economy of the United 
States—everything that is produced 
and sold in the United States. 

Our debt is almost equal to the whole 
economy of the United States. We call 
it GDP. That is so we do not really 
know what we are talking about. That 
means if we were to pay off the debt, 

every man, woman, and child in this 
country would need to write a check 
for more than $46,000. It would be one 
matter if that number were projected 
to decrease or if there were signs that 
we are making progress in bringing our 
budget back into balance. But that is 
not happening. Since the President 
took office in 2009, our national debt 
has increased by more than $4.4 billion 
each day, for a total increase of $3.7 
trillion. 

I can already hear the President 
counter that he had a lot to clean up. 
At what point when things are getting 
worse instead of better is the President 
going to take ownership and provide a 
solution on paper? Lots of speeches, no 
paper. 

The stimulus did not work, so let’s 
not repeat it. If we keep doing what we 
have been doing, we should not be sur-
prised when we wind up with what we 
already got—the same result. 

Margaret Thatcher, when she was 
Prime Minister, proved that putting 
your fiscal house in order increased the 
economy. They already tried some of 
the other things, but putting the fiscal 
house in order is what made the dif-
ference. 

In 2011 we are expected to spend $3.6 
trillion. At the same time that we 
spend the $3.6 trillion, we will have rev-
enues of $2.2 trillion. That is a $1.4 tril-
lion deficit. If we follow the President’s 
budget, we will have a deficit the next 
year of $1.2 trillion. The 10-year aver-
age, if we follow the President’s budget 
proposal, is nearly $1 trillion in deficits 
each year. 

After his first term, the President’s 
policies are expected to add almost as 
much debt held by the public as all the 
Presidents in the history of the United 
States. That level of deficit cannot be 
sustained and, contrary to the opinions 
of my friends on the other side of the 
aisle, we cannot tax our way out of this 
problem. Failure to live within our 
means does not warrant taxing the tax-
payers for Washington’s failures. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, the top 20 percent of income 
earners paid almost 86 percent of all 
Federal taxes in 2007. Those individuals 
are the job creators in this country. 
Many of them are small business peo-
ple who reinvest their profits, even 
though they have to pay the taxes on 
them at that time. So they put the 
profits back into their businesses to 
make them grow. 

Increasing taxes at a time of eco-
nomic struggle will cost jobs and will 
lead to more unemployment and higher 
deficits. Businesses are already reluc-
tant to expand because of the increas-
ing and detrimental regulations com-
ing out every day of this administra-
tion. Some of the regulations are not 
even from current law, so they will be 
fought in the courts and they will be 
overturned. But it will be at a great ex-
pense, a great delay, because it will 
take over a 5-year period to do that, 
and we will experience more pain than 
any cuts we might make. 

Now, rather than increasing taxes, 
we need to cut spending and reform en-
titlement programs. Mandatory and 
entitlement programs now account for 
62 percent of all Federal spending. That 
number continues to rise as the baby 
boomer generation retires. By compari-
son, mandatory and entitlement pro-
grams accounted for 33 percent of all 
Federal budget spending in 1964—33 
percent up to 62 percent. 

The numbers do not lie. Entitlement 
programs are placing a stranglehold on 
our budget, and yet there are still calls 
from my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to keep them as they are. Mis-
information from campaigns and out-
side groups say there is not a problem 
and we can fix our budget simply by 
cutting earmarks and finding waste, 
fraud, and abuse. That is just not true. 
Even if the money from the Social Se-
curity trust fund that has been spent 
were returned, the length of time a per-
son now lives makes the fund actuari-
ally broke. 

These problems are too serious for us 
to ignore. Erskine Bowles, the cochair-
man of the deficit commission, said it 
best when he testified that ‘‘we are fac-
ing the most predictable crisis in our 
nation’s history.’’ 

Everyone knows we need to take ac-
tion. Everyone knows we need to make 
the tough choices necessary to right 
our fiscal ship. Yet there are some who 
suggest we should not act or that we 
should wait to act. 

To those Members, I say we have 
kicked the can down the road long 
enough. It is time for us to take seri-
ous action to change the trajectory of 
our spending habits and get this coun-
try in a condition that we can be proud 
to leave to our grandchildren. 

We have known that this debt limit 
debate was coming for months. We can 
all see that the government is spending 
money at a rate that will require us to 
authorize the Treasury Department to 
borrow more money. Although the date 
shifted, the fact that the government 
will have reached the debt limit should 
come as no surprise to anyone. That is 
why it is so perplexing the President 
and my Democratic colleagues have 
not presented any written plan to get 
the country back on track. 

Well, I guess the President did 
present one. We voted on it, and it did 
not get a single vote in this Chamber— 
not one vote. He did not even talk one 
Democrat into voting for it. He had an 
outstanding opportunity to talk about 
the deficit crisis that the deficit com-
mission pointed out. He could have 
done that in the State of the Union 
speech. He could have followed that up 
with a budget that would have mir-
rored what the budget commission 
said. That is kind of where this Gang of 
6 is right now with their suggestion. 

But that did not happen. Instead, we 
move on to the crisis and figure that 
just raising the debt limit will solve 
everything. We have known it was 
coming for a long time. 

In the House, Republicans passed a 
budget that would cut the spending by 
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$5.8 trillion over the next 10 years. Sen-
ator TOOMEY and Senator PAUL in this 
body presented their own budget that 
would get our country back on track. 
Senator CORKER has introduced legisla-
tion that would cap spending levels and 
head us in the right direction. I have 
introduced legislation that would re-
quire us to reduce spending by 1 per-
cent for 7 years and cap spending each 
year to balance the budget. It will 
work: In 7 years, 1 percent. 

Incidentally, that is probably how 
long it will take the States to ratify 
the balanced budget amendment. If we 
are saying we can do it without a bal-
anced budget amendment, we should 
also pass my 1 percent solution bill and 
prove that we can. A backup plan is al-
ways a good idea. 

Most businesses in the United States 
have to find a way to reduce spending 
by 1 percent to match the economy or 
to do the regulations we have forced on 
them. Most families have to find a way 
to spend one penny less out of every 
dollar or face a financial crisis. 

Why can’t the United States do 1 per-
cent—1 percent each year? By making 
the 1 percent spending cut, we would 
save around $71⁄2 trillion over the next 
10 years, balance our budget, and we 
would put the country on a sustainable 
spending path. 

Republicans have offered all of these 
plans, and we continue to hear only si-
lence from the other side. The only 
plan presented by the majority, as I 
mentioned, was President Obama’s fis-
cal year 2012 budget, which was unani-
mously opposed. 

When the President and the majority 
do not lead, some bill has to take the 
lead. Members of the House proved that 
on Tuesday night by passing a plan 
that allows the President to have his 
debt limit increase and get our country 
back on track. The Cut, Cap, and Bal-
ance Act is a responsible solution to 
the problems we face. We are spending 
too much. Too much spending leads to 
too much borrowing. 

To rein in spending, we must make 
immediate cuts that prove Congress 
can act. We must cap future spending 
to ensure that our spending levels do 
not grow at an unsurmountable level. 

To prevent future borrowing, we need 
to put into place a mechanism that 
will require us to balance the budget. 
Forty-nine States require a balanced 
budget, and it is well past time for the 
Federal Government to show the same 
fiscal restraint. 

The President has asked us to give 
him the ability to borrow $2.4 trillion 
more, which our children and grand-
children will have to pay back and, if 
the crisis worsens, it will move up to 
the current generation. It is money we 
will need to borrow from countries 
such as China, which are our competi-
tors in the world and which don’t nec-
essarily share the same values. I don’t 
take that responsibility lightly. 

This responsibility requires imme-
diate action to correct the problem and 
prevent future generations from having 

to make the tough choices our out-of- 
control spending has forced us to 
make. The House took the responsi-
bility seriously and passed the Cut, 
Cap, and Balance Act to right our fis-
cal ship at the same time we give the 
President the borrowing authority he 
so desires. The Senate should follow 
suit and pass the Cut, Cap, and Balance 
Act immediately. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous subsequent to speak as in 
morning business. 

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I 
come to the floor today because we are 
discussing the cut, cap, and balance 
legislation, which I support. This gets 
back to a poster I have had at home 
with my kids over the years. I have a 
copy of it here. It is called ‘‘the two 
penny difference.’’ It says that if you 
earn a dollar and you spend the 99 
cents, you are OK. But spend $1.01 and 
you are heading for trouble. This is 
from many years ago. 

Today, spending seems more fashion-
able than saving. What once was called 
‘‘poor money management’’ is now 
called ‘‘deficit spending.’’ Whatever it 
is called, it leads to inevitable head-
aches for people, companies, and even 
for governments. 

Frankly, that is the situation in 
which we find ourselves today, a major 
headache, because as a nation we have 
continued to spend money we don’t 
have. As a result, we have been bor-
rowing money, significant amounts of 
money. Actually, it is about $4 billion 
a day. A lot of it we are borrowing 
from overseas, and much of it from 
China. You say, how does one maintain 
oneself as an independent, strong, and 
forceful nation when it owes that sort 
of debt to someone else? 

What the American people have told 
me as I traveled around my State is 
that Americans believe—and the people 
of Wyoming clearly believe—they want 
Washington to cut spending, not in-
crease taxes. The White House doesn’t 
seem to hear that message. They are 
ignoring it, tuning it out. They have 
admitted they don’t have a plan to cut 
Washington wasteful spending, and ac-
tually the President doesn’t think he 
needs one. I will quote the White House 
press secretary: 

Leadership is not proposing a plan. 

You know, it is saddening, but it is 
not surprising given this White House’s 
track record of changing positions, 
saying one thing and doing another, 
and nobody can predict what they will 
do. Last week, the President said he 

would not support a short-term in-
crease in the debt ceiling. He even 
warned the House majority leader: 
‘‘Don’t call my bluff.’’ We have all seen 
it on television. Now we know it was a 
bluff. 

The President is now saying he might 
welcome a short-term increase in the 
debt ceiling. Yesterday, the President 
announced—or it was announced by his 
spokesman—that they would consider 
the short-term increase. So it is hard 
to tell what they are thinking at 1600 
Pennsylvania Avenue. A lot of times it 
depends which way the wind is blowing. 
White House officials aren’t the only 
ones who think it is better to not pro-
pose a plan. The story in Roll Call yes-
terday said that the senior Senator 
from New York warned the Democrats 
to not release a plan. The article even 
said they told the budget chairman not 
to propose a budget because it would 
give others around the country some-
thing to shoot at. 

We have been here for over 800 days 
since a budget was passed through the 
Senate, and a Senator tells the chair-
man of the Budget Committee don’t let 
them see the budget. According to this 
article, it said he thought it was politi-
cally helpful to spend time ‘‘attacking 
corporate jet owners and defending en-
titlements.’’ 

Our entitlements are going to be 
bankrupt in just over 10 years, and 
some folks don’t want to produce a 
plan to save them or to strengthen 
them. That is what we are hearing on 
the floor of the Senate. 

People often try to figure out how 
large this debt is that we have. We 
spend more on interest on our debt— 
just interest—each and every day than 
it would cost to buy several hundred 
corporate jets, which the senior Sen-
ator from New York is railing against. 
And that is just the interest alone on 
the debt. That is what kind of money 
we owe. 

This isn’t the kind of leadership 
America needs right now. Even though 
the White House and my friends on the 
other side of the aisle continue to send 
different signals each day, Republicans 
remain committed to cutting spending. 
In fact, we put forward the only plan 
that has passed either House of Con-
gress. It is called cut, cap, and balance. 
It will cut spending. The American peo-
ple realize we continue to spend money 
we don’t have. It will cap future spend-
ing, and it will require Washington to 
balance its budgets. Wyoming does 
that every year. Every other alter-
native in the Congress, on the Hill, 
around town, is either undefined or un-
finished or only speculative. 

I am pleased that the Senate will 
soon vote on cut, cap, and balance, 
which is a plan that is good for our 
country. It is common sense that when 
Washington is $14 trillion in debt, we 
must cut spending. When Washington 
borrows $4 billion a day, we must cap 
future spending. When Washington bor-
rows $2 million every single minute, we 
must learn to balance our budget. 
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Americans understand our country 
can’t continue down this same track. 
We cannot continue to spend money we 
don’t have. Cut, cap, and balance is the 
best plan for America. 

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

ator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, these are 

challenging and daunting times. While 
we are coming out of the worst eco-
nomic crisis since the Great Depres-
sion, with continued high unemploy-
ment, our economy remains fragile. 

The fragility is not simply a macro-
economic phenomenon. It affects every 
family in this country who is worried 
about their employment, about the fu-
ture of their children, and about 
whether their parents will still enjoy 
adequate coverage under Medicare and 
will still be able to draw some suste-
nance from Social Security checks. All 
these worries are in the daily lives of 
all Americans. We have to respond to 
that. 

The most salient fact that affects 
most Americans is the dramatic loss of 
employment, beginning in 2007, 2008, as 
the financial crisis engulfed this coun-
try. 

The U.S. economy has lost about 8.8 
million private sector jobs just in 2008 
and 2009 alone. These were times when 
a Republican President continued to 
accumulate huge deficit spending— 
most of it beginning with tax cuts, 
which my Republican colleagues sup-
ported enthusiastically; two wars that 
were not paid for, which was supported 
overwhelmingly by my Republican col-
leagues; and an expansion of Part D of 
Medicare, which again they supported. 
At no time did I hear the kind of out-
cry about growing deficits we are hear-
ing today. 

We all understand that after the 10 
years of this decade—8 of which were 
under the Presidency of George W. 
Bush—we are in a very difficult deficit 
position. That position is made worse 
because our economy has not generated 
enough jobs. One of the aspects of all 
these so-called plans—the cut, balance, 
whatever plan, and all the rest—should 
be the answer to the fundamental ques-
tion: How is it going to help us grow 
our economy and grow jobs in Rhode 
Island, in Vermont, and in Wyoming? 
That seems to elude all the proponents 
of these plans at the moment. 

We have seen, since President Obama 
has taken office, some growth in em-
ployment, with 16 consecutive months 
of private sector job growth—about 2.1 
million jobs—in sharp contrast to what 
was happening during the last 2 years 
of President Bush’s administration. 
But we have a long way to go. Indeed, 
we have a long way to go to make up 
for the surplus which President Bush 
and the Republican Congress inherited 
in 2001 and the deficit and economic de-
struction President Obama inherited 
when he took office. 

Our most immediate and pressing 
business is to reach some principled 
compromise on raising the debt ceil-

ing—something that was done, I must 
say, rather routinely under President 
Bush about seven times, even though 
Democrats had very serious disagree-
ments with him on tax policy—a tax 
policy that was increasing the deficit— 
and disagreement on wars, which were 
increasing the deficit as well as dis-
torting our strategy internationally. 
At no time did we try to use the debt 
ceiling as the ultimate apocalyptic 
weapon to bring the President and, per-
haps in doing so, even the country 
down. Yet I hear too many of my col-
leagues on the other side talking in 
those terms, particularly in the other 
Chamber. 

The bill that has been passed in the 
House is an attempt to shrink govern-
ment, protect the wealthy and special 
interests in the Tax Code. It ties the 
debt ceiling increase to passage of a 
constitutional amendment that would 
require 38 States for ratification. Once 
again, we are taking what was rou-
tinely done and necessary so we don’t 
default on our credit and making it the 
vehicle for altering the Constitution of 
the United States, of building in even 
additional protections in the Tax Code 
for our wealthier citizens. This ap-
proach they are taking will needlessly 
jeopardize Social Security, Medicare, 
and Medicaid, while it enshrines in the 
Constitution further protections for 
loopholes in our Tax Code and the tax 
benefits that many of the wealthy and 
the large corporations enjoy today. 

At the heart of what they are trying 
to propose in the House, and what they 
have sent to us, is to make it easier to 
cut these vital programs—a range of 
programs that involve transportation 
security agents at our airports, flight 
controllers in the towers, and can even 
involve the distribution of agriculture 
programs, which affect large parts of 
our country—not so much in my State 
but large parts of this country. All that 
would be subject to the calculation of 
cutting, cutting, cutting, while it 
would be extraordinarily difficult to 
raise revenues. 

I don’t think that makes sense. I 
don’t think that is what the American 
people want. From what I have seen 
from the polling, huge numbers of 
Americans are frankly saying the 
wealthiest in this country are enjoying 
huge tax benefits. I believe approxi-
mately 80 percent of the American pub-
lic believes the first step we should 
take in balancing the budget is to raise 
the taxes on the wealthiest Americans. 
That is what they are saying. They are 
not saying cut benefits from people 
who are on the margin, who are strug-
gling—the working poor, who may be 
just under or over the line to qualify 
for Medicaid benefits in a State and get 
health care for their children. I think 
the American people are smarter and 
more decent than some of the proposals 
that have surfaced around here. 

Again, the caps on spending are all 
dressed up as if they will have no real 
effect on the important programs, but 
they will have an effect on every pro-

gram, including Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid. For people who are 
still struggling to find work, who are 
still struggling to find some type of 
traction in a difficult economy, these 
cuts can be devastating. Indeed, one of 
the challenges we have is to generate 
more growth in our economy again. 
When we pull back from spending in 
the economy, that will further accel-
erate the lack of demand and the lack 
of any incentive for private hiring. 

We are already seeing companies cut 
back and cut back. What are they say-
ing? There is no demand. People aren’t 
buying. People are saving. They 
sense—not sense, they know—they 
have to save more because they are not 
quite sure whether they will get all of 
their Social Security check or their 
Medicare benefits or any other bene-
fits. That drives demand further down 
and slows the economy further down. 

The Republican plan includes overall 
spending caps that reach 19.9 percent of 
GDP in 2017, but we have to look at 
this number in historical perspective. 
Over the past 40 years, this rate of 
spending is not only lower than the av-
erage spending but, moreover, outlays 
as a percentage of gross domestic prod-
uct have only declined to 19.9 percent 
or lower when unemployment has been 
6 percent or below. That makes sense. 
When the American economy is work-
ing, people don’t collect a lot of bene-
fits. They have a job and so they do not 
need the kind of assistance they need 
today. This cap of 19.9 percent is to-
tally out of the context when it comes 
to the present unemployment rate of 
9.2 percent and, frankly, could perhaps 
cause an even larger unemployment 
rate if this program is enacted. 

Again, I don’t think this makes sense 
in terms of the simple mathematics or 
the history or the underlying policies 
it would inevitably produce in the 
country. Yet still, in this Republican 
proposal, we are protecting the most 
special interests in this country—Big 
Oil and corporations. Those tax breaks, 
those tax perks, are still there, and 
they will continue to be there. 

We all recognize we have to make 
tough decisions about spending and 
about revenue. What I find acutely 
ironic is Democrats did that in 1993 and 
1997 and we heard about it for years 
and years, with Republicans assailing 
us. Of course, by 1998, we had a surplus. 
We had an economy with an unemploy-
ment rate much closer to 5 percent 
than 10 percent. But all that hard 
work—without any assistance from the 
Republicans—was completely squan-
dered beginning in January 2001. Now 
we are back to the same challenge we 
faced in 1993 and 1994. But we did it be-
fore by making tough decisions. We did 
it over several years. We did it by try-
ing to balance both cutting expendi-
tures and increasing appropriate rev-
enue and also by recognizing that 
working Americans need the assistance 
and support of their government. So we 
can do it again, and I hope we do. 
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But the first challenge—the one that 

has to be met—is to raise the debt ceil-
ing. Defaulting on our debt would have 
catastrophic consequences. As we ap-
proach this deadline, the mere fact we 
haven’t done anything yet is prompt-
ing credit agencies to suggest they will 
downgrade our credit rating. One of the 
most salient figures I have heard in 
this debate is that for every increase of 
1 percent in our cost of credit and the 
interest we pay to borrow over 10 
years, we will add $1.3 trillion to our 
deficit. The longer we avoid raising the 
debt ceiling, the closer we come to ac-
tually accelerating the deficit dramati-
cally by increasing the rate we have to 
pay to borrow funds. 

The final point I would make is, rais-
ing the debt ceiling is not for new 
spending we want to borrow money for. 
This is for the accumulation of the def-
icit that began dramatically in Janu-
ary of 2001. So I would urge my col-
leagues to move promptly and respon-
sibly to raise the debt ceiling and then 
to get to the hard, difficult work of 
balancing our budget, as we did, as 
Democrats, in the 1990s, and then later, 
in 1996–97, with a Republican Congress, 
further adding to the deficit reduction 
under the leadership of President Clin-
ton and not some magic plan that is 
produced overnight. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, one of 
the things that frustrates the Amer-
ican people about Washington is how 
hard it is to get reliable information 
and straightforward answers. We in the 
Senate and Congress have that same 
difficulty. It is hard to know some-
times what numbers and statements 
and plans mean and what they will 
cost. Politicians offer a budget pro-
posal and they say it cuts taxes even 
though taxes go up. They even come up 
with new names to disguise tax hikes, 
like revenue enhancements or reduced 
spending in the Tax Code. It doesn’t 
mean eliminating the earned income 
tax credit; it usually means some de-
ductions somebody is allowed to take, 
and that has been renamed as spending. 

We hear people come to the floor and 
blame our massive deficit on anything 
and everything but our out-of-control 
spending, whether it is the war in Iraq 
or it is a tax cut passed a decade ago, 
or it is special preferences for private 
yachts or Lear jets. We can’t have an 
honest budget if we can’t talk honestly 
and factually about it, and I hope to be 
able to contribute in some way to 
clarifying the issues. I will do my best 
today to plainly state some of the 
things I think are plainly true. 

First, I wish to address the myth 
that the President has a $4 trillion def-
icit reduction plan. Some believe that 
the President has a plan to reduce 

spending by $4 trillion, but the only 
plan the President has put on paper 
and allowed anybody to see is his Feb-
ruary budget, which doubles the na-
tional debt. The President has never 
put a single spending cut plan on paper 
that actually reduces spending, and he 
has no program that would substan-
tially reduce the deficit. If he does, it 
is a closely guarded secret. 

His budget, which he submitted ear-
lier this year, increases taxes signifi-
cantly but has greater increases in 
spending. By the Congressional Budget 
Office analysis, it would increase the 
deficit more over the next 10 years 
than if the budget were not passed at 
all. Indeed, it would increase the gross 
debt of the United States by $13 tril-
lion, doubling the entire debt of the 
United States again in the next 10 
years. 

If there is a secret plan that does 
exist somewhere, it should be made 
public this afternoon. Let’s see it. I 
would like to. I think millions of 
Americans would feel the same way. 
Summaries don’t work. 

The President summarized his budg-
et, which I just described, as calling on 
Americans to live within our means 
and will not add more to the debt. That 
sounds pretty good, because this year 
our deficit is projected to be $1,500 bil-
lion. So we want to be living within 
our means again and we do not want to 
add more to the debt. But even by the 
President’s own analysis, the plan 
didn’t do this. The Congressional Budg-
et Office, Congress’s independent agen-
cy, analyzed the President’s budget and 
found that in 10 years, the lowest sin-
gle annual deficit that would occur 
would be $740 billion. The highest budg-
et deficit under President Bush was 
$450 billion. But under the President’s 
budget, the lowest deficit that would 
be accrued would be $740 billion. It goes 
up in the outyears until it goes over $1 
trillion, over $1,000 billion in the tenth 
year of his budget. 

How can that be living within your 
means? It will not add more to the 
debt? Every single year would be add-
ing to the debt. So we can’t deal with 
summaries and spin statements about 
a plan until that plan has been put in 
legislative language and scored. 

We also have received no plan from 
our Senate Democratic colleagues. For 
a time there a couple of months ago, 
the Democrats were on the path of pro-
ducing a budget in the Budget Com-
mittee as required by statutory law. I, 
as ranking Republican, was very anx-
ious to see it. We were told we would 
get it the morning of the hearing, not 
a bit sooner. I grumbled about that. I 
wanted to have a little more time to 
see it. But we never received a budget. 
I think the majority leader and the 
Democratic leadership, not our com-
mittee chairman, decided they didn’t 
want to have a budget. One of the com-
mittee folks said it would put a target 
on your back. Senator REID said it 
would be foolish to have a budget. Why 
would it be foolish to have a budget? 

Well, you can’t say your budget calls 
on you to live within your means if you 
actually put it out there. People can 
score it and find out whether it is true. 

We haven’t had a budget this Senate 
in 813 days. As of now, there is only one 
debt limit plan on paper, only one plan 
available for public scrutiny and re-
view, and that is the one we are consid-
ering today, cut, cap, and balance. It 
cuts spending immediately, it caps it 
so it won’t go up, and it requires the 
passage of a balanced budget amend-
ment to ensure that Washington ends 
deficit spending once and for all. 

The American people do not support 
a Washington plan to pass some grand 
deal with tax hikes that never go away 
and with spending cuts that are talked 
about but never materialize. They are 
wise to the gimmicks and accounting 
of Washington. They are not happy 
with us. 

At this very moment the people’s 
Representatives in Congress preside 
over a country that borrows 40 percent 
of every dollar its government spends. 

People in the Tea Party are angry. 
And why shouldn’t they be angry when 
this kind of leadership has occurred in 
the Congress of the United States of 
America? It is utterly, totally indefen-
sible. It should never, ever have hap-
pened. Yet, it has. It threatens our fi-
nancial future. It threatens our econ-
omy and our economic growth. So the 
American people are not happy about 
it. 

That is why I introduced a piece of 
legislation that would require 7 days to 
review any bill that would increase the 
debt limit, because this is going to be 
complex. People want to bring it up at 
the 11th hour under a panic mode. 
Some warn that if we don’t pass it to-
morrow, the world markets are going 
to be destabilized, interest could go up. 
I don’t know, some of those things 
could happen. So we absolutely should 
do something. But we ought to not 
wait until the last minute and have 
plopped down in the Senate some big 
complex bill that has got to be passed 
before the sun rises the next day and 
nobody has time to analyze it or score 
it to find out what it means. 

But our Democratic colleagues here 
in Washington are resisting the cut, 
cap, and balance bill because there is 
no gimmick in it. There is no account-
ing trick to get around if this becomes 
law. They know it will work. And for 
the big spenders, the only thing you 
don’t want to pass is a piece of legisla-
tion that will work to contain spend-
ing. You see, they want to spend more. 
They think if they continue to spend 
more, then they can go and demand 
you raise taxes to pay for it. 

Washington is going to have to end 
this spending spree. These kinds of dif-
ficult choices are the responsible 
choices families, cities, States, and 
county commissions are making every 
day, every year. 

In Alabama, Governor Robert Bent-
ley oversaw an across-the-board cut of 
15 percent from the general fund in the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:08 Jul 22, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G21JY6.024 S21JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
G

8S
O

Y
B

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4766 July 21, 2011 
current year because of the constitu-
tional prohibition on deficit spending. 
Alabama is not going to run up debt. 
For next year, he has taken a cautious 
approach. Hopefully we will have more 
revenue, but he is cautiously approach-
ing next year and he has proposed cuts 
of up to 45 percent for some agencies 
that he felt would be appropriate 
places to reduce spending. Those are 
tough choices. But unlike Alabama, 
the Federal Government is not re-
quired to live within its means. 

Another myth I wish to address is the 
idea that our current budget crisis is 
the result of two wars and a tax cut. 
We have heard that over and over 
again. The wars cost money, a good bit 
of money. Over the entire decade, the 
cost of the Afghanistan and Iraq wars 
is about $1.3 trillion. That is a lot of 
money. Again, that is over 10 years, 
over a decade. This year alone, the def-
icit is expected to be $1,400 billion, or 
$1.4 trillion. The deficit this year will 
be larger than the cost of the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan over 10 years. So 
the driving force behind our deficit is 
not the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
It is not. War costs represent only 4 
percent of total outlays over the last 10 
years. The total amount of money 
spent since President Obama took of-
fice is $8.5 trillion. By the end of his 
first 3 years in office, we will have 
added $5 trillion to our gross Federal 
debt. These are stunning numbers. 

As I said, President Bush had a wide-
ly criticized—in many ways rightly 
criticized—$450 billion deficit. Since 
President Obama has been in office, the 
deficits have been 1.2, 1.3, looks like 
this year it will be $1.4 trillion, each 
year, more than double the deficit 
under President Bush. 

We are borrowing close to half of 
what we are spending every single day. 
In 2 years, nondefense discretionary 
spending increased 24 percent, 12 per-
cent a year on average. This is our dis-
cretionary spending. This isn’t Social 
Security and Medicare, which increase 
more than that. The stimulus package 
alone added into law the largest ex-
penditure bill in the history of the 
American Republic. It cost more than 
the entire war in Iraq has cost. In a 
single day in 2009 we passed it on this 
floor, over my objection, and every 
penny of it was borrowed. We were in 
debt, but they said: The economy needs 
to be stimulated so we are going to 
spend 850 or so billion dollars. 

The spending when President Bush 
took office was less than $2 trillion. 
Today, it is almost $4 trillion. It will 
be almost $6 trillion by the end of the 
decade. There is only one honest an-
swer to the question of why our debt is 
rising so fast, and that is out-of-con-
trol domestic spending. 

Another myth that is circulating, 
which I wish to address, concerns the 
outline from our colleagues and friends 
who participated and worked hard on 
the Gang of 6 proposal. I give them a 
lot of credit and respect for the hard 
work they put into it. I wish it had 

been produced a month ago so we could 
have actually had legislative language 
and know what it would mean today. 

The authors of the summary, though, 
that they just produced for us, claimed 
the approach would reduce the deficit 
by $3.7 trillion over 10 years. That is a 
little over one-third or so of the deficit 
we projected to see in the next 10 
years. But my staff on the Budget 
Committee, taking the summary pages 
they produced for us, can only find $1.2 
trillion in reduced spending in that 
outline, along with what is a very clear 
$1 trillion tax increase. 

Where does the other $1.5 trillion in 
deficit reduction claimed in the outline 
come from? Chairman CONRAD, one of 
the members of the Gang of 6 and our 
chairman on the Budget Committee, a 
man I respect and have enjoyed work-
ing with, even said the outline has a 
$1.5 trillion tax cut. But this is com-
pared—this is how these numbers get 
bandied about—it is compared against 
a baseline which assumes more than 
$3.5 trillion in tax increases would 
occur. So they are only going to in-
crease taxes, I guess, by $2 trillion, and 
you can get savings by not having 
them go up as much. But based on the 
current tax rates that are in existence 
in America today, as we read their out-
line—and I think they would agree—it 
increases taxes by $1 trillion over 10 
years. That is a large amount. 

The real cost of the tax changes, 
some who have looked at these num-
bers say, is not $1 trillion but $2 tril-
lion. That remains to be seen. Hope-
fully we will get the legislative lan-
guage that can actually be analyzed, 
and we would know how much our 
taxes would actually go up. 

The last myth I would like to address 
is perhaps the most important of all, 
and this is the myth that we only need 
about $2 trillion in actual spending 
cuts over the next 10 years. That has 
basically been what our colleagues are 
saying. They float the idea of $4 tril-
lion in savings. What they mean is that 
you save $2 trillion by reducing spend-
ing and you increase taxes $2 trillion 
and you have saved $4 billion over 10 
years. I am not sure that is what the 
American people are expecting of us 
when we say we are saving money. By 
taking it from them? It is not saving 
the American people more. It is not 
saving the private economy more, to 
take another $2 trillion from them. 
There is no free lunch. Somebody pays. 

Our Democratic colleagues have said, 
although no plan has ever been made 
public to this effect, that they could 
get behind the budget deal that reduces 
the deficit $4 trillion over the next 10 
years, half of it composed of spending 
cuts. This is not even close, frankly, to 
what is needed to ultimately balance 
our budget. We are projected to spend 
$46 trillion over the next 10 years. A $2 
trillion reduction is only about a 4-per-
cent reduction in spending, and that is 
set to increase by almost 60 percent. 

Remember, we will say we are reduc-
ing spending. We are not reducing 

spending, we are reducing the rate of 
growth in spending by $2 trillion on a 
$46 trillion plan. Think about it. We 
are not talking about reducing spend-
ing. This budget would have the ex-
penditures go up significantly in the 
next 10 years to $46 trillion. The $2 tril-
lion means we are just reducing the 
growth of spending by $2 trillion. The 
$2 trillion in tax increases would mean 
we would still spend the same $46 tril-
lion, but we just would borrow $2 tril-
lion less because we have extracted 
more from the American people. 

In just a little over 2 months, our 
debt will reach 100 percent of our econ-
omy—100 percent of GDP. That is the 
gross debt. That would match the size 
of our economy. It costs us 1 million 
jobs or more a year when gross debt 
reaches this level. 

We have the Rogoff-Reinhart study 
that shows that when a country’s gross 
debt climbs as high as ours has, it 
starts pulling down economic growth. 
Secretary Geithner said it is an excel-
lent study. He said in some ways it un-
derstates the problem we have. Sec-
retary Geithner knows this debt is a 
real problem for America. 

We expected 3 percent growth the 
first quarter. It came in at 1.8 percent. 
Could that be because we have crossed 
the 90-percent debt-to-GDP threshold, 
and that debt is now a burden on the 
economy that is reducing growth? The 
experts have also downgraded the pro-
jected growth for the third and fourth 
quarters of this calendar year. It is 
very serious. 

Christina Romer, who used to be in 
President Obama’s White House on eco-
nomic matters, said 1 percent growth 
means you will add 1 million jobs. So if 
our economy grows at 2 percent instead 
of 3 percent we will fail to add 1 mil-
lion jobs we could have added. And I 
truly believe the debt is the reason we 
are having surprisingly low growth 
rates, below projected rates. Maybe I 
am wrong, but we certainly have a 
study that seems to say that exactly, 
and it has been widely praised by 
economists all over the country. 

The honest truth is that this Presi-
dent and his Democratic Senate are 
not going to agree to the level of 
spending cuts in a debt deal that is 
necessary to put our country on a 
sound path. I think that is a fact. We 
have been negotiating and talking all 
year. The House laid out a budget plan. 
The Senate has refused—813 days with-
out a budget. They are determined not 
to reduce spending after increasing do-
mestic spending, nondefense, by 24 per-
cent. They say they will freeze spend-
ing—freeze spending at levels that have 
jumped 24 percent? We do not have the 
money. We are borrowing 40 cents out 
of every dollar we spend. 

Unfortunately, we’re in a battle over 
the vision for the future of America. It 
is a big-government vision a lot of our 
Members have, and they are going to 
work as hard as they possibly can to 
preserve that vision, preserve that 
spending. After running up this huge 
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debt by a 24-percent baseline increase— 
that does not count the stimulus pack-
age of almost $900 billion that is 
thrown on top of that—now they want 
to go to the American people and say: 
We are not going to cut spending; you 
have to pay more in taxes. I don’t 
think that is what the American people 
want, so we have a national debate 
here. 

This is the great debate of our time. 
It is not going to be settled in 2 weeks. 
A few people are not going to meet in 
secret and work out some grand and 
glorious deal. I wish they could, but I 
don’t think they will. I would be 
pleased if they do. 

I am confident that the good sense 
and wisdom of the American people 
will ultimately prevail. I am confident 
we will eventually get our spending 
under control. We will restore the 
American principles of limited govern-
ment and build a better, freer future 
for our children. We will raise the debt 
limit, but we will also put this country 
on a sound path. If we get our debt 
under control, I think our economic 
growth will rise quickly, and I believe 
we will see the progress we have always 
seen in this great, productive, dynamic 
country. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, we have 
reached a point in this country’s his-
tory that I never thought I would ever 
see, which is that the major credit rat-
ing agencies have all said that our 
credit rating is in jeopardy and that 
the United States may face a down-
grade of its debt. 

You and I both have had our issues 
with the credit rating agencies that 
failed to predict the crisis we were 
driven into by very poor business deci-
sions. I can’t even really call them 
business decisions—horrible decisions 
that were made that drove our econ-
omy off a cliff, both here and in our fi-
nancial markets, both in Washington 
among our politicians and among peo-
ple who securitized debt, sold it off, 
and took no responsibility for it. Hav-
ing said all of that, I don’t think these 
agencies have any political incentive 
other than to shoot straight on this 
question of the condition of our debt. 

One of the greatest assets we have al-
ways had as a country is the steadiness 
of our credit. Countries and investors 
all over the world use it to finance 
transactions that otherwise would be 
difficult to do because we have an AAA 
rating on our debt. 

Now we are facing a downgrade be-
cause we cannot even have an adult 
conversation, a polite conversation 
about a path forward. People should be 

very clear about what this means. This 
is not just a Washington problem. If we 
blow through our credit rating and if 
our interest rates rise by 1 percentage 
point—just 1 percentage point—that is 
going to add $1.3 trillion to the debt 
over the next 10 years. If it goes up 2 
percentage points, that is $2.6 trillion 
added to the debt over the next 10 
years. That means we will continue to 
pay our borrowers interest and we will 
continue to underinvest in the children 
of this country, in our infrastructure, 
in our research and development—in 
all of what will allow us to compete in 
the 21st century. For what? Just to pay 
higher interest rates to people because 
we could not come to an agreement 
here in Washington. 

I have spent the last 21⁄2 years trav-
eling around the great State of Colo-
rado, a State which is complicated po-
litically, which I enjoy, because we are 
one-third Republican, one-third Demo-
cratic, and one-third Independent. If I 
had to boil down the essence of what I 
have heard from people in my State 
about what they want us to be doing, it 
is that they want us to approach this 
question the same way they would ap-
proach this question. They want us to 
materially address the problem we 
have. They want a material solution to 
it. They know we cannot fix this over-
night, a $1.5 trillion budget deficit and 
a $15 trillion debt, but they want us to 
fix it. They want to know that we are 
all in it together, that we all have a 
role to play to solve a problem that is 
too big for any one of us to solve or any 
group of us to solve. They want it to be 
bipartisan because they have no con-
fidence in my State in either party’s 
go-it-alone approach. 

I would add a corollary to all that: 
We need to satisfy the capital markets 
that the paper they bought is actually 
worth what they paid for it and that 
the United States of America is going 
to stand behind that paper and is going 
to be able to stand behind the paper. 
This is one of the reasons I have sup-
ported an approach the Gang of 6 has 
brought forward—because it meets that 
test. It may not be perfect in all re-
spects. I know there can be disagree-
ment about it. But that is one of the 
reasons I have supported it. It is bipar-
tisan, it is a measured approach, and I 
cannot say the same for the bill we are 
considering today. 

Among other things, even if you 
thought this was a good idea, even the 
proponents of the legislation say it 
would take 10 years before this con-
stitutional amendment would take ef-
fect. What we need to be doing over the 
next 10 years is figuring out how to get 
our fiscal house in order. I have other 
issues with it as well, but I think the 
point I want to make today is we need 
to work together in a bipartisan way to 
create a measured approach. You know 
what else. We cannot declare victory 
then even when we are able to say to 
the credit markets, you know what, we 
have had a disaster. This did not used 
to be our standard as Americans. 

I know I have heard the Presiding Of-
ficer on the floor many times talk 
about the state of the American econ-
omy, and I agree with him and his di-
agnosis. If I had to pick one fact over 
the last 10 years from our economic 
life—and I see the Senator from Okla-
homa is here, and I will wrap up in 1 
minute. What worries me the most is 
that median family income has fallen 
the last 10 years for the first time in 
this country’s history. It stagnated for 
a while before that, but it has fallen for 
the first 10 years. The average family 
income went up over that period of 
time. Median family income has fallen 
and the cost of higher education has 
skyrocketed, the cost of health care 
has skyrocketed, and it is harder and 
harder for the middle class to get 
ahead. Our economic production in this 
country is roughly the same as it was 
before we went into this recession, but 
we have 14 million fewer people doing 
the work because they are unemployed. 
We need to have a set of tax policies, 
regulatory policies, that is driving in-
novation in this economy and a policy 
to drive energy independence and make 
sure we are fiscally responsible. 

Before I leave the floor, I want to 
thank the Senator from Oklahoma who 
is here today. He and I probably don’t 
agree on most things—we disagree 
about a lot of things—but I want to 
thank him and the other members of 
the Gang of 6 for the work they have 
done. I want to thank him and DICK 
DURBIN, in particular—one of the more 
liberal members of the Senate—for vot-
ing for the deficit and debt rec-
ommendations that were made by the 
bipartisan commission that was ap-
pointed to the deficit and the debt 
committee. It took real courage for 
him to do that. It took real courage for 
DICK DURBIN to do that. It is going to 
take real courage for the 100 Members 
of this body and for the Members of the 
other body to produce a plan to address 
this fiscal problem that no one would 
agree with every single aspect of but 
that we can come together and agree is 
worthy of the aspirations we have for 
our kids and our grandkids. 

Time is very short. If we trip over 
this debt ceiling and if we fail to up-
hold the full faith and credit of the 
United States, no one is going to be 
asking any one of us what pledge we 
made about this or what pledge we 
made about that. They are simply 
going to observe when we were 1 of 100 
Americans—out of over 300 million 
Americans—we let the unthinkable 
happen to this country. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

MCCASKILL). The Senator from Okla-
homa. 

Mr. COBURN. Madam President, I 
wanted to spend some time talking 
about what is coming forth Saturday 
morning. As a member of the Gang of 6, 
I am wanting us to solve our problem. 
But the best way to solve that problem 
would be the bill that is going to be 
voted on Saturday morning. Why is 
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that? We are borrowing $4 billion a 
day, and I have enough gray hair to 
know that regardless of all the good in-
tention and regardless of all the state-
ments of the Members on the floor that 
we will never live within our means in 
Washington until we are forced to live 
within our means, and just because a 
constitutional amendment would take 
probably 4 years to pass—given what 
the American people think about it— 
isn’t a reason not to go on and do it no 
matter what we do about our short- 
term problem coming up August 2. So 
the very fact people would say we are 
not going to pass the Cut, Cap, and 
Balance Act because it won’t happen in 
a period of time is exactly the same ap-
proach that got us $14.3 trillion in debt, 
that has our credit rating at risk and 
puts us in the kind of problems we have 
today. 

I have offered a plan I think is even 
better. I know not many of my col-
leagues will, but here is a plan to cut $9 
trillion over the next 10 years. It is the 
only plan that specifically states what 
you would cut, where you would cut it, 
and why you would cut it. It is backed 
up with the facts. Nobody else can 
claim it. You don’t have to like all of 
them, but what we do know is if some-
thing doesn’t come out of this body be-
tween now and August 2 that cuts at 
least $4 trillion, this country is going 
to see significantly increased interest 
rates as a cost of that. What so often 
happens is you hear wonderful words 
and wonderful speeches on the Senate 
floor but nobody putting their name on 
where you would cut. Well, I put my 
name on $9 trillion worth of cuts. It 
pinches everybody in this country. Ev-
erybody. But you know what. We are 
all in this. We have lived for the last 30 
years on the backs of those who are 
going to pay the taxes for the next 30 
years. It is time we start paying back. 
It is time we start giving back. 

The Senate is a different place today 
than when I came to the Senate. When 
I came to the Senate, the idea was not 
to block legislation but to discuss leg-
islation, to have the courage and the 
backbone to vote against something 
and go home and tell your constituents 
why you voted against it, to offer 
amendments you thought would im-
prove legislation and defend those 
amendments, and to vote for a bill you 
thought was in the best interest of the 
country and be able to defend that. 
What has happened in the last 31⁄2 years 
in the Senate is we don’t vote because 
the politicians of the Senate don’t 
want to go home and explain their po-
sitions. So if you are not voting, you 
are not accountable and you are not re-
sponsible. 

That type of behavior is exactly the 
opposite behavior we need to have. So 
Saturday morning, when Members of 
the Senate vote against proceeding to 
cut, cap, and balance, they will display 
either courage or cowardice. I am not 
talking about simple words. There is 
only one plan that has passed the 
House of Representatives that raises 

the debt limit and addresses what is 
said to be needed by the rating agen-
cies, and that is cut, cap, and balance. 
And to not allow proceeding to that de-
bate whether you agree with it or not— 
you can change it through amend-
ments. You have the votes to change it 
through amendments. But to not allow 
it to proceed so the American people 
can see their elected Senators and 
their real positions and what they 
know has to be done—you know, what 
happens around here is we say things 
so we can protect our political careers. 
You know what that does? We are not 
only bankrupting financially, we are 
bankrupting our country’s history and 
heritage. The heritage of this country 
was sacrifice, and that means even sac-
rifice of political careers to do the 
right thing right now for the country. 

I believe if you were to pass some-
thing like this, we would lower our 
debt by at least $2 trillion over the 
next 10 years, the economy would abso-
lutely boom, and we would quit under-
mining self-reliance and enforcing de-
pendency. We would hold accountable a 
Pentagon that is wasteful, we would 
eliminate duplication of hundreds of 
programs that all do the same thing 
with multiple layers of redundancy and 
administrative bureaucracy. If we were 
to do that, this proposal will never 
come to a vote in the Senate nor any of 
the aspects of it because Senators don’t 
want to make those hard choices, and 
that is what the debate about cut, cap, 
and balance is all about. It forces Sen-
ators to go back to embrace the herit-
age of this country and make the hard 
choices. If you don’t pass a balanced 
budget amendment and you don’t force 
the discipline, the political expediency 
of this country will continue to run 
and the problems will not be solved. 

I would also say raising the debt 
limit doesn’t have anything to do with 
our real problems. That is just the 
symptom of the problem. The problem 
is not living within our means. Some-
how thinking the U.S. Government is 
different than all the State govern-
ments, all the city and county govern-
ments, every family in this country, 
every business in this country, and 
every other organization in this coun-
try that has to live within its means, I 
refuse to believe the American people 
will not hold Members of the Senate 
accountable for not giving them a 
chance to put those fixed parameters 
on us and their government for the fu-
ture. 

We are going to hear all sorts of rea-
sons why we can’t do that, why we 
won’t do that, or we may not hear 
many at all. What we will see is voting 
against the procedure with no com-
ment whatsoever. My plan is if that 
happens, to be all over this country to 
make sure every citizen of every State 
of every Senator who does not allow 
them to proceed is aware of that. I 
want to personally make them aware 
of that. Because what you are doing is 
denying the liberty and the freedom of 
this country to hold you accountable 

to do the right thing. So we are going 
to see. 

I wanted to spend a few minutes say-
ing that the only thing that is possible 
right now to solve the problems in 
front of us—even though I have en-
dorsed a $9 trillion plan and $3.7 tril-
lion plan—the only thing is this $6 tril-
lion plan. It has passed the House of 
Representatives. They voted to in-
crease the debt limit and they put sig-
nificant cuts into our budget for next 
year. They put significant caps as we 
go forward and they said we have to 
vote to pass a balanced budget amend-
ment. Right now that is the only thing 
that will get us out of a jam. You know 
what. That is not hard to do. The first 
point, we are going to cut another $111 
billion at least next year, no matter 
whether that passes. We are going to 
cap spending in the years that go for-
ward whether or not that bill passes. 
But the difference is as soon as we get 
our balance again, the politicians who 
don’t want to make hard choices will 
be back to not making hard choices 
and we will get in trouble again. That 
is why it is absolutely critical that this 
country’s citizens have the ability to 
hold us accountable within the param-
eters of living within our means. 

We will hear all sorts of reasons why 
we can’t do that, that it might hurt the 
poor. Nobody here wants to in any way 
intend anything other than support for 
those who cannot help themselves. 
That is their excuse, we can’t do that. 
Well, let me tell you what is going to 
happen in our country. The very pro-
grams that help the poor are going to 
be diminished in the future through fis-
cal necessity when we are mandated to 
make cuts to be able to borrow more 
money. So it is a false statement be-
cause by not voting for a balanced 
budget amendment, what you are say-
ing is I want to plan one thing but I 
know something else is going to hap-
pen. 

I paraphrase a statement by Martin 
Luther King that I think describes this 
place more than anything I have ever 
known and it was this: Vanity asks the 
question: Is something popular? Cow-
ardice asks the question: Is it expe-
dient? Character asks the question: Is 
it true and right? We have tons of van-
ity. We have tons of cowardice. We 
limit ourselves on courage and char-
acter. 

As we listen to the debate over the 
next 2 days on this motion to proceed 
on the only thing that will solve the 
problem in front of us today, I want my 
colleagues to listen for political expe-
diency, I want my colleagues to listen 
for vanity, and then I want them to 
search hard for courage and character 
because we will see an absence of it 
from those who oppose this. They know 
this will solve the problem. They know 
this is one of the few things that can 
pass the House of Representatives. Yet 
we are not going to have it come to the 
floor for an amendment process, for a 
full debate, and for a vote. We are not 
going to allow it to have a vote because 
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we are political cowards. We do not 
want to truly address the problem be-
cause it might affect our political ca-
reers. That is a sad commentary on the 
heritage of this country—a sad com-
mentary—but it is a commentary to be 
expected; otherwise, we would never 
have gotten into the position we are in 
today. 

Let me talk about some details of 
what we can do. We are going to hear 
all sorts of reasons why we can’t do 
things and all sorts of reasons why we 
couldn’t come up with $9 trillion. But 
when the American people truly know 
what is going on—if they go and read 
about it in ‘‘Back in Black’’—when 
they find out about the background of 
all the waste, all the duplication, all 
the stupidity that goes on in our gov-
ernment, all the lack of account-
ability, the lack of responsibility in 
bureaucratic agencies, all the silly de-
cisions that get made that spend bil-
lions of dollars and don’t help any-
thing—the Tax Code. Tax earmarks 
and tax credit and tax expenditures are 
nothing but, most of the time, cor-
porate welfare or socialism. The great-
est tax in the world comes when we 
allow the Federal Reserve to print 
money which devalues our assets 
through inflation and the earnings on 
those assets. So the greatest tax in the 
world that is coming in America is we 
are going to devalue the dollar and in-
flation is going to go up and what we 
can earn on our assets is going to be 
limited by the interest rates, and the 
differential is that which we actually 
lose in real value of what we own every 
day. 

The other thing I would point out is, 
through the tax earmarks and tax cred-
its in our Tax Code, anybody who 
doesn’t get one of those is actually 
paying for it. So if a person doesn’t 
have an ‘‘in’’ up here, if a person 
doesn’t have a lobbyist, if a person 
doesn’t have some special interest 
looking out for them and they are not 
getting one of those, they are paying 
for them through the increased taxes. 
It is inherently unfair. 

Let’s look at duplication for a 
minute. It is interesting to look, as we 
have gone through the government pro-
grams in a detailed fashion, at the GAO 
report. We have 100 different programs 
with 100 sets of bureaucracies for sur-
face transportation. Why do we have 
that? Because Congress has mis-
managed. That is why. Because of expe-
diency, because of vanity, because of 
wanting to get reelected, we create an-
other program, another program, an-
other program. It looks good and 
sounds good, but nobody ever does the 
research to see where they overlap. No-
body ever requires us to ask if this pro-
gram is effective, and nobody ever 
looks at the Constitution to see if it 
fits with article I, section 8 of the Con-
stitution—the enumerated powers we 
are supposed to live by and which we 
blow by all the time doing things. 

Today, the Judiciary Committee 
passed a bill for State prisons called 

the Second Chance Act. When we 
passed it the first time, I finally let it 
go because it was supposed to be a dem-
onstration and a limited program. It is 
now going to get reauthorized for 5 
more years. It legitimately has zero 
role for the Federal Government, and 
we are going to spend $600 million 
which we don’t have. We will borrow. It 
is well intended, but it is not our role. 
It is the States’ role. We have hundreds 
of thousands of examples such as that, 
where we have ignored what the Con-
stitution says so we can look good po-
litically. 

We have teacher quality programs. 
Teacher quality programs—82 different 
programs by the Federal Government 
to improve the quality of our teachers. 
Thomas Jefferson was truly the father 
of education in our country. He worked 
for years to establish the University of 
Virginia. He was committed to the fact 
that a great education will produce 
great benefits, not only for the indi-
vidual with the education but for their 
family and our country as a whole. 
Here is what he said: For the Federal 
Government to become involved in 
education would require a change to 
the U.S. Constitution, and he happened 
to be one of the people who wrote it. 

What have we done since the begin-
ning of the Department of Education? 
We have spent $2.6 trillion on edu-
cation in this country at the Federal 
level and every parameter measuring a 
metric on the progression of our kids 
in school is worse or the same after 
that $2.6 trillion. Hey, it is not work-
ing. The reason it is not working is a 
person can be a teacher at home and 
the Federal Government looks at that 
person and they don’t know what to do, 
but we can hire that person to do the 
work in Washington and all of a sudden 
that person knows what they need to 
do. So we have this massive bureauc-
racy that has ruined our education be-
cause we spend all our money filling 
out forms and requirements and meet-
ing mandates and we have taken the 
power and control of education away 
from the parents and teachers, the very 
people who care most about the success 
of the kids. So $2.6 trillion with noth-
ing to show for it, other than for the 
politicians to feel good about them-
selves and to say we were doing some-
thing. 

We have 88 different economic devel-
opment programs, with $6 billion just 
in four of them. Not for 1 of those 88 
programs is there a metric anywhere 
that says it is money well spent that 
gets a positive result for the country. 
There is anecdotal evidence that says 
it worked here or it worked there, but 
we don’t know what we are doing. We 
are throwing money we don’t have at 
things we don’t know are working and 
when we go to vote for them to elimi-
nate them, the Senate votes against it 
because it might bother their political 
position. It might bother their next 
election. We don’t do it. We don’t ad-
dress it and do our job. 

I will never forget in one of the com-
mittees I was on last year, two sepa-

rate times bills were brought up in 
committee that were doing identical 
things that we were already doing in 
the agencies. The Senators and their 
staffs didn’t know it. Had I not raised 
objections, we would have created more 
agencies. 

Eighty programs for transportation 
assistance—80. If it is our role, why do 
we need 80? Oh, by the way, has any-
body measured to see if any of the 80 
actually work? The answer is no. We 
have none that have a report on wheth-
er they are effective to the goals of 
what they were set out to do because 
there is no oversight carried out by 
Congress. We were so busy earmarking 
for so many years, everybody forgot to 
check to see if what we intended to do 
is working, and we still aren’t doing it. 

We have 56 different programs to 
teach the American people to become 
financially literate—56. The Federal 
Government is teaching financial lit-
eracy when we can’t balance our budg-
et. We have multiple programs. We 
don’t live within a confined budget. 
The first principle of financial literacy 
is living within your means. Yet we 
have this many programs—56—to teach 
American citizens to be financially lit-
erate. 

Job training. Here is one of the best. 
This is great. We have 47 job training 
programs that cost $16 billion a year. 
All but three overlap one another. That 
is what the GAO says, and there is not 
a metric on one of them to see if they 
are working. When we talk to the peo-
ple who go through the program, half 
of them say it is a waste, it is a joke. 
I have actually talked to them. Yet we 
are spending that kind of money, in ex-
cess of $15 billion a year, on job train-
ing programs. There is no question we 
need job training programs, but we 
need job training programs that work. 
Why would we need 47? So when some-
body tells you we can’t balance our 
budget, you ought to blow a hole right 
through them with your thought that 
says you obviously don’t know what is 
going on in the Federal Government. 

Homeless prevention/assistance, 20 
different Federal programs. We should 
be helping people who need our help. I 
am not denying that. But how we help 
and the mechanisms of the way we help 
ought to be frugal, efficient, and effec-
tive. 

I have served in Congress—I am in 
my 13th year, 6 years as a Congress-
man, 4 years out of here to get a breath 
of fresh air, and now my seventh year 
in the Senate. What I know is, we don’t 
know what we are doing, and it is obvi-
ous looking at our budget. It is also ob-
vious looking at the dysfunction of the 
Senate and the leadership in the Sen-
ate, that we—we haven’t had a budget 
in 2 years. The one thing any financial 
counselor will tell you is the first thing 
you have to know is where you are and 
set up a plan. We have had no attempt 
to bring a budget to this body in well 
over 21⁄2 years—no attempt. What does 
that tell us? It goes back to vanity. It 
goes back to cowardice. It goes back to 
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us not doing what we are intended to 
do because we care more about our po-
sition than we care about the country. 

There are 18 programs to feed the 
hungry. We have 17 disaster response/ 
preparedness, just in FEMA—17 dif-
ferent programs, of which 11 overlap. 
FEMA didn’t set those up. The bu-
reaucracy didn’t create those; we did. 
Every one of these programs was cre-
ated by a Member of Congress. So we 
can’t blame administrations and we 
can’t blame Presidents. What we have 
to do is blame Congress. 

We have 130 overlapping programs in 
the Department of Agriculture; 18 over-
lapping programs in the Department of 
Commerce; 230 overlapping programs in 
the Department of Education; 17 in the 
Department of Energy; 36 in the De-
partment of Human Services; 32 in the 
Department of Homeland Security; 60 
in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development; 40 in the Depart-
ment of the Interior; 53 in the Depart-
ment of Justice; 35 in the Department 
of Labor; 6 in the Department of State; 
and 180 governmentwide if we look at 
all economic development programs. 
We just listed the 88 that run through 
4 of the agencies. 

Is it any wonder we are going belly 
up? The problem is us. The problem is 
we have a solution now that has come 
to us from the House and we are not 
going to let that solution go forward 
because politically—politically—it is 
uncomfortable. Politically, we don’t 
want to allow the people of this coun-
try to decide whether we ought to live 
within our means and put a bridle with 
a bit in our mouth that says, whoa, you 
are not going to continue to destroy 
the future of this country and the pros-
pects for our children anymore. 

When I came to the Senate, I came 
after having read a book called ‘‘Run-
ning On Empty.’’ It was written by a 
man by the name of Pete Peterson. He 
was bipartisan in his criticism of both 
parties, and he was absolutely accu-
rate. We are in trouble because parties 
matter more than the country, because 
control matters more than the coun-
try, because political careers matter 
more than our children or our grand-
children. 

So I go back to talk about what is 
possible. A lot of people would disagree 
with what is in here; this $9 trillion of 
what the House has sent us would take 
about 60 percent of it. But here is what 
I say to my colleagues who don’t want 
to vote on a balanced budget amend-
ment, don’t want to vote on cut, cap, 
and balance. Where is your plan? I have 
listed 625 pages of specific cuts, elimi-
nation of duplication, elimination of 
waste, elimination of fraud, and 3,000 
footnotes that looked at every program 
throughout the Federal programs— 
looked at every CRS report, looked at 
every OIG report, looked at every GAO 
report, looked at every OMB report, 
and looked at every other outside re-
port we could find. 

The fact is, we could solve our prob-
lems tomorrow, America. We could 

solve them tomorrow, with good old- 
fashioned common sense that the vast 
majority of Americans have and is 
sorely lacking here. 

We do not have a fiscal crisis. We 
have a commonsense crisis in this body 
and in the leadership in Congress. We 
lack common sense, we lack sound 
judgment, and we need the hard bit of 
a bridle put on us through a balanced 
budget amendment to control us. Be-
cause human nature is human nature 
in whatever we do today, we will be 
back to our bad habits tomorrow. Even 
if we pass cuts, even if we cap spending, 
if we do not have a balanced budget 
amendment that forces us to live with-
in the constraints of our revenue, we 
will be back here again. 

What does that mean? That means 
the future of America is suspect. It 
does not have to be. We do not have to 
go the way of every other republic. We 
do not have to fail over fiscal issues. 
We can cheat history. The American 
people are the greatest people in the 
world because they are a blend of all 
the people in the world and they desire 
freedom and opportunity and that is 
limited because we have limited it. 

We, through our profligate spending, 
our inattention to detail, our failure to 
do oversight, have undercut the poten-
tial of our country. Let’s restore it. 
Let’s restore it Saturday morning by 
moving on to this bill and allowing 
ourselves to have a debate, offer 
amendments, and truly debate—have 
what the Senate has not had in a year 
and a half: a real debate about the 
issues of our day and the reasons be-
hind it. 

But I would caution the American 
people. Remember what Martin Luther 
King said as you hear that debate: Van-
ity asks the question, is it popular? 
Cowardice asks the question, is it expe-
dient? But conscience and right and 
good asks, is it right? 

I tell you, it is not right to have mul-
tiple programs doing the same thing, 
wasting our kids’ future. It is not right 
for the Congress not to do oversight 
and eliminate programs. It is not right 
for us to spend money we do not have 
on things we do not absolutely need. It 
is not right for us to take the control 
of our children’s education from the 
parents and teachers who have their 
best interests at heart and place it in a 
bureaucracy that has no compassion 
whatsoever, even though it feigns that 
it does. It is not right. It may be politi-
cally expedient, it may be popular to 
some people, but it does not make it 
right. 

As you look at this, here is how you 
get $9 trillion, and you can pick any 
part of that to meet this cut, cap, and 
balance or you can come up with your 
own. But the fact is, nobody wants to 
lay on the table what they think. I 
have already been roundly criticized in 
the press for certain aspects of this by 
people who disagree. That is fine. I am 
planning on defending everything I put 
in here. With the best of my knowledge 
and a great staff that spent thousands 

upon thousands of hours on this, we 
came up with a way to solve America’s 
problems, and we can do it. 

America can be bright, can be grow-
ing, can be developing jobs, if we get 
the government out of the way and 
limit the role of the Federal Govern-
ment. 

I see my colleague from Delaware, 
one of my great friends. We hear that 
said a lot here, but he is a great friend. 
It is not the conventional, common 
greeting. I believe I am over my time. 
I will be back to the floor to finish this 
conversation. 

But America needs to know we do 
not have any problem we cannot fix. 
What we lack are leaders who will fix 
it. That is our deficit. It is a deficit of 
courage. It is a deficit of will. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Delaware. 
Mr. CARPER. Madam President, 

thank you very much for this time to 
speak. 

Before Dr. COBURN leaves the floor, I 
thank him for the kind things he just 
said. As to TOM COBURN and I—a lot of 
people say: Well, that is an unlikely 
duo who would end up working to-
gether as much as we have and actu-
ally having the sense of trust and 
friendship. There are things people cer-
tainly find in me not to like, and the 
same is true of all of us. But I would 
say, there is nobody in the Senate who 
cares more about getting our deficits 
under control. He and DICK DURBIN 
have shown terrific courage and leader-
ship, along with others in this so-called 
Gang of 6, and also as members of the 
deficit commission, in trying to get us 
to a comprehensive, bipartisan solution 
as to how we rein in the budget deficit 
without destroying our economy, mak-
ing sure we do not pierce the debt ceil-
ing and have our financial world begin 
to crumble around us. So I very much 
appreciate what he said today. I heard 
most of it, not all of it. I have had a 
chance to work with him in a number 
of areas. 

What we try to do, and Senator 
MCCASKILL—who is presiding at this 
moment—what she tries to do, along 
with others of us who serve on the 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs Committee, is we try to look in 
every nook and cranny of the Federal 
Government. Whether it is defense 
spending, entitlement spending, domes-
tic spending, we look at the so-called 
tax expenditures, tax breaks, and so 
forth, and we look at all of them and 
ask this question: How can we get a 
better result? Whether it is health 
care, education, transportation, de-
fense, how can we get a better result 
for less money or how can we get a bet-
ter result for not much more money? 

We need to do that across our govern-
ment. We need to change, if you will, 
the culture in the Federal Government 
from sort of a culture of spendthrift— 
which a lot of people think we operate 
under—we have to change it to a cul-
ture of thrift and not just for a couple 
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weeks or a couple months or a couple 
years; I mean for as far as the eye can 
see, until these pages who are sitting 
in front of me—who are rising juniors 
in high school—until they are rising 
juniors in college and out of school and 
off into the world and well beyond 
that. That is what we need to do. That 
is part of our obligation. 

One of the recommendations—I am 
going to go back to over 1 year ago 
when we voted on whether to create a 
deficit commission that would have a 
number of members who would be re-
sponsible—some elected, some not— 
they would have a responsibility to 
look across the Federal Government 
and to come back to us at a date cer-
tain with ways to rein in the Federal 
deficit to get us back on a more fis-
cally sustainable and responsible 
track. 

We voted in the Senate. Our Pre-
siding Officer will recall not all the 
folks who were cosponsors of the legis-
lation that created the deficit commis-
sion actually ended up voting for it. In 
fact, seven of them who were cospon-
sors—as I recall, I do not believe any of 
them were on this side of the aisle; I 
think they were on the other side of 
the aisle—ended up voting against it, 
and we did not actually have the votes 
to create the deficit commission. 

With that happening, a number of us 
encouraged the President to use his Ex-
ecutive powers to create one by Execu-
tive order. He did that. Last year, the 
deficit commission was created, and 
there were 18 people named to it. 
Madam President, 12 were elected, 6 
were not, and he named 2 cochairs. One 
was Erskine Bowles. 

Erskine Bowles, who is he? He used 
to be, in the second term of President 
Clinton’s administration, Chief of Staff 
for President Clinton. Erskine was 
asked by President Clinton to nego-
tiate the deficit reduction package 
with the Republican House and Senate. 
At that time, during those years, Re-
publicans were in the majority in the 
House and Senate. President Clinton 
said: Erskine, go out and negotiate a 
deficit reduction deal, where some of 
the deficit reduction comes on the rev-
enue side and some comes on the 
spending side, so we can follow up on, 
actually, an earlier deficit reduction 
package adopted in 1993 with only 
Democratic votes. But he said: Let’s 
see if we can’t actually balance our 
budget. We had not done that since 
1968. 

God bless Erskine Bowles and the 
folks he negotiated with too. He went 
to work in 1997 and came up with a def-
icit reduction package with 50 percent 
revenues, 50 percent spending that had 
everything on the table. A long story 
short, we ended up with a balanced 
budget—not 1, not 2, I think at least 3 
years in a row at the end of the Clinton 
administration and handed off to a new 
administration balanced budget sur-
pluses as for as the eye could see. 

I remember Alan Greenspan testi-
fying, I think, before the Banking Com-

mittee, when Alan Greenspan was the 
Federal Reserve Chairman. He said he 
was concerned at the time we were 
going to pay down our debt too soon, 
too fast. I mentioned to him later that 
concern was misplaced because we cer-
tainly did not pay down our deficit too 
fast. About starting 10 years ago, we 
turned black ink surpluses as far as the 
eye could see to red ink, to deficits as 
far as the eye could see. 

A lot of people like to reinvent his-
tory. They say we did not do much to 
reduce deficits in the years from, say, 
1993 to 2000. Actually, we had two big 
votes, one in 1993, with all Democrats— 
and I am not saying this in a partisan 
way—and one in 1997, where the Repub-
licans in the House and the Senate ac-
tually negotiated in good faith with a 
Democratic President. With those two 
packages together, with a strong, ro-
bust economy, we balanced the budget 
not once, not twice, three times, cre-
ated something like 21 million new 
jobs, and ended up for the decade end-
ing in the year 2000 among the nations 
with a balanced budget and the most 
productive workforce on the face of the 
Earth. Those were halcyon days for our 
country. We need to get back to that. 

So President Obama, naming the co-
chairs of the deficit commission, goes 
back to an earlier President and taps 
the same guy, Erskine Bowles, to be a 
coleader of the deficit commission. 

On the Republican side, the President 
asked a guy a lot of people remember, 
Alan Simpson, a Republican Senator 
from Wyoming, here for a number of 
years, as maybe the funniest person 
who ever served in the Senate. He is 
also one of the most insightful, com-
monsense deficit hawks, and a great 
guy to be a partner with Erskine. They 
went together. 

We had 12 Members of the House and 
Senate—6 Democrats, 6 Republicans— 
and some other folks from civilian life. 
Dave Cote, who is chairman and CEO of 
Honeywell, was among the private sec-
tor participants. But they worked for 
months and gathered input from all 
kinds of sources and came up with a 
broad-based plan that was rec-
ommended, adopted, endorsed by, if 
you will, 11 out of the 18 Commis-
sioners. That was not the magic 
threshold of 14 before it actually would 
be the official recommendation of the 
Commission, but it was a majority, and 
it included 3 Republican Senators: 
Judd Gregg, who was then a Senator 
from New Hampshire, TOM COBURN, and 
MIKE CRAPO. I thought they were cou-
rageous, those Republican Senators. 

On our side, among them included 
KENT CONRAD and DICK DURBIN, and I 
want to say MARK WARNER, but I may 
be mistaken. MARK has been all over 
this stuff. I think he has been a real 
leader, but I am not sure if he was the 
third Democrat. Yes, the third Demo-
crat was John Spratt, Democrat from 
South Carolina, chairman of the House 
Budget Committee. But anyway, those 
three Democrats and three Republicans 
basically agreed to a package and said: 

Let’s reduce the deficit over the next 10 
years by $4 trillion. Let’s do it mostly 
on the spending side—two-thirds to 
three-quarters on the spending side— 
but let’s have revenues as well. 

They did not propose raising the 
rates. What they actually proposed was 
to reduce the rates for business, put us 
more in line with other advanced coun-
tries, bring us down from about 35 per-
cent to somewhere roughly between 25 
percent and 29 percent on the corporate 
income side, to reduce personal income 
tax rates for middle- to low-income 
families to as low as 8 percent, and to 
actually reduce the upper income rate 
from somewhere in the mid thirties to 
the high twenties. But at the same 
time we would bring down the rates. 
We would eliminate not all but a lot of 
the so-called tax expenditures. 

The tax expenditures—what are tax 
expenditures? They are tax breaks. 
Some folks call them loopholes. Actu-
ally, a lot of them are meritorious: the 
mortgage deduction, deductions that 
will encourage people to make chari-
table donations, stuff that a lot of us 
will say: We don’t want to change that. 
We don’t want to get rid of that. But if 
you add all those tax expenditures over 
the next 10 years, do you know what 
that adds up to? Madam President, $15 
trillion. Think about that. Add all the 
tax expenditures for the next 10 years, 
and it is $15 trillion. If we only were 
able to somehow reduce that by 8 or 9 
percent, we would come up with the 
revenues that were called for in the 
Bowles-Simpson deficit commission to 
be part of a $4 trillion package. 

In order to be able to bring the rates 
down, to lower the rates, broaden the 
base—in order to do that—we are going 
to have to take more than 8 or 9 per-
cent out of tax expenditures. They may 
have to be reduced by as much as 50 
percent. 

I would argue, at the end of the day, 
we should preserve the deduction for 
interest we pay on mortgages, espe-
cially for our primary home. Also, to 
encourage charitable donations, I 
think we ought to preserve the deduc-
tion for charitable donations. There 
are others as well. But those are a cou-
ple of the good ones. But that was sort 
of the sum and substance they came up 
with. 

Among the things the Bowles-Simp-
son commission also said we ought to 
have on the table for deficit reduction 
is entitlement programs. 

What are entitlement programs? 
Things that we are entitled to by vir-
tue of our age, our station in life. If we 
are 65 years of age and we have paid 
into Social Security and Medicare, we 
may be eligible—we will be eligible, in 
all likelihood, for Medicare. If we are 
disabled and totally unable to work, we 
will be eligible for Medicare even be-
fore age 65. 

If we paid into Social Security for a 
number of years, we would be eligible 
for early retirement for Social Secu-
rity at age 62. If we want to take it 
later, we can take it at age 67 for full 
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retirement benefits, which I think are 
roughly about $2,000 per month max, 
something like that. 

Medicare and Medicaid, Social Secu-
rity are entitlement programs. They 
said they should all be on the table. 
They did not propose using Social Se-
curity to balance the budget. But they 
did say: We have a long-term problem 
in Social Security with an imbalance 
between now, the amount of money 
that is coming into Social Security, 
and the amount of money that is going 
out. 

As the baby boomers are starting to 
retire—my generation—we are paying 
out now, for the first time in a long 
time, more in Social Security benefits 
than we are raising. The reason is, for 
today it is roughly, for every one per-
son receiving Social Security benefits 
there are about 21⁄2 people working. Be-
fore long it will be for every one person 
receiving Social Security benefits, it 
will be two people working and paying 
into Social Security. The mismatch of 
inflow into the Social Security trust 
fund versus the outflow is going to get 
worse not better. 

Sometime, a couple of decades down 
the road, we are going to start running 
out of money to pay 100 percent of So-
cial Security benefits. We will not have 
to stop them all together, but we will 
have to get them a pretty serious hair-
cut. I was a freshman Congressman, 
sworn in on January 3, 1983. The day I 
was sworn in at the other end of the 
Capitol, they told all of my freshman 
class: We are going to run out of money 
in Social Security. That is what they 
said. 

We said: Well, when? In a couple of 
decades or when? 

They said: No. This year. This year. 
We said: Are we going to provide a 

haircut, reduce Social Security pay-
ments? 

They said: No, we are going to stop 
making them because we are running 
out of money in the Social Security 
trust fund. 

That was where we were on January 
3, 1983. Thanks to the good work of the 
commission led by Alan Greenspan and 
others, but the good work they did 
then, they handed off to us not just a 
problem but a solution. Their solution 
was a combination of new sources of 
revenue for Social Security and some 
reductions in benefits, gradually rais-
ing the full retirement age over a pe-
riod of 25 years from 65 to 67; requiring 
what people pay into Social Security, 
State and local employees, among oth-
ers. A balanced plan. 

Ronald Reagan, then President, pro-
vided political cover to Democrats to 
vote for that. Tip O’Neill, then Demo-
cratic Speaker of the House, provided 
cover for the Republicans to vote for 
that. Almost everybody, House and 
Senate, Democrat and Republican, 
drank the Kool-Aid and voted to pre-
serve Social Security. It preserved it 
for another 25 years. We did not have 
to stop paying Social Security benefits 
that year or the next year or the next 

year after that. We had a significant 
surplus that has gone up in the Social 
Security trust fund. 

But now it is beginning to be paid 
down. But the fund is going to be going 
in the wrong direction in the years to 
come. Over time the outflow will in-
crease as my generation retires. The 
question is, Do we wait until the 2020s 
or 2030s to do something about it? I do 
not think we should. I swore, 28 years 
ago, I did not want to hand off to the 
next generation the problems we 
should solve today. 

We have an opportunity not to use 
Social Security to balance the budget, 
but actually under the plan that has 
been now sort of reworked from the 
Bowles-Simpson deficit commission, 
the opportunity to secure Social Secu-
rity for the next 75 years, and to do it 
in a way that involves a number of, I 
think, relatively modest changes, some 
new revenues, and to gradually increas-
ing the full retirement age from 67 to 
68 by 2050, and from 68 to 69 by 2075. 

Remember, when Social Security was 
first introduced, signed into law by 
FDR back in the 1930s, a person had to 
be 65 years of age in order to receive 
Social Security benefits. The average 
life expectancy then was just over age 
60. Think about that. Back then a per-
son had to live to 65 to draw benefits. 
The life expectancy for most people 
under 65 was between 60 and 65. 

We are talking today about a life ex-
pectancy closer to 80. People still get 
early benefits for early retirement ben-
efits under Social Security at age 62, 
but to gradually increase the full re-
tirement age and make a couple of 
other changes as well that on the sur-
face do not seem to be major changes— 
in fact, I think they are relatively 
modest. But when we put them all to-
gether over many years, it is a lot of 
dollars and a lot of people. 

We can put Social Security on a safe 
footing for another 75 years. The idea 
is to actually kind of wall that off from 
the rest of the problems so we are basi-
cally preserving Social Security for a 
lot longer, for my lifespan and the life-
span of these young pages who are 
about 16 years of age, throughout their 
lifetimes as well. 

On Medicare—let me talk about 
Medicare, health care for people 65 and 
over, people who are totally disabled 
under the age of 65 and are unable to 
work. We will spend this year about 
$550 billion in Medicare—about $550 bil-
lion. The amount of fraud in Medi-
care—Eric Holder, our Attorney Gen-
eral, tells us that fraud each year from 
Medicare is about $60 billion. That is 
roughly 10 percent of the amount of 
money we spend in Medicare—$60 bil-
lion. Roughly 10 percent. 

GAO keeps track of something else 
that is called improper payments. One 
of the things GAO does is tell us every 
year how much we are making in im-
proper payments in our Federal Gov-
ernment across the board. They said 
last year improper payments were 
about $125 billion. That is different 

from fraud. That is just overpayments, 
accounting mistakes, that sort of 
thing—$48 billion in improper pay-
ments for Medicare, and another $60 
billion, according to Eric Holder, just 
from fraud. 

If those numbers are true, $60 billion 
out of $550 billion in Medicare pay-
ments, that is actually more than 10 
percent. Well, let’s just say it is only 10 
percent or close to 10 percent. 

How are they doing over in the pri-
vate sector? How are they doing in the 
private sector in terms of controlling 
their fraud? Well, their fraud costs are 
not 10 percent of their costs. That is 
probably not a surprise. They are not 9 
percent. They are not 8 percent. They 
are not 7 percent. On balance, they are 
probably closer to 5 percent, and in 
some cases less than 5 percent. Rough-
ly half, their fraud cost, over Medicare. 
Maybe they are doing something over 
in the private sector to control fraud in 
ways that we can learn from in the 
Federal Government. If we can learn 
those lessons, maybe we can provide 
better rules for less money in Medi-
care. 

Let me give you a couple of exam-
ples. Improper payments. Last year 
Medicare had $48 billion in overpay-
ments, mistakes, that kind of thing— 
$48 billion—separate from fraud. The 
President said we are going to cut it in 
half by the end of next year, from 
roughly $50 to $25 billion. If we do that 
for 10 years, 10 years times $25 billion, 
what does that add up to? $250 billion. 
That is real money around here, one- 
quarter of a trillion dollars. 

If Eric Holder, our Attorney General, 
is right on the fraud side, we actually 
have $60 billion in fraud losses for 
Medicare in a year, if we could cut that 
in half—and we put in the health care 
law, the new health care law, all kinds 
of tools to do that kind of thing. If we 
can cut that in half, that would be a 
savings of $30 billion a year. Over 10 
years that is $300 billion—$300 billion 
in potential fraud savings, $250 billion 
in potential savings by cutting in half 
improper payments for Medicare. That 
is $550 billion. That is over $1⁄2 trillion. 

For those who say we have to savage 
Medicare and Medicaid in order to re-
duce outlays in them and achieve sav-
ings in Medicare and Medicaid, that is 
not correct. That is not true. Let me 
give you a sense for where some of the 
money is being lost in fraud. 

I have learned a new term this last 
week called the ‘‘death master file.’’ 
Maybe you have heard that term before 
but did not remember it. 

But we are trying to keep track of 
the folks who are dying so that we— 
when people die who are getting Social 
Security, we do not continue to send 
out Social Security checks forever for 
people who are dead. The same thing 
with folks who are eligible for other 
benefits, whether they are benefits 
for—whether they happen to be edu-
cational benefits or health benefits. We 
do not want to pay benefits for folks 
who, frankly, are not with us anymore. 
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By the same token, we want to make 

sure that when doctors die, we do not 
face the possibility that someone steals 
their provider ID number, their Medi-
care provider ID number, or their Med-
icaid provider ID number, if they have 
one, and write prescriptions for, among 
other things, controlled substances. 
What we have today are crooks, crimi-
nals, stealing provider ID numbers 
from dead doctors and using those to 
write prescriptions for controlled sub-
stances, which then feed the drug trade 
and provide profits to criminal groups. 

The inspector general tells us in the 
most recent report in terms of buying 
advanced wheelchairs, we spent almost 
$200 million a few years ago. Over half 
of the payments did not meet the Medi-
care reimbursement rules for the 
wheelchairs. 

We have to be smarter than that. 
Over in Japan—I have my friend from 
Florida sitting here waiting for me. He 
is cooling his jets, but he will not do it 
for long, so I will close with this: As he 
knows, we served together on the Fi-
nance Committee, and we used to serve 
together in the House. He is an old 
friend and a good one. But as we wres-
tled with health care reform legisla-
tion a year or two ago, one of the 
things we heard in our hearings was, 
over in Japan—we compete against 
Japan, friendly competition, but they 
are our competitor in a lot of ways: 
electronics, cars, any number of prod-
ucts, we compete against them. They 
spend about 8 percent of GDP for 
health care. We spend 16 percent. They 
get better results: longer life, lon-
gevity, less infant mortality. They get 
better results. They spend half as 
much, they get better results. They 
cover everybody. They cover every-
body. 

I would like to say, they cannot be 
that smart. As smart as they are in 
Japan, they cannot be that smart, and 
we cannot be that dumb. There are any 
number of ways that we can actually 
save money that does not reduce bene-
fits in Medicare or Medicaid. We can 
learn from some of the things they are 
doing to uncover fraud and reduce im-
proper payments in the private sector 
and just navigate some of those ideas 
over to the public sector, and find out 
what works. 

I like to say—this was Alan Blind-
er’s. Alan Blinder testified before us a 
couple of months ago, a month or two 
ago, as the Senator will remember. 

Alan Blinder said: In terms of reduc-
ing the deficit, especially on health 
care costs, he said: I am not an expert 
on this thing, but here is my advice to 
you. Find out what works. Do more of 
that. 

Think of that. Find out what works, 
do more of that. The converse of that 
would be, find out what does not work, 
do less of that. If we do that sort of 
thing, if we do it not just once or twice 
or for a couple of weeks or a couple of 
years, but we just make that a cultural 
change going forward, we will get us 
back on the right track. That is our 
challenge. 

It is not just Democrats, it is not just 
Republicans, it is not just the Con-
gress, we are in this with the Presi-
dent. We are all in this together. 

In closing, that is a good thing for us 
to remember. We are all in this to-
gether. We do not have all of the smart 
ideas on this side, neither do the Re-
publicans. It has to be a combination of 
spending and revenue. If we are smart 
about it, we will come out of this at 
the end of the day just fine. 

I yield the floor to my friend from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I know that the Senator 
from Massachusetts has time. I just 
want to take this time while he is com-
ing into the Chamber to say that you 
can almost hear in the background 
very foreboding music as we are count-
ing down the days. Here we are in a sit-
uation in which we cannot get a cer-
tain group of people over in the House 
of Representatives to be willing to sit 
down, and, as the Good Book says, to 
come and let us reason together. 

If we are going to govern this coun-
try, we have to come and reason to-
gether, people of goodwill who will re-
spect each other’s point of view, to 
hammer out a final agreement in order 
to start bringing this country into bal-
ance. It is sad that it is taking this 
long and this much of a difficult tor-
turous process. 

FLORIDA’S HISTORY 

On a much happier note, at a subse-
quent time I want to share with the 
Senate the wonderful heritage that we 
have in this country, not from the 
English but from the Spanish. We are 
about to celebrate 500 years of the dis-
covery of what is now America, the 
United States, from the Spanish ex-
plorer Ponce de Leon who first came to 
the shores of my State. Then soon 
thereafter we will celebrate the 450th 
anniversary of the oldest continuous 
settlement, a settlement that is 42 
years before the English came and set-
tled Jamestown. 

Those celebrations are going to be 
not just for Florida and not just for St. 
Augustine but for all of Florida and all 
of the country. We have a commission 
that has been appointed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior. We have just 
kicked off that commission. I will be 
sharing with the Senate a lot about 
this historical restoration in the 
public’s mind of all of those Spanish 
explorers who helped establish this 
country, first with Ponce de Leon in 
1513, and he came back in 1539. 

By the way, the Puerto Rican com-
munity is quite energized and excited 
about this because Ponce de Leon, 
when he came and found at the Feast 
of Flowers, Pascua Florida—and thus 
he named La Florida—he was the Gov-
ernor of Puerto Rico. 

So they are quite excited, as they 
should be, and they will be part of this 
celebration. 

After him came a Spanish explorer 
named de Ayllon, who sailed up the 
coast. 

Later, in 1527, came Spanish explorer 
Narvaez, who landed somewhere in the 
Tampa region and went up into the 
panhandle of Florida. 

After him came the Spanish explorer 
Hernando de Soto in the late 1530s. He 
ended up landing also in the Tampa 
Bay region when, all over Florida, they 
celebrated the first Christmas because 
he had Spanish priests with him and 
was in what is today Tallahassee by 
Christmas Day. They celebrated the 
first Christian Christmas by Europeans 
in this new world of what is now the 
United States. That was the late 1530s. 
Then he ended up traveling all over the 
United States, what is now the South-
eastern United States. 

Then along came de Luna thinking 
he would have the first permanent set-
tlement in 1559 in Pensacola, and in 
1561, along came a hurricane, and it 
wiped them out. We had the King and 
Queen of Spain in Pensacola on that 
anniversary back in 2009. 

Then later came the French thinking 
they were going to set up the first per-
manent settlement at Fort Carline at 
the mouth of what is today the St. 
John’s River at Jacksonville in 1564. 
But when they heard that the Spanish 
explorer Menendez had come 30 miles 
to the south to set up this permanent 
settlement at St. Augustine, they 
sailed to wipe out the Spanish colony 
and instead got hit by a hurricane and 
were shipwrecked and thus dispatched 
by the Spanish explorer Menendez. 
From there, St. Augustine continued 
all the way to the present day. You 
ought to see that restored city. It is a 
sight to behold, and it is not only the 
history of St. Augustine, the history of 
Florida, it is the history of this United 
States. 

I will share a lot more about our 
Spanish history, our roots in this coun-
try. I thank the Senator from Massa-
chusetts for his kind indulgence so 
that I might share this with the Sen-
ate. 

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

ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 
Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I con-

gratulate the Senator from Florida. I 
am delighted to accommodate him and 
join with all Floridians in a good cele-
bration of a great part of our history. 

Madam President, obviously every-
body in America is well aware that the 
date of August 2 is fast coming at us. 
They are also, unfortunately, well 
aware that the Senate and the Con-
gress appear to be stuck yet again at 
this moment—in fact, here in the Sen-
ate we are debating a constitutional 
amendment to balance the budget in-
stead of balancing the budget. I have 
heard a lot of sidesteps around here, 
but this is what they call a message 
amendment. It is sending a pretty 
mixed message to America. 

What we, in effect, ought to be doing 
is not trying to pass a piece of paper 
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that tells us to do what we know we 
ought to do, we ought to be doing it. 
What we ought to be doing is stopping 
our country from defaulting on debt 
that has already been obligated. 

What people are refusing to do in the 
House on the other side of the aisle is 
to live up to our obligations. This is 
not suggesting that we are giving per-
mission to borrow more money to 
spend money on something responsible 
in the future; this is paying the debts 
of our country—money already spent, 
already obligated. 

Here we have the so-called Cut, Cap, 
and Balance Act that passed the House 
of Representatives. Everybody under-
stands it is nothing more than an ideo-
logical message exercise. Everybody 
knows it is not going to pass the Sen-
ate. We know even more that if it does 
pass, it is not going to be signed by the 
President of the United States. What it 
is doing is taking up time that we 
ought to be spending with a real solu-
tion on the floor of the Senate that ad-
dresses the needs and concerns of the 
American people. We ought to be 
reaching that compromise. What this 
does, unfortunately, in terms of mes-
sage is it sends a message to the Amer-
ican people that this place may not 
quite get it still and that a lot of folks 
here are more prepared to play politics 
than to really engage in the real busi-
ness of our Nation. 

If you look at the specifics of this 
legislation, which is not going to pass, 
it is divided into three parts. Each one 
of them is equally problematic. 

The cut part of the bill would require 
immediate cuts that would cut almost 
1 percent of our GDP, which econo-
mists tell us would result in the imme-
diate loss of 700,000 jobs. So they are 
coming to the floor with a program to 
actually cut 700,000 jobs at a time when 
most Americans believe job creation is 
the single most important thing we can 
do in the country, as well as avoid de-
faulting on our debt. 

The cap part locks into place the un-
realistic spending levels the House 
passed in their budget, while at the 
same time preserving hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in tax cuts for the 
wealthiest Americans and tax loop-
holes for the biggest corporations. 

I think every American scratches 
their head and says: What? They are 
going to put in these unrealistic caps 
that would strip away research and de-
velopment, education funding, the abil-
ity of kids to go to college—all of the 
things on which we build the future job 
base of our country. They are going to 
strip that away, but preserve the tax 
cuts for the wealthiest people in the 
country, who, incidentally, may be in-
vesting the benefits of those tax cuts in 
China or in India or job creation in 
many places other than here. 

The balance part of this amendment 
requires the passage of a balanced 
budget constitutional amendment that 
would require a supermajority to raise 
any new revenue or close any wasteful 
tax loopholes. In other words, you 

don’t have to have a supermajority to 
decide where and what you are going to 
wind up spending, but you have to have 
a supermajority in order to raise any 
revenue or close an egregious tax loop-
hole—one that may have no economic 
purpose, may be completely outdated, 
or may be a sweetheart deal that got 
into the Tax Code over the course of 
the years, but you still have to get a 
supermajority to get rid of that. 

Everybody here knows how hard it is 
to get 60 votes. A lot of the business in 
the Senate has been caught up by the 
eternal filibuster. Every single nomi-
nation, every single small piece of leg-
islation that comes to the floor of the 
Senate—everything requires a motion 
to proceed, which requires 60 votes, 
which is effectively a filibuster each 
time. We have had a record number of 
filibusters in the Senate over the last 
three years compared to any other 
time in the entire history of the United 
States of America, so requiring that 
two-thirds supermajority would lock in 
gridlock, it would lock in bad policies 
for the future. 

The constitutional amendment that 
is proposed would make all revenue- 
raising measures unconstitutional un-
less they secured a two-thirds super-
majority in both the House and the 
Senate. 

Again, I repeat, we do not need a 
piece of paper, a new one—we do not 
need an amendment to the Constitu-
tion, a group of words—to tell us to do 
our duty. Every single Member of the 
Senate raised their right hand and 
took an oath of office over there beside 
the Presiding Officer and said they 
promised to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States. All we need is the 
courage and the conviction to make 
compromises and do the business of the 
Senate. It is not going to get any easi-
er just because you pass some words 
that tell you to do it. 

We did this in the 1990s. What I am 
talking about is not pie-in-the-sky, it 
is not some theory; we balanced the 
budget in the 1990s. We did it without a 
constitutional amendment. We had 
people of good common sense who came 
together and voted on compromises, 
and we not only balanced the budget, 
we created a $5.6 trillion surplus for 
America, and at the same time we cre-
ated 23 million new jobs for Americans. 
Guess what. While we balanced the 
budget in a sensible way, without arti-
ficial caps and artificial, Draconian in-
structions but with common sense, 
while we did that, every single quintile 
of American income earners rose in 
their income. Every single American 
quintile saw their incomes go up. 
America got richer than at any time in 
America’s history even as we balanced 
the budget without a balanced budget 
amendment. 

So I will tell you, if we go down the 
road our friends on the other side of 
the aisle are proposing, we will see 
major reductions in Medicare, and 
much worse than what the Ryan budg-
et proposed, and Social Security bene-

ficiaries would receive a $3,000 reduc-
tion in average recipient benefits with-
in 10 years and be forced to see deeper 
cuts down the road. I think it is safe to 
say, without exaggeration, that it 
would put an end to Social Security 
and Medicare as we know them today. 

This week, Eric Maskin, Robert 
Solow, and Alan Blinder—each a Nobel 
laureate in economics—and other re-
nowned economists sent an open letter 
to President Obama and Congress in 
strong opposition to a constitutional 
balanced budget amendment. These 
economists stated that a balanced 
budget requirement to the Constitu-
tion would be a ‘‘very unsound policy’’ 
that would adversely affect the econ-
omy. 

They believe that adding arbitrary 
caps on Federal expenditures would 
make the balanced budget amendment 
even more problematic. 

A balanced budget amendment would 
mandate perverse actions in the face of 
recessions. By requiring large budget 
cuts when the economy is weakest, the 
amendment would actually aggravate 
recessions. 

Madam President, in the 27 years I 
have been privileged to serve here, we 
have already debated this several 
times. We have voted on it. As I have 
said in the past, the most compelling 
argument against this amendment 
doesn’t come from me or from anybody 
on the floor; it actually comes from the 
real experts, the people who framed the 
Constitution of the United States. If 
they were here on the floor of the Sen-
ate today, they would vote against this 
amendment because it violates the 
Constitution’s most basic tenet major-
ity rule. The notion that the most fun-
damental document of law can be set 
aside for a time is ludicrous and anath-
ema to the very reasons for having a 
governing document at all. 

Worst of all, this bill from the House 
Republicans, holds hostage the in-
crease in the debt limit needed by Au-
gust 2 and it holds it hostage until a 
constitutional amendment to balance 
the budget is sent to the states. We all 
know that is not going to happen. Au-
gust 2 is looming. We have to put aside 
this type of partisanship. We need to 
sit together and develop a bipartisan 
plan that works for America with no 
preconditions and not hide behind a 
constitutional amendment that makes 
choices for us. 

We can no longer afford to delay. We 
are facing a default that would jeop-
ardize Social Security payments, Medi-
care benefits, and troops’ pay, as well 
as send interest rates soaring in a way 
that would force Americans to pay 
more for their mortgages, student 
loans, and small business loans. And 
the whole world is watching to see if 
we make the right choices because the 
consequences would be cataclysmic. 

Madam President, let’s get real. 
President Obama offered to cut the 
debt by $4 trillion—exactly what we 
know we need in savings and nearly 
twice as much as the Republicans had 
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proposed—and Republicans turned it 
down. President Obama has gone the 
extra mile. He has put everything on 
the table, even things Democrats 
strongly oppose. But the House Repub-
licans simply will not budge because 
for them, this isn’t about the deficit; it 
is about ideology, an extreme ideology. 

But it needs to be about priorities. 
And leadership. President Kennedy said 
‘‘sometimes party asks too much.’’ 
Well, if the cost of ideology is eco-
nomic ruin, the House Republicans 
really are asking too much—much too 
much. Americans deserve better. They 
need the Senate not to be a slightly 
slower version of the House; no, they 
need the Senate to be the deliberative 
body of serious people the Framers ex-
pected us to be. 

Madam President, I yield to the ma-
jority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). The majority leader. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I appre-
ciate my friend’s courtesy. 

I want everyone who has any interest 
in this piece of legislation on the floor 
today to know that now is the time to 
come and debate to their heart’s con-
tent. If they want to debate it late to-
night, we are here to do it late tonight. 
If they want to debate it tomorrow for 
a period of time, they can do that. 

I think this piece of legislation is 
about as weak and senseless as any-
thing that has ever come to the Senate 
floor, and I am not going to waste the 
Senate’s time day after day on this 
piece of legislation, which I think is 
anathema to what our country is all 
about. So I want everyone to under-
stand we are going to have a vote to-
morrow. I am not going to wait until 
Saturday. We are going to vote tomor-
row, and I feel confident this legisla-
tion will be disposed of one way or the 
other. 

The American people should under-
stand this is a bad piece of legislation— 
perhaps the worst piece of legislation 
in the history of this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I 
hope we will move quickly to the real 
business, which is avoiding default. Let 
me say, I think there is one effort we 
ought to be engaged in, and that is the 
serious effort of passing the McCon-
nell-Reid, Reid-McConnell initiative, 
or whatever you want to call it. Their 
initiative is not kicking anything down 
the road. Their initiative requires, just 
like the base closing commission, for 
the Senate to deal with the big deal in 
a very short period of time. If col-
leagues want to speed that period of 
time up, I wouldn’t object. I think that 
would make sense. 

What we need to do is to recognize 
that in the next few days we do not 
have the time to put the kind of com-
mon sense to the task that will allow 
us to get the budget figures from the 
CBO, that will allow us to know with 
certainty what we are doing with Medi-
care, Medicaid, Social Security, or all 

of these other important initiatives are 
being done in the most deliberative and 
thoughtful way possible. That is what 
this institution is supposed to be 
about. That is what makes the Senate 
the world’s most deliberative body, but 
it hasn’t been particularly deliberative 
on this subject in the past months. 

We have the opportunity, with the 
Reid-McConnell initiative to be able to 
put in place a process that will guar-
antee we have up-or-down votes on 
these critical issues after all the rel-
evant committees have had the oppor-
tunity to weigh in, using perhaps the 
budget commission’s report, together 
with what the so-called Gang of 6— 
which I don’t think is a particularly 
appropriate name—has proposed, which 
I think is a very constructive and im-
portant contribution to the debate. It 
helps us have a starting point for this 
discussion, as Congress, in the next 
short period of time, actually fashions 
the kind of budget decision that bene-
fits America and does credit to this in-
stitution as a truly deliberative body. 

That is what I hope we do, and I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
in an effort to make that happen. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent to speak 
as in morning business for, hopefully, 
no more than 15 minutes. 

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

FAA REAUTHORIZATION EXTENSION 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-

dent, yesterday, at the direction of the 
leadership, the House passed an FAA 
extension. Unlike the 20 previous FAA 
extensions, their extension included 
changes to FAA policy that had not 
been agreed to by both the House and 
the Senate—both Chambers. What is 
the effect? The effect is that move will 
begin to shut down the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, beginning tomor-
row at midnight, if we do not reach 
agreement on a sensible path forward 
to pass a clean FAA extension bill. 

The consequences of an FAA shut-
down will be severe. This is not about 
me or the content of the extraneous 
provisions in the House bill. This is 
about being responsible and doing the 
necessary work to ensure our aviation 
system continues to function at its 
highest level while Congress completes 
its business. 

Over the past 4 years—which is how 
long we have been negotiating this 
bill—we have been able to work to-
gether to do the right thing each time 
the FAA authorities were about to ex-
pire. Congress has consistently acted 
to pass extensions to make certain the 
Nation’s air transportation system 
continues to operate safely. Therefore, 
we have passed 20 extensions over 4 
years waiting to do the work we need 
to do for an enormous Federal agency. 
In only one case were policy changes 
made during the consideration of an 
FAA extension, and that was last year. 
Airline safety measures were included 
because both the House and the Senate 

negotiators agreed to them, and the ex-
tension passed unanimously in both 
Chambers. You don’t pass an extension 
which has policy riders on it unless 
they have been agreed to by both 
Chambers. 

It is very unfortunate the House is 
taking a rash approach to pass a bill 
when we have made so much progress 
negotiating a complete FAA reauthor-
ization package. From the time the 
House passed the FAA reauthorization, 
we have had more than 3 months of 
productive negotiations, where staff 
engaged in more than 30 meetings and 
spent hundreds of hours developing this 
legislation. 

Over this period, we have worked the 
entire number of items to be resolved 
from 281 separate issues to approxi-
mately 10 separate provisions of con-
sequence. House and Senate nego-
tiators have compiled more than 300 
pages of text for a bill. All of the com-
ponents of the legislation represent 
needed aviation policy changes that 
will improve the country’s airspace 
system. 

I remind you that our country, un-
like virtually any other in the modern 
world, basically uses radar as a way to 
approach landing or takeoff. It is em-
barrassing. It is ridiculous. 

I have been able to negotiate with 
the two other committees in the 
House—the Science Committee and the 
Homeland Security Committee—to de-
velop workable agreements on all of 
our policy differences. The main items 
that need to be made final are difficult, 
yes, partisan provisions that fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the House Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee—T&I, as they say—and its 
chairman, JOHN MICA. 

The House bill was developed in a 
partisan manner. It had a number of 
problematic provisions added during 
floor consideration. Central to these 
was the decision to include language 
that would reverse a National Medi-
ation Board decision from the previous 
year. The National Mediation Board— 
the NMB—provision was so tainted 
that it passed by just seven votes in 
the House, which is overwhelmingly 
Republican. It passed by just seven 
votes. Consideration of the final FAA 
package passed in the House by a 
party-line vote of 223–196. Ultimately, 
the House FAA reauthorization bill 
garnered the narrowest vote margin for 
a House FAA reauthorization bill in al-
most 30 years. I am talking about the 
House of Representatives. 

As the House well knows, the White 
House has threatened on numerous oc-
casions to veto any FAA package that 
includes the House’s National Medi-
ation Board language. The House’s ad-
dition of policy riders to the extension 
that are being considered as part of the 
FAA reauthorization discussions rep-
resent an abandonment, in my judg-
ment, of the good-faith negotiations we 
have been engaged in for the last 3 
months. 

The House acted without consulting 
the Senate on this FAA extension, 
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without engaging the Senate on put-
ting policy riders into their extension. 
From their actions and public state-
ments, it is clear this effort is designed 
to force the hand of the Congress on 
the National Mediation Board provi-
sion that President Obama has singled 
out as a reason to veto the legislation. 
That is the legislation which basically 
says if you have a vote for a union, or 
for whatever, and if you are not 
present and don’t vote, your vote is 
automatically counted as no. This is a 
whole new concept of democracy in 
America, one which is very strange and 
very wrong. 

The House claims that negotiations 
on the FAA bill have been stalled over 
the NMB issue, but they have simply 
not done their work. It has been over 
100 days since the House passed the 
FAA bill and they have never even ap-
pointed conferees. We have done that; 
they have not. The Senate is ready to 
break this deadlock, but we have not 
been able to engage in a formal process 
because there are no House conferees. 
The Senate includes all of its conferees 
in negotiations and works through 
each provision to reach bipartisan 
agreement. And as I indicated earlier, 
we have gone from 281 down to 10 
issues. The House only had Chairman 
MICA, and now the House leadership, 
calling the shots on each negotiated 
item. It makes it very awkward to ne-
gotiate anything at all. 

If the House wants to move forward, 
it is time they appointed conferees and 
we will be able to determine where 
things stand on what remains in the 
FAA reauthorization bill. But the Sen-
ate cannot accept the House sending 
over items that remain to be nego-
tiated in a piecemeal fashion as part of 
this FAA extension, which is what they 
have done; or for that matter, any fu-
ture extensions. And it may come to 
that. 

The American people expect Congress 
to work together to reach agreement. 
That is what I have been in the Senate 
for, to reach agreement, and not to 
have 20 extensions over 4 years. What 
an embarrassment, chopping the FAA 
continuity up into tiny little chunks so 
they can’t even let out contracts or 
proceed with their work. The American 
people expect Congress to reach agree-
ment, and I believe we can do this, but 
it is going to take some more time. 

If the House continues its attempt to 
hold the Senate hostage on the FAA 
extension, it will result in a partial 
shutdown of the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and people need to con-
sider that very seriously. A majority of 
the Senate is more than willing to pass 
a clean FAA extension of any length. 
This week, I introduced S. 1387, with 
Senator KAY BAILEY HUTCHISON and 
Senator MAX BAUCUS, to do just that. 
Our bill would give the FAA the nec-
essary funding and authority to keep 
the agency functioning into Sep-
tember—I think September 16. 

I have also indicated to the House on 
at least four occasions that I am will-

ing to drop all of the remaining con-
troversial items that are not included 
in both bills in order to get us close to 
a deal. That offer—seemingly reason-
able—has been consistently rejected by 
the House. 

Despite the House’s lack of appoint-
ing conferees on the FAA bill, and will-
ingness to threaten the agency with 
problematic extensions, I do remain 
committed to completing this process 
in a proper and responsible way. 

Again, after spending 4 years trying 
to complete this bill, nobody wants a 
resolution more than I do. It is not a 
way to run a train, much less an air-
line. 

I believe we can finish a comprehen-
sive FAA reauthorization by August if 
the House will come back to the nego-
tiating table in good faith. I am willing 
to sit down at the table anytime to 
move the larger FAA package forward 
or to develop an FAA extension that 
can pass the Congress. We will try to 
move a clean FAA extension through 
the Senate. Having said that, I ask 
that the other Members do support this 
effort when that happens, which will be 
shortly, and allow us to complete the 
FAA reauthorization bill. 

I will say a word on the consequences 
of an FAA shutdown. An expiration of 
the FAA will shut down any activities 
funded out of FAA’s four capital ac-
counts, which I will not name. This in-
cludes a program to halt the airport 
improvement program, which provides 
$3.5 billion for infrastructure projects 
at airports annually and is estimated 
to support more than 150,000 jobs a year 
now. Nonessential employees will be 
furloughed, and approximately 4,000 
FAA employees will be among them. 

If the FAA authorities do expire, the 
agency estimates it could only operate 
air traffic support services through 
about mid-August 2011. This would 
mean services to smaller areas such as 
mine, West Virginia, would need to 
draw down in the near term so that the 
FAA can focus on primary traffic. That 
is not something we would look for-
ward to. 

A shutdown quickly starts to have 
safety implications too and safety 
projects at airports. It also places a 
hold on testing and implementation of 
NexGen efforts, Next Generation ef-
forts. That is the modern GPS-based 
system which is clear, precise, and 
reads where airplanes are and how fast 
they can land one after the other with 
great precision. Fewer personnel will 
be available to dispatch to problem 
areas. So these are real concerns. 

Madam President, I hope my col-
leagues will hear what I have said. I 
hope my colleagues in the other body 
will hear what I have said. I want to 
proceed in good faith. I have tried. It 
has not worked. The American people 
are suffering as a result of it, particu-
larly the aviation industry and the 
Federal Aviation Administration. I 
would hope my speech will be listened 
to. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and I 
yield the floor. 

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

Mr. ISAKSON. While the distin-
guished chairman of the Commerce 
Committee and my dear friend from 
West Virginia is on the floor, I wanted 
to illuminate a little bit of the dif-
ficulty on the FAA reauthorization. 

I share concern with the chairman, 
as he knows, because we talked in the 
well last night about our desire for a 
reauthorization of FAA and how impor-
tant it is to our economy. But the dif-
ficulty between the House and the Sen-
ate, in part, has been over the House 
version as it treated the National Me-
diation Board versus the Senate’s un-
willingness to consider any change in 
current status with the NMB. 

I have been the negotiator or the 
runner, or whatever you want to call 
it, between the two bodies, Mr. MICA 
and Mr. ROCKEFELLER. As the chairman 
knows, about 1 month ago I delivered 
Leader REID a comprehensive list of re-
quests the House had asked for in the 
reauthorization. Senator REID and his 
staff, after pondering it for a few days, 
responded that they would not agree to 
any of the changes that were re-
quested. 

I then went back and said, well, let 
me see what I can do to try to find 
some common ground, and came back 
with a recommendation I gave to 
Chairman ROCKEFELLER that said give 
judicial review to the airlines, which 
the unions already have under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act, to have a 
balanced treatment in terms of a re-
sponse in terms of NMB regulation. As 
it turns out, that was an unsatisfac-
tory offer. 

The House I think still insists that 
some provision addressing the National 
Mediation Board should be included in 
the authorization, and that—and if I 
am incorrect in any way, please, Mr. 
Chairman, correct me—I think that is 
the primary difficulty in getting to a 
final conclusion. 

From my standpoint, I want every-
body to understand clearly, I agree 
with the chairman that we need a reau-
thorization. But I also think we need a 
balanced playing field with NMB, and I 
continue to work to try and find some 
common ground to see to it that the 
aviation industry can have judicial re-
view, just as the unions already have, 
with regard to NMB regulations and 
NMB rulings. 

I wanted that to be documented in 
the RECORD. I thank the chairman for 
letting me have a little time. 

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

publican leader is recognized. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

it has been reported that the White 
House has made an internal decision 
not to send Congress three long-pend-
ing free trade agreements before the 
August recess. I wish to be able to reit-
erate that I, for one, remain as com-
mitted as ever to passing these job-cre-
ating agreements into law as quickly 
as possible, given the condition of our 
economy. 
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As I see it, every sticking point 

seems to have been resolved. The White 
House initially said it needed a deal on 
trade adjustment assistance on the 
substance. I think they have gotten 
that. Then they said they needed an 
agreement on the process. I believe we 
have achieved that. 

I, myself, am personally committed 
to working with the majority leader to 
ensure a fair floor process for my Mem-
bers so they have an opportunity to try 
to amend a stand-alone trade adjust-
ment assistance bill separate from the 
three free-trade agreements. That way, 
if the administration can generate the 
votes it needs, TAA will pass on its 
merits. 

I think we have a pretty clear path in 
front of us at this point. I recognize 
that the calendar is tight, that we have 
got a lot of other urgent business to 
take care of around here, so I don’t ex-
pect to finish any of this before Au-
gust. Still, I think the administration 
should submit the agreements anyway 
as a show of good faith with our trad-
ing allies in Korea, Colombia, and Pan-
ama. Then we can work to pass them 
when we return. The administration 
has received everything it has publicly 
asked for on TAA. It is time to show 
they are serious about creating jobs 
and getting those deals done. 

This is an opportunity to create jobs 
in America for Americans. It was 
snarled needlessly by the suggestion 
that TAA be dropped inside these 
agreements. That now has been cleared 
up. We are going to have an oppor-
tunity to ratify all three of these trade 
agreements, which will be good for the 
country, and the TAA issue will be 
dealt with separately, and all indica-
tions are that the votes are there to 
pass the TAA bill. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
come to the Senate floor to tell my 
colleagues why I support the issue of 
cap, cut, and balance. 

On August 2, our Nation will be un-
able to borrow money to meet our cur-
rent obligations. We have known for a 
while this was coming. Our annual defi-
cits have been near $1.5 trillion for the 
past 2 years and are going to be that 
large this year as well. 

With deficits of that size, no one 
should be surprised that we have hit 
the debt ceiling, which raises the ques-
tion then: What has the President of-
fered to confront this looming crisis? 

I ask that question because people 
expect a President to lead, and we have 
had an executive budget and an execu-
tive budget law since I think the 1920s 
putting the President in the lead on 
these issues. 

So I ask another question: What has 
the Senate Democratic majority done 
to address our deficit crisis? Because it 
is the responsibility of the majority to 
present a budget to the Congress of the 
United States, and we have not had a 

budget resolution for more than 800 
days now. So I think you can draw the 
conclusion, whether it is the President 
of the United States or the Senate ma-
jority, the answer is simple: Not much 
has been done. 

Last year, President Obama virtually 
ignored his own deficit reduction com-
mission. Remember, in February 2010 
the President appointed a lot of people 
to a deficit reduction commission to 
give us a plan of what could be done 
about this fiscal situation that has 
happened so dramatically in the last 2 
years, and there was no recognition in 
December when they reported that the 
President said that is the thing that 
should be done in this country. 

This year, he did offer a budget, as he 
has to do under the budget law, Feb-
ruary 14 of this year. That budget 
would increase spending, increase 
taxes, and still add trillions to our 
debt. 

Everybody would think that a Demo-
cratic President suggesting a budget 
would be well-received in a body that is 
controlled by the same political party. 
But that budget he presented in Feb-
ruary was so ill-conceived and out of 
touch that it was defeated here in the 
Senate by a vote of 97–0. 

Let me emphasize that by saying not 
a single Senator of either party voted 
for President Obama’s budget. Of 
course, it is very obvious that every 
member of the President’s party said 
no to the President’s budget. 

For most of this year, President 
Obama said we should raise the debt 
ceiling without taking any measures to 
address our long-term deficits and 
debt. It was the position of this admin-
istration that Congress should simply 
rubberstamp another debt ceiling hike 
with no plan in place to reduce our 
deficits. 

That plan was voted on in the House 
and was soundly rejected there as well. 
All of the Republicans and nearly half 
of the Democrats in the other body 
voted against increasing the debt ceil-
ing without deficit reduction. 

So it seems to me we have a lot of bi-
partisan agreement, when people say 
we have no bipartisan cooperation, 
that with the Senate’s vote on the 
President’s budget and in the other 
body with nearly half of the Democrats 
opposing a debt ceiling without deficit 
reduction, that there is a clear under-
standing in a bipartisan way in the 
Senate that the President’s budget 
spends too much, taxes too much, and 
leaves too much debt. In the House of 
Representatives, there is a strong feel-
ing that is bipartisan that if you are 
going to have a debt ceiling increase, 
there needs to be deficit reduction. So 
don’t ever say there is not bipartisan 
agreement, because it has been ex-
pressed in votes in both Houses. 

The President then gave a budget 
speech in April, and I presume he rec-
ognized the inadequacy of his budget 
presented to Congress in February. He 
outlined a budget framework that 
would reduce that budget that was pre-

sented in February by $4 trillion over 
12 years. So the President very quickly 
in about 60 days came to the conclu-
sion that his budget was out of step 
with what people of even his own polit-
ical party felt was necessary so he 
could find $4 trillion to trim out of it. 

But do you know what he hasn’t done 
yet that a President ought to do in an 
environment where we have an execu-
tive budget process? He still hasn’t pre-
sented the details of that budget. 

The Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, Dr. Elmendorf—as we all 
know, a person who is a devoted public 
servant, doing what is intellectually 
right all the time when he tries to help 
us decide how much money taxes are 
going to bring in or how much is going 
to be spent on a particular policy of 
Congress—was asked if he could esti-
mate the budget impact of this new 
framework that came with the Presi-
dent’s speech on April 13, in which he 
came to the conclusion you ought to 
spend $4 trillion less than what he 
thought he could spend on Valentine’s 
Day. That is not necessarily a Valen-
tine’s gift in his February budget. 

This is what the CBO Director said in 
regard to that April 13 speech. He said: 

We don’t estimate speeches. We need much 
more specificity than was provided in that 
speech for us to do our analysis. 

But, so far, the President has not 
provided those specifics. We have heard 
a lot from the White House about the 
need to come up with a plan, when the 
President has not presented a plan. The 
White House itself has never offered a 
single debt ceiling proposal for voters, 
and the Senate Democratic leadership 
has also seriously shirked its respon-
sibilities because, as I said once before 
today, they have not put forward a 
budget in more than 800 days, even 
though the law requires that they do 
it. 

Every family in America who works 
hard and sacrifices to pay their bills 
ought to be ashamed of the failure of 
the Senate to offer a budget, in viola-
tion of the law. In sharp contrast, 
Members of the House fulfilled their re-
sponsibility and passed a budget earlier 
this year. So the very same majority 
party in this body that has not pre-
sented a budget for 800 days has done 
nothing in regard to the House budget 
but demagog. 

While they can’t find time to compile 
their own budget, they sure found time 
to make speeches that are derogatory 
about the House budget. The House 
budget, then, obviously means the 
House of Representatives did their re-
sponsibility under the law by pre-
senting a budget and adopting a budg-
et. 

While Members on the other side 
come to the floor to oppose and dem-
agog the bill I am speaking about—the 
cut, cap, and balance bill—they have 
offered no plan of their own. While 
there is now a framework from the so- 
called Gang of 6, their plan also lacks 
any specificity. Perhaps that is the po-
litical strategy the other side has cho-
sen. Voters and the American people 
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cannot be upset with the position you 
have taken if you have not taken a po-
sition. It is like a rule for political 
leaders: You never get in trouble for a 
speech you do not give. Perhaps this 
strategy may be politically expedient, 
but it is going to drive our economy 
and our country off the cliff. 

The strategy of placing a higher pri-
ority on the next election rather than 
the economic and fiscal situation fac-
ing our country is how we got into this 
mess. Based on the lack of proposals 
put forth by the other side, one could 
assume they are perfectly content bor-
rowing 40 cents for every dollar we 
spend. Are they pleased with the defi-
cits of $1.5 trillion annually? We could 
conclude they must be because they 
have not offered a plan to reduce the 
deficits. 

On top of that, they have argued for 
tax increases. They must believe we 
have a revenue problem. According to 
their argument, the American people 
are not handing over enough of their 
money to satisfy the needs of Wash-
ington to spend. I am not sure we can 
ever tax high enough to satisfy the at-
titude in Congress to spend. In fact, if 
somebody would tell me how much 
money they really need from the Amer-
ican people to satisfy their appetite to 
spend, and I could get a limit on it and 
it were a hard limit, I might even vote 
for it because I would like to have peo-
ple say they are finally satisfied, that 
government ought to be so big but no 
bigger. But I never get those sort of 
broad statements in the Congress. So I 
have come to the conclusion that we 
cannot raise taxes high enough to sat-
isfy the appetite to spend. 

But because we are borrowing money, 
the economy is not growing, and jobs 
are not being created because Wash-
ington is spending too much. Of course, 
the other side believes the economy is 
not growing because we are not spend-
ing enough from Congress. 

Remember, just a few years ago they 
passed the $800 billion so-called stim-
ulus as a means to keep unemployment 
below 8 percent. That was early Feb-
ruary 2009. That is when Speaker 
PELOSI said: Yes, we wrote the bill. We 
won the election. 

So employment shot above 8 percent 
right away. It got up over 10 percent. It 
is at 9.3 percent. So the promise of a 
$830 billion stimulus keeping unem-
ployment under 8 percent just did not 
work. What did they do under those 
circumstances? They borrowed money 
and spent it on government programs. 

Where is the U.S. economy today? I 
will say it again: 9.2 percent unemploy-
ment, more than 14 million Americans 
out of work, and now the national debt 
is more than $14.3 trillion. This experi-
ment called the stimulus proved that 
government spending does not stimu-
late private sector job growth. Do you 
know why? Government consumes 
wealth; government does not create 
wealth. The only jobs created by gov-
ernment are government jobs. They 
don’t add value to the economy; they 
are a cost to the economy. 

Do we have to have government? Yes. 
Do we have to have government em-
ployees? Of course we have to have gov-
ernment employees. But to think we 
can hire more government employees 
and create wealth is false. The fact is, 
we are the hole we are in because of 
our spending problems, not because we 
do not have enough revenue coming in. 

Look at this historically. Spending 
has averaged about 20 percent of our 
gross national product. That is prob-
ably over four or five decades. Today 
and in recent years spending has grown 
to 25 percent of the gross national 
product. This level of spending cannot 
be sustained, particularly when rev-
enue has historically been around 18 
percent of GDP. This very day it is less 
than 18 percent because the economy is 
not growing, but a 50-year average is 18 
percent of GDP. 

For my colleagues who think we can 
reduce deficits by increasing taxes, 
they need to understand it just does 
not work. Professor Vedder of Ohio 
University has studied tax increases 
and spending for more than two dec-
ades. In the late 1980s he coauthored, 
with Lowell Galloway also of Ohio Uni-
versity, a research paper for a com-
mittee of Congress called the Joint 
Economic Committee that found that 
every new dollar of new taxes led to 
more than $1 of new spending by the 
Congress. 

In other words, raise taxes $1 and you 
think we would go to the bottom line 
and reduce the deficit? But, no, $1 com-
ing in, we spend more than $1, so we 
make the deficit worse. Professor 
Vedder has now updated his study. Spe-
cifically he found: 

Over the entire post World War II era 
through 2009, each dollar of new tax revenue 
was associated with $1.17 of new spending. 

History proves tax increases result in 
spending increases. We know increas-
ing taxes is not, then, going to reduce 
the deficit. Instead of going to the bot-
tom line, tax increases are a license for 
Washington to spend even more. 

History also shows that tax increases 
do not increase revenue. Everybody 
thinks if we raise the marginal tax 
rates we will bring in more revenue. 
But the taxpayers, workers, and inves-
tors of this country are smarter than 
Members of Congress are who believe 
that. 

Regardless of the rate, over the past 
40 years—I am sorry, I don’t have a 
chart with me. I had a chart with me a 
week ago that demonstrated this. But 
if you listen closely, you will get the 
message of the chart. 

Regardless of the rate of taxation, 
over the past 40 years revenue has 
averaged, as I said before, about 18 per-
cent of gross domestic product. Higher 
tax rates just provide incentives for 
taxpayers to invest and earn money in 
ways that reduce their tax liability. We 
cannot tax our way out of this prob-
lem. We have a spending problem, not a 
revenue problem. That is why I am sup-
porting the only plan that has been put 
forth to address our deficit and debt 

problem: the cut, cap, and balance plan 
passed by the House with the bipar-
tisan support of 234 Members. 

This plan is the only plan offered to 
cut spending in the near term. We need 
to halt and reverse the trend of the last 
2 years when government spending in-
creased by 22 percent, not even count-
ing the failed stimulus program of an-
other $830 billion. We cannot increase 
expenditures 22 percent when the 
growth of the economy is about 2 per-
cent. It just does not add up. That is 
how we get into trouble, and that is 
how we have increased a 50-year aver-
age of the national debt from about 35 
percent of gross national product to— 
after 2 years, it is now 65 percent, and 
it is on a path to go over 90 percent. 

We know where Greece is right now 
when they are over 100 percent. It is 
going to lead to failure. We are on that 
path right now, and we have to pre-
empt that. 

This bill before us also will impose 
budget caps to get our spending down 
to a manageable level compared to our 
gross domestic product. 

Finally, it would impose a balanced 
budget amendment to our Constitu-
tion, similar to what—I don’t know 
whether it is 46 States or 49 States— 
but most States have a constitutional 
amendment requiring a balanced budg-
et. You know what. It works. 

We have to stop to think, if a State 
that is as liberal as New York, if they 
can elect a liberal Democratic Gov-
ernor, and if he can cut, cut, cut, to 
live within that constitutional require-
ment of a balanced budget, it ought to 
be something we can do in Washington 
DC. It is a discipline that works in the 
States. It is a discipline that we need 
through our Constitution so when we 
take an oath to uphold the Constitu-
tion, the requirement of a balanced 
budget is something we swear to, and 
we will deliver on our promise to the 
American people. It only makes sense 
to impose a requirement that we live 
within our means. Washington proves 
again and again that it needs this kind 
of discipline. 

I say to my colleagues: If you do not 
support this plan, then offer your own 
plan. You know the debt limit must be 
increased, but you also know we must 
take action to reduce the future levels 
of deficits and begin to bring our debt 
down. Where is your plan to do that? 
Where is your budget resolution that 
has not been presented in the last 800 
or more days to the Senate, violating 
the budget law? How will you meet the 
responsibilities, then, of being elected 
to this office where you take an oath 
to uphold the laws and the Constitu-
tion of the United States? 

The trajectory of our debt is alarm-
ing. It will soon undermine our econ-
omy and our economic growth. If we do 
nothing, our children and grand-
children will have fewer economic op-
portunities than we have had. So this 
is not just an economic issue, this is 
not just a fiscal issue, this is a moral 
issue of whether this generation, my 
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generation and people who are even 
younger than me but spending a lot of 
money, ought to live high on the hog 
and leave it to young people to pick up 
the bill. 

Without a plan to put our fiscal situ-
ation on a better path, the next genera-
tions will have a lower quality of life 
than the one we have experienced. We 
cannot let that happen. We must take 
action to correct our course. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
cut, cap, and balance plan. 

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

ator from Hawaii is recognized. 
Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time from 
5 p.m. to 8 p.m. on the motion to pro-
ceed to H.R. 2560 be equally divided be-
tween the majority leader and the Re-
publican leader. 

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

Mr. INOUYE. Madam President, I 
rise today in opposition to the Cut, 
Cap, and Balance Act of 2011. Rather 
than taking a balanced approach that 
requires shared sacrifice, House Repub-
licans have passed legislation that 
would gut essential services for aver-
age Americans while asking nothing of 
the wealthy and privileged. Such a mis-
guided approach would cost countless 
American jobs while doing nothing to 
solve America’s long-term deficit chal-
lenges. 

In my opinion, the Cut, Cap, and Bal-
ance Act fails to measure up as a seri-
ous proposal to address the structural 
deficit that our Nation faces. It is mis-
guided, and assumes that our Nation 
will pay no price if we fail to invest in 
our future. These are some of the as-
sumptions of this bill. Highways will 
not buckle, pipes will not rust, bridges 
will not collapse, and there is no need 
to invest in the next generation of 
innovators to keep America’s competi-
tive advantage. This bill would gut the 
very funding we need to revitalize our 
economy and invest in the future. 

Cut, cap and balance would render 
Congress essentially powerless to ad-
dress revenues, thereby pushing Amer-
ica further down the road of economic 
inequality by ensuring that the 
wealthy do not have to share in any 
sacrifice. And whatever might be said 
about this legislation, to call it bal-
anced is a cruel irony. In fact, all of 
the sacrifice is demanded of the poor 
and working families. This legislation 
forces Congress to slash programs that 
average Americans rely on for edu-
cation, housing assistance, food safety, 
safer air traffic control, and clean air 
and water. 

We have an aging population, which 
means that increasing costs for Social 
Security and Medicare are a reality 
that must be dealt with. The Baby 
Boomers are retiring, which increases 
the need for Social Security and Medi-
care. And while those programs are not 
subject to sequester, how will we meet 
the higher costs and at the same time 
bring down overall spending to 18 per-

cent of GDP, a level that has not been 
achieved since the 1960s? My colleagues 
should not kid themselves: mandating 
a balanced budget by 2020 while taking 
revenues off the table will require dra-
conian cuts to Social Security and 
Medicare. 

As the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I take particular 
note of the impact cut, cap, and bal-
ance would have on nondefense discre-
tionary spending. A 10-year freeze on 
domestic spending that does not adjust 
for inflation would have a devastating 
impact on the ability of all nondefense 
departments and agencies to carry out 
their missions. My colleagues should 
know that over 10 years, such a cap 
would amount to a 33-percent cut in 
real dollars. Such a level of cuts would 
make it impossible for the United 
States to compete on a global stage. 
Our infrastructure, our education sys-
tem, our technology, everything we 
need to remain a great nation will be 
drastically underfunded, or simply not 
funded at all. 

I hope we all understand that we are 
not talking about nice to have things, 
we are talking about investments that 
are necessary to maintain the quality 
of life for the middle class. Education 
is not optional. Roads and sewers, 
clean air and clean water are not op-
tions. Meeting the basic nutritional 
needs of our poorest children should 
not be optional. This great Nation was 
built on such investments, made in the 
best interests of the American people— 
all the people, not just the wealthiest 
one-tenth of 1 percent. 

I would like to take a brief moment 
to provide a few specifics about the im-
pact of this act. While it is not possible 
to predict specific impacts 10 years 
down the road, it is certainly possible 
to give examples of what the American 
people would experience in the near 
term, as a result of this deeply flawed 
bill. 

In fiscal year 2012, Head Start fund-
ing would decrease by more than $900 
million, eliminating comprehensive 
early childhood services for over 130,000 
low-income children and their families 
and resulting in the termination of 
30,000 teachers, teacher assistants and 
related staff. 

The combined cuts to mandatory pro-
grams such as Food Stamps and School 
Lunch programs coupled with domestic 
spending reductions contained in this 
legislation would be a double blow to 
the Nation’s most vulnerable popu-
lations. With these cuts, there would 
be 13 million fewer meals served to sen-
iors. Let me be blunt, if this bill is en-
acted, children and seniors in this Na-
tion will go hungry in far larger num-
bers than today. 

We all recognize that reducing waste, 
fraud, and abuse are essential compo-
nents of getting our fiscal house in 
order. Every billion dollars we save is a 
billion dollars we can use to reduce the 
deficit or better invest in America’s fu-
ture. And yet this bill would reduce 
funding for the Internal Revenue Serv-

ice by some $1.8 billion below the Presi-
dent’s request for fiscal year 2012, 
which would cripple its efforts to find 
fraud and eliminate waste and abuse. 
The IRS could be forced to furlough be-
tween 4,100 and 5,000 employees, mostly 
enforcement agents. Furthermore, a 
cut to IRS funding would increase the 
deficit by approximately $4 billion a 
year beginning in 2013, since every dol-
lar invested in enforcement resources 
brings in $5 in tax revenues. 

Finally, I would note that a cap on 
the Federal budget means that we are 
unable to make smart choices about 
our future investments. As an example, 
the Bureau of Prisons inmate popu-
lation is expected to grow to roughly 
250,000 Federal inmates by 2018, an in-
crease of more than 31,000 prisoners, or 
15 percent, over the next 8 years. A 
growing inmate population coupled 
with a spending cap for Department of 
Justice activities will mean further se-
vere cuts to other important functions 
of the Department of Justice—Federal, 
State, and local public safety efforts 
will be cut in order to pay the required 
costs of housing prisoners. 

Yesterday 97 Senators voted in favor 
of the Military Construction and Vet-
erans Affairs appropriations bill. The 
Senate is perfectly capable of pro-
ducing and passing fiscally responsible 
appropriations bills that meet the Na-
tion’s needs and that have strong, bi-
partisan support. The real answer to 
our fiscal crisis has not changed since 
this debate began. We must cut spend-
ing in a responsible fashion. We must 
reform entitlement programs to ensure 
that they survive for future genera-
tions. And we must reform our Tax 
Code to allow for sufficient revenues to 
meet the needs of an aging population 
and the challenges of a global econ-
omy. 

Cut, cap, and balance does none of 
these things, and I urge my colleagues 
to reject this misguided measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. While the distinguished 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee was talking, I had a visit with 
some of the pages to ask them did they 
realize who was speaking. They all 
knew who he was. They knew he was a 
heroic man winning the Medal of 
Honor. They knew he had been elected 
to the Senate nine different times in 
addition to service in the House of Rep-
resentatives. So it is great that our 
pages are so versed on what happens 
around here. We depend on them very 
much, and I am grateful they under-
stand what a great man the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee is. 

f 

FBI DIRECTOR EXTENSION ACT, 
2011 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the Senate proceed to 
consideration of Calendar No. 76, S. 
1103, the bill to extend the term of the 
incumbent Director of the FBI; that 
the committee substitute amendment 
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