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nay, let’s all agree to come back with 
a focus on where we need to go, what 
we need to do, and the courage to make 
the tough choices for the future. 

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the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO EDWARD LEVINE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my 
pleasure but also a sad moment for 
members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee to take this time to cele-
brate the service of and also to salute 
the retirement of one of the Senate’s 
great staffers: Ed Levine. 

Ed is retiring this week after a re-
markable 35 years of service to the 
Senate—a lot longer than most Sen-
ators get to serve and that most staff 
up here have the courage to hang in 
there and serve. 

In his decades of service, Ed has pro-
vided wise and perceptive counsel to 
two committees, to many Members, 
and most recently to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee. His deep knowledge 
of foreign policy and his remarkable 
sense of this institution are truly going 
to be missed and I mean missed enor-
mously. 

He grew up and he went to school 
here in Washington, DC, before he 
headed off to Berkeley and then later 
to Yale. When he was a young man 
here in this community, he used to ride 
the streetcar down to Georgia Avenue, 
where he would watch the Senators 
play at Griffith Stadium. For those 
who are too young to remember, there 
actually was a baseball team called the 
Senators once upon a time. He did not 
watch folks here playing at Griffith 
Stadium. But when the Washington 
Senators left for good to become the 
Texas Rangers, I have to reckon that 
Ed just decided that the U.S. Senators 
were the only game left in town, and he 
has been here ever since. 

He first came to the Senate in 1976. 
He joined the Select Committee on In-
telligence back then—literally right 
after it was established. It was a his-
toric moment. Those who remember 
their history of the 1970s remember 
that was a time of great consternation 
about the covert activities of the CIA. 
The activities and the oversight of the 
CIA became a major national issue and 
concern. So it was a historic moment 
when the Senate was reasserting its 
constitutional responsibility to provide 
oversight. 

Ed spent the next 20 years overseeing 
some of the Nation’s most sensitive 
programs and some of its most closely 
guarded secrets. He was trusted with 
some of the most secret information of 

our country because he never had any-
thing but the interests of our country 
and the security of the Nation fore-
most in his mind. 

I think that is also borne out in the 
fact that through the course of his ca-
reer, he worked for Members of both 
sides of the aisle while he was on the 
Intelligence Committee. He served on 
that committee as the personal rep-
resentative of Republican Senator 
Clifford Case and then Republican Sen-
ator David Durenberger, and then later 
for Democratic Senators Howard 
Metzenbaum and Chuck Robb. His 
work for the Intelligence Committee 
exemplified a standard of public service 
that puts the fulfillment of the Sen-
ate’s constitutional duties above any 
other partisan concerns. 

For him, there never was a party 
issue, Republican or Democrat, or an 
ideological issue, liberal or conserv-
ative. It was: What are the best inter-
ests of the United States of America 
and how do we protect its security? He 
has applied that very same approach to 
his work on the Foreign Relations 
Committee, where I have had the privi-
lege of watching him work over the 
course of the 26 years I have been here. 

He worked mostly previously for 
now-Vice President BIDEN. A few days 
ago, we held a business meeting at the 
Foreign Relations Committee, and it 
was characteristic of Ed’s diligence in 
representing the interests of country 
above party that Senator LUGAR, the 
ranking member of the committee, and 
who has served with him for a long 
time, took time to acknowledge his 
service and to note how constructively 
he had worked with the Republican 
counterparts on the committee over 
these many years. 

We saw that in large measure last 
year when we considered the New 
START treaty, in which Ed played an 
integral role. You know, I might men-
tion to colleagues, when Vice President 
BIDEN was Senator BIDEN and chairman 
of the committee, he coined a nick-
name for Ed. He called him ‘‘Fast 
Eddie.’’ And the irony of that for all of 
us who know him is that Ed does not 
do ‘‘fast.’’ He is one of the most careful 
and deliberate thinkers on our staff, 
and that is one of the things people 
valued in him the most. It was never a 
hip shot. It was always based on think-
ing, research, experience, and knowl-
edge. 

His knowledge of arms control, I may 
say, is encyclopedic. During the New 
START debate, we had a war room set 
up one floor below this in the Foreign 
Relations Committee room, with doz-
ens of experts from the various depart-
ments of our government, and stacks of 
briefing books, and instant computer 
linkage to the State Department, to 
the Defense Department, Intelligence, 
and so forth, but often when we had a 
question, all we had to do was turn to 
Ed and he would know the answer from 
right up here in his head, from his ex-
perience. 

That is not surprising, given how 
many treaties Ed has helped this body 

to consider during his career. He 
worked on the INF Treaty, on the 
START I treaty, on the START II trea-
ty, on the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion, on the Convention on Conven-
tional Weapons. 

I went up to him a moment ago. I saw 
he was wearing a tie with a sword 
being beaten into plowshares, and he 
reminded me that came from the mu-
tual and balanced force reduction trea-
ty, which he said was the only thing 
they could agree on, but he is proudly 
wearing it today. 

What all of this adds up to is that Ed 
spent a great chunk of his life doing his 
best to help the Senate protect our Na-
tion from the most dangerous weapons 
that ever existed. He did it with such 
professionalism, even, I might add, 
when faced with personal loss, as when 
his father died last year right during 
the consideration of the treaty, but it 
did not stop Ed from doing his duty. 

All of his Senate service is a real tes-
tament to his character. That he 
earned the respect from the Members 
he served and the staff he worked with 
is a testament to his great skill and 
knowledge. And that he has done so for 
so many years is a testament to his 
sense of public citizenship and his love 
of country. 

So, Ed, we thank you, all the Mem-
bers of the Senate, for your service. We 
will miss you in the Senate. I wish you 
personally the best in all of your future 
endeavors. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

f 

BUDGET CONTROL ACT 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we 
just passed legislation that would raise 
the debt ceiling. Part of that was an ef-
fort to reverse the debt trajectory we 
are on, but it can only be called, at 
best, a first step. We can all agree on 
that. 

Indeed, there is an article in the Fi-
nancial Times, written by Professors 
Rogoff and Reinhart, who wrote a book 
that has gotten a great deal of atten-
tion and is widely respected, describing 
and analyzing sovereign debt and coun-
tries that have gone bankrupt around 
the world. They commented that much 
of what occurred in our debate oc-
curred in those other nations. The 
other nations scramble around when 
the pressure is on with something like 
a debt ceiling, and they don’t really 
change anything significantly, but 
they meet the crisis and tell everybody 
everything is OK. 

They say in this article in the Finan-
cial Times that everything is not OK. 
Indeed, the debt will increase over the 
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next 10 years by approximately $13 tril-
lion, and this package would reduce the 
increase in our debt by $2.1 trillion to 
$2.4 trillion. That is not much. 

In addition to that, Larry Lindsey, a 
former economic adviser to President 
Bush, has done some analysis of the 
Congressional Budget Office score of 
what the budget would look like over 
10 years. He points out that they were 
predicting nearly 3 percent growth the 
first and second quarter of this year. 

So now we have re-analyzed first 
quarter growth. Economic growth 
wasn’t 3 percent, it was 2.4 percent. 
And the second quarter initially was 
scored at 1.3—not 3 percent or 2.7 but 
1.3 percent. Dr. Lindsey said that loss 
in GDP alone will mean less economic 
growth, less tax revenue for the gov-
ernment, and over 10 years it puts the 
government on a trajectory to lose $750 
billion—it would collect $750 billion 
less, which is about one-third of the 
savings that were to occur in the bill. 
Dr. Lindsey says the second, third, and 
fourth quarters of this year will also be 
well below that. We may be looking at, 
in this year alone, enough decline in 
GDP to wipe out half—maybe more—of 
the savings estimated in the bill we 
just passed. 

I wanted to point out that I believe 
many in Congress and in the Senate 
are in denial about how serious the 
debt threat is and that we are too 
often, as Rogoff and Reinhart noted, 
saying the same things other nations 
said before their economic crises hit. 
Indeed, the name of their book, ‘‘This 
Time Is Different,’’ refers to what gov-
ernment leaders said in those coun-
tries—those other countries that went 
into default and into debt crises—up 
until the last minute. They were say-
ing: We have it under control. It is not 
so bad. This time, they say, it is dif-
ferent. 

Immediately, there was a crisis, 
which resulted in a loss of confidence, 
and they had a serious problem—simi-
lar to when people lost confidence in 
the housing market several years ago, 
which helped put us in this recession. 

This is worrisome. We are not facing 
a little problem; we are facing a prob-
lem that will require our steadfast at-
tention for a decade to get this country 
on the right course. 

I note that the President had a press 
conference today. In a way, it rejected 
everything we have been talking about 
in this debate. It really did not talk 
about the nature of the crisis as Rogoff 
and Reinhart described. He didn’t tell 
the American people that the real 
problem is spending that is surging out 
of control. He didn’t say we can’t con-
tinue, as a nation, borrowing 42 cents 
of every dollar we spend or that we 
can’t continue spending $3.7 trillion 
when we take in $2.2 trillion. He did 
not talk to us honestly about that. He 
did not send a signal; he has not sound-
ed the alarm. Therefore, I think a lot 
of people—even some in Congress and 
some outside of Congress—sort of think 
it must not be so bad. The President 
hasn’t told us it is. 

More and more people are expressing 
concerns. There is a growing unease 
nationwide, as demonstrated in con-
sumer confidence and business invest-
ment, and in some bad manufacturing 
numbers we received yesterday. So 
things are not looking good. We have 
to be honest with ourselves that this is 
a difficult time. 

He did, however, make repeated 
statements in his press conference 
about raising taxes. I don’t think that 
is a good thing to do when the economy 
is in a fix the way it is. He flatly—and 
erroneously, I believe—stated that you 
can’t balance the budget with spending 
cuts. Well, you certainly can. You can 
argue that you would rather have tax 
increases and fewer spending cuts, but 
we can and must balance our budget. It 
can be done with spending reductions. 
Quite a number of plans are out there 
proposing to do just that. 

The President continues to talk as if 
the problem was the debt ceiling, but 
the debt ceiling is really a signal that 
we have spent too much, and we bor-
rowed all Congress has allowed the 
President to borrow, and you can’t bor-
row any more unless Congress agrees 
to raise the debt ceiling. But that is 
not the problem. The problem, as 
Rogoff and Reinhart said, is our debt. 
That is the real problem. It is not 
going to be easy to fix. I wish it was. If 
we work together as a nation, we can 
do it. This country can rise to meet the 
challenge. I am totally convinced of 
that. 

The President said: 
And since you can’t close the deficits with 

just spending cuts, we’ll need a balanced ap-
proach. 

That means we need to balance a cut 
with tax increases. That is what that 
means. 

He went on to say: 
We can’t make it tougher for young people 

to go to college or ask seniors to pay more 
for health care. 

But at some point, when you don’t 
have the money, we might not be able 
to be as generous as we were just a few 
years ago when we were in better fi-
nancial condition. Isn’t that common 
sense? What do you mean you can’t 
make any changes in how we do busi-
ness? We are going to have to make 
changes in how we do business. 

He goes on to talk about invest-
ments, as he has often done. This is a 
quote from the press conference: 

Yet, it also allows us to keep making key 
investments in things like education and re-
search. . . . 

Continuing to make investments in 
education? Does that mean we will con-
tinue our current level in education 
and that we will try not to cut it if we 
have to make reductions in spending? 
Is that what the President means? No. 

Just last week we saw the spectacle 
of the Secretary of Education appear-
ing before the Senate Appropriations 
Committee asking for a 13.5-percent in-
crease in education funding. Also last 
week, the President talked about in-
vestments—more, more, more—includ-

ing 13.5 percent more for education. 
You know, 90 percent of education is 
funded by States, cities, and counties 
anyway. It is not the Federal Govern-
ment. It is not our primary role and 
never has been. We only provide ap-
proximately 10 percent of the money 
that gets spent on education in Amer-
ica. 

We can’t have double-digit increases 
when we are borrowing 42 cents of 
every dollar. Every penny of that in-
crease will be borrowed money—every 
penny. Doesn’t common sense tell us 
we might not be able to increase spend-
ing this year even if we would like to? 

I point out that before the Budget 
Committee, on which I am the ranking 
Republican, we had the Secretary of 
Energy testify that he wanted a 9.5- 
percent increase for the Department of 
Energy—the Department that does 
more to block energy than create en-
ergy. The State Department was ask-
ing for 10.5 percent increase in the 
President’s budget, the President’s re-
quest to us. The Department of Trans-
portation was to get a 60-percent in-
crease in spending in the President’s 
Budget. Last year, it was about $40 bil-
lion. 

I note that this year, interest on our 
debt will be $240 billion. 

I say to my colleagues that we are 
not dealing with reality. Americans 
know—maybe they are lucky enough to 
have two wage earners in the family 
when one loses their job, but do they 
not change the way they do business? 
Do they just think they can continue 
to spend twice as much as their income 
as if they were both still working? Peo-
ple don’t do that. All over, Americans 
are making tough decisions. No wonder 
they are upset at us for pursuing this 
idea that we don’t have to make any 
changes in what we do. It is very, very 
distressing to me. 

The President said this about em-
ployment: 

That’s part of the reason that people are so 
frustrated with what’s been going on in this 
town. In the last few months, the economy 
has already had to absorb an earthquake in 
Japan, the economic headwinds coming from 
Europe, the Arab spring, and the [increases] 
in oil prices, all of which have been very 
challenging to the recovery. But these are 
things we couldn’t control. 

I don’t know that those are the big 
problems here. Rising oil prices are. 
Today, oil prices are just about dou-
ble—a little more—than what they 
were when President Obama took of-
fice. We have shut down new explo-
ration in the gulf, and we are blocking 
the production of natural gas and shale 
formations, which has so much promise 
for us. We are doing a lot of things to 
drive up the cost of energy. 

Then he goes on to say this, which is 
surprising. He is the one who said the 
crisis was so large, it was a national 
problem. 

Our economy didn’t need Washington to 
come along with a manufactured crisis to 
make things worse. 

We had a serious debate over what to 
do about the debt ceiling that we have 
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reached, and Congress—the Republican 
House—yielded from $6 trillion in cuts 
over 10 years, as they proposed in their 
budget, to taking $1 trillion in cuts up 
front as part of this debt deal. The 
President wanted less cuts than that, 
apparently, and that is not enough. Of 
course, it could be $2.4 trillion, if the 
committee functions correctly, and we 
hope it will. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the order, Senators are limited to 10 
minutes. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for an ad-
ditional 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. What I wanted to 
point out is in this chart. It gives some 
indication of how we are operating in 
the Senate and the Congress, driven in 
substantial part by the President’s de-
sires. It is a chart showing the growth 
in certain programs that are exempt 
from the automatic cuts that would 
occur if a budget agreement is not 
reached as part of the legislation we 
just passed. 

These are all programs that we like 
and wish we could continue to allow to 
grow every year. Unfortunately, we are 
not going to have the money to do 
that. We are going to have to deal with 
these programs and all spending—De-
fense and non-Defense programs, no 
doubt about it. 

We have first over here the Civil 
Service Retirement and Disability 
Fund. The average annual percentage 
increase of that fund’s cost has been 4.9 
percent. The average annual increase 
in that fund each year—2005 through 
2010—was 4.9 percent. The average in-
flation rate during this time was 2.5 
percent. So that is about twice the in-
flation rate. 

The next fund here—a fund all of us 
value—is the Military Retirement 
Fund. It has increased at the average 
annual rate of 5.4 percent. Inflation is 
2.5. Medicaid—a program that is ad-
ministered by States but has recently 
been as much as 66 percent funded by 
the Federal Government—has been in-
creasing at 8.5 percent each year. 

I think most of us know the rule of 
seven, where if you have money in the 
bank and it draws 7 percent interest, 
that money will double in 10 years. So 
this means in about 8 or 9 years the en-
tire Medicaid Program will double at 
that kind of rate of increase. And, re-
member, inflation is 2.5 percent. 

The Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram—the CHIP program—has been in-
creasing at 9 percent a year, and the 
SNAP program—the food stamp pro-
gram—has been increasing at 16.6 per-
cent a year for the last 5 years. It has 
been increasing at 16.6 percent. 

So I ask, is this sustainable? We are 
borrowing 42 cents out of every dollar. 
The economy is not growing as much 
as we hoped and expected, and it is not 
going to bail us out of this so we can 
sustain these kinds of spending levels. 

We look at all these programs we 
value—and we hate to talk about it; we 

don’t want to mention it—and the odd 
thing about the agreement that was 
passed earlier today, at the insistence 
of our Democratic colleagues, is that 
these programs would receive no reduc-
tions if an agreement to cut spending 
is not reached by the committee. Under 
the rule, if the committee can’t reach 
an agreement, there will be automatic 
across the board cuts, except it is not 
evenly cut across the board because 
these programs are untouched. They 
are untouchable because our Demo-
cratic colleagues say we can’t deal 
with them. 

Well, it is time for us to look under 
the hood of the food stamps program, I 
have to tell you. How could it be in-
creasing at 16.6 percent a year for 5 
years? How could that happen? Don’t 
we need to examine it, take a good 
look at it? We have had no hearings. 
We have done nothing this year to con-
front the surging cost. And what about 
Medicaid and CHIP? Those are also 
surging. Maybe we could even save a 
little on some of those programs that 
are growing faster than inflation. 

I would point out that the military is 
in line, under the bill that passed, if an 
agreement isn’t reached, to take a 10- 
percent cut. That is from the baseline 
military budget. It does not include 
Iraq and Afghanistan, which are com-
ing down and projected to come down 
dramatically. 

Forgive me if I am a little bit taken 
aback here about our priorities and 
about the unwillingness of Congress to 
deal with out-of-control spending. That 
is a good deal of money we are talking 
about—the Medicaid Program at $270 
billion a year. Food stamps have more 
than doubled. It is now $78 billion a 
year. By comparison, Alabama’s gen-
eral fund budget is about $2 billion. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Chair. I 
ask unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. As I notice no one 
else is here. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Oh, I am sorry. I 
didn’t see that. Well, I should long ago 
have yielded the floor, because he has 
something worthwhile to say, I am 
sure. 

I close by saying we are not dealing 
honestly with the crisis we are in. The 
President is in denial. He is not look-
ing the American people in the eye and 
telling us what a serious fix we are in, 
or challenging us all to deal with the 
reality that we are going to have to 
change the way we do business. I hate 
to say it, but I believe that it is true. 
We have to do better. 

I thank the Chair and I would be 
pleased to yield the floor to one of our 
more talented, insightful new Mem-
bers, Senator RUBIO of Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

SPENDING AND DEFICITS 
Mr. RUBIO. I thank my colleague 

from Alabama. He does a phenomenal 
job always in outlining the economic 
realities. I enjoyed listening, and I 
could have sat here longer. According 
to some, I may be one of the last 
speakers today, so I don’t want to keep 
the Senate open any longer than it 
should be. We have done a lot of work 
here over the last few days. 

I went back and forth over whether I 
wanted to speak, because I think al-
most everything that can be said has 
been said regarding the events of the 
last few days. But I did ultimately 
want to share my thoughts for a mo-
ment as we head into the August re-
cess, as they call it here in Wash-
ington, and many of us here in the Sen-
ate will be returning to our home 
States to explain to the people we rep-
resent what we did or did not do in the 
last few days. 

I will start by pointing out that our 
Republic is an amazing thing. As heat-
ed as the rhetoric may have been over 
the last few days, I think all of us 
should stop for a moment and under-
stand that all around the world there 
are countries that solve the problems 
we solved through debate with civil 
war and conflict, armed and otherwise. 
Our Republic is amazing. It isn’t al-
ways pretty. Quite frankly, more often 
than not, it is very messy. But it has 
withstood 230-some-odd years of pres-
sures and choices, and it continues to 
do so. Even if ultimately what it gives 
us is not always solutions to our prob-
lems, we are blessed to have it. 

I would remind many, such as like 
myself, who were elected in the last 
election cycle, tightly embracing the 
principles of our Constitution, that our 
Constitution is not just a set of words 
that outline our principles. It gives us 
a system of government. It gives us 
this Republic. This Republic is valid, 
and it matters even when the people 
who are running it may not be people 
with whom you agree. We should al-
ways remember that. What we have 
here is special and unique, and we 
should embrace it and be thankful to 
our God each night that we have the 
opportunity and the blessing of living 
in a nation such as this. 

Moving aside from that, however, the 
facts still remain that this coming 
month, and every month to come, more 
or less, this government will spend $300 
billion a month. That is a lot of money. 
It is more than any government has 
ever spent in the history of man. And 
$180 billion of that $300 billion is money 
we collect from the people of our coun-
try through taxes and fees and other 
ways. But we borrow $120 billion a 
month to pay our $300 billion a month 
bill. That is too much money. That is 
too much money for Republicans, it is 
too much money for Democrats. It is 
too much money. Although we should 
be happy that tomorrow and in the 
days to come, we are not facing a de-
fault and an inability to meet our bills, 
the truth is—an undeniable one that I 
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don’t think anyone here would disagree 
with me when I say it—we can’t keep 
borrowing $120 billion every month or 
more, because the point and the day 
will come when the people who lend us 
that money will stop lending us that 
money. If we keep doing this for long, 
we will one day reach a day in this 
country where we will face a debt cri-
sis, but it won’t be because of the debt 
limit or because of gridlock in Wash-
ington. It will be because folks are no 
longer willing to buy America’s debt 
because they seriously doubt our abil-
ity to pay it back. 

That is not hyperbole. It is not an ex-
aggeration. It is a mathematical, indis-
putable fact that no Member of either 
party would dispute. There is general 
agreement on this. And there is general 
agreement the only way to solve this 
problem is a combination of two 
things: No. 1, this government needs to 
generate more revenue; and No. 2, this 
government needs to restrict its 
growth and spending. Because as bad as 
the $300 billion a month looks, it only 
gets worse from here on out, in ways I 
don’t have time to explain in the next 
10 minutes. Suffice it to say our econ-
omy isn’t growing. It is not producing 
enough revenue moving forward. Mean-
while, all the programs we fund are 
about to explode in their growth be-
cause more people than ever are going 
to retire, they will live longer than 
they have ever lived, and the math 
doesn’t add up. These are facts. No one 
disputes that. 

The debate in Washington is not 
about that fact but about how do we 
solve it. How do we generate more 
money and reduce the spending at the 
same time? I will tell you this is not a 
debate we will solve in the month of 
August. In fact, I believe it will charac-
terize the rest of this Congress, the 2012 
elections, and the years that lie ahead. 
The division on how to solve it goes to 
the root of the dispute we face in 
America between two very different vi-
sions of America’s future—by the way, 
one not more or less patriotic than the 
other. Patriotic, country-loving Ameri-
cans can disagree on their future vision 
of what kind of country we should be. 
But this division—this difference of 
opinion—is the reason why even 
though this bill passed, this debate we 
have had is going to move forward for 
some time to come. 

On the one hand, there are those who 
believe the job of government is to de-
liver us economic justice—which basi-
cally means an economy where every-
one does well or as well as possibly can 
be done. There is another group who 
believes in the concept of economic op-
portunity—where it is not the govern-
ment’s job to guarantee an outcome 
but to guarantee the opportunity to 
fulfill your dreams and hopes. One is 
not more moral than the other. They 
are two very different visions of the 
role of government in America. But it 
lies at the heart of the debate we are 
having as a nation. Washington is di-
vided because America is divided on 

this point, so we have to decide what 
every generation of America before us 
has decided, and that is what kind of 
government do we want and what role 
do we want it to have in America’s fu-
ture. 

The fault lines emerge from that. 
The solutions emerge from those two 
visions. For those who want to see eco-
nomic justice, their solution is to raise 
more taxes. They believe there are 
some in America who make too much 
money and should pay more in taxes. 
They believe our government programs 
can stimulate economic growth. They 
believe that perhaps America no longer 
needs to fund or can no longer afford to 
fund our national defense and our mili-
tary at certain levels. 

Another group believes that, in fact, 
our revenues should come not from 
more taxes but from more taxpayers; 
that what we need is more people being 
employed, more businesses being cre-
ated that will pursue tax reform, that 
will pursue regulatory reform. But, ul-
timately, we look for more revenue for 
government from economic growth, not 
from growth in taxes. We believe the 
private sector creates these jobs, not 
government and not politicians; that 
jobs in America are created when ev-
eryday people from all walks of life 
start a business or expand an existing 
business. 

I believe and we believe in a safety 
net program, programs that exist to 
help those who cannot help themselves, 
and to help those who have tried but 
failed to stand up and try again but not 
safety net programs that function as a 
way of life, and believe that America’s 
national defense and our role in the 
world with the strongest military that 
man has ever known is still indispen-
sable. 

These are two very different visions 
of America and two very different 
types of solutions. Ultimately, we may 
find that between these two points 
there may not be a middle ground; 
that, in fact, as a nation and as a peo-
ple we must decide what we want the 
role of government to be in America 
moving forward. 

Let me close by saying this has been 
a unique week for me in a couple ways. 
One has been, of course, the debate 
that has happened. The other is my 
family has been here for the better part 
of a week, young children. We had an 
opportunity today after the vote to 
walk around a little bit and look at all 
the statues and the monuments that 
pay tribute to our heritage as a people. 
It reminds us that we are not the first 
Americans who have been asked to 
choose what kind of country we want 
or what role of government we want in 
our country. It is a choice every gen-
eration before us has had to make. 

Even in this Chamber, as I stand 
here, you can sit back and absorb the 
history of some of the extraordinary 
debates that took place on this very 
floor, debates that went to the core and 
to the heart of what kind of country we 
wanted to be moving forward. The 

voices of those ancients call to us even 
now to remind us that every genera-
tion of America has been called to 
choose clearly what kind of country 
they want moving forward. And that 
debate will continue. It will define the 
service of this Congress and for most of 
us who are here now. I pray we choose 
wisely. I look forward to the months 
that lie ahead that we will choose and 
make the right choice for our future 
and for our people. 

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

ator from New Hampshire. 
f 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the period for 
morning business be extended until 6:00 
p.m., with Senators permitted to speak 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

FEDERAL AVIATION 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the Senator from Minnesota 
being willing to stay in the chair for a 
few more minutes before I have to pre-
side so I can take this time to express 
my concern about what has happened 
with the failure to reauthorize the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. 

The authorization for that adminis-
tration has expired, and it has led to a 
partial shutdown of that agency and to 
4,000 workers being placed on unpaid 
furlough. A number of those workers 
are from New Hampshire. While I know 
all of us here are glad we were able to 
come together to reach a bipartisan 
agreement on raising the debt ceiling 
and avoiding a financial crisis, I am 
deeply disappointed that bipartisanship 
has failed us when it comes to reau-
thorizing the FAA. 

I understand the House may head 
home for recess today and for the rest 
of August, stranding 4,000 FAA workers 
and as many as 70,000—that is right, 
70,000—airport construction workers 
around the country who are out of 
work until we can get an agreement. 
So let me review for a minute how we 
got here. 

Since the FAA’s authorization ex-
pired in 2007, Congress has passed 20 
short-term extensions of the FAA. All 
of those bills, every single one of them, 
were clean bills intended to keep the 
FAA running while Congress decided 
how to deal with the complicated pol-
icy issues of a long-term reauthoriza-
tion. Unfortunately, the 21st time 
around—that is the time that we are 
in—the House decided it was no longer 
important to keep the FAA operating, 
and 4,000 people are out of work while 
the House of Representatives may head 
home for recess. 

I appreciate that there are some sig-
nificant differences between the two 
long-term FAA authorization bills 
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