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can be reached, but we are not there
yet. Optimism in the days past has
been stomped on at various times.
These major issues still to be resolved
in these ongoing discussions is some-
thing we have to resolve in the next
few hours if they are going to be re-
solved. Each of them must be resolved
before we have a final agreement. And
as we know, one problem can stop the
whole agreement from going forward.
But we want to get something done as
quickly as possible. I believe all sides
are aware of this urgency. It is unfor-
tunate that the House of Representa-
tives wasted all last week on legisla-
tion they knew would never pass the
Senate and, in fact, barely passed the
House. It passed the House with only
Republican votes, not a single Demo-
cratic vote.

Democrats have said all along that
we would never agree to a short-term
arrangement that would put our econ-
omy at risk and force Congress into an-
other debt ceiling showdown in a few
weeks. We have to move on. The House
measure put off the debt ceiling for 5
months—August, September, October,
November, and December—5 months.
We would be back in this same debate
in a matter of weeks. We cannot allow
that to happen. So any agreement has
to have a long-term approach. The
long-term approach we have forged
here in the Senate is absolutely nec-
essary. We must give the financial
markets the confidence this country
will not shirk its obligations now or in
the future.

I know the compromise being dis-
cussed at the White House adopts the
Senate’s long-term approach, which
will give the economy the certainty it
needs, take us past January 2013. That
has to be done. That will be done if an
agreement is reached. It is also crucial
that the agreement being crafted set us
on the path to fiscal restraint. There
are still elements to be resolved. We
are watching them very closely.

The settlement must include
thoughtful constraints on spending, we
know that. The 12-member commission
I conceived to recommend additional
deficit reduction measures this year
will be a key to that effort. I say to my
friend the Republican leader, I appre-
ciate his wrapping his arms around this
and being such a cheerleader for this
idea. It is a good idea. It is an idea that
Congress itself will solve the problem.
It would be a joint committee that
would move forward. There would be a
trigger that if they did not resolve
this, then something else would hap-
pen. Based on past experiences, I think
there would be tremendous incentive
not to let that certain thing happen
when the trigger kicked in. So Senator
McCONNELL and I agreed the commis-
sion owns the responsibility to set this
country on the path to fiscal account-
ability. The joint committee—there
are no constraints—can look at any
program we have in government—any
program. It has the ability to look at
everything. That is what needs to be
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done. The commission will assure we
undertake that responsibility.

When I thought of this idea about the
commission, I knew it was important
that it achieve real results. It will be
essential to choose Members with open
minds willing to consider every option,
even when the options are tough pills
to swallow for both parties. So co-
operation is the only way forward.
Compromise is the only way forward.
This is what Andrew Carnegie said
about the virtue of compromise:

I shall argue that strong men . . .—

And since the Senate has changed so
dramatically—and strong women—that
is me. I stuck that in.

I shall argue that strong men ... know
when to compromise and that all principles
can be compromised to serve a greater prin-
ciple.

Andrew Carnegie. But perhaps Presi-
dent Abraham Lincoln said it best
when he said this: ‘“‘Determine that the
thing can and shall be done, and that
we shall find the way.”

That is where we are today. We must
determine that the thing can and shall
be done, and then we need to find that
way. That is President Abraham Lin-
coln.

———
RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

ESTABLISHING THE COMMISSION
ON FREEDOM OF INFORMATION
ACT PROCESSING DELAYS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the House message to accompany S.
627, which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

Motion to concur in the House amendment
to S. 627, an act to establish the Commission
on Freedom of Information Act Processing
Delays, with an amendment.

Pending:

Reid motion to concur in the amendment
of the House of Representatives to the bill,
with Reid amendment No. 589, to cut spend-
ing, maintain existing commitments, and for
other purposes.

Reid amendment No. 590 (to amendment
No. 589), to change the enactment date.

Reid motion to refer the message of the
House on the bill to the Committee on the
Budget, with instructions, Reid amendment
No. 591, to change the enactment date.

Reid amendment No. 592 (to the instruc-
tions (amendment No. 591) on the motion to
refer), of a perfecting nature.

Reid amendment No. 593 (to amendment
No. 592), of a perfecting nature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 1 p.m. shall be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees.

The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, let me
first compliment the majority leader. I
think he said it accurately; that is, we
need to find a compromise between
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where we are, so we can move forward
with increasing the debt limit, and a
credible plan to reduce the deficit. I
have heard many of my colleagues talk
about that. But I want to point out
that Leader REID’s proposal that we
will be voting cloture on in a few mo-
ments is a compromise.

It includes two major provisions that
the Republicans have been asking
about that, quite frankly, many Demo-
crats disagree with. First, there will be
a dollar for dollar reduction in spend-
ing for the increase in the debt ceiling.

Let me tell you, there is no relation-
ship between the debt ceiling and
spending. The debt ceiling represents
funds that have already been com-
mitted that we have an obligation to
pay. We all understand what would
happen if we violated the debt ceiling.
It would affect the credit of America,
its standing internationally, the dol-
lar’s global significance, it would affect
our creditworthiness in America, in-
crease the cost of government bor-
rowing, increase the spending for all
taxpayers in this country.

It would have effects in my own
State of Maryland. We have been told
that the Maryland bond rating is very
much tied to the Federal bond rating,
and it could very well cause a down-
grade for Maryland taxpayers, increase
costs for mortgages, for credit cards.
Every family would be affected.

So the Reid bill yields to what the
Republicans have asked. And although
there is no relationship to the debt
ceiling and the spending, because these
are bills that have already been in-
curred, there is dollar for dollar reduc-
tion in spending for every dollar in-
crease in the debt.

The second major concession the
Democrats have already made in the
Reid proposal is that there is no rev-
enue in this. We have been talking for
a long time. If we are going to have a
credible plan to reduce the deficit, we
have to include all of the elements of
Federal spending. We have a lot of
what are called tax expenditures: mon-
eys that are spent in our Tax Code.

Some of these dollars are spent on
shelters and loopholes that we should
close. I have taken the floor several
times to talk about several of these
loopholes, the ethanol credit that we
should not give for ethanol subsidies,
the funds that go to gas and oil compa-
nies.

There are a lot of loopholes in our
Tax Code that we could close. The Reid
proposal has made an accommodation
to the Republicans to say: Okay, you
said that is a deal killer. That is not in
the Reid proposal.

So the Reid proposal is the largest
amount of deficit reduction—$2.4 tril-
lion of deficit reduction or $2.4 trillion
of debt ceiling increase so we can get
through March of next year, March of
2013, the year after. That gives us the
stability we need. And we know what
we have gone through already as far as
the debt ceiling debate. It has already
hurt our country. We don’t want to go
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through this again. That is what I
think is critically important by mov-
ing forward to get this done.

We are going to have a vote in about
45 minutes. That vote is on cloture. I
want to explain that. Senator LEVIN
talked about it yesterday. What the
Republicans are doing is they are fili-
bustering the debt limit bill. It is a fili-
buster. They are requiring us now to
have 60 votes rather than a simple ma-
jority. The Speaker of the House
passed his proposal in the House with a
majority of those voting. That is what
democracy should be about. We are
talking about the debt limit increase
and whether it is a type of issue that
should be filibustered by the Repub-
licans. They are doing that—filibus-
tering it—and their vote in a little
while will determine whether we
should be able to move forward without
a 60-vote threshold.

The majority leader pointed out that
on previous occasions we have taken up
the debt ceiling and we have not re-
quired a 60-vote threshold. I had my
staff pull the information about the
debt ceiling votes we had when George
W. Bush was President. The Senate
passed the debt ceiling increase by a
68-29 vote on June 11, 2002—with no re-
quirement for a 60-vote threshold. We
had another vote on May 23, 2003, that
passed the Senate by a 53-to-44 vote,
and there was no filibuster of that by
the Democrats. We had a vote on No-
vember 17, 2004, with a debt ceiling in-
crease of $800 billion. The vote was 52
to 44 in the Senate. Again, there was no
effort made to require a 60-vote thresh-
old, and there was no effort made to fil-
ibuster that issue. Then again on Sep-
tember 27, 2007, the debt ceiling was in-
creased by $850 billion by a vote of 53 to
42. On a fourth occasion—March 16,
2006—there was a 52-48 vote for a debt
ceiling increase. Once again, there was
no effort made to filibuster that issue.

Webster’s Dictionary defines ‘‘fili-
buster’ as ‘“‘the use of extreme dilatory
tactics to delay or prevent action by
the majority in a legislative or delib-
erative assembly.” That is exactly
what the Republicans are doing if they
vote against the cloture motion in a
few moments. They are using extreme
dilatory tactics to deny the majority
the opportunity to take up an issue.

I know we are close to working out
an agreement. I certainly hope we
work out an agreement. I have been
saying on the floor of the Senate for a
long time that Democrats and Repub-
licans need to put the Nation’s inter-
ests first.

We have two goals: to increase the
debt ceiling and have a credible plan to
deal with the deficit. The Reid proposal
offers solutions to both of those goals.
I hope we have a bipartisan agreement
before the day is out. We can move for-
ward.

I think it is critically important that
the Members of the Senate express
whether they believe we should be fili-
bustering a debt limit increase. I be-
lieve that is not the right precedent for
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this body to set. We should always
allow the debt ceiling to be increased
by a majority vote. That is what they
did in the House; that is what we
should be doing in the Senate.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
cloture motion, but let’s continue this
discussion because in order to get a bill
to the President’s desk, we know we
are going to have to reach further com-
promises. We understand that. We have
had, I think, some discussions among
our colleagues here, and I am hopeful
we will be able to reach that type of a
compromise.

We have a chance, in a few minutes,
to move forward so that we can express
ourselves that we should be doing this
in the Senate by majority vote. I urge
my colleagues to support cloture and
support the Reid proposal.

I ask unanimous consent that during
the quorum call, the time be equally
divided between the Democrats and the
Republicans.

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

Mr. CARDIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President, 1
wish to join others of my colleagues in
thanking and commending the major-
ity leader, Senator REID, for his tire-
less and relentless work in extraor-
dinarily difficult circumstances. He
has been a model for me as a new Mem-
ber of the Senate in leading this body,
along with many of my other Demo-
cratic colleagues in the leadership and
some of our Republican colleagues as
well.

Senator JOHNNY ISAKSON, of Georgia,
who spoke to this Chamber yesterday
morning, demonstrated his determina-
tion, as others on the other side of the
aisle have done, to work together in
reaching an agreement. As the major-
ity leader said moments ago, the words
of the day must be ‘‘cooperation’” and
‘“‘compromise.” Those are the words we
are hearing from countless Americans,
including my fellow citizens of Con-
necticut, day after day: We want you
to get the job done, put aside the par-
tisan differences. America is speaking
with one voice, and Washington must
listen.

I am new to Washington. I haven’t
been here for long. I have just marked
my first 6 months in the Senate. But I
understand more and more why my fel-
low Connecticut citizens and other
Americans are so frustrated and often
appalled by what goes on here. This sit-
uation is outrageous. We have an im-
pending crisis—self-created—and dev-
astating possible wounds—self-in-
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flicted—and Washington has been dead-
locked.

There is a glimmer of hope, a reason
to be cautiously optimistic. The solu-
tion is in sight, but still work needs to
be done. Washington needs to end the
gridlock, the straitjacket that has been
self-imposed, and take action to pro-
tect citizens from financial catas-
trophe. Our Nation is really at a cross-
roads. We need to rein in spending, cut
the debt and deficits, make the tough
choices mnecessary to get our fiscal
house in order, and we need to do it
now.

The fiscal news in the last few days—
the anemic and fragile measures of re-
covery—shows more than ever why we
need certainty now, certainty that end-
ing this deadlock will produce. Uncer-
tainty is the enemy—enemy for busi-
nesses that are deciding whether to
hire, for banks wanting to loan money
to those businesses, and for larger cor-
porations sitting on mountains of cash
waiting to invest and create jobs.

Jobs and our economy are the main
reasons to make these tough choices
literally today, to make these tough
choices now. We have a historic mo-
ment, and we must seize it. We cannot
keep kicking these decisions down the
road. Families in Connecticut and
across the country make these tough
choices every day. They rightfully ex-
pect nothing less from us. Tough
choices are necessary to help get our
debt and our deficit under control.

I have heard as late as this morning,
Sunday morning, from hundreds of
Connecticut residents who are frus-
trated and appalled at what is going on
here, what they see in Washington, DC.

Bernice, from Tolland, CT, cannot be-
lieve we don’t have an agreement. She
is worried she won’t receive her Social
Security check next month.

Jane, from West Hartford, is won-
dering why we are protecting sweet-
heart deals instead of ensuring Social
Security is protected and strengthened.

Rod, from New Milford, just wants us
to compromise and to get something
done and end this nightmare.

I agree with them and hundreds of
others from Connecticut and around
the country who want to make sure
that the troops in Afghanistan are
paid, that their families are taken care
of. I thank the citizens from Con-
necticut for calling or writing to me.

I agree that the immediate solution
is not only to raise the debt ceiling but
also to cut spending, as the Reid pro-
posal makes clear, dollar for dollar to
match that increase in that debt ceil-
ing, without tax increases—mnone—
without any cuts in Medicare or Medi-
care—none. Those basic principles in
the Reid proposal are what should be
embodied in what the outcome is of
this debate.

The markets need a real solution, not
a short-term fix, to demonstrate that
we are dedicated to achieving real re-
sults in cutting spending.

Anne, from Hamden, CT, makes this
point. She just called yesterday to say
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that a short-term plan would not pro-
vide the certainty the markets are des-
perately seeking. I agree that no short-
term plan can provide that kind of cer-
tainty. It risks a credit rating down-
grade and ensures we will be back here
in another 6 months.

As much as we may criticize the rat-
ing agencies—and I have been one to
criticize them most vehemently as an
attorney general of Connecticut and
now as a Member of this body—we
must deal with that reality at this mo-
ment and take action down the road to
address the need for reform. Credit rat-
ings agencies’ downgrades seem ab-
stract and intangible, but they are
hugely consequential. A downgrade in
our credit rating would likely cause, in
effect, an automatic tax increase in the
form of higher interest rates for every
American who has a mortgage, a car
loan, student debt, or a credit card.

The American people deserve better.
Coming together in a compromise is es-
sential now. Majority Leader REID has
proposed a solution to meet all of the
criteria House Republicans have de-
manded for weeks. It doesn’t raise
taxes or revenues, and it includes
enough spending to meet the debt ceil-
ing increase dollar for dollar, and it in-
cludes spending cuts that are the very
same as our Republican colleagues, our
friends across the aisle, have pre-
viously voted for and supported over
these past weeks.

Most important, Senator REID’S plan
makes tough spending cuts, but it
doesn’t balance the budget on the
backs of our seniors and our most vul-
nerable. It protects vital programs and
doesn’t make cuts to benefits, to Medi-
care and Social Security. Again, as I
have said repeatedly, I will oppose cuts
in Medicare or Social Security.

Time and again, Democrats have
shown we are willing to compromise to
avert catastrophe and default. Unfortu-
nately, at every turn Republicans in
the House have blocked any chance for
progress and continue to put us on a
very dangerous path.

I am hopeful that the deadline will
produce a compromise, that the talks
will be productive. But today’s fili-
buster of our efforts to prevent a de-
fault is indeed unprecedented. As my
colleague, the distinguished Senator
from Maryland, pointed out a few mo-
ments ago on the floor, since March of
1962, Congress has raised the debt limit
74 times—18 times under President
Reagan. During George Bush’s adminis-
tration, Congress passed five stand-
alone debt limit increases without a
filibuster or delay. And until this
point, debt limit increases were rou-
tine, usually passed by a simple bl-vote
majority without the procedural hur-
dles my Republican colleagues are
using today.

Hopefully, they will come to the
table to work with us to find a com-
promise for the good of the country
and for our economic recovery. I hope
my Republican colleagues will join us
in achieving that result for the sake of
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millions of Connecticut families, who
are watching and listening, as are hun-
dreds of millions of other Americans,
and for the sake of our economy mov-
ing in the right direction. It is about
jobs, jobs, jobs, the certainty our econ-
omy needs at this point in history, af-
fordable interest rates, and moving our
economy forward.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois, the assistant major-
ity leader.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Connecticut for his
comments and for his focus on jobs. If
we ask the American people what the
most important thing we face is, it is
jobs, creating good-paying jobs right
here in the United States so families
can succeed and so our economy can
grow.

I noted this morning that the Presi-
dent’s economic adviser Gene Sperling
said in the first 3 months after Presi-
dent Obama was sworn into office we
lost 2.3 million jobs. That is what he
faced walking in the door, and we have
been trying to dig out of that hole ever
since. I would say that, symbolically,
this agreement we are working on is
moving us to the point where we are
having the final interment of John
Maynard Keynes. He nominally died in
1946, but it appears now we are going to
put him to his final rest with this
agreement.

Keynes was a British economist who
turned the world upside down when he
started arguing that just the force of
the markets is not enough to resolve
problems when we face recession and
depression. We need to play a more ac-
tive role, a more assertive role in in-
creasing aggregate demands by pro-
grams. One of the great disciples of
that point of view was Franklin Roo-
sevelt, who, when he came to the Presi-
dency in the midst of the Great Depres-
sion, believed we needed to create jobs
and work, infrastructure work across
America to put more money into our
economy. That was a positive force
that helped to bring us out of the de-
pression.

Some argue it was only a halting ef-
fort until World War II started, but the
fact is, that was accepted economic
theory in America for many decades.
But now, take a look at where we are
today. We have an obvious problem
with unemployment being too high, a
lack of consumer demand and con-
fidence, and a reluctance by many
Americans to make purchases of goods
and services that would create a de-
mand for more work, more jobs, and
more economic growth.

The President came to office and
said: Well, the first thing we need to do
is to move this economy forward, and
he passed a stimulus package, which I
supported. I believe 40 percent of that
stimulus package went into tax cuts
for families so they would have more
spending power, particularly lower-
and middle-income families. He also
put money in infrastructure, trying to
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make sure we move forward building in
America for our future, and money to
help State and local governments that
were clearly struggling with a cutback
in revenue. That was the President’s
stimulus package. It was helpful, but it
clearly did not turn the economy
around as we had hoped. We are moving
in the right direction.

The next thing the President did, last
December, was reach a bipartisan
agreement—a controversial one—to ex-
tend tax cuts in this country. The obvi-
ous belief was if we continue to put
spending power in the hands of working
families who have a lower propensity
to save with every marginal dollar,
they will spend it and help the econ-
omy get back on its feet. So that was
the second phase of the stimulus.

What we are talking about now, in
terms of our future—the next 10 years,
and what we will do specifically for the
next year and a half—is to do the oppo-
site. It is to take money out of the
economy by reducing government
spending. That is a way to reduce the
deficit—at least it appears to be—but
yet it flies in the face of this notion
that we can increase aggregate de-
mand, increase demand for goods and
services, and create jobs.

I was a member of the deficit com-
mission—the Bowles-Simpson Commis-
sion—and that commission was very
careful not to put in place the spending
cuts for at least a year, until we were
back on our feet and the economy was
moving forward. Their fear—and the
fear I share—is that if we make spend-
ing cuts at this point, it will not help
economic recovery. In fact, many
would agree. I think Paul Krugman
regularly reports that point of view in
the New York Times, and I think he is
right.

So here we are, on the horns of a di-
lemma. In order to avoid the disaster
that would occur August 2 if the United
States defaulted on its debt for the
first time in its history, we are being
told we have to cut back on govern-
ment spending. By cutting back on
spending, we may also have a negative
impact on our economy. I am afraid
this dilemma is not going to serve our
purposes very well. I am not sure this
is clear thinking. I think, in many re-
spects, it is ideological thinking.

The Republican point of view has al-
ways been to reduce the size of govern-
ment at any cost to the economy. They
believe in their heart of hearts in the
pre-Keynesian view of the world: the
market will work this all out if we just
get out of the way. Well, that may be
possible, but it is going to be a very
costly experience and a costly experi-
ment as people find themselves strug-
gling through this recession without a
helping hand.

For example, will we extend unem-
ployment benefits as part of this con-
versation about what we will do with
the economy for the next year and a
half? I, for one, would argue we should.
My understanding is they expire at the
end of this year, and if that is the case,
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the extension of unemployment bene-
fits will cut off direct payments to peo-
ple we know are the first dollars spent.
Families on unemployment spend it all
because that is what they live on. So
that stimulus to the economy may be
cut off.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. Let me complete one
thought. Then I will be happy to yield.

Secondly, the President has put in a
payroll tax cut. What that means is,
working families will get about 2 per-
cent more each pay period. The belief
of the President—and I share it—is
that kind of helping hand ends up with
dollars in the hands of many families
spent into the economy. I hope we ex-
tend the payroll tax cut as part of this
agreement. It doesn’t serve specifically
the need for deficit reduction, but it
certainly serves the need for us to
stimulate the economy and have people
buy more.

Right now we have a crisis of con-
sumer confidence, and I think it is
brought on by the bad news out of
Washington—we have to share some of
this blame—and it is brought on by the
fact that many people overborrowed
before the recession set in, many times
going deeply into debt. For example, in
the 1990s, the average indebtedness of a
family was 84 percent of their annual
income. By the year 2007, it had
reached about 125 percent, a 15-percent
increase in indebtedness. Now families
facing that indebtedness are retrench-
ing, holding back, not making commit-
ments, and it is coming down to 112
percent and slowly back to where it
should be.

What we are trying to do is to give
people some spending power to create
more consumer and aggregate demand
for goods and services for business
growth in this country.

So I hope as we look at this deficit-
reduction package, as important as it
is, we understand we are doing it in an
economically dangerous time, when
this recession still threatens us, and
when many people are still holding
back because of their reluctance to
spend. If we do not provide a helping
hand in this situation, I am afraid the
economic recovery may be even slower.

The political realities tell us we are
faced with this dilemma: either default
on the debt ceiling or cut back in
spending, either one of which would be
harmful to the economy. I hope we can
find a way through this that is sen-
sible, not just from an economical
point of view but a political point of
view.

I yield to my colleague for a ques-
tion.

Mrs. BOXER. I have a few questions
because what my colleague is doing
right now is stepping back and looking
at the bigger economic view of where
we are. Having come out of the 2010
election, where, frankly, the only issue
I faced day after day was job creation,
I think my friend is right to talk about
that. But here we are in a crisis that is
made up.
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We have raised the debt ceiling 89
times, and I know my friend has looked
at all of this. But isn’t it true that
never before have we been in a cir-
cumstance where one political party
has held the full faith and credit of the
United States hostage to some agenda
they want to bring to the country? Is
that my friend’s understanding?

Mr. DURBIN. I would answer my col-
league that there has never been an in-
stance, since 1939, in the 89 times we
have extended the debt ceiling—except
for one technical period in 1979 for a
few days—when we have used the debt
ceiling as a political bargaining chip,
and there has never been a time when
we were this close to defaulting on the
debt causing a true concern across the
country and the world that the United
States would not keep its promise to
pay its bills, which, as the Senator
knows, could result in a loss of con-
fidence in our economy and an increase
in interest rates not just for the gov-
ernment but for businesses and fami-
lies everywhere at exactly the wrong
time.

Mrs. BOXER. OK. So what we have
now established is that at a time of
economic uncertainty, what the Repub-
licans have done, as a party, is hold
this whole economy hostage. We have
established that. It has never been
done before. It is a made-up crisis.
They know under Ronald Reagan the
debt ceiling was raised 18 times, under
George Bush it was 7, 8 or 9 times, and
they never said a word. But now, in the
midst of this economic crisis we have
had going on, this recession, they add
this horrific crisis which they have
made up.

I have one more question I would like
to ask my friend for his comment. I
was thinking the other day how things
are stalling—the economic growth and
our recovery. I have looked back on
this and have asked: Why has this hap-
pened.

One of the great reasons, I believe, as
someone who did study economics a
long time ago, is uncertainty and this
whole nightmare we are going through,
this unnecessary nightmare.

Here we are on a Sunday—we Kknow
talks are going on—but this is unneces-
sary that we are in this mess. The Re-
publicans want us to be in this mess
again in 3, 4, or 5 months. I hope we
have finally gotten rid of that notion.
We are not going to agree to a short-
term extension. But here is what I see
as the bigger picture.

As soon as the Republicans took
over, they stopped working on this
economy. Not only did they stop work-
ing on the FAA conference—the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration—but
they now have shut down the FAA.
They refuse to allow an extension, and
there are job losses all over my State—
I assume all over my colleague’s State.

At this time they have stopped com-
pletely any work on patent reform,
which Chairman LEAHY says is hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs. They have
put forward a highway bill and a budg-
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et that cuts highways by one-third,
which is 600,000 jobs that will be lost.
They voted down, with a filibuster,
MARY LANDRIEU’S small business bill
and my economic development bill—
hundreds of thousands of jobs between
those two. Now we have this made-up
crisis. How long have they been in?
Let’s see: January, February, March,
April, May, June, July—7 months, and
we are in a mess.

So I say to my friend, as he puts for-
ward this notion that we have to be
concerned, it is not only that we have
this made-up crisis, it is also that they
have put the brakes on anything the
Senate and the House can do to stimu-
late jobs. Does my friend agree that it
is a very discouraging time?

Mr. DURBIN. Well, of course, it is. I
think what is most discouraging is the
average person is asking themselves:
Why do we inflict this pain on our-
selves in the midst of a recession? Why
do we have the fear of defaulting on
America’s debt for the first time in our
history? Why would we lose our credit
rating, the best in the world—AAA—
because of a manufactured political de-
bate in Washington?

We will pay for this for a long time
to come. For every 1 percent interest
rates go up, our national debt goes up
$130 billion a year—$1.3 trillion over 10
years. So as we talk about all the
spending cuts we want, the fact is, we
end up in a position where we can’t
keep up with increases in the interest
rate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority time has expired.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arizona.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

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

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President,
much time is remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority has 14 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MCCAIN. Well, I will tell you
what. I will be glad to engage in a
short colloquy with the Senator from
Illinois, if he would like.

Does the Senator from Illinois be-
lieve we are close to an agreement?

Mr. DURBIN. I hope so.

Mr. McCAIN. Does the Senator from
Illinois agree that, most likely, that
agreement will not have an increase in
taxes associated with it, at least in the
short term?

Mr. DURBIN. I hope not.

Mr. McCAIN. You hope so?

Mr. DURBIN. I hope there is revenue
included in any agreement.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Well, everything I have
heard is that the agreement does not

how
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have tax increases in it. Has the Sen-
ator heard differently, being in the
leadership?

Mr. DURBIN. I honestly am not
party to this. But I can tell the Sen-
ator, as the Gang of 6 and fiscal com-
mission, we believe everything should
be under consideration to reduce our
national debt.

Mr. McCAIN. So I assume that would
also mean the Senator from Illinois
would advocate another stimulus pack-
age?

Mr. DURBIN. I wish to make sure we
have some stimulus to the economy to
create jobs and help those out of work
find work with training and education.

Mr. McCAIN. So one would have to
assume that the Senator from Illinois
believes the last stimulus package was
successful, which was, counting inter-
est, over $1 trillion. The Senator from
Illinois and others who advocated the
stimulus package and the administra-
tion said: If we pass this, unemploy-
ment will be a maximum of 8 percent.
This will stimulate our economy and
create jobs.

Do you know what the Senator from
Illinois and others are saying now? It
was not enough, that it was not
enough, that we didn’t spend enough,
that we didn’t make the deficit larger.
Because certainly nothing in the stim-
ulus package was paid for. So I hope
the Senator from Illinois understands—
the American people understand—that
just spending more money has failed
and failed miserably.

When we look at the latest news, on
the front page of the Wall Street Jour-
nal and the Washington Post and the
New York Times, that our economy is
staggering back into a situation of
stagnation, and the response—I will be
glad to let the Senator respond. The
answer on the other side is: Well, let’s
have some more spending and let’s
raise taxes. Let’s take some more
money out of the taxpayers’ pockets in
the form of spending more money—
their money. It is not the administra-
tion’s money. It is not the money of
the Senator from Illinois. It is the peo-
ple’s money. Take some more money of
theirs—and this is the Nobel Prize—
well, I will not—anyway. Take more
money and taxes and more out of the
taxpayers’ pockets, and that will be
the answer to our problems.

I will be glad to hear the response of
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. First, I wish to thank
my colleague from Arizona. For those
who are witnessing this, this is almost
a debate in the Senate. It rarely hap-
pens. I thank the Senator for coming
to the floor.

Mr. McCAIN. May I say that rather
than having the Senator use all our
time, I thought I would engage in a col-
loquy.

Mr. DURBIN. Well, I enjoy doing this
and I thank the Senator.

Mr. McCAIN. Go ahead, please.

Mr. DURBIN. First, during the course
of the Senator’s Presidential campaign,
Mark Zandi, his economist, helped him
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formulate some positions. His opinion
of President Obama’s stimulus is, it
stopped a precipitous decline in our
economy. Did it achieve all we had
hoped for? No.

Mr. McCAIN. If I could interrupt on
that particular point, Mr. Zandi was
one of many advisers to my campaign.
The key adviser was Douglas Holtz-
AKin, who is, as you know, former head
of the CBO—the Senator knows him
well—who had no brief whatsoever for
that proposal.

Please go ahead.

Mr. DURBIN. The second point I
would like to ask the Senator from Ar-
izona, I think one of the real bedrock
beliefs among Republicans is that if we
cut taxes, particularly on the wealthi-
est people in America, the economy
will prosper. We hear that over and
over.

Didn’t we try that experiment under
President George W. Bush? Didn’t the
debt of the United States double under
the President and he left a shambles
behind him, 2.3 million jobs lost in the
first 3 months of President Obama’s ad-
ministration because of this failed eco-
nomic policy which the Senator con-
tinues to espouse; that if we cut taxes
on the rich, America is going to get
wealthier. Haven’t we tried it? Where
are the jobs?

Mr. McCAIN. If I could take a little
trip down memory lane with my friend
from Illinois, whom I had the great
privilege many years ago—I don’t know
if T should mention the 1982 election.
He and I came to the House of Rep-
resentatives together, and he might re-
call that one of his own, then a Demo-
cratic Congressman from Texas, got to-
gether with President Reagan and
guess what we did. We cut taxes. Guess
what. We had one of the strongest re-
coveries in recent history of this coun-
try because we didn’t start spending
and add spending without paying for
them.

I would say to the Senator from Illi-
nois, he is correct; the spending that
went on in the previous administration
was not acceptable and led to the def-
icit. But I would also say, speaking for
myself, I voted against the Medicare
Part D because it was not paid for. I
voted against the earmark and
porkbarrel spendings which were abun-
dant as every appropriations bill came
to the floor and dramatically increased
spending in the worst way, wasteful
and corrupt way, I will say. I am proud
that at least some of us said: If we
don’t stop this spending and get it
under control, then we are going to
face a serious problem.

But I would also mention, and the
Senator has seen the chart, it has got-
ten a lot worse—a lot worse—since the
last election. You can’t keep up B-I-O-
B. You can’t keep up Blame It On
Bush.

Go ahead.

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to respond
to my colleague from Arizona, through
the Chair.

Does he recall what happened with
the Reagan tax cuts? Because what
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happened was we tripled the national
debt during that period of time, and
President Reagan came to Congress 18
times to extend the debt ceiling. He
holds the record.

So to argue the Reagan tax cuts led
to great long-term prosperity is seri-
ously in doubt, if we are going to use
the deficit as a measure.

Mr. McCAIN. If I could say we be-
lieved and Reagan believed that cut-
ting tax cuts would restore our econ-
omy, which was in the tank, thanks to
the practice of the previous adminis-
tration before him. Reagan presided
over probably one of the greatest job-
creation periods in the history of this
country. Those are numbers that I
would be glad to insert into the
RECORD.

Compare that with what has hap-
pened since this administration took
office, with the promise that if we
passed ObamaCare, if we passed TARP,
if we passed all these others, the econ-
omy would then be restored and grow.

Again, it is hard for my dear friend
from Illinois to refute the fact that it
was categorically stated that if we
passed the stimulus package, unem-
ployment would be at a maximum of 8
percent.

Unemployment today is 9.2 percent,
and if we look at any indicator, wheth-
er it be housing starts, whether it be
the deficit, whether it be unemployed,
whatever it is, it has gotten worse
since the stimulus package was passed
rather than better.

Mr. DURBIN. If the Senator would
yield for a question.

Mr. McCAIN. I would be glad to just
hear the Senator’s comment.

Mr. DURBIN. I am going to give the
Senator a chance to speak again.

Does the Senator believe that de-
faulting on our national debt for the
first time in our history, which has
been the threat looming over us from
the House Republicans and others for a
long period, is good for America’s econ-
omy?

One of his colleagues on the floor
from the State of Pennsylvania has
come in and said: Listen, defaulting on
the debt is not that big a deal. It can
be, in his words, ‘‘easily managed.”
Does the Senator from Arizona agree
with that thinking?

Mr. MCCAIN. As the Senator may
know, I came to the floor a couple days
ago and made the comment that the
Senator from Illinois and I are in
agreement.

Point No. 1, we can prioritize—and
every economist that I know literally
would agree. We can prioritize for a
while where we want what remaining
money that is left. But the message we
send to the world—not just our mar-
kets but to the world—that the United
States of America is going to default
on its debts is a totally unacceptable
scenario and beneath a great nation.
We are in agreement, No. 1.

Mr. DURBIN. Amen.

Mr. McCAIN. No. 2 is that to insist
that any agreement is based on the
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passage through the Senate of a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States, as I said
before, is not fair to the American peo-
ple because the terrible obstructionists
on the Senator’s side of the aisle, the
terrible people, their flawed philo-
sophical views about the future of
America is not going to allow us to get
20 additional votes from the Senator’s
side, assuming you get all 47, since it
required 67 votes to pass a balanced
budget amendment because of the Con-
stitution.

I think it was not only a wrong as-
sessment; I think it is not fair to the
American people to say we can pass a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution through the Senate at
this time. Maybe after the Senator is
defeated in the next election and we
get rid of a lot of—maybe that will
happen. But certainly let’s not tell the
American people that is a possibility
because I think it raises their expecta-
tions in a way that is not fair to them
and, frankly, detracts from what I
think is being done as we speak be-
tween the leaders, the President,
Democratic leaders and Republican
leaders, which is in a very short time-
frame.

Go ahead.

Mr. DURBIN. I would just say it
pains me to say I agree with the Sen-
ator from Arizona, but I do.

We both feel threatening the debt
ceiling is not in the best interests of
the United States and both of us feel
that holding out the threat that if we
don’t pass a constitutional amend-
ment, we can’t let the economy con-
tinue is not a good-faith bargain. I
wish Senator Byrd were here to re-
spond to that particular suggestion.

As for my prospects in the next elec-
tion, I thank the Senator from Arizona
for campaigning against me last time.
When he did, I almost got 60 percent of
the vote in Illinois. So I welcome the
Senator back to the land of Lincoln
anytime he would like to come.

Mr. McCAIN. I would love to come
out. As I saw, I did so well in the Presi-
dential campaign in the land of Lin-
coln, I am not surprised I had such a
dramatic impact on the election of the
Senator from Illinois as well.

Could I just say, I think this kind of
discussion is important, No. 1.

No. 2 is, we should have this national
debate on other forums besides just the
Sunday show, and perhaps the floor of
the Senate is the best place to do that.
I wish to continue to engage with the
Senator from Illinois, but I hope this
agreement will assure the American
people that we will meet our obliga-
tions, that we will meet our obliga-
tions not only physically but fiscally
but also meet our obligations to them
to govern—to govern—because they did
send to us here to govern. I think the
Senator from Illinois would agree with
me.

The last approval rating of Congress
I saw, both sides of the aisle, was about
16 percent; and I have yet to encounter
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anyone in that 16-percent category in
my travels back to my State.

By the way, I would like to note the
presence of the Budget Committee
chairman, Senator CONRAD, who I
think has made enormous good-faith
efforts to reach an agreement on some
of these issues, and I thank him for his
work. I wish to assure him his reward
will be in heaven, not here on Earth.

Mr. DURBIN. I would also like to
thank the Senator from Arizona for the
few minutes we shared on the floor. I
hope more Members would do this rath-
er than just taking turns giving
speeches. These exchanges, even when
we disagree, are valuable.

But I agree completely with the Sen-
ator from Arizona. At the end of the
day, we cannot allow our economy to
lapse into this default. It would be dev-
astating to a lot of innocent families
and businesses across America and will
cost us dearly in terms of our national
debt. So let us hope we can find this bi-
partisan agreement that people are
working on, even at this moment, and
I hope we can do that soon.

Incidentally, I wanted to say for the
RECORD former Senator Alan Simpson,
whom I came to know even better on
the Bowles-Simpson commission, said:

Ronald Reagan raised taxes 11 times in his
administration. I was here. I was here. I
knew him better than anybody in the room.
He was a dear friend and a total realist as to
politics.

Mr. McCAIN. Could I remind the Sen-
ator from Illinois that, in retrospect,
the one thing President Reagan said he
regretted—and he regretted it—was the
agreement that was made with the
Democratic leadership that we would
cut spending by $3 and increase taxes
by $1 for every cut in spending. That
was the ironclad agreement. Guess
what happened. We increased taxes.
The fact is, we raised taxes and did not
cut spending, and that was in direct
violation of the commitment he got
from the Democratic leadership.

I yield the floor.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). Pursuant to rule XXII,
the clerk will report the motion to in-
voke cloture.

The bill clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close debate on the Reid motion
to concur in the House amendment to S. 627,
with amendment No. 589.

Harry Reid, Max Baucus, Barbara Boxer,
Carl Levin, Tom Harkin, Benjamin L.
Cardin, Charles E. Schumer, Richard J.
Durbin, Patrick J. Leahy, Mark R.
Warner, Patty Murray, Christopher A.
Coons, Richard Blumenthal, Sherrod
Brown, Kent Conrad, Mark Begich,
John F. Kerry, Debbie Stabenow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
concur in the House amendment to S.
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627 with amendment No. 589, offered by
the Senator from Nevada, Mr. REID,
shall be brought to a close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 50,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 122 Leg.]

YEAS—50
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Baucus Gillibrand Murray
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL)
Bennet Harkin Pryor
Bingaman Inouye Reed
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kerry Schumer
Brown (MA) Klobuchar
Brown (OH) Kohl g}tlaéleen
Cantwell Landrieu Abenow
Cardin Lautenberg Tester
Carper Leahy Udall (CO)
Casey Levin Udall (NM)
Conrad Lieberman Warner
Coons McCaskill Webb
Durbin Menendez Whitehouse
Feinstein Merkley Wyden
NAYS—49
Alexander Grassley Nelson (NE)
Ayotte Hatch Paul
Barrasso Heller Portman
Blunt Hoeven Reid
Boozman Hutchison Risch
Burr Isakson Roberts
gha;nbhss g oﬁanns WD Rubio
oats ohnson

Coburn Kirk ganQers

essions
Cochran Kyl Shelby
Collins Lee
Corker Lugar Snowe
Cornyn Manchin Thune
Crapo McCain Toomey
DeMint McConnell Vl.tter
Enzi Moran Wicker
Graham Murkowski

NOT VOTING—1
Inhofe

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 50 and the nays are
49. Three-fifths of the Senators duly
chosen and sworn not having voted in
the affirmative, the motion is not
agreed to.

The majority leader.

Mr. REID. I enter a motion to recon-
sider the vote by which cloture was not
invoked.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion to reconsider is entered.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the time until 4
p.m. be equally divided and controlled
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each during
that period of time.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the matter
now before the Senate is still the pend-
ing matter we have been working on
for several days. It is extremely impor-
tant that everyone understands we
have a message from the House, and if
we are going to work something out,
which we are hopeful we can do, that
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we have a piece of legislation by which
we can do that and not require a bunch
of cloture votes. So that is where we
are now. We are seeing if something
can be worked out.

I have had, for the information of
Senators, a number of conversations in
the last hour with people downtown,
and the arrangement that is being
worked on with the Republican leader
and the administration and others is
not there yet. We are hopeful and con-
fident it can be done. As soon as it is
done, I will let my caucus know.

I have had conversations with the
Republican leader and other Senators.
Senators should be aware that further
rollcall votes are possible today. We
will do everything we can to give Mem-
bers adequate notice before additional
rollcall votes are scheduled.

Mr. MCcCCONNELL. Mr. President,
would the majority leader yield on that
point?

Mr. REID. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. MCCONNELL. If we were to vote,
I assume we would have significant no-
tice for our Members because many
Members would like to leave the Cap-
itol if we are not going to be voting.

Mr. REID. I would say to my friend
that is an appropriate thing to do. I
would not suggest a ball game, though;
maybe closer than that.

We will give everyone adequate no-
tice. As I indicated, we will do every-
thing we can to give Members plenty of
notice. As I indicated, we will have, on
this side of the aisle, a caucus later
today, whenever we are able to do that.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

———

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent the Senate stand in
recess subject to the call of the Chair.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 1:39 p.m., recessed subject to the call
of the Chair and reassembled at 8:31
p.m., when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mrs. SHAHEEN).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

BUDGET COMPROMISE

Mr. REID. Madam President, for the
last few weeks Congress has been
locked in partisan gridlock. Today, I
am relieved to say leaders from both
parties have come together for the
sake of our economy to reach a his-
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toric, bipartisan compromise that ends
this dangerous standoff.

The compromise we have agreed to is
remarkable for a number of reasons,
not only because of what it does but
because of what it prevents: a first ever
default on the full faith and credit of
the United States.

Sometimes it seems our two sides
disagree on almost everything, but in
the end reasonable people were able to
agree: the United States could not take
the chance of defaulting on our debt,
risking a United States financial col-
lapse and a worldwide depression.

America and the world have been
watching our democracy expectantly.
My message to the world tonight is
that this Nation and this Congress are
moving forward, and we are moving
forward together.

Reaching a long-term accord that
would give our economy the certainty
it needs was not easy. But our work is
not done. Leaders from both parties
and in both Chambers will present this
agreement to our caucuses tomorrow.
Senate Democrats will meet at 11 a.m.

To pass this settlement, we will need
the support of Democrats and Repub-
licans in both the House and the Sen-
ate. There is no way either party—ei-
ther Chamber—can do this alone.

As President Lyndon Johnson said:

There are no problems we cannot solve to-
gether, and very few that we can solve by
ourselves.

Democrats and Republicans have
rarely needed to come together more
than today. I know this agreement will
not make every Republican happy. It
certainly will not make every Demo-
crat happy either. But both parties
gave more ground than they wanted to,
and neither side got as much as it had
hoped. But that is the essence of com-
promise, of consensus building. And the
American people demanded com-
promise this week, and they got it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
this is an important moment for our
country. I appreciate the majority
leader’s comments and want to say a
few words to our colleagues who have
been so patient over the past several
days and whose ideas and encourage-
ment have been so helpful in getting us
to this point.

First of all, let me reiterate that be-
fore any agreement is reached, Repub-
licans will meet to discuss the frame-
work that the White House and con-
gressional leaders in both parties think
would meet our stated efforts to cut
spending more than the President’s re-
quested debt ceiling increase, prevent a
national default, and protect the econ-
omy from tax increases.

To that end, I would like to say to
my Republican colleagues that we will
be holding a conference meeting in the
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morning to discuss the framework and
to give everyone a chance to weigh in.
But at this point I think I can say with
a high degree of confidence that there
is now a framework to review that will
ensure significant cuts in Washington
spending. And we can assure the Amer-
ican people tonight that the United
States of America will not for the first
time in our history default on its obli-
gations.

————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 1448

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) was added as
a cosponsor of S. 1448, a bill to exempt
off-highway vehicles from the ban on

lead in children’s products, and for
other purposes.
———
ORDERS FOR MONDAY, AUGUST 1,
2011

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until 10:30 a.m. tomorrow, Mon-
day, August 1; that following the pray-
er and pledge, the Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date, the
morning hour be deemed expired, and
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day;
that following any leader remarks, the
Senate resume consideration of the
motion to concur in the House message
to accompany S. 627, the legislative ve-
hicle for the debt limit increase; that
the Senate recess from 11 a.m. until
12:30 p.m.; further, that at 12:30 p.m.,
the Senate resume consideration of the
motion to concur with respect to the
House message to S. 627, with the time
until 2 o’clock p.m. equally divided and
controlled between the two leaders or
their designees, with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes
each.

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

———

PROGRAM

Mr. REID. Madam President, there
will be a Democrat caucus at 11 a.m.
tomorrow.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. REID. Madam President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent
that it adjourn under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 8:36 p.m., adjourned until Monday,
August 1, 2011, at 10:30 a.m.
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