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S. CON. RES. 41, H. CON. RES. 112,
S. CON. RES. 37, S. CON. RES. 42,
S. CON. RES. 44 EN BLOC—MO-
TIONS TO PROCEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to the en bloc con-
sideration of the following concurrent
resolutions, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motions to proceed to Calendar No. 357, S.
Con Res. 41; Calendar No. 354, H. Con. Res.
112; Calendar No. 356, S. Con. Res. 37; Cal-
endar No. 384, S. Con. Res. 42; Calendar No.
395, S. Con. Res. 44.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will be 6 hours of debate equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their
designees, with the majority control-
ling the first 30 minutes and the Re-
publicans controlling the second 30
minutes.

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, this
is a consequential discussion today. It
is a question of the future economic
policy of the United States. That is
what we are talking about here today.
I just heard the Republican leader say
there is no budget. I don’t know how to
say this, but sometimes I wonder if col-
leagues pay attention to what they are
voting on here. Last year in August we
did not pass a budget resolution; in-
stead, we passed a budget law.

Anybody who has had 10th grade
civics knows a law is stronger than any
resolution. A resolution is purely a
congressional document. It never goes
to the President for his signature. A
law has to pass both bodies and be
signed by the President. Last year, in-
stead of a budget resolution, we did a
budget law called the Budget Control
Act.

The Budget Control Act set the budg-
et for the next 2 years, for this year
and next. More than that, it set 10
years of spending caps, saving $900 bil-
lion. In addition, the Budget Control
Act gave a special committee the au-
thority to reform the tax system and
the entitlement system of the country,
and it said: If you come to an agree-
ment, special committee, your action
cannot be filibustered. You have to go
right to the floor for a vote. And if you
do not agree, there will be an addi-
tional $1.2 trillion of spending cuts put
in place.

The special committee did not agree,
so that additional $1.2 trillion of spend-
ing cuts is now the law, in addition to
the $900 billion of spending cuts. That
is a total spending cut package of more
than $2 trillion. That is the biggest
spending cut package in the history of
the United States. For our colleagues
to say there are no spending limits in
place—really? What is the Budget Con-
trol Act, then? It is a law passed over-
whelmingly in the Senate. It passed in
the House. It was signed by the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Why are they engaged in this diver-
sion? I think I know why. Because the
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last time our colleagues on the other
side were in control, when they had it
all, the House, the Senate, the White
House—from 2001 to 2006 they had both
Houses of Congress, until 2008 they had
the White House, so of course nothing
could be changed in terms of the poli-
cies they put in place until we had a
new President. And what happened
when they had total control and their
policies were in place? Republican poli-
cies led the United States to the brink
of financial collapse. That is what hap-
pened. Do you know what they want to
do now? They want to go back to those
failed policies and do it all over again.

We cannot let them do that. That
would be a disaster for this country. It
would be a disaster for the world’s
economy. I do not know what could be
more clear than when their policies
were in place they brought this Nation
to the brink of financial collapse. I re-
member those days. I remember being
called to a special meeting in this
building with the leaders of the House
and the Senate and the head of the
Treasury Department under President
Bush and the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve, who told us if they did not
take certain actions the next day there
would be a financial collapse in the
United States within days. I was in the
room when the rescue for the major fi-
nancial institutions in this country
was designed and we were told, late on
a Saturday night, if we did not reach
agreement by the next day the Asian
markets would open Sunday night and
they would collapse and our markets
would open the next Monday and they
would collapse.

Barack Obama was not the President;
George W. Bush was the President. The
Republican economic policies had been
put in place in 2001, in 2002, in 2003, and
those policies were still in place when
we came close to collapse. We do not
forget.

Let’s go back to what happened with
the private sector jobs picture. At the
end of the Bush administration we
were losing 800,000 jobs a month. Now
we are gaining 130,000 in the last
month. In the months before that, im-
mediately preceding, we were gaining
about 200,000 jobs a month. We have
had a gain, now that the economy has
started to turn around under this
President, of 4 million jobs created in
the private sector.

There it is. The red line is the results
of the last time the Republicans con-
trolled the policy here—job losses
every month. Finally, under this Presi-
dent things have begun to turn around.
Instead of losing jobs we are gaining
jobs, and the same is true on economic
growth. On economic growth the record
is very clear. In the last quarter of the
Bush administration the economy was
shrinking at a rate of almost 9 percent.
You can see it there, that long red
bar—the economy in the last quarter of
the Bush administration shrinking at a
rate of almost 9 percent. But that, too,
has turned around under this new
President and we are now averaging

S3183

economic growth of about 3 percent—a
dramatic improvement.

But our Republican friends are not
satisfied. They want to take us back.
They want to take us back to those
failed policies that had the economy
shrinking at a rate of 9 percent, had us
losing 800,000 jobs a month. We are not
going to support that. We are going to
oppose that. One thing the Republican
leader got right is we are going to be
voting against going back to those
failed policies that put this economy in
the ditch, that put us on the brink of
financial collapse. He is absolutely
right. We are going to oppose that.

Our policies have begun to turn
things in the right direction. Here are
the positive signs for the U.S. econ-
omy: 26 consecutive months of private
sector job growth; 11 consecutive quar-
ters of real GDP growth; unemploy-
ment rate down; manufacturing has ex-
panded for 33 consecutive months; con-
sumer confidence is showing signs of
improvement—in fact, the last con-
sumer confidence reading is at a 4-year
high; U.S. auto manufacturers that
were on the brink of bankruptcy under
the Bush administration policies, the
Republican policies, are now returning
to profitability; and State revenues are
showing signs of improvement.

One way we can reality-test is how is
our economy doing compared to our
major competitors. How are we doing
compared to the Europeans? How are
we doing compared to Japan? How are
we doing compared to the United King-
dom? On every one of those tests the
United States comes out on top. Our
economy is performing better than the
European zone—all the European coun-
tries combined. We are doing better
than Japan. We are doing better than
the United Kingdom. This chart shows
the story. Our economic growth is the
best, compared to our major competi-
tors.

If there is any doubt that Republican
policies had us on the brink of finan-
cial collapse, we can look to the study
that was done by Alan Blinder, the
former Deputy Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve, and Mark Zandi, who ad-
vised the McCain campaign on eco-
nomic policy. The two of them did an
analysis of the Federal actions taken
to deal with the fiscal crisis and the fi-
nancial crisis. Here is what they con-
clude:

We find that its effects on real GDP, jobs
and inflation are huge, and probably averted
what could have been called Great Depres-
sion 2.0.

When our friends attack the Presi-
dent and say he did not lead—really?
He averted a depression. He prevented
a financial collapse, because that is ex-
actly where we were headed when the
Republicans were in control.

Zandi and Blinder went on to write:

When all is said and done, the financial and
fiscal policies will have cost taxpayers a sub-
stantial sum, but not nearly as much as
most had feared and not nearly as much as if
policymakers had not acted at all. If the
comprehensive policy responses saved the
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economy from another depression, as we es-
timate, they were well worth their cost.

That is exactly right. But what do
our colleagues on the other side want
to do? They want to take us to extreme
austerity. They want to slam on the
brakes, even while this economy is in a
fragile recovery. We do not have to
wonder what would happen if we adopt-
ed the policies they are presenting here
on the floor of the Senate today. We do
not have to imagine it; we can just
look across to Europe because they are
pursuing the policies that our col-
leagues on the other side advocate here
today. What is happening? We have
kind of an experiment going on because
what our Republican friends are push-
ing for is being done in Europe. What
are they experiencing? Here is a col-
umn from the former German Chan-
cellor Gerhard Schroeder, ‘‘Austerity
Is Strangling Europe.”

[T]he direction of European economic and
financial policy must change, away from
pure austerity toward growth. Greece, Ire-
land, Portugal, Italy and Spain have made
substantial progress in stabilizing their fi-
nances. But the economic and political situa-
tion in these countries shows that austerity
alone is not the way to resolve the crisis.

Do we have a problem with debt? Ab-
solutely. Do we need to deal with it?
Absolutely. I was part of the Bowles-
Simpson commission. I was part of the
group of six. I have spent hundreds of
hours negotiating with colleagues on
both sides to get a result. But the an-
swer is not extreme austerity right
now. Almost every economic analyst
says if you do that you will slam this
country right back into recession.
Again, we do not have to look very far
to find out if that is true, because
Great Britain has tried that approach.
What have they experienced? Here is an
article from the Wall Street Journal on
April 26: “U.S. Slips Back Into Reces-
sion.”

That is exactly the formula that is
being presented by our colleagues on
the other side of the aisle today. Let’s
slam on the brakes. We are going to
put this thing right back in recession.
Hey, they had their chance. They ran
the economic policy of this country for
8 years under the Bush administration,
and sure enough they had this country
on the brink of financial collapse. Now
they want to return to those same
failed policies. What a mistake that
would be.

We have heard the Republican leader
say there is no budget; we have no
budget. As I indicated in the beginning
of my remarks, we do have a budget
law that was passed last year. It is
called the Budget Control Act. Let me
read from the Budget Control Act be-
cause maybe my colleagues missed it
when they were voting on it. Here is
what it says in two places:

The allocations, aggregates, and levels

Referring to spending levels—
set in subsection (b)(1) shall apply in the
Senate in the same manner as for a concur-
rent resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2012.
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Is that confusing? It says ‘‘in the
same manner as for a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year
2012.”

The identical language is repeated
for 2013:

The allocations, aggregates, and levels set
in subsection (b)(2) shall apply in the Senate
in the same manner as for a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2013.

That is about as clear as it can be. I
might add, the Budget Control Act, as
I indicated earlier, is stronger than any
resolution because a resolution is pure-
ly a congressional document. It never
goes to the President for his signature.
So the Budget Control Act that set the
budget for 2012 and 2013 has the force of
law, unlike a budget resolution that is
not signed by the President.

The Budget Control Act also sets
spending limits not just for 2 years but
for 10 years. It caps spending for 10
years, saving $900 billion. It also pro-
vided the full enforcement mecha-
nisms, including a deeming resolution
that allowed budget points of order to
be enforced for the appropriations bills
that come in 2012 and 2013.

The Budget Control Act did some-
thing else. It created a supercom-
mittee, a reconciliation-like procedure
to address entitlement reform and tax
reform backed up by a $1.2 trillion so-
called sequester. ‘‘Sequester’ is just a
fancy word for more spending cuts.

The Budget Control Act that is the
law said if the special committee didn’t
reform the tax system, didn’t reform
the entitlement system, that there
would be another $1.2 trillion of spend-
ing cuts imposed on top of the $900 bil-
lion. We all know the special com-
mittee didn’t reach an agreement, so
that additional $1.2 trillion of spending
cuts is in place. That is a total of $2
trillion in spending cuts. That is the
biggest spending cut package in the
history of the United States.

For our friends on the other side to
say there are no spending limits in
place is just wrong. It is just wrong. We
do have a problem. We have a big prob-
lem. This chart talks about the spend-
ing and revenue of the country over the
last 60 years and tells us why we have
a problem. The red line shows the
spending in the United States over that
period. The green line shows the reve-
nues. We can see on the chart there is
a big gap between the spending and the
revenue, and that is why we have defi-
cits.

Our friends on the other side like to
refer to one part of the equation. They
just like to talk about spending. But
the reality is deficits are created by
the gap between the revenue and the
spending. We can see on this chart we
are at or near a 60-year high on spend-
ing. We have come off the 60-year high
a little bit, and we are at or near a 60-
year low on revenue. We have to work
both sides of the equation. Again, we
are at or near a 60-year high on the
spending, and we are at or near a 60-
year low on revenue.

So what is to be done about it? The
public says we ought to have a bal-
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anced plan: 62 percent say the best way
to reduce the Federal budget deficit is
a combination of additional revenue
and spending cuts. Eight percent say
we ought to just increase taxes. Seven-
teen percent say just cut programs.

I was part of the so-called Bowles-
Simpson Commission. There were 18 of
us; 11 of the 18 supported the conclu-
sions that called for that kind of ap-
proach—additional revenue but also ad-
ditional spending cuts. That is what
the American people say we ought to
do, but that is not what our friends on
the other side are proposing. They pro-
pose additional tax cuts, to dig the
hole deeper before we start filling it in.

Then they say: In addition to that,
we will have Draconian spending cuts
because if we are going to have more
tax cuts that primarily go to the
wealthiest among us, and we are trying
to reduce the deficit, that means we
have to have even more spending cuts.

Let me just say that the budgets our
Republican friends are going to be of-
fering today have something in com-
mon. Every one of them ends Medicare
as we know it. Every Republican budg-
et offered today ends Medicare as we
know it. One of the Republican budgets
being offered today cuts Social Secu-
rity by 39 percent. That is their an-
swer. If we are going to have more tax
cuts for the wealthiest among us—and
many of them are not paying their fair
share of taxes—and if we are going to
give them additional tax cuts, trillions
of dollars in some cases in these budg-
ets they are presenting today, then
how are we going to make it up? Their
answer is end Medicare as we know it,
and that is in every one of their budg-
ets.

One of them has gone so far as to say:
Let’s cut Social Security benefits 39
percent. We will be voting on that later
today, and we will see who stands be-
hind that proposal.

Every Republican budget cuts taxes
for millionaires by at least $150,000 a
year. Are you listening? Every Repub-
lican budget being offered today cuts
taxes for millionaires by at least
$150,000 a year on average.

Every Republican budget being of-
fered today protects offshore tax ha-
vens.

What are offshore tax havens? This is
a picture of a building down in the Cay-
man Islands. It is an Ugland House. It
is a little five-story building down in
the Cayman Islands. That building
claims to be the home of 18,857 compa-
nies, and they all say they are doing
business out of that little building
down in the Cayman Islands—18,857
companies.

They are not doing business out of
that building. They are doing monkey
business out of that building, and the
monkey business they are doing is
avoiding the taxes they owe in the
United States.

Every Republican budget protects
those offshore tax havens. The first
House Republican budget plan we will
be voting on today is totally unbal-
anced. There is no revenue. In fact, it
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is a lot more tax cuts, $1 trillion of ad-
ditional tax cuts for the wealthiest in
our country. They do cut some things
other than taxes; they cut health care
by almost $3 trillion. They shift Medi-
care to a voucher system which will
end Medicare as we know it. They
block-grant for Medicaid, going right
after the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety: children, the disabled, and those
who have the least. They cut the safety
net for seniors, children, the disabled,
which will increase the number of un-
insured by more than 30 million. They
have large cuts to education, energy,
and infrastructure. Cutting education
doesn’t make a whole lot of sense to
me. Talk about eating your seed corn,
that is it.

After our House Republican col-
leagues put out their budget, the
Catholic bishops said this in the Wash-
ington Post: Bishops say Ryan budget
fails moral test.

The House Republican budget au-
thored by Mr. RYAN fails the moral
test. It certainly does.

Let’s go to the next slide. This plan
cuts discretionary spending $1 trillion
beyond what the Budget Control Act
did. If you look at priorities, it kind of
leaps out at you. Health care is cut by
almost $3 trillion. It goes from $12.7
trillion to $9.9 trillion.

Then we go to the question of edu-
cation, where the United States is al-
ready lagging. In fact, the United
States ranks 256th out of 3¢ OECD coun-
tries in math. We are 25th in math. In
science we are 17th out of 34. So we are
25th out of 34 in math, and we are 17th
out of 34 in science. The budget from
the House Republicans says to cut edu-
cation by 25 percent; cut it from $77
billion to $58 billion. That is a 25-per-
cent cut in education under the House
Republican plan.

We have all seen gasoline prices ris-
ing. We are thankful they have been
easing back in recent days. But, none-
theless, on May 14 gasoline averaged
$3.75 a gallon. What is the Republican
answer to rising gasoline prices? Well,
let’s cut those energy programs that
are designed to reduce our dependence
on foreign energy. Let’s cut them 60
percent. That is what the House Repub-
lican plan does. It cuts programs to re-
duce our dependence on foreign energy
from $4.7 billion a year to $2 billion.
That is a 60-percent cut in programs to
reduce our dependence on foreign en-
ergy.

If anybody has driven on the high-
ways of America, we all know we have
work to do there. If we look at spend-
ing on infrastructure in our country
versus our major competitors, we can
see China is spending 9 percent of its
GDP on infrastructure: roads, bridges,
airports, and rail. Europe spends 5 per-
cent, and the United States spends 2.4
percent on infrastructure. We ought to
do better than that.

So what is the Republican answer?
On transportation funding, they cut it
34 percent. They cut it 34 percent. I
think we understand the direction our
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Republican colleagues want to take
this country, and it is full speed in re-
verse. They want to go back to the
failed policies that put this country on
the brink of financial collapse the last
time they were in charge.

We will hear our colleagues on the
Republican side say we can’t raise any
revenue. We can’t raise any revenue,
even though revenue is at or near a 60-
yvear low right now. If we look histori-
cally at what it has taken to balance
the budget, the last five times we bal-
anced the budget, revenue was at 19.5
percent to 20.6 percent of GDP. Under
the Republican plan, it never gets
above 18.7 percent. So I don’t think
they are very serious about balancing
the budget.

Former Senate Budget Committee
Chairman Judd Gregg said this about
the need for more revenue:

[W]e also know revenues are going to have
to go up, if you’re going to maintain a stable
economy and a productive economy, because
of the simple fact that you’re going to have
this huge generation that has to be paid for.

That is the baby boom generation.

Former Senate Budget Committee
Chairman Domenici also said we need
more revenue. He said:

A complete deficit reduction plan—one
that can gain support from Republicans and
Democrats—will need to combine com-
prehensive spending cuts with structural en-
titlement reform and new revenues
[Aldditional revenues will be needed if we
are serious about controlling our debt.

One of the issues that has become
more and more clear in recent months
is that income disparity is widening in
America. This shows, since 1979, what
has happened to the top 1 percent in
terms of their income and what has
happened to the middle quintile and
the lowest quintile. Everybody else has
been pretty much stagnant since 1979.
The top 1 percent has gone up like a
rocket. I have nothing to be critical
about in terms of people doing well. We
want everyone to succeed, not just part
of the population.

The hard reality is that since 1995,
the effective tax rate for the wealthiest
400 taxpayers in this country has been
cut from about 30 percent to 18 percent.
That is not fair. The Republican plan is
to give them more tax cuts. In fact, the
House Republican plan on revenue pro-
vides an additional $1 trillion in tax
cuts for the wealthiest among us by
giving millionaires an average tax cut
of more than $150,000 a year. It does not
contribute one dime of revenue to def-
icit reduction.

I want to end where I began. The last
time our colleagues on the other side
were in charge, when they controlled
everything here from 2001 to 2006 and
the White House until 2008, their Re-
publican policies led the United States
to the brink of financial collapse. The
proposals they are making here today
are to take us right back to those
failed policies. We shouldn’t let them
do that. That would be a mistake for
our country and it would be a mistake
for the world.
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I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President,
the fundamental question we as a Na-
tion have to ask is: What are we going
to do now? What are we going to do for
the future? What is our plan for the fu-
ture? The problem we have in this Sen-
ate is that the Democratic majority
steadfastly and adamantly refuses to
lay out their vision for the future while
investing a considerable amount of
time and effort in attacking anybody
who does. They even voted down their
own President’s budget, as bad as it
is—the most irresponsible budget ever
submitted here, in my opinion.

This is an odd situation we are in,
and I will say that our country has
never been in more danger financially.
Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson—
Senator CONRAD served on their com-
mittee—came before the Budget Com-
mittee, of which I am the ranking
member, and told us in a signed state-
ment—that this Nation has never faced
a more predictable financial crisis. In
other words, the course we are on
today is unsustainable. They told us
that. They told us it could happen
within as little as 2 years, and that was
over a year ago that they gave that
testimony.

We are in the danger zone finan-
cially. I know a lot of people would
like to say it is not so, but it is so.
Look at this chart. This chart shows
the total debt of the eurozone, includ-
ing the U.K., and the United States.
Our debt exceeds that of the eurozone.
We have a larger debt than they do. My
good friend Senator CONRAD, who is
such a fine person, noted that Presi-
dent Bush presided over a period in
which our debt increased, and it did in-
crease. The largest debt President Bush
ever had was $480 billion in 1 year,
which was too large. President Obama
has never had a budget that was less
than a $1,200 billion deficit, and next
year it will be over $1,000 billion again,
according to expert testimony. We are
on an unsustainable path. So I would
note that our $15.5 trillion debt for the
United States is greater than the
eurozone and the eurozone has a larger
population than we do.

Let’s look at this chart, which drives
that number home again, in case any-
body is worried about it. I am. It shows
the average debt per person in the
countries we have been reading about
that are in financial trouble, and it
hits them sometimes surprisingly, and
we never know quite how it is going to
hit. But look at this: The debt in
Spain, which we know is in a rocky fi-
nancial position, is $18,000 per person;
Portugal, $19,000; France, $33,000;
Greece, $38,000—Greece’s debt per per-
son is $38,000, whereas the United
States is $44,000. Yes, we have a little
larger economy, but this is the danger
zone.

A few people were saying we could
have a financial problem in 2007 as a re-
sult of the bubble in housing. They
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warned us that might happen. A lot of
people said: Oh, no, not this time; it is
different; we have it under control. Yet
we had a financial crisis that we
haven’t recovered from yet. So I would
say we do need to take action.

We do not have a budget. If we have
a budget, why did President Obama
comply with the United States Code
and submit a budget this year? If we
have a budget, why did the House pass
a budget? If we have a budget, why did
four different Democratic Congressmen
and groups of Congressmen submit
budgets in the House? If we have a
budget, why did Senator CONRAD seek
to have a budget markup in the com-
mittee? He basically said: Well, we
may not bring it up on the floor, but
the law says we should have a budget
and I am going to bring one up in com-
mittee. The day before the committee
met, the Democrats met in conference
and told him not to do it.

So we were expecting to have an ac-
tual markup of a budget presented by
the Democratic leadership and we
didn’t get it. Why? Senator REID said it
would be foolish to have a budget—
foolish. What did he mean by that?
Why would the Democratic leader, at-
tacking Republicans this morning, say
it is foolish for us to produce a budget?
Well, he said that because he meant it
would be foolish politically. It would
be not smart politically because the
Democratic leadership in the Senate
would have to lay out a vision for the
future and the vision they wanted to
sell and could agree on was one the
American people wouldn’t like. It
wouldn’t be smart. They would reject
it. We would add the numbers up and
see how much they actually want to in-
crease taxes, how much they are going
to increase the debt, how much spend-
ing is going to increase. That is not
leadership. It is an utter failure of
leadership.

In contrast, the Republican House
produced a budget that changes the
debt course of America. It puts us on a
sound financial path. One can agree
with it or disagree with it. We will
have other budgets offered today from
the Republican side that will have sub-
stantial support, that will change the
debt course we are on, balance the
budget in a certain number of years,
and put us on a sound financial path. I
expect every one of those budgets to be
opposed by every Member on the other
side of the aisle. Again, it appears they
will unanimously vote down President
Obama’s budget and not offer one of
their own, directly contrary to the law.

I know the majority leader this
morning said: Well, filibuster is our
problem. But we can’t filibuster a
budget. The Congressional Budget Act
is designed to ensure that a budget will
be passed. The Congressional Budget
Act does not allow a filibuster. Only 51
votes are needed to pass a budget, so
why is it being mentioned? Because
they prefer to hide under the table and
not stand up and be counted and not
address the greatest trouble this Na-
tion has, which is our debt.
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I see some of my colleagues here
today, and I ask unanimous consent to
participate in a colloquy with my col-
leagues for up to 20 minutes.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
see Senator BLUNT here, who was part
of the leadership in the House before he
came to the Senate. I know he has a
deep understanding of these issues and
the place we are in as a Nation today.
I also see Senator THUNE from South
Dakota, who is an active member of
the Budget Committee and part of the
leadership here in the Senate.

I am pleased to yield to Senator
BLUNT and ask him how he feels this
morning as we move forward today to
bring up a series of budgets with no
plan from the majority party in the
Senate.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I am
embarrassed that we are not serious
about this issue. Senator THUNE and I
served in the House together while the
Senator from Alabama was leading in
these budget fights in the Senate, and
we had a budget every year. We didn’t
always every single year have a budget
the House and the Senate could agree
on, but the House always had a budget
and the Senate always had a budget.
We always complied with the 1974
Budget Act that says we have to have
a budget. It says we have to have a
budget by April 15.

Frankly, we can’t do our work with-
out a budget. We can’t get spending
under control without a budget. We
can’t appropriate the way we should
without a budget because the budget
sets forth how much money we are
willing to spend on defense and how
much money we are willing to spend on
military construction and how much
money we are willing to spend on en-
ergy. If we don’t have that, we don’t
have a starting place.

I have all the respect in the world for
our friend from North Dakota, Senator
CONRAD, but to be the chairman of the
Budget Committee and to have to come
to the floor and talk about what is
wrong with the other budgets that have
been produced when his committee
hasn’t produced one has to be frus-
trating for him, no matter how effec-
tive he seemed when he was talking
about what was wrong with the people
who had a plan. It is easy to find out
what is wrong with somebody’s plan,
particularly when one doesn’t have any
obligation, apparently, on their own
part to come up with a plan.

We remember when the White House
was asked a few weeks ago, when Sen-
ator REID said the Senate will not have
a budget and what their position on
that was, they said: We don’t have a
position on that.

The President submitted a budget.
Why did the President submit a budget
if he doesn’t want the Congress to act
on a budget? The House voted on his
budget this year. It was 414 to 0. Not a
single Democrat or Republican in the
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House voted for the President’s budget.
Last year we voted on the President’s
budget, as I assume we will again
today. Not a single Democrat or Re-
publican voted for the President’s
budget last year, and the position of
the White House is they don’t care. It
is an amazing situation to find our-
selves in.

Whoever is in charge of the Senate in
the future needs to have a commitment
to the American people that we are
going to have a budget, we are going to
have an appropriations process, and we
are going to get this spending under
control. We have maxed out the credit
card; everybody gets that. The Senator
from Alabama showed this morning
with his chart the figures representing
our debt relative to the countries we
sort of laugh at, how irresponsible they
are—numbers that I think we ought to
look at pretty carefully. When our debt
per person is greater than the Greek
debt per person—I haven’t seen the
front page of a paper in a while that
didn’t have something about chaos in
Greece on it because they have let
their government get bigger than their
economy can support. They have let
their debt get bigger than the gross do-
mestic product of their country by al-
most two times, but now we have ex-
ceeded our debt by—our debt exceeds
our potential to produce goods and
services in a year for the first time
ever. In fact, in the 3 years we haven’t
had a budget, the debt of the country
has increased almost $5 trillion, as we
have spent over $10 trillion in those 3
years without a budget. It is unaccept-
able. Everybody here knows it is unac-
ceptable. And every American family,
frankly, who thinks about it knows it
is unacceptable.

The Senator’s fight, along with what
I am sure has to be Chairman CONRAD’s
frustration to not have a budget, could
not be a more important topic for us to
be talking about today or for the
American people to be asking the ques-
tion: Why not? Why are you refusing to
do your job? I know nobody in this
Chamber knows as much about the
budget, in my opinion, as the Senator
does. Your frustration of where this
does not allow us to go to do the right
things is as great as anybody’s, maybe
greater than anybody’s. But I think all
of us know we should be doing the
right thing here, which is to obey the
law, create a budget, and have a budget
that gets us to the place we know we
need to get to, where our economy,
once again, is right-sized to our gov-
ernment or, more importantly, our
government is right-sized to our econ-
omy.

Mr. SESSIONS. Briefly, before I go to
Senator THUNE and get him engaged in
this discussion, based on the Senator’s
experience in the budgetary process,
I'm sure he is aware that about 60 per-
cent of Federal spending is mandatory
entitlement spending. Does the Sen-
ator think we can develop a long-term
plan for the future that fails to address
that large portion that is growing fast-
er than the other part of the budget?
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Mr. BLUNT. No, we cannot. Last
year, for the first time ever, all of the
money that came in was less than the
money that went out automatically to
these programs, where, if you meet the
definition for the program, you get the
money. It is at 60 percent now. It has
not been that many years ago that it
was at b0 percent. It was not that many
years before that it was at 40 percent.

So we have to deal with these issues
because they lead us to an inevitable
place. Do we want to be Europe today
a few years from now? Surely not.
Surely the answer is no. We cannot
avoid that unless we have a plan.

It is easy to talk about how bad the
other plan is. But what we all ought to
be doing is coming up with a plan that
gets us to where we all know we need
to be.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator.

I thank Senator THUNE for his leader-
ship and active participation in this de-
bate. I ask the Senator, what is on his
mind this morning, as we are heading
for votes on four different budgets?

Mr. THUNE. I say to my colleague
from Alabama, who is the ranking
member on the Budget Committee, I
got on the Budget Committee in this
session of Congress and have been on it
now for 2 years. We have not written a
budget either year. So it sort of begs
the question about whether the com-
mittee has any relevance around here
anymore.

But to the point about spending and
debt—we get down here and we talk
about it. I think it has been inter-
esting. The former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, ADM Mike
Mullen—who up until several months
ago held that position—would come in
front of Congress, in front of congres-
sional committees, and say the great-
est threat to America’s national secu-
rity is our national debt. There are a
lot of external threats the TUnited
States faces. The world continues to be
a dangerous place, with al-Qaida and
the Iranian nuclear capability and
China and North Korea. You can go
right down the list. But for the top
ranking military official in this coun-
try to come before Congress and say
the greatest threat to America’s na-
tional security is our national debt
speaks volumes about what our pri-
ority ought to be. To think that we
here in the Senate now for over 1,100
days have not passed a budget is pretty
stunning in light of that reality; and
also to say that somehow, because the

Budget Control Act last summer
passed, we did not need a budget misses
the point.

The reason we had the Budget Con-
trol Act is because we did not pass a
budget. The Budget Control Act is
what you get when you do not pass a
budget. You end up at the 11th hour
having to put something together to
deal with the issue of the debt limit,
which is what we were dealing with at
that time. It did put some caps on
spending, but it does not do anything
to deal with the long-term structural
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challenges facing this country, which
is what a budget is designed to do.

The President submitted a budget
this year, which would suggest he
thought we ought to be working on a
budget. The chairman of the Budget
Committee, as my colleagues have
mentioned, even called a Budget Com-
mittee markup, where we went there
and said: Bring amendments. We went,
we brought amendments, and we gave
opening statements. We gaveled it out
and said we are not going to do it.

So here we are again on the floor of
the Senate without a budget, having to
vote on other budgets presented by
some of our colleagues, the House of
Representatives, which passed a budget
this year earlier, and the President’s
budget. To be fair, the President at
least submitted a budget. It was a ter-
rible budget if you are looking at the
issues of spending and debt. In fact, I
think the reason it got voted down 414
to nothing in the House of Representa-
tives is because it added $11 trillion to
the debt. It takes our total debt at the
end of the 10-year period to $26 trillion
and spends $47 trillion over the next 10
years and raises taxes by $2 trillion in
a very fragile economy. It was a bad at-
tempt, but at least it was an attempt.
It was an attempt that yielded zero
votes in the House of Representative,
and it will be interesting to see if on
the floor of the Senate today there will
be any Democrats who will vote for
their President’s budget proposal.

But the point the Senator from Ala-
bama and the Senator from Missouri
make is a good one, and that is simply
this: We have a responsibility under
the law to spell out what we would do
to get this country on a more sustain-
able fiscal path. That is something
that is in the budget laws that the Sen-
ator from Alabama pointed out. Yet
here we go on, year after year after
year now—3 years in a row, over 1,100
days—without the Senate doing its job
and passing a budget. That is signifi-
cant for a lot of reasons, not the least
of which is this is the fourth year in a
row where we are going to have a tril-
lion dollar deficit. Under this adminis-
tration, you have the highest deficit,
the second highest deficit, the third
highest deficit, and the fourth highest
deficit in history—4 consecutive years
now of trillion dollar deficits.

But we are concerned about the econ-
omy. We need the economy to get
growing again, to expand, to create
jobs. That helps address all these
things. What is interesting about it—
and I know both my colleagues on the
floor are well aware of this—there is a
lot of research that has been done with
regard to developed countries that
start carrying these high debt loads.
All the analysis suggests when you get
a debt-to-GDP ratio of more than 90
percent, it costs you about a point to a
point and a half of economic growth
every single year. Well, in our country,
a percentage point of economic growth
means a million jobs. So our debt to
GDP—which is now over 100 percent—
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means it is draining our economy of
economic growth and, therefore, lots of
jobs.

The Congressional Budget Office said
about the President’s budget, if his
budget were to be enacted, it could cost
us up to 2.2 percent of economic growth
over the course of the next 10 years,
which would amount to 2.2 million
jobs. So we know the President’s effort
was not serious. He did at least put
something out there. But we need a se-
rious discussion in the Senate about a
budget that will put us on a pathway
not only to get spending and debt
under control but to allow the econ-
omy to grow and expand and get Amer-
icans back to work. That is what is at
stake here. That is why we believe we
ought to have a budget. That is why we
are going to have an exercise today
where at least we get a chance to vote
on some budgets as advanced by some
of our colleagues in the House of Rep-
resentatives as well as here in the Sen-
ate and the President’s budget.

The fact is, this is the third year in
a row where we have not followed the
law and gone through the process of
getting a budget here on the floor of
the Senate. For our colleagues on the
other side to suggest it is not nec-
essary simply because the Budget Con-
trol Act was passed last summer not
only is inconsistent with the law, but
it begs the point about why did the
President submit his budget, why did
they call a Budget Committee markup
in the first place? Clearly, somebody
around here thinks we ought to be
doing our job. But we are not doing it.

So I would hope, as we debate this
issue today, at least we will put in
front of the American people the argu-
ments we think need to be made with
regard to getting spending and debt
under control, addressing the long-
term, the mandatory side of the budget
my colleague from Missouri, Senator
BLUNT, mentioned. That is where we
know the money is. That is what no-
body wants to deal with. We keep
squeezing a little bit more out of the
discretionary side of the budget. We
have to take that on if we are going to
save Social Security and Medicare and
reform these entitlement programs.
That is what a budget process would
do. It does not take 60 votes under the
law. It takes 51.

To come down here and say Repub-
licans will filibuster again is com-
pletely out of whack with what we
know to be the facts around here and
the law; that is, that it takes 51 votes
to pass a budget and a reconciliation
bill that could possibly follow.

I appreciate the leadership of my col-
league from Alabama as the ranking
member on the Budget Committee. 1
look forward today, at least, for the
chance for us to talk about a budget
and what we ought to be doing for the
future of this country since we do not
have a budget on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. SESSIONS. I could not agree
with the Senator more. I would note,
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the reason we are here today is because
a budget was not produced. The Parlia-
mentarian of the Senate ruled that a
budget has not been produced and,
therefore, under the rules of the Budg-
et Act, budgets that have been filed
can be brought to the floor. That is
how we were able to force the votes
today.

Senator THUNE, briefly—and I will
also ask Senator BLUNT, who is in our
leadership—isn’t it a fact that what
happened with the Budget Control Act
is that we had spent so much money,
we had reached the spending limit of
America—the debt ceiling—and we had
to have a last-minute effort to reach an
agreement; the Republicans insisted
that we had to reduce spending, and we
got a reduction in spending from $47
trillion over the next 10 years to $45
trillion? You would have thought that
was going to bankrupt America—that
we would spend $45 trillion instead of
$47 trillion.

That is not a budget. It was a limit
on spending, and it was done because
Republicans said: We are not going to
raise the debt limit until you at least
cut some spending. That is all that
could be accomplished. We avoided a
crisis, but it was a pretty tense time.

Senator BLUNT.

Mr. BLUNT. I would like to stay on
this. Saying the Budget Control Act is
a budget—as Senator THUNE men-
tioned, if that was the budget, why did
the President submit one? Nobody be-
lieves that is a budget. The Parliamen-
tarian said it was not a budget. But
what it is—it would be as if your fam-
ily sitting down to decide what money
you are going to have to spend this
year said: OK, we have X number of
dollars. Let’s go out and spend it. That
is no budget, particularly when you
had to borrow 40 percent of the X num-
ber of dollars you said you had. We are
borrowing 40 percent of the money we
are going to spend. The only number
we have that we have agreed to is the
maximum amount we will spend, know-
ing we do not have anywhere near that
number, and we have not allocated
that in any way.

That is no budget. Everybody knows
that. Everybody also knows you cannot
get there unless you have a way to get
there. Your family says: OK, we have
done the budgeting for the year. We de-
cided if we borrow almost as much
money as we make, and we spend that
somewhere, that is our budget. We
have not decided where we are going to
spend it, we have not decided how we
are going to spend it, and we have not
even decided a reasonable way we are
going to get it, but we said: Here is the
number we are going to spend. Now,
family, let’s all go out and start spend-
ing and we will meet here later this
year and see how it worked out. It
makes no sense at all, and everybody
knows that.

Interestingly, we do not hear much
about this. It is surprising to me that
every day there is not a story about
why for the first time ever for 3 years
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straight now the Senate has decided it
does not have to do the work the law
requires it to do, as we dig this hole
deeper and deeper and deeper. The
longer we wait, the more difficult the
solution is going to be. Every single
day that passes, it is harder to solve
this problem than it would have been
the day before. Now we have gone 3
years without a budget and apparently
we are going to go through the rest of
this process without a budget. By the
time we get to the end of this year, we
will be approaching that fourth year
without a budget. It is not as though
this would be a good idea, the law says
we have to have one. And we should
have one.

Mr. SESSIONS. Senator BLUNT has
been in the leadership in the House. He
is in the leadership of the Senate. Be
frank with us. What is it that would
cause the majority party not to want
to lead, not to want to lay out a plan
for the future, and attack anybody who
does lay out a plan? I know it is hard.
We all know this is a tough thing. But
doesn’t the Senator think a party that
aspires to lead the Senate should, in-
stead of hiding under the table, stand
up and say what they believe we should
do over the next decade financially?

Mr. BLUNT. I think the law even re-
quires it. I think the leader on the
other side, the majority leader, has
been pretty clear about it. It is bad pol-
itics to have a budget, bad politics to
tell the American people officially
what we are for, bad politics for our
Members to have to go on record say-
ing what they are for.

The President submitted a budget.
There are 54 Members of the Presi-
dent’s party here in the Senate. Fifty-
one of them could pass this budget. It
would be the Senate-passed budget.
Then you would go to the House and
say: OK, let’s look at the House budget
and the Senate budget and see if we
can agree on a budget.

But they actually have been pretty
transparent. You have to give them
some credit for not trying to be dif-
ferent than they really are. They said:
It would be politically foolish for us to
pass a budget because then people
would know what every one of the 51 of
our Members is for, and they would
have to say what they are for.

My guess is that nobody in the ma-
jority will say they are for anything
today—not for the President’s budget,
not for any budget we will submit. So
you go home and say: I am not for any
of that. You can’t accuse me of being
for a bad plan because I am for no plan.

That is where we are.

Mr. SESSIONS. Well, we need rev-
enue—they use that word but will not
explicitly say whom they want to tax
except a very few rich. The Buffett tax
would produce about $4 billion a year
when we have a $1,200 billion deficit.

I would note that Senator MANCHIN, a
former Governor of West Virginia, said
in today’s Politico that he would have
been impeached if he failed to produce
a budget as West Virginia’s Governor.
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He said: Sure I have a problem with
failing to offer a budget. As a former
Governor, my responsibility was to put
a balanced budget forward.

Well, I see my colleague is here. 1
think our time is up. There might be a
couple of minutes for Senator THUNE.

Mr. THUNE. If the Senator will yield
for a minute, I assume in Alabama and
Missouri and I know in South Dakota
our States pass budgets. It can be done.
You can balance your budget. It would
be nice if we had a requirement in the
Constitution that would demand that
the way many of our States do. Cer-
tainly, there doesn’t seem to be the po-
litical will here to do it absent that.
But it can be done, and hard decisions
have to be made. South Dakota went
through it last year, made some hard
choices, our Governor, our legislature.
Those are the types of hard decisions
that are going to have to made here,
but it takes a certain amount of polit-
ical will and a willingness to make
hard decisions. As the Senator from
Alabama and the Senator from Mis-
souri have both pointed out, there
doesn’t seem to be the willingness here
to make those hard votes.

As has already been pointed out, the
leader on the other side has said: What
point is there in doing a budget? And
the President of the United States and
his folks, when they were asked wheth-
er the Senate ought to do a budget,
said: Well, we don’t have an opinion
about that, which I think is really
ironic coming from the leader of the
free world about whether this country
ought to have a budget to work with.

But that being said, as our time
winds down here, to argue, as our col-
leagues have, that we don’t need one
misses the point. The Parliamentarian
has ruled that the Budget Control Act
was, in fact, not a budget. We need to
do a budget here in the Senate. More
importantly, the American people ex-
pect it and the taxpayers deserve it.
That is why we ought to be having a
debate on what we are going to vote for
today, not what we are going to vote
against.

It will be interesting to see if any of
our colleagues on the other side vote
for any of the budget proposals we put
forward today, including the President
of the United States; his budget will be
voted on along with several other Re-
publican budgets. I have a feeling we
will be for some things. I have a feel-
ing, as you said earlier, that they are
not going to be for anything.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, is
the time up on this side?

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the use of
calculators be permitted on the Senate
floor during consideration of the mo-
tions to proceed to budget resolutions.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I
wish to go back to the point my col-
leagues have made. It is fascinating to
me. You did not hear them talk for one
moment about the substance of their
proposals—not a moment. Did you no-
tice that? I wonder why that would be?
I think I know. It is because their pro-
posals would take us right back to the
failed policies that brought this coun-
try to the brink of economic collapse.
That is what happened the last time
they were in charge. They controlled
both bodies from 2001 until 2006, the
White House until 2008. So none of
those policies they put in place when
they controlled both Chambers could
be changed. And where were we at the
end of 2008? Where were we? We were
losing 800,000 jobs a month and the
economy was shrinking at a rate of 9
percent. And the proposals they have,
the substantive proposals they are
making here today, take us right back
to those same failed policies.

It is no wonder you did not hear them
saying one word about the budget pro-
posals on which we are going to be vot-
ing because they are the same failed
policies that put this country in the
ditch. Instead, what you hear them say
is that we on our side have no budget.
Fascinating.

Well, let me just put up again what
we passed last year in law called the
Budget Control Act.

Let me again read from that law. It
says:

The allocations, aggregates, and levels—

Spending levels—
in subsection . . . shall apply in the Senate
in the same manner as for a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 2012.

In the next clause, it makes the
exact same statement for 2013, that the
Budget Control Act that was passed
last year will serve in the same manner
as a budget resolution.

Earlier this year, pursuant to that
law, I gave the appropriators, which I
am required to do under the law, what
they could spend, and here it is. I have
this chart being blown up.

Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry,
$13,397 million; Armed Services, $146,698
million; Banking, Housing, and Urban
Affairs, $22,167 million; Commerce,
Science, and Transportation, $15,016
million; Energy and Natural Resources,
$5,276 million. It sounds kind of like a
budget does it not? Doesn’t that sound
kind of like a budget? Well, guess what,
it is a budget. It is in the Budget Con-
trol Act that we passed last year in-
stead of a budget resolution.

Again, anybody who has taken high
school civics knows a budget law is
stronger than any budget resolution.
Why would that be the case? Because a
budget resolution is purely a congres-
sional document. It never goes to the
President for his signature. A budget
law, by definition, has to be signed by
the President. So last year, instead of
a budget resolution, we passed a budget
law called the Budget Control Act.
Pursuant to that law, I gave the appro-
priators—earlier this year, before the
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deadline—their allocations, and I was
just reading from them. Finance, $1,337
billion; Foreign Relations, $28,640 mil-
lion; Homeland Security, $102,276 mil-
lion; the Judiciary Committee, $18,545
million; Rules and Administration, $41
million. It sounds a lot like a budget
doesn’t it? Because that is exactly
what it provided. It provided the spend-
ing limit this year and for next year.
That is in the Budget Control Act we
passed in the Senate last year on a
strong bipartisan vote, passed the
House of Representatives, and signed
into law by the President of the United
States.

So when we hear over and over that
there is no budget, no spending limits
for this year, it is just not so. There
are spending limits for this year. There
are spending limits for next year. They
are included in the Budget Control Act,
which is a law. It was passed. It was
signed by the President. That Budget
Control Act limited spending for the
next 10 years—put spending caps in
place. Budget resolutions rarely have
spending caps for more than 1 year.
The Budget Control Act had 10 years of
caps, saving $900 billion. That is the
law.

I see the Senator from Michigan is on
the floor—a very valued member of the
Budget Committee. Welcome to this
debate. We have been hearing a lot
from the other side—interestingly
enough, I want to say to the Senator,
almost nothing about the substance of
their proposals. I assume that is be-
cause they want to go back to the same
failed policies that put this country in
the ditch we are still digging out of.
All they want to talk about is not hav-
ing a budget resolution—not one word
that instead of a budget resolution, we
passed a budget law, as the Senator
well knows, the Budget Control Act.

How much time will the Senator
need?

Ms. STABENOW. I will use 7 minutes
or SO.

Mr. CONRAD. I will allocate the Sen-
ator 10 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Madam President, first let me thank
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, who I have to say is going to be
sorely missed. In fact, I am not sure we
are going to let him go. I think we are
going to lock the doors to his office
and not let him leave. He has been such
an incredible valued Member of the
Senate and a leader for our country on
these issues.

It is absolutely true that what we are
really debating is whether we go back
to policies that put us in the huge def-
icit ditch in which we find ourselves or
whether we continue to go forward as a
country. We need to keep going for-
ward and going forward even more
quickly certainly. But in my State, we
are seeing us begin to move forward,
with manufacturing coming back and
innovation opportunities, and we need
to continue to push for that.

But let me stress as well what the
chairman has said. We passed the
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Budget Control Act by 74 votes in the
Senate—T74 votes, a bipartisan vote—on
August 2, 2011. It put in place the
spending caps the chairman talked
about. It laid out something that,
frankly, in my time since being here
starting in 2001, has been done dif-
ferently and, frankly, has a stronger
basis for it because instead of just hav-
ing something passed by the House and
the Senate, it was actually signed by
the President. It is law. It has the force
of law, and it is in a situation where it
has even more impact than it would
normally.

So, yes, we did not do the normal
process. What we did was one better
than the normal process, which is the
Budget Control Act. It did pass. It did
put in place the spending caps and set
up, as you know, a deficit reduction
commission and a requirement on cuts
that will take place in January.

It is also true that what we do not
have is a long-term plan. As the chair-
man has talked about over and over
again, we have to come together on a
long-term deficit reduction plan. So we
agree on that. There are many people
who have talked about that, worked on
various proposals. The President has
lead negotiations. Members in this
body have. And certainly the chairman
of the committee has continued to lead
those efforts. And we need to get that
done. But in terms of what we have on
a budget resolution that puts in place
limits or caps, that has been done.

Now, when we look at what is in
front of us and the votes we are going
to be having today, it is very simple in
terms of values. The question is, Are
you on the side of the middle class or
on the side of millionaires in this coun-
try?

You know, folks in my State, the
middle class, feel as though the system
has been pretty much rigged against
them. All they want is a fair shot. We
have families in Michigan struggling to
make ends meet, and they are strug-
gling to send their kids to college. Over
and over again, they look at what is
going on here and scratch their heads.
And why in the world would we con-
tinue to focus on things that help a
privileged few, those who have had the
most benefits in the last decade? Why
do we continue to see policies like
these budgets that, in fact, focus on
more tax cuts for millionaires and bil-
lionaires and ask middle-class families
to sacrifice more and more? They
shake their heads and say: What is
going on here? You guys just do not get
it, what is happening to the majority
of families.

And what we are seeing once again is
that rather than focusing on jobs and
bringing the economy back on track,
bringing jobs back to the United
States, strengthening our ability to
make things and grow things in this
country, which has to happen if we are
going to have a middle class and have
an economy, what we see our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle do
is wanting to double student loan rates



S3190

and eliminate Medicare as we know it
in order to give another round of tax
cuts to millionaires and billionaires.
That makes absolutely no sense.

Instead of spending our time passing
jobs bills that we need to pass, by the
way, including the farm bill, which af-
fects 16 million people in this country
when we talk about rural communities
and agriculture and food processing
and all of our efforts on food policy
across the country, instead of doing
that, they want to spend their time fo-
cusing on something that will give
more tax breaks to millionaires and
ask middle-class families one more
time—just one more time—to sacrifice.

Folks in my State are saying we have
had enough of this. What we ought to
be doing is our to-do list—stopping out-
sourcing and rewarding companies that
bring jobs home; helping responsible
homeowners refinance and take advan-
tage of today’s lower interest rates;
cutting taxes for small businesses that
are creating jobs and investing in their
companies; continuing critical invest-
ments in clean energy manufacturing
for the future; passing a farm bill for 16
million Americans whose jobs rely on
agriculture and our rural economy; and
we should focus on helping our vet-
erans coming home from the war find
good-paying jobs, thanking them for
their service.

We have a lot to do. Instead, we are
in the same old failed debate that got
us in the hole, that got us to the situa-
tion where there was a crisis on Wall
Street, that got us to the point where
we lost millions and millions of jobs in
the past. Are we going to go backward
or forward? That is the question.

Right now, what are the differences
when we look at the four different Re-
publican plans? They are very similar.
Here are three basic things that are the
same. They all end Medicare as an in-
surance plan and increase costs by
thousands of dollars for seniors in our
country, which puts them back in a
plan that is before 1964, where seniors
would have to try to find private insur-
ance. Of course, as we get older, we all
spend more health care dollars; we
need more health care, so costs will be
higher. It is tougher for older people to
find affordable insurance. That is why
we created Medicare in 1965. They want
to go back prior to that time.

Second, they allow student loan rates
to double. All the plans would double
the cost of that. I don’t know about
anybody else, but in Michigan, where
we are transforming the economy and
going to advanced manufacturing and
new technology, we have folks in their
forties and fifties going back to school,
and we have young people going to col-
lege. They are not asking for more ex-
pense. The average student debt in
Michigan is about $25,000. They are not
asking to add to that anymore. All four
of these proposals would do that—dou-
ble the student loan interest rate.

By the way, these are loans where
people are taking out the money, and
they are responsible and they are pay-
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ing it back. But they are asking for
help to make sure they can afford to be
able to have those loans, so they can
dream big dreams and go to college and
be successful. I thought that is what
our country was all about. When I was
growing up in the little town of Clare—
my dad was sick when I was in high
school—if I hadn’t had help with tui-
tion and fees and scholarship and
loans, I would not have been able to go
to college. The great thing about our
country is that a red-headed, freckled-
face girl in Clare, who folks didn’t
know—folks somewhere decided that
maybe I ought to have a chance to go
to college. Because of that, I have had
tremendous opportunities in my life.
We have a lot of young men and women
working hard every day who deserve
the same opportunity. People who lost
a job and are going back to get train-
ing deserve the same opportunity.

All four of these plans end Medicare
as an insurance plan, increase by thou-
sands of dollars costs to seniors, double
student loan rates, and all of it is to
make sure that we give more tax
breaks to millionaires and billionaires.
I know at least one or more of these
plans adds $150,000, I believe, in average
tax cuts. That is more than the aver-
age person in Michigan makes in a
year—or the average person in Amer-
ica. We are saying to seniors, families,
and students that we want you to pay
more SO we can give another tax cut to
the folks who have already gotten the
majority of the benefits in the last 10
years economically.

Let me stress one more time before
ending, I think this goes to the values
represented in these budgets. Do we
want to say that retirees and older peo-
ple in our country have the oppor-
tunity to live long lives? Social Secu-
rity and Medicare are great American
success stories. They literally brought
a generation out of poverty to live in
dignity, like my mom, who is almost
86, to a place where she is healthy and
can play with her grandkids because
she had the opportunity to be in a sys-
tem called Medicare, and will be able
to live longer. Those are good things,
good values, not bad values.

All four of these budgets—the Paul
budget would end Medicare in 2014; the
Lee budget would end it in 2017; the
Ryan budget in 2023; and the Toomey
budget in 2023. I cannot imagine that
Americans want to go back to that sys-
tem where seniors cannot count on the
ability to have their doctor and get
their medicine and have the dignity of
a long and healthy life.

Madam President, I urge our col-
leagues to vote no on every one of
these resolutions which go backwards,
and support our efforts to keep Amer-
ica going forward and focus on those
things that will make our economic re-
covery even faster.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, we
need to lay out a plan for the future of
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this country. That is what this is all
about. My colleague just said vote no
on all of them and keep going, don’t go
back. What I hear being said—and
there is no ambiguity about it—is let’s
keep on the path we are on. This is
good enough. Here is the letter: Let’s
be happy. We are in Washington, and
we are having fun, I caught a fish and
we had a party, send more money.

Isn’t that what it is all about, isn’t
this what we are hearing from the
other side? Send more money. We will
take care of things for you. We don’t
have to cut anything. We are not on an
unsustainable path. Actually, we cut
spending over the next 10 years from
$47 Dbillion to $45 billion. Aren’t we
great. That is a huge increase over the
current level of spending; it increases
spending every year under the Budget
Control Act—not nearly enough to
change the debt course of the country.
But that is OK.

By the way, do you know what Presi-
dent Obama’s budget does? It wipes out
the sequester. Before the ink is even
dry on the Budget Control Act, the
agreement at the eleventh hour to re-
duce spending over the next decade by
$2 trillion, President Obama submits a
budget in February proposing to wipe
out the sequester—all $1.1 trillion of it.
What kind of commitment do we have
to control spending? Send more money;
that is the solution. Tax, spend, tax,
spend. I wish it weren’t so. I wish I
could say differently.

Well, let me ask this question: Do my
colleagues not feel a responsibility to
tell the American people what their fi-
nancial plan for the future of America
is? Do they have no responsibility? Do
they feel no sense of obligation, no
duty? All they want to do is attack
anybody else’s plan who is trying to
save this Republic from financial dis-
aster—attack them because they might
want to reduce spending somewhere,
and somebody might not like it be-
cause they didn’t get quite as much
from the government as they got be-
fore. Are there no programs that we
are prepared to reduce or eliminate
that are wasteful and not worthwhile?
Is there nothing in this government?
Maybe we stop GSA from having hot
tubs in Las Vegas; maybe we ought to
at least do that. How about the TSA,
which has warehouses with millions of
dollars of equipment in them that is
not even being used? What about the
$500 million Solyndra loan and other
bogus loans to political cronies? And
evidence is coming out that there is
more of that. Can’t we cut that? Or will
they say that is anti-energy?

What they need to do is get off the
backs of the energy producers and
allow more energy to be produced. It
doesn’t take taxpayer money to
produce more energy and have decent
regulations. Do you know what they
do? They send checks to Uncle Sam.
They pay royalties on offshore and
Federal lands. They pay taxes on the
money they make. The people who
work at the oil companies pay taxes.
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That is the way you get money, not by
just taxing somebody.

I think the American people fun-
damentally understand that a tax on
the rich is a tax on the private sector,
and when you overtax the private sec-
tor, you get less of it. It is the private
sector that creates the wealth that
pays the taxes that allows us to dis-
tribute money here and go back to our
districts and act as though we are some
hero for returning people their money
that we took from them, and we want
to be some specially credited person
because we brought back some bacon
to our district. The American people
understand this. They are not happy
about this.

The Budget Control Act is not close
to what we need to do to put our coun-
try on a sound path. It is not close. I
have to say that the President’s budget
undoes half of that. When I said the
Budget Control Act took spending
down from $47 trillion to $45 trillion,
President Obama’s budget that was
submitted a few weeks ago would add
$1.6 trillion back, so that would make
it go from $45 trillion to $46 trillion in
spending over 10 years.

This is the way they propose to oper-
ate this government. That is what
their plan is. Why won’t they lay it
out? Because they know the American
people will look at it and say: Good
grief, that is not what we want for this
country. You guys have to get your
house in order. We expect you to cut
some spending. We Kknow there is
waste, fraud, and abuse in the capital.
You better get busy.

All we hear from my Democratic col-
leagues is: Send more money. What is
particularly troubling is the suggestion
that it is OK, we don’t have to make
any changes. But we do. We do have to
make changes.

Let me show you this chart. The
changes will be difficult, but not so bad
as to have the country be damaged in
any significant way. This is where our
spending level is today, $3.6 trillion.
This is the next decade under the Budg-
et Control Act, where we cut spending.
In that late-night confrontation before
the government was to shut down be-
cause we reached the spending limit
and could not borrow anymore money,
an agreement was reached to take $2
trillion out of spending over 10 years.
That is what this chart is—after that
cut had been put in place. President
Obama wants to wipe out half of it. So
it would add $8 trillion in new spend-
ing. If you cut that to $6 trillion or $5
trillion, we would balance the budget.
You would still show an increase; it
would just maybe be a $4 trillion or a
$5 trillion increase in spending instead
of $8 trillion. We could make a big dif-
ference there.

The path we are on is unsustainable.
The path we are on leaves us in the
danger zone. The path we are on has
led us to have more debt than Europe
and more per capita than any country
in Europe, and it is unsustainable. I am
worried about this.
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I am particularly worried that we
don’t have a sense in this body that we
have to make changes. We are going to
have to look at the entitlement pro-
grams. I have heard Senator CONRAD
say this repeatedly. He served on the
debt commission, and they said we
have to do that.

Does the President propose any enti-
tlement changes in his budget? No. Are
the Democratic Members of the Senate
proposing entitlement changes? No.
Who is? Congressman RYAN has pro-
posed entitlement changes. He is pre-
pared to defend them as being the kind
of changes that will preserve, protect,
and sustain Medicare, Medicaid, and
Social Security.

We cannot allow entitlement spend-
ing to continue to increase at rates
four and five times the inflation rate.
That is an unsustainable spending
course. When 60 percent of our budget
is increasing at three or four times the
inflation rate, we are in big trouble,
and we can’t tax our way out of that.
That is just a fact. Upper income peo-
ple are going to have to contribute
more to Medicare. They just are. We
don’t have the money. We can’t just
make it up and act like that is not re-
ality. It is reality.

So I think the budgets we will see
from this side will be attacked vi-
ciously as wanting to Kkill these pro-
grams. They are not designed to kill
these programs. They are designed to
put us on a financial path where we can
be healthy and prosperous and sustain
the benefits we have promised. But a
big chunk of Medicare is paid for out of
the General Treasury of the United
States, and people with big incomes
ought to contribute to some of that,
and they can do that. We can do that as
a nation.

So, Madam President, I think it is
rather odd that we have come to the
floor and called up—without debate,
without opportunity to amend—a se-
ries of budgets. Why? Because no budg-
et has been produced in the Budget
Committee, and under the rules of the
Senate members can bring up a budget.
We don’t get to have amendments, but
we can bring up one. Under the Budget
Act, the Budget Committee should
have hearings, have a markup, offer
amendments, and bring the budget to
the floor with a guaranteed 50 hours of
debate, unlimited amendments, and
then final passage within a certain
time. That is the way it works. It guar-
antees priority to a budget because the
people who wrote the Budget Act in
1974 knew how important a budget was.
They gave it priority. It can’t be fili-
bustered. It can pass with 50 votes,
with the Vice President—b51 votes oth-
erwise can pass the budget—because we
need a budget, and we should be seek-
ing to do that.

To me, it is pretty frustrating to see
our current situation. So I guess I will
conclude by asking: Does the majority
party not feel an obligation to tell the
American people where they would like
to lead the country; and do they not, in
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a time of financial crisis, want to lay
out a plan they can rally behind and
ask the American people to rally be-
hind to save our country?

It is an absolute fact this country has
never, ever, ever, been in a financial
condition as severe as this one. We
have never, ever faced the long-term
systemic debt threat we face today. We
have never been on a path so
unsustainable. Never. Nothing close to
it. This is a threat to the future of
America, and the party that aspires to
lead the Senate should lay out its plan.
The President should be engaged. He
should be insisting we pass a budget
that has some meaning and would
change the debt course of the country.
Yet what do we have? Nothing but at-
tacks on Members of Congress who lay
out plans that would actually do that.

They do not want to bring up a budg-
et. Why? They say it is foolish. It
would be foolish for us. Yes, it would be
foolish to reveal ourselves. The Amer-
ican people might add up how many
taxes we want to increase. They might
add everything up and say: Your plan
doesn’t change the debt course. They
may add things up and say: You spend
too much. So we don’t want to do that.
That would be foolish.

I have never seen a situation where,
in a time of crisis, this Nation has had
a failure of leadership as great as we
are seeing today. Now maybe I don’t
get this. Maybe something is wrong
with me. But I think everyone who
cares about the Republic should be pre-
pared to stand and vote on proposals to
put us on the right path.

We are not on the right path today.
We have a threat out there that could
put us in a financial crisis overnight. It
could happen very quickly. When that
occurs, it will be too late to fix it.

We saw the warnings that led to the
2007 financial crisis. That was a deeply
damaging event—that crisis. We
haven’t gotten over it yet, and we
could have another one. Wouldn’t that
be terrible? These numbers don’t as-
sume we have a recession. They have
no real recession projected in the num-
bers we will see. We need to avoid a
debt crisis, another financial crisis, as
Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson, on
the debt commission, told us to avoid.
We need to do that, and we are going to
have some leadership on both sides of
the aisle, I believe.

So, Madam President, I will reserve
the remainder of my time, and I yield
the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, Sen-
ator MENENDEZ is here to be recognized
for 10 minutes, and we can do that at
this point.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from New Jersey.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President,
last year the Budget Control Act be-
came the law of the land, and it set dis-
cretionary spending limits for security
and nonsecurity spending for not just 1
year but for 2 years. It puts us on a
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path to reducing the deficit by more
than $2 trillion over the next 10 years.

We now hear claims from our friends
on the other side of the aisle that we
don’t have a budget. I guess if one says
say it often enough people may believe
it. But it seems our Republican col-
leagues have selective amnesia about
the Budget Control Act.

We have a budget. It is called the
Budget Control Act, and it has the
force of law, which is more than we can
say for any of the proposals before us
today. So today’s debate makes me
wonder if we are on a dance floor in-
stead of the Senate floor because we
have already taken one step forward
and now it is two steps back.

These Republican proposals call for
extreme cuts on the backs of seniors,
students, and the most vulnerable in
our society without asking any con-
tributions from millionaires and cor-
porations. That is not fair, it is not
balanced, and it doesn’t reflect the pri-
orities of New Jersey’s middle-class
families.

I strongly believe we must get our
Nation’s fiscal house in order, and I
have always supported a fair and bal-
anced approach to reducing our defi-
cits. But I cannot, in good conscience,
support proposals in which working
families, seniors, and students must
endure billions in cuts while oil compa-
nies—making $1 trillion in profits over
the next decade—and billionaires are
not asked to pay their fair share.

Supporters of the House Republican
budget, introduced by Congressman
RYAN, justify their radical changes to
Medicare and other programs by say-
ing: We simply can’t afford it. But in
the very same Republican budget in
which we can’t afford that, we see an
average tax cut of over $% million to
millionaires, and that is on top of the
six-figure tax break they are already
currently receiving from the Bush tax
cuts. At the same time Republicans
propose to add thousands of dollars of
increased costs on the backs of middle-
class seniors, they somehow find the
money for another tax cut for million-
aires that is worth more than four
times the entire average household in-
come of an American family.

People who have worked hard to
build personal wealth should be ap-
plauded for their success. At the same
time, many of them are willing to con-
tribute to help the Nation in this tough
economic time, if we ask. We Kknow
from experience that asking a fair
share from the wealthiest and most
successful, as we did during the Clinton
era of prosperity, will not break our
economy. It just comes down to a mat-
ter of fairness.

What we are seeing today is our
friends on the other side of the aisle
taking yet another run at shifting our
Nation’s financial burdens onto middle-
class families, seniors and students, all
while defending special breaks for their
special interests. How is that fair? How
is that balanced? It is not. And we
can’t let it stand.
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Let’s talk about the facts. Repub-
licans are not only seeking to repeal
the affordable care act, but they are
also dismantling Medicare, Medicaid,
and other vital programs. Under the
Ryan budget, New Jersey’s health care
system would be devastated. The Re-
publican plan would cut $39 billion in
health benefits from New Jerseyans
over the next decade, leaving families
unable to find care and doctors unable
to provide it. Their plan will throw up-
wards of 465,000 low-income families
and seniors off Medicaid, kick more
than 70,000 young adults off their par-
ents’ health insurance, and leave more
than 3 million New Jerseyans—includ-
ing 877,000 children—worrying about
whether they will hit their lifetime
benefit limit and lose coverage as a re-
sult.

For seniors, the Republican plan ends
Medicare as we know it, leaving retir-
ees to worry about whether the system
they paid into their entire working
lives will really be there for them when
they need it. Their plan would force
seniors out of the Medicare they know
and instead provide an inadequate
voucher they claim will cover the pre-
miums for private insurance. That
claim, however, is false, leaving seniors
with an increase in out-of-pocket ex-
penses of over $6,000 a year.

It also means immediately higher
costs for the more than 126,000 seniors
in New Jersey who have saved a com-
bined $95 million on prescription drugs
because every one of these Republican
budgets will reopen the gap in prescrip-
tion drug coverage we call the dough-
nut hole. The Republican budget also
means 1 million seniors in New Jersey
who have already accessed no-cost pre-
ventive health services, such as cancer
screenings, would now be forced to pay
for those screenings out of pocket. It
also means 270,000 seniors and disabled
individuals in my home State who rely
on Medicaid for services such as long-
term care will be kicked out of the sys-
tem.

The most shocking about all of this
is the radical Ryan budget seems to be
the least extreme of the Republican
budgets. For example, Senator PAUL’s
proposal calls for Medicare to end
abruptly on January 1, 2014, while si-
multaneously decreasing Social Secu-
rity benefits and raising the eligibility
age to 70. Senator TOOMEY’s plan would
force seniors off Medicare and only pro-
vide a modest voucher to purchase pri-
vate coverage. It would slash Medicaid
by nearly $1 trillion—$180 billion more
than even the Ryan budget calls for—
and shift a massive and untenable bur-
den on the States while leaving mil-
lions of families without coverage.

How is that fair and balanced? It is
not, and we should reject these pro-
posals.

Here is another fact about the Ryan
House budget. Instead of making col-
lege more affordable, more accessible,
and more achievable, the Ryan budget
will do the exact opposite. It will cre-
ate additional obstacles for students
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that could—according to a study by the
Education Trust—ultimately take Pell
grants away from 1 million students.
For those who aren’t kicked out of the
system entirely, it will freeze the max-
imum Pell Grant award, despite tuition
costs rising far above the rate of infla-
tion. To add insult to injury, the Ryan
budget would allow the interest rate on
subsidized Stafford loans to double—a
debate that is all too familiar to this
body.

My Republican colleagues claim to
support lower rates, but then they fili-
bustered them, and now they are pro-
posing a budget that would allow the
interest rates to double. So for more
than 60 percent of students who receive
Pell grants while also taking out loans,
the Ryan budget is a double whammy.
Not only will they lose some or all of
their Pell grants, they will be forced to
pay double the interest on their loans,
which will only increase with a reduc-
tion in Pell grants.

Today receiving some form of higher
education is almost a prerequisite for a
21st-century career. In fact, young
adults with only a high school diploma
are almost three times as likely to be
unemployed and earn just over half as
much as those with a bachelor’s degree.

But even as the demand for college
graduates in the workforce increases,
so have the costs of tuition, making
higher education all the more critical,
as well as for the Nation to be the glob-
al leader competitively. Yet it is more
out of reach for millions of students if
we follow these plans. How is that fair?
How is that balanced? It is not, and it
just shows the misguided priorities
that are behind these proposals.

Middle-class families can’t afford it.
Seniors can’t afford it. Students can’t
afford it. That is why we can’t afford to
let it happen.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, just
to respond to my friend, the ranking
member of the committee—and I have
a lot of respect for the ranking mem-
ber. The truth is on the larger issue we
are not all that far apart. The larger
issue is, as a nation, we are on an
unsustainable course. This is as clear
as it can be, and we have to deal with
it. We have a difference with respect to
what we have right now. I believe we
do have a budget in place for this year
and next year. The place where I would
agree with the gentleman is we don’t
have the longer term plan.

The problem is, Are we really going
to get all sides to get off their fixed po-
sitions right before a national election?
That is a matter of judgment. I don’t
believe that it is going to happen.

I was part of the Simpson-Bowles
Commission. In fact, Senator Gregg
and I were the ones who got the Com-
mission appointed, and he and I were 2
of the 11—five Democrats, five Repub-
licans, one Independent—who voted in
favor of the long-term plan that
Bowles-Simpson put before the Amer-
ican people that would have reduced
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the debt from what it would otherwise
be by more than $4 trillion. Depending
on what baseline you use, even more
than that. That is the minimum we
need to do.

I actually tried to convince the Com-
mission to do $5.6 trillion. That was my
proposal to the Commission, a $5.6 tril-
lion package of deficit reduction and
debt reduction. Why did I pick that?
We could balance the budget in 10 years
if we did.

But I do want to go back to this ques-
tion about whether we have a budget
right now, for this year. I say, with re-
spect, I believe it is very clear we do.
The Budget Control Act—not a budget
resolution but a law—said very clearly
the allocations, aggregates, and levels
of spending shall apply in the Senate in
the same manner as for a concurrent
resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2012. That identical language follows
for 2013.

So pursuant to the Budget Control
Act, in April I provided to the appro-
priators and the authorizers these
budget allocations for appropriations:
For security discretionary budget au-
thority for 2013, $546 billion; for non-
security discretionary budget author-
ity, $501 billion. That is a total,
onbudget, of $1,040,000,000,954; manda-
tory spending, $815 billion, $671 billion,
for a total of $1,862,671,000,000.

Then to the authorizing committees,
I went through some of these numbers
previously. The Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry, $13,397 million; on enti-
tlements for that same committee,
$124,5680 million; on Armed Services,
$146,698 million; on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs, $22,167 million.

Again, I could go through every com-
mittee, but there it is. The appropria-
tions spending limits have been pro-
vided to the appropriators. The author-
izing committees have been given their
designations. So for this year and next,
it is clear we have spending limits put
in place. What we don’t have is the
longer term plan. That is where I
would agree with the gentleman. The
question is, Is there any prospect of the
two sides coming together, getting off
their fixed positions right now? I doubt
that very much.

Madam President, Senator PAUL is
here and he has this time.

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

Mr. PAUL. Madam President, we are
currently borrowing $50,000 a second.
We borrow $4 billion a day, and we are
borrowing over $1 trillion every year.

The situation has gotten out of con-
trol, and I think the situation of our
deficit and our country threatens our
country. In fact, I think it is the No. 1
threat to our national security, and
our security as a nation is this over-
whelming burden of debt.

Many economists have said this bur-
den of debt is actually causing us to
lose 1 million jobs a year. It crowds out
private investment because we have to
take care of financing this enormous
debt.
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Amidst all of this, we have rules in
place. There is a Budget Act that we
have had in place since the 1970s that
requires that this body put forward a
budget. The problem is we have no
budget and have had no budget for 3
years.

Now, one would say: How can this be
when we have a law that says the ma-
jority party has to have a budget, and
yvet we have no budget? They are in de-
fiance of the law. Then if you were to
come to us and say you want money
spent on X item, we can’t even do any-
thing about it because there are no ap-
propriations bills. If we don’t have a
budget, we don’t have appropriations
bills, and we can’t alter up or down the
appropriations bills because we don’t
have a budget to go by.

In fact, every bit of spending we do
here is in defiance of our own rules be-
cause we are supposed to compare the
spending bills to the budget, and we
have no budget.

Many of us have been promoting
something new—this would be a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution—because we don’t seem to be
doing a very good job balancing the
budget. When you have less money
coming in, you spend less money.
Every American family has to do this.
Why can’t Washington simply spend
what comes in? It shouldn’t be that
complicated. But they aren’t obeying
their own rules, so I think we need
stronger rules. That would be an
amendment to the Constitution that
says we must balance the budget.

We had a vote on it. Forty-seven of
us on our side of the aisle voted for it,
and no one on the other side voted for
it. Our balanced budget amendment to
the Constitution would require that
the budget balance within 5 years. In
that vein, our office has put together a
budget that does balance in 5 years,
and it actually, over a 10-year period,
would reduce the deficit by $2 trillion.
Ours is the only budget that will bal-
ance in 5 years and begin paying down
the debt over 10 years.

Right now, Congress has an approval
rating of 11 percent. Maybe that has
something to do with the fact that we
aren’t doing our job. We aren’t passing
a budget, much less a balanced budget
amendment. If people vote for our
budget, we would balance in 5 years
and begin paying down the debt. I
think the stock market would be ec-
static to hear this.

How do you do this? In order to bal-
ance the budget, we have to tackle en-
titlement reform. Currently, Social Se-
curity is $6.2 trillion short of money.
The taxes people pay into Social Secu-
rity are less than what we pay out. So-
cial Security is essentially insolvent.

You ask: Well, how come my check
keeps coming?

Your check will always keep coming.
As the bankruptcy grows deeper and
deeper, your checks will come—they
won’t buy anything. You are already
seeing this at the pump. Gasoline
prices have doubled. Is it because gas is
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more precious? No. It is because the
value of the dollar is shrinking. The
value of the dollar is shrinking because
we print all this new money to pay for
this massive debt. It is unsustainable,
and one way or another it is going to
come to a head.

Will it come to a head through the
destruction of our currency paying for
this debt? I don’t know, but we cer-
tainly need a budget. Ours will be a
budget that balances in 5 years. People
say: Why don’t you compromise with
the other side?

We will, but they have to have a
budget. If ours balances in 5 years and
the other side will promote one that
balances in 10, compromise would be
TY%. But if the other side doesn’t have a
budget or if the other side has a budg-
et—the President put forward a budget,
and we will vote on that too. His never
balances. So we have infinity for their
side, and we have 5 years on our side.
How do we get halfway from infinity to
5 years?

If we are going to compromise, they
have to come to the table. We have to
engage in a debate. Entitlements are 65
percent of the budget. They call it
mandatory spending, and nobody wants
to do anything about it. Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, Medicaid is 65 percent
of the budget. If we don’t tackle enti-
tlement reform, we can’t fix it. We
have a proposal on the table.

Social Security reform, we fix Social
Security. The way we fix it is we
gradually let the age of eligibility rise
to 70 over about 20 years, and we
means-test the benefits—not on the
current people but on the next wave.
My generation will have to wait longer.
Why? Is it because we want to change
things? No. It is because we are living
longer. We all have a longer life expect-
ancy, and then we had smaller families.
This isn’t anybody’s fault. It is not the
Democrats’ fault and it is not the Re-
publicans’ fault. We just had a bunch of
large families born after World War II.
They are all retiring, and each subse-
quent generation had less children. It
is a demographic fact. Combine that
with the fact that we are living longer,
and we have to make changes.

But we have a proposal on the table.
We will fix Social Security. How do we
compromise if the other side will not
come up with a proposal?

Social Security is $6 trillion in the
hole. Medicare is $35 to $40 trillion in
the hole. We have a solution. We will
give every senior citizen in the country
the same health care plan I have. The
same health care plan that every Sen-
ator and Congressman has, we are will-
ing to give it to them. Do you know
whose idea this was? Senator JOHN
KERRY from Massachusetts, a Demo-
crat. We have taken his idea and put it
forward, but we can’t get anybody on
that side to talk to us. They have given
up. It is an election year. They are not
going to do anything this year. They
didn’t do anything last year.

So we haven’t done anything to fix
entitlements. We have done nothing to
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fix Social Security, nothing to fix
Medicare. How do you compromise
with a side that has no proposition,
that won’t put anything forward? But
we have a 5-year plan that balances in
5 years, and we fix Social Security. We
save Social Security in perpetuity—
which, I laughingly say, is a long time.

We also fix Medicare. We save Medi-
care. Medicare is facing a $35 to $40
trillion deficit, and we are willing to
save it. But the other side has to come
to the table, and nobody is showing up
to debate these issues. No one is pro-
posing any budget on the other side. No
one is proposing any entitlement re-
form.

In our budget we save Social Secu-
rity, we save Medicare, and we go one
step further. We have tax reform that
would help the country and would
make it fair.

Some on the other side say, well,
let’s get rid of all those loopholes for
special interests. We do it. We do a flat
tax: 17 percent for all businesses, 17
percent for all personal. You get to de-
duct your kids and your house, and
that is it. No other deductions. No
other special interest exemptions. No
other special credits for any special
business or special enterprise. A flat 17
percent for everybody. We would see a
boom in this country like we have
never seen if we would do it.

What would compromise be? Maybe
the other side wants 25 percent, and I
want 17 percent, and we go in the mid-
dle and we do 22 percent. That would be
compromise. But how do we com-
promise with the other side when there
is no budget? There is no entitlement
reform proposed from the other side.
There is no tax reform proposed from
the other side. How do we compromise
if there is no other side?

If the other side has decided not to
show up this year—if this year is going
to be a waste of time and everybody is
going to just run for office, maybe we
shouldn’t be paid this year. Maybe you
shouldn’t pay your Congressman,
maybe you shouldn’t pay your Senator
this year if we are not going to have
proposals from both sides.

This means we should be talking
about entitlement reform, talking
about tax reform, talking about budg-
ets, and there would be give-and-take.

The only way to get give-and-take in
our country is people need to show up
for the debate. We need to do our job.
Why is there not a committee in Wash-
ington, not any committee—why is
there not any committee meeting
every day on how to fix Social Secu-
rity? Nobody is talking about it. Why
is there no committee discussing Medi-
care reform meeting every day, Repub-
licans and Democrats, talking, figuring
out a way out of this? There is no such
committee.

Why is there not a committee on tax
reform, discussing how we could make
our Tax Code simpler and make it easi-
er for people to figure out and make
the rates lower so we could spur the
economy? Every time we have lowered
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tax rates, unemployment is cut in half.
When we had an upper rate of 90 per-
cent and Kennedy lowered it to 70 per-
cent, unemployment was cut in half.
When Reagan lowered the top rate
from 70 percent to 50 percent, unem-
ployment was cut in half. When Reagan
lowered it again from 50 to 28, unem-
ployment was cut in half.

But we as a country have to decide
that we do not want to punish rich peo-
ple, that we do not want to go out and
punish corporations. We work for these
people. We want them to do better. The
oil and gas industry employs 9.2 mil-
lion people and pays $86 million a day
in taxes. We want them to do better.
Let’s not punish them with more taxes
and regulations. Let’s make their taxes
lower and their regulatory burden
lower so they can drill for more oil in
our country and employ more people in
our country. These are the decisions we
have to make as we go forward.

We have a budget that can balance in
5 years. It is what our country needs. I
think people would react, and the mar-
ketplace in particular would react in a
tremendous fashion if we would move
forward and vote for a budget.

The Republicans will have four or
five budgets presented. Some of them
balance in 5, some of them balance in 8,
some of them balance in 28. But we are
at least trying. We are showing up and
we are presenting budgets that would
balance at some finite period of time. I
tell people if it is never going to bal-
ance, it should not even be presented.
If it is not going to balance in your
lifetime—if you say it is going to bal-
ance in somebody else’s lifetime when
somebody else is going to be here in
Congress—you have abdicated your re-
sponsibility. We can do better than
this. The American people expect us to
do better than this. The American peo-
ple expect us to show up and do our job.

We will today vote on these budgets.
What I ask of the American people is:
Look and see how your Representatives
vote. Look and see how your Senators
vote. Look and see whether your Sen-
ators believe in balancing the budget
or if they think it doesn’t matter; we
will just print up more money.

But realize if their answer is to print
up more money, if their answer is defi-
cits do not matter, if that is their an-
swer, I want you to get mad and I want
you to get angry and I want you to get
even. Every time you go to the gas
pump and pay $4 for gas I want you to
know why gas prices are rising. Not be-
cause gas is more precious but because
your dollar is less valuable, and that is
because of the massive debt we run and
the irresponsibility up here that no-
body is willing to tackle it.

There are some on our side willing to
make the tough decisions. Is it easy to
stand here and say to the people in
Kentucky and the people in America
that the only way to save Social Secu-
rity is letting the age of eligibility
rise? Do you think that is popular? Do
you think I am saying that to pander
and try to get votes? I am saying that
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is because it is the only thing that is
going to save Social Security, the only
thing that will save our country, is we
have to make difficult decisions. I
think that is what needs to happen.

People need to say: Are you willing
to make the tough decisions? Are you
willing to stand up and say this is how
we would fix Social Security; this is
how we would save the system; this is
how we would correct this deficit that
is dragging us all down?

One side is willing to do that. I am
willing to do that and I hope my fellow
Senators will today consider voting to
balance the budget.

I yield my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, we
are waiting for a number of Senators
who have sought time. They will be
coming to the floor and we will hear
from them momentarily.

Let me say Senator PAUL is sincere.
One place I agree with him is that the
country has to face up to our deficit
and debt situation. As I indicated ear-
lier, I was part of the Simpson-Bowles
commission. We agreed to, and voted
on, significant reforms, spending cuts,
but we also used some additional rev-
enue to have a balanced plan.

I believe that has to be the test for
any of the proposals that are made
here. As I see the proposals coming
from our Republican colleague, they
flunk that test because they are not
balanced. There is nothing on the rev-
enue side. In fact, in all of their plans,
there are deep additional tax cuts
aimed at the wealthiest among us.
None of the Republican plans have less
than a $150,000 tax cut, on average, for
people with earnings of over $1 million
a year.

Senator PAUL’s plan is truly radical.
He didn’t mention a lot of the ele-
ments, but his plan includes massive
tax cuts for the wealthiest among us.
He scraps the entire tax system and
goes to a 17-percent flat tax. That is a
massive tax cut for those of us who
have higher income—massive tax cut. I
can tell you it would be a massive tax
cut for my family.

He also cuts discretionary spending,
education, and energy, by huge
amounts. I will go into that in a bit. He
cuts health care by almost $4 trillion.

He replaces the current progressive
system with a 17-percent flat tax. He
eliminates the estate tax—eliminates
it. He eliminates taxes on capital gains
and dividends—eliminates them. My
goodness, think about what that would
mean. People such as Warren Buffett
would pay almost nothing in taxes. The
richest people among us would pay al-
most nothing in taxes, because he
eliminates taxes on capital gains and
dividends.

But he is not so generous when it
comes to lower income people. He
raises taxes on lower income people by
ending the earned-income tax credit
and the child tax credit. He eliminates
it.
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Perhaps most stunning, his answer to
saving Social Security is to cut the
benefits 39 percent. The plan does not
include a dime of revenue for Social
Security. That is what Senator PAUL
has before this body. Really? Is that
what we should do? Massive tax cuts
for the wealthiest among us and make
up for it by cutting Social Security
benefits 39 percent. That is the Paul
plan. He increases the retirement age
three times faster than the Fiscal Com-
mission plan and he shifts to some-
thing he calls ‘‘progressive indexing”’
for those earning above $33,000, which
cuts their benefits even deeper over
time.

I respect his desire to do something
about deficits and debt, but the answer
is not massive tax cuts. Eliminate the
estate tax? EHEliminate capital gains
taxation? No taxes—wow. Warren
Buffett should send him a thank-you
letter. And cut Social Security 39 per-
cent?

I can go into the other details. He
cuts energy dramatically. He cuts edu-
cation. What is his education cut? I
think we have it there. We will go into
the specifics of the massive cuts so we
can have more tax cuts for the wealthi-
est among us, trillions of dollars, and
then cut Social Security 39 percent.
That is breathtaking. We will see how
many colleagues are going to stand up
and support that in a vote later today.

Senator DURBIN is here. I thank him
very much for his involvement. He has
not only served on the Simpson-Bowles
commission but also served on the
group of six and has spent literally
hundreds of hours trying to find a way
on a bipartisan basis working together
to come up with a plan that is balanced
and fair, to get us back on the track
and save trillions of dollars on the
debt. I applaud him for it. He has
shown enormous courage and also ex-
traordinary energy trying to get our
country back on track.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I
thank Senator CONRAD. Let me say the
retirement of Senator CONRAD from
North Dakota is a great loss to the
Senate and to the Nation. We have
only six or seven months left to do
something significant. It will be easier
to do it when KENT CONRAD is working
with us. I hope we can achieve it.

I also want to say for those who have
come to the floor over and over to say
it is time for a budget resolution, it
bears repeating that we passed the
Budget Control Act, which is a law. A
resolution is just that, a resolution
passed by the House and Senate, rec-
ommending our spending levels. A
budget law passed by Congress, signed
by the President, has the force of law
and it in fact is going to determine our
spending levels for the next year. The
people who come to the floor and say
isn’t it about time we had a budget res-
olution so we knew what we were going
to spend next year—we do. We passed it
on a bipartisan basis. In fact, the Re-
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publican Senate leader voted for it, so
it was not as though it wasn’t a bipar-
tisan effort, it was all the way, and the
President signed it and it guides our
spending.

Let me speak for a moment about
those ‘‘thrilling days of yesteryear,” as
they used to say on the old radio serial,
going back to 2001, if you can stick
with me for a minute. That was the
last time the United States of America
had a balanced budget. Who was Presi-
dent at the time? It was President
Clinton, who left that budget for Presi-
dent Bush. That represented, I think,
two or three successive years of bal-
anced budgets.

I said to my staff: Take a look at the
last time our budget was in balance,
take a look at today, and compare
spending and revenue between those
two periods of time. I think the Sen-
ator from North Dakota told me once
something like 19.6 percent of GDP in
that year of balance was being spent,
19.6 percent was being raised in rev-
enue, and there was the balance.

Now we have drifted to the point
where I think spending is around 24
percent, is that close? And the actual
revenue is down to 14 percent. The 10-
percent delta equals the deficit.

But in specifics, what has happened
in that period of time? Thanks to Sen-
ator INOUYE, chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, here is a chart
which tells the story. The blue line, of
course, this bar, represents the spend-
ing and revenue in fiscal year 2001, the
last time we had a balanced budget,
and the red bar represents fiscal year
2012. T asked them to compare it and
here is what we found. The security in
there represents, of course, military
spending, primarily military spending.
In the period of time we were last in
balance until today we have seen
roughly a 60-percent increase in mili-
tary spending—understandable, two
wars, all the buildup that has been part
of it—OK? A 60-percent increase.

Now let’s take a look at nondefense
spending. That would be everything
from medical research, building high-
ways or helping to build highways, edu-
cation, basic health care. What has
happened in real dollars since we were
last in balance in that nonsecurity dis-
cretionary spending? Flat. Zero in-
crease. But if you listen to the debate
over the last 2 years here, you would
think it was all the increase—all the
increase we have seen in our deficit is
attributable to these nonsecurity pro-
grams. Those are the ones we have
been cutting away at. I think they rep-
resent 12 percent of the budget. We
keep cutting away all these nondefense
programs but they have not added to
our deficit since we last were in bal-
ance.

Now look at mandatory programs.
Mandatory programs, obviously Medi-
care and programs such as that, have
seen an increase of about 30 percent be-
cause yesterday 10,000 Americans
reached the age of 65, today 10,00 more,
and tomorrow 10,000 more, and for the
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next 18 years 10,000 a day. Boomers
have arrived. After paying into Social
Security and Medicare for a lifetime
they walk up to the window and say
now it is my turn. It is understandable.

The demographics are growing for
those who are covered by these manda-
tory programs, and the costs have been
growing right along with them—a 30-
percent increase.

Take a look at revenues, compared
with when we were last in balance.
Revenues have gone down 13 percent.
Senator CONRAD and I were on the
Bowles-Simpson commission and 18 of
us sat there for a year-plus and lis-
tened to all this testimony about ev-
erything. Here is where we came down.
He and I both voted for it. We believe
the premise of the Simpson-Bowles
commission is the right premise—ev-
erything must be on the table. Every-
thing.

What do you mean by everything?
Spending cuts must be on the table,
both on the defense side and the non-
defense side. In addition, we have to
put the entitlement programs on the
table. My friends, we cannot ignore
this conversation. We are 11 or 12 years
away from Medicare going bankrupt.
We have to have a serious conversation
about this, and we have to look seri-
ously at the question of revenue.

We cannot ignore the fact that we
have seen a decline in the revenue com-
ing into the Federal Government since
we last had a budget imbalance. We
have to put all that on the table. I
added another part that fits right into
the revenue conversation, the Tax
Code. This is not Holy Writ. The Tax
Code is a compilation of laws passed
over a long period of time that takes
about $1.2 trillion out of the Treasury
every year for deductions and credits
and exclusions and special treatment.

They asked us at one of these meet-
ings about the Tax Code: What do you
think is the most expensive provision
in the Tax Code that takes the most
money out of the Treasury? I said,
mortgage interest for sure. Wrong. The
most expensive is the employers’ exclu-
sion of health insurance premiums. So
imagine when we get into the debate
about tax reform and the first item up
is the biggest item up, employers’ ex-
clusion of health insurance premiums.
Imagine that conversation. If we say
your employer can no longer take the
full deduction, what does it mean to
you as an employee in terms of your
out-of-pocket expense, in terms of your
health insurance coverage? So I am not
going to suggest tax reform is an easy
exercise. It is hard, but it has to be
part of the conversation.

Here is where we come down: We are
having an exercise today, which is not
worthless, it is important. It is an ex-
ercise in discussing the budget. What
Senator CONRAD has spelled out are dif-
ferent visions of things. What we find
coming from the other side of the aisle
is primarily talk about more tax cuts—
particularly for the higher income peo-
ple—in the belief that that is how you
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spark an economy and get it to go. I
disagree with that premise. I think the
way to move this forward is for work-
ing families and middle-income fami-
lies to have more spending power. I
don’t believe we can give more money
to the richest people in America and
expect the economy to take off.

Also we find that many of the enti-
tlement programs, which have now be-
come critical safety net programs, are
victims of the budget resolutions that
come to the floor. I cannot imagine
what life would be like for 40 million
Americans on Social Security with a
39-percent cut—as Senator PAUL sug-
gested—in Social Security benefits.
Too many of these people are living on
their Social Security checks and bare-
ly getting by. A 39-percent cut is cruel
and unrealistic. I don’t think it is
going anywhere. And the notion from
others that we can keep cutting taxes
from the highest income categories, let
me say, we will never balance the budg-
et doing it. Never. If we don’t balance
the budget, we could jeopardize our
economic recovery.

We have a cliff we are going to face
on December 31. It is a big deal. I can-
not remember a time when I have been
in the House or Senate when so many
things are going to happen in one day.
But on December 31, all of the Bush tax
cuts expire on the highest income lev-
els as well as the lower and middle-in-
come levels. For example, I think the
10-percent tax rate goes away, and the
child tax credit is cut in half. All of
these things mean more taxes for every
American paying into income tax.

Secondly, we are going to see the end
of the payroll tax cut—the 2-percent
cut we have had for 2 years that the
President put in place.

I could go through the litany. The
bottom line is this: We need to start
that honest conversation about the def-
icit now, and we need to put something
on the table ready to be discussed. The
group of eight—there are four Demo-
crats and four Republicans—has been
meeting for a long time. We are trying
to put together a bill, something that
could actually become law. I don’t
think it is the last word, but it may be
the first word in the debate. If we can-
not get anything done before the elec-
tion, let’s hope that the day after the
election we can put this on the table
and say: Here is our starting point.
Let’s solve the problem on a bipartisan
basis, put everything on the table, and
do it in a thoughtful, balanced way.

I think that is what the American
people are looking for. They really are.
They are beyond the charades of: Oh,
this won’t touch me, let’s hit somebody
else. I think everybody realizes we are
in the soup together. If we come out of
this together, think about where we
will be as other Nations around the
world are struggling to survive eco-
nomically. I could go through the list
in BEurope, but we know it well. We
don’t want to put ourselves even close
to that position.

The debt ceiling expires December 31,
or soon thereafter. If we do not renew
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the debt ceiling, America will have de-
faulted on its debt for the first time in
history. That is totally irresponsible.
It is an invitation for the downgrading
of our credit rating and the upgrading
of the interest rates we pay and the up-
grading of the deficit we owe. I hope
the statements made by the House
Speaker in the last couple of days don’t
reflect the position of his party when it
comes to the debt ceiling. That would
be a totally irresponsible act in terms
of our economy.

I will join Senator CONRAD today in
voting against the budget resolution
that has come to the floor. But I will
say this: I am glad we are having this
conversation. We need to have more of
them, and we need to have a bipartisan
effort with both parties to make sure
we deal with the current spending in a
responsible way. And equally impor-
tant, we need to find a way to get past
the December 31 cliff in a way that will
build the economy and not take away
from it.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
for his leadership and the extraor-
dinary effort he has made to get us
back on track. I thank him for sup-
porting Simpson-Bowles and the group
of six that is now the group of eight.
Senator DURBIN has spent hundreds of
hours in good-faith negotiations to
bring both sides together so we actu-
ally get a result and not the political
charade that so often goes on around
here, but serious solutions to serious
problems.

Senator WYDEN is a very valuable
member of the Budget Committee and
is here on the floor. No Senator has
proposed more serious solutions to
America’s problems than Senator
WYDEN, and he has done it without the
benefit of having a committee staff
that he controls. He does it based on
his own hard work and the work of his
office staff. He has proposed major tax
reform, major health care reform, and
he has done it in a bipartisan way. In
many ways, I think he has set an exam-
ple for everybody in this Chamber.

How much time does the Senator
need?

Mr. WYDEN. Approximately 12 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, without
turning this into a bouquet-tossing
contest, I want Senator CONRAD to
know how much I appreciate his lead-
ership. I also want to make sure people
understand the record. If the Congress
had passed the bipartisan proposal the
Senator put together on the budget
with Senator Judd Gregg, the Conrad-
Gregg proposal—a Democrat joined
with a Republican—in 2010 we could
have forced an actual effort to put to-
gether a comprehensive tax reform and
spending agreement. As we know—and
I don’t need to go over the history—
some of the sponsors of the proposal
were not even willing to go along. But
I think it is important that the coun-
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try understand we have to do this in a
bipartisan way. If Senator CONRAD and
Senator Judd Gregg had prevailed in
2010, we could have forced actual spend-
ing reductions and tax reform in a bi-
partisan effort. I sure wish we had pro-
ceeded with it. And as one who sup-
ported it, I still think that would have
been preferable.

For 7 years before being elected to
the Congress, I had the honor of serv-
ing senior citizens. I ran the Senior
Citizens Legal Aid Office, I served as
the public advocate on our State’s
nursing home board, and I taught ger-
ontology at several of our universities.

What I enjoyed most was the per-
sonal contact I had with senior citizens
as a voluntary board member of our
senior nutrition program. It is known
as Loaves and Fishes, and through it I
could bring meals to seniors at their
homes on a number of occasions as part
of the Meals on Wheels Program. Meals
on Wheels is one part of government
that truly understands the connection
between the heart and the head. It
touches the heart because I saw when
we bring a nutritious meal to seniors,
we can spend time visiting with them
at home. Often they will tell us that we
are the only visitor they will have dur-
ing that day. It causes us to use our
head and a sharp pencil. We can see
without Meals on Wheels, as sure as
the night follows the day, some of
those seniors are not going to be able
to stay in the community. They will
end up needing institutional services,
and those services are more costly.
And, of course, seniors will often be
less happy with those kinds of institu-
tional programs.

I bring up Meals on Wheels today be-
cause several of the proposals that are
offered by colleagues on the other side
of the aisle are not going to be bipar-
tisan because they substantially cut
the part of the budget that funds Meals
on Wheels. Through our research we
specifically found that in several in-
stances it will be between 17 and 59 per-
cent in just the upcoming year.

Putting Meals on Wheels at risk like
that defies common sense. I have al-
ready indicated from a compassion
standpoint alone it warrants support.
But even if Meals on Wheels doesn’t
grab your heart the way it does for me,
it certainly ought to get the attention
of your head because it is the kind of
program that lets seniors have more of
what they want, which is to be at home
at less price to the taxpayers. It defies
common sense to not be bipartisan in
terms of approaching something like
Meals on Wheels.

I think what is common sense is
what Chairman CONRAD and other col-
leagues have touched on, and that is
tackling the big issues in a bipartisan
way. Certainly when it comes to Medi-
care, that is what is needed. I would
only say, having worked in this area,
we ought to start with the fact that we
are looking at—I am not the first to
describe this—a demographic tsunami.
For the next 20 years we are going to
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have 10,000 seniors turning 65 every sin-
gle day—10,000 seniors turning 65 every
single day.

Fortunately, we have made a com-
mitment in this country to those sen-
ior citizens, and it is called the Medi-
care guarantee. That is the commit-
ment we have made to older people. It
is a commitment to good quality, af-
fordable health care. And if absolutely
nothing is done, it is a commitment at
risk. If nothing is done, the Medicare
guarantee is in peril. My own sense is
that if nothing is done, Medicare—as
Senator CONRAD pointed out, it is al-
ready facing cuts with sequestration—
will face a steady diet of benefit cuts
and cost shifting until we do not recog-
nize the Medicare guarantee as it
stands today. That is unacceptable to
me. It ought to be unacceptable to
every Member of the Senate.

As Chairman CONRAD has noted,
Medicare reform is going to have to be
bipartisan. The reason I believe that is
that if it is not, much like we saw with
health care reform, if it is done on a
partisan vote, as soon as the ink is dry
on the signature of the passed bill, the
other side will move to undo it or re-
peal it or radically alter it. I say the
Medicare guarantee is too important
for that, and that is why I, with other
colleagues on both sides of the aisle
and the help of the chairman, have
been working to get bipartisan Medi-
care reform ready and teed up for en-
actment at the first possible oppor-
tunity. It is outlined on my Web site,
Bipartisan Options for Reform. I am in-
terested in working with every col-
league here in the Senate to pursue it.

Here is what it is going to take: First
and foremost, it will protect the most
vulnerable seniors, what are called the
dual eligibles, which are seniors who
are eligible for both Medicare and Med-
icaid. The protections for those dual
eligibles must be ironclad.

Unfortunately, a number of the offer-
ings we are going to see from col-
leagues on the other side do not ensure
ironclad protections for these vulner-
able seniors—the dual eligibles—and by
block-granting Medicaid, they put at
risk the most vulnerable seniors, the
seniors who need nursing home care
that is paid for by Medicaid, and since
Medicaid is a Federal-State program,
by block-granting it, we put at risk the
most vulnerable seniors. That is cer-
tainly not in line with what people will
see on my Web site that outlines bipar-
tisan approaches on which Democrats
and Republicans can come together for
Medicare reform.

The second part of Medicare reform
is to ensure that we protect traditional
Medicare. Traditional Medicare man-
dates that the government pay doctors
and other providers for services, as well
as providing private sector choices that
have to offer coverage that is at least
as good as traditional Medicare. By
doing that, we force traditional Medi-
care and the private choices to hold
each other accountable. It is going to
be pretty hard to protect traditional
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Medicare and its purchasing power
with some of what we are going to see
later this afternoon that actually pro-
poses to end traditional Medicare with-
in the space of 2 years.

Third, Medicare reform—and we went
into this in a very good hearing that
was held in Chairman CONRAD’s Budget
Committee—is going to require com-
prehensive consumer protection. I have
been involved in this since the days
when I would go visit senior citizens
and they would bring out a shoe box
full of health insurance policies that
weren’t worth the paper on which they
were written. It was a Medigap scandal
that we finally fixed in 1990. I have
seen how these rip-off artists try to ex-
ploit our seniors. So at Chairman CON-
RAD’s hearing we talked about com-
prehensive consumer protections and
specifically ensuring that any Medi-
care reform would have to have a
strong risk-adjustment program so
that if, for example, any network of
health care providers or an insurer
took mostly healthy people, their con-
tribution from the government would
be far less than the contribution that
would be afforded for a program that
took a greater number of older people
with health challenges.

So I bring this up only by way of say-
ing I am committed to bipartisan
Medicare reform. I think Medicare is
really sacred ground. It can only be
preserved and protected by ensuring
that we take the steps I have just out-
lined—three or four of them this after-
noon—which ensure that we put seniors
and their well-being before ideology
and politics. This afternoon we are
going to hear several alternatives of-
fered by colleagues from the other side
of the aisle that, in my view, don’t do
that, don’t meet that test. In effect, we
are going to be dealing with ideology
rather than the kinds of principles I
have outlined here today that I think
can win support from colleagues on
both sides of the aisle and that people
can see on my own Web site have at-
tracted the support of influential Re-
publican voices.

So we have a test to meet. It is a test
that builds on a bipartisan approach to
a program that is sacred—I ask unani-
mous consent for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. WYDEN. —and that is built
around a Medicare guarantee that
must be protected and preserved. A
number of the proposals we will get
from the other side this afternoon
don’t meet that test.

I want colleagues to know that I am
committed to working with them to
produce what America wants in this
Congress; that is, bipartisan Medicare
reform that ensures that this very spe-
cial program prospers in the days
ahead. We are up to it. We are up to it
if we build on the bipartisan example
Senator CONRAD started years ago with
Senator Gregg.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator. I
thank him for the extraordinary work
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he has done on the Budget Committee.
I thank him for the extraordinary work
he has done as an individual Senator to
propose bipartisan tax reform, bipar-
tisan Medicare reform, and the kinds of
thoughtful solutions we so desperately
need.

I see Senator LAUTENBERG is here. We
are glad to have the Senator. How
much time would the Senator like?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I
ask for recognition from the Presiding
Officer to move ahead with my state-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I wish
to inform the Senator from New Jersey
that Senator ALEXANDER is scheduled
to be here at 12:30 or thereabouts, so if
the Senator could consume about that
amount of time, we can make this all
work.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. We will give the
Senator a good greeting.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
one thing we know is that a budget
isn’t just a collection of numbers, it is
an expression of principles and prior-
ities and direction.

While I have the floor, I will take a
moment to say to our friend and col-
league from North Dakota that he has
been one of the strongest chiefs of the
Budget Committee. I sat on the Budget
Committee for a long time. I think it is
fair to say, Republican or Democrat,
the Senator from North Dakota de-
serves the thanks and respect from ev-
erybody here for the detail and for the
arduous task he took on to make sure
our budgets were clear. No matter how
often the challenges came, Senator
CONRAD would stand and give the back-
ground and give the details that got
him to a point of view, and we are
grateful, and we will certainly miss his
presence here.

The budgets the Republicans have
put forward today confirm their true
priorities.

I had a good business career before
coming to the Senate, and I remember
that during the Second World War we
raised taxes on high incomes and on ex-
cess profits because the country needed
the revenues. We needed to make in-
vestments.

Again, the budgets the Republicans
have put forward today confirm their
true priorities. What are they? They
really are pushing, working hard to
make sure people who make millions
can get tax breaks. It is a little hard to
understand, with the shortages we have
and needing to invest in more pro-
grams, that they are worried about
those who make more than $1 million a
year. I have had a good business career,
and I want to make sure our country is
strong, and I want to make sure my
contribution is included among those
who should be paying.

What Republicans do not seem to
care about in their budgeting is sen-
iors, children, and middle-class Ameri-
cans. At a time when our economy is
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fighting against strong headwinds and
too many Americans are out of work,
the Republicans are offering the same
old prescriptions: tax cuts for the rich
and austerity for everyone else.

Now, I have seen this country of ours
through adversity many times, and I
have seen it come out stronger on the
other side. But our recoveries have
never been spurred by starving the
middle class while giving tax breaks to
the wealthy. Prosperity has mnever
trickled down from the wealthy few.
Prosperity has always grown up from a
broad middle class. We can’t build a
building starting with a chimney, and
we can’t build a society’s strength by
starting from the top. It has to have a
foundation at the bottom that is
strong and has the ability to support
the needs of our total society.

But a strong middle class depends on
a first-rate educational system—and
forgive the personal annotation here
for a moment more. When I got out of
the Army—I was a high school grad-
uate. I enlisted when I was 18, and I
was lucky. I was able to get an edu-
cation paid for by the government. I
was one of 8 million soldiers—service
people—who got our education paid for
virtually because of the fact that we
had served in the military. As a result,
half of those who were in uniform——8
million out of 16 million—got a college
education.

I can tell my colleagues that it en-
abled me, working with two colleagues,
to start a company that the three of us
founded, a company that took years
and years to build. Slowly and ener-
getically it began to develop. Today
that company produces the labor sta-
tistics every month for the worldwide
knowledge of what is happening with
working people, what their wages are,
what employment is like. The name of
the company is ADP. We have 50,000
employees now. We were three poor
boys with nothing going for us except
the willingness to work hard, and that
is the value. What did we get? It was
determined that was the greatest gen-
eration. Why? Because an education
was given to so many who could learn
but didn’t have the ability to get to
college.

What we need is a society with af-
fordable and accessible health care and
a tax system where everyone pays their
fair share.

The Republican budgets include vi-
cious cuts to the middle class. Just
look at what they do to education.
They slash funding for education by $19
billion. They want to do that now when
we desperately need the skills and the
knowledge that education brings and
the opportunity for invention and cre-
ation. They want to take away $19 bil-
lion. That is not going to help us get
out of the hole we are in.

The Ryan budget coming from the
House of Representatives would cut
education, as I pointed out, by $19 bil-
lion. They don’t want us to see the spe-
cific programs they cut, but let’s look
at the devastating consequences if
their cuts were distributed evenly.
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I don’t know whether Head Start is a
familiar operation in our country, but
it is one of the most valuable. I believe
there are about a million children who
participate in the program. Look at
the face of this child, looking through
a narrow prism. There are 200,000 of
these children who will be told: Stay
home. There is no room for you. We
can’t afford to pay for you.

I recently went to a Head Start
school in New Jersey and I met the
children. I am such a professional
grandfather that all little kids look
beautiful to me. I met the children.
What they were learning was that
learning is fun. Words mean something.
Pictures mean something. They were
prepared, when they got to kinder-
garten or first grade, to say that learn-
ing is good.

I met a child there. The children
lined up to greet me. This is a school
that is bilingual.

I said: What is your name?

The little boy standing in front of me
said: My name is Julio.

So I put my hand out to shake his
hand, and he pushed it aside and in-
stead he wrapped his arms around my
legs and gave me a hug. All the little
kids who followed thought he was the
leader, so they all gave me hugs. It was
one of the best days I have had, to see
what happens when we treat these lit-
tle kids to an opportunity to learn.
Imagine slashing funding for a program
that will help children learn how to
learn.

These cuts are shortsighted. They are
cruel. Ten million college students
could see their Pell grants cut by more
than $1,000 in 2014—very painful.

With less support and rising costs for
higher education, young people would
be forced to take on more debt in order
to attend college because we see col-
lege tuition is going up rapidly across
the country.

The Republican budgets address stu-
dent debt too. They would let the in-
terest rate on the new student loans
double, increase by twice. It is an out-
rage. Why are Republicans putting ob-
stacles in front of young people seeking
an education? I never would have been
able to attend, as I said, Columbia Uni-
versity without that government help
for me and the services that ADP pro-
vides. It enabled me to cofound one of
America’s most successful companies.
The investment this country made
when we came home from World War I
helped to create the momentum and di-
rection of this country with decades of
prosperity.

But instead of offering a helping
hand to this generation of students,
the Republican proposals close the door
in their faces. Government investments
in science, technology, and medical re-
search are cut by more than $100 bil-
lion over the next 10 years. Medical re-
search funding alone could take a hit
of nearly $6 billion by 2014.

What does that do? It delays research
on new treatments for diseases such as
cancer, childhood asthma, and juvenile
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diabetes. Imagine telling a parent of a
sick child that we could not help find
the money to help him get back with
his friends out in the play yard or the
schoolroom or going to school on a reg-
ular basis. Is that where America
wants to be? Right now we are finding
across the country that there is a
greater likelihood that autism will
enter into a family’s difficulties with a
child being born with autism. How can
we say no when we see, in my State
alone, that 1 in 29 male babies has au-
tism? That is a plague. That is a ter-
rible statistic.

Then we want to talk about cutting
back on health research? In their budg-
ets, instead of helping seniors retire
with dignity, Republicans have pro-
posed to end Medicare as we know it,
giving seniors a voucher instead of
guaranteed care. If that voucher can-
not cover the cost of needed medical
services, Republicans say: Hey, too
bad; you are on your own. We have
heard comments from them saying:
Well, so what if you are poor. It does
not matter.

I look at this chart that says: ‘“Ends
Medicare As We Know It To Provide
Tax Cuts For The Wealthy.”” They want
to say that to people who need the
care, who are fortunate enough now
under present conditions to be able to
have long-term care with a disease that
is terminal.

The Republican plan would also cut
Medicaid. Medicaid is a program for
those less able to provide for them-
selves because of low income or no in-
come. The Republican plans also want
to cut that by more than $800 billion
over 10 years. Medicaid provides vital
resources such as pregnancy services
for expectant mothers and nursing
home care for seniors.

We created Medicare and Medicaid
because it was decided in this country
as a society that we have to be there
for seniors and the poor when they get
sick. But now the Republicans are pro-
posing to break that promise. They
seem to do it without shame.

Republicans are not even exempting
the hungry from their cuts. They
would eliminate food stamps for up to
10 million Americans over the next
decade.

In their obsession with austerity,
they cut through far more than the fat
in the budget. They cut into the bone.

Many on the other side—and I do not
say all; a lot of people on the other side
are good people concerned about their
constituents, concerned about what
happens—but many on that side say
balancing the budget is the mission,
the only mission. And in order to do it,
they want to make sure that includes a
high priority for tax breaks for the
millionaires.

We could reduce our deficit if we re-
quired the wealthiest among us to pay
at least the same tax rate as middle-
class Americans on all of their income.
But, instead, a Republican budget
would give millionaires an average tax
cut of almost $400,000 a year. Their
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plan shreds the safety net for seniors
and the poor while padding the mat-
tress for the rich.

I ask my colleagues, please get your
priorities straight. America needs your
help across the board. Your families,
your neighbors, your State, all need
your help. Millionaires do not need
more tax cuts, and they certainly
should not get them at the expense of
seniors, children, and the middle class.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator.

Senator ALEXANDER is next. I wonder
if we could enter into a quick time
agreement to get the next Senators
slotted. That might help us manage the
floor, I would say to my colleague, Sen-
ator SESSIONS.

Mr. SESSIONS. Right. I believe Sen-
ator TOOMEY is here and would be pre-
pared to go next after Senator ALEX-
ANDER.

Mr. CONRAD. We have Senator REED
slotted in between.

I wonder if we could propose—I say to
Senator ALEXANDER, how much time
would you like?

Mr. ALEXANDER. Well, Mr. Presi-
dent, what I wish to request is—Sen-
ator CooNs and I were hoping to intro-
duce a piece of legislation on another
matter and talk about it. I think, given
the focus on the budget here, I am
going to suggest to Senator COONS, who
will be coming here at 12:45, that we
just mention our bill. If he could have
time to do that, and then we would
stay focused on the budget, and we will
talk about the other matter tomorrow.

So what I wish to do, if I may sug-
gest, is ask that I have 5 minutes to
speak on the budget and maybe 5 min-
utes to speak on the other matter, for
Senator COONS to be recognized for 5
minutes, and that would take all of the
time I would ask for.

Mr. CONRAD. The problem is, we are
oversubscribed by that. It is difficult
to—we have not been yielding for
things that are not budget related, I
would say to the Senator. So I wonder
if it would be agreeable if the Senator
would take 5 minutes on the budget, we
come back to Senator REED, if he could
take 5 minutes on the budget, and then
we go to Senator TOOMEY for 15 min-
utes on the budget because he has a
substantive budget alternative that de-
serves additional time.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
think that is a reasonable request. 1
wonder if I might ask on behalf of Sen-
ator CooNs that if he should come to
the floor during that period, he be rec-
ognized for 1 minute to simply stand up
and say he was planning to do this, but
we will defer the introduction of our
bill until tomorrow out of respect for
the budget discussion.

Mr. CONRAD. I appreciate that very
much.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator ALEXANDER be recog-
nized for 5 minutes on the budget, Sen-
ator REED of Rhode Island for 5 min-
utes on the budget, then Senator
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TooMEY for 15 minutes on the budget,
and if Senator COONS comes after that
point he be recognized for a minute on
a separate matter, and then we come
back to Senator WHITEHOUSE for 8 min-
utes. If we could lock those in I think
that would help all Members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, am
I now recognized for 5 minutes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr.
President. Please let me know when 30
seconds is remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will do so.

FOREIGN STUDENT LEGISLATION

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President,
Senator COONs will come to the floor in
a few minutes. He and I have been
working together on legislation that
many Senators on both sides of the
aisle support.

Very simply, it pins a green card on
the lapel of any foreign student who is
involved in science, engineering, tech-
nology graduate programs who gets a
degree and who wants to stay in the
United States and work. What we
would like for them to do, instead of
going home to create the next Google
in India or China or some other coun-
try, is to stay here and create it here.

The legislation has broad support. It
is a recommendation of the American
Competes Act which I worked on and
many others did in 2005 and 2007. We
will come to the floor and talk about
that tomorrow. But I wanted to salute
Senator CoOONS for his leadership on
this issue and recognize it.

Now I will turn to the budget with
my remaining time.

Former Federal Reserve Chairman
Alan Greenspan recently said the worst
mistake President Obama made was
not embracing his own fiscal commis-
sion’s recommendations to reduce our
debt by $4 trillion over the next 10
years.

Today, our national debt is more
than $15.6 trillion, which is nearly $1.9
trillion higher than it was when the
fiscal commission released its rec-
ommendations and $6.4 trillion higher
than when President Obama was sworn
in. In January 2013, the first thing the
next President will have to do is to ask
the Congress to increase the debt ceil-
ing. The fundamental problem is that
Washington does not know how to bal-
ance its checkbook.

The President has proposed a budget
that raises taxes by $1.9 trillion over
the next 10 years and still spends more
than it takes in every year, instead of
endorsing the fiscal commission’s rec-
ommendations—or any other plan to
address our Nation’s fiscal crisis. Ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget
Office, under the President’s budget,
interest on our debt will triple over the
next 10 years, and by 2022 we will be
spending more in interest than we
spend on national defense.
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This is an irresponsible proposal, and
instead of playing politics we should be
working together on a plan to address
the debt, which is the most urgent
problem facing our country and, ac-
cording to former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike
Mullen, the biggest threat to our na-
tional security.

The Simpson-Bowles fiscal commis-
sion plan, the Domenici-Rivlin plan,
and the Gang of Six proposal all offer
bipartisan blueprints for how to ad-
dress it. Each of these proposals would
reform the Tax Code and restructure
entitlement spending—the main source
of our dangerous Federal debt—so that
seniors can count on Medicare and So-
cial Security and taxpayers can afford
them.

Mandatory entitlement spending,
which is 58 percent of the Federal budg-
et, is growing at nearly 3 times infla-
tion and bankrupting our country. Dis-
cretionary spending, which funds our
national defense, our highways, our na-
tional parks, and National Labora-
tories, is only 36 percent of the Federal
budget and is growing at the rate of in-
flation. Focusing our budget cutting on
discretionary spending is just a way for
Congress—to use the President’s
words—to kick the can down the road.
The real work is reducing the growth
of mandatory spending.

Although the Senate is not debating
its own budget resolution, going 1,113
days without passing a budget, we are
debating several proposals. I do not
agree with every one of these, but I do
support the House-passed budget be-
cause it is a serious proposal to cut
out-of-control spending and help solve
our fiscal crisis.

I will also support the proposal of-
fered by Senator TOOMEY. Even though
it cuts nondefense discretionary spend-
ing to 2006 levels, which I believe is too
low, it reforms mandatory entitlement
spending, it closes tax loopholes, it
lowers tax rates, and it would save
Medicare for future generations.

Senator TOOMEY and I have also dis-
cussed the possibility of allowing
States to have the option of choosing
per capita caps on their average Med-
icaid expenditures per beneficiary as
an alternative to traditional block
grants, and I am encouraged by these
discussions.

Last August, I supported the Budget
Control Act because it was an oppor-
tunity to take an important step in the
right direction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr.
President.

The House-passed budget and the
budget proposed by Senator TOOMEY
are opportunities to take the next step
after the Budget Control Act. I look
forward to working with them to adopt
a responsible budget that grows the
economy and reduces our debt.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.
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STUDENT LOAN INTEREST

Mr. REED. In 46 days, the interest
rate on subsidized student loans will be
doubled. Zeroing in on these budgets
that are before us, all of them seem to
support the essence of the Ryan budg-
et, which is to allow this to happen. In
fact, the Ryan budget in the House not
only allowed a doubling of student in-
terest rates, it also recommended
eliminating the in-school interest sub-
sidies for student loans, putting mid-
dle-class families at a particularly se-
vere disadvantage.

We have 46 days to stop this increase
on the interest charges to middle-in-
come students. We have to act. We
have seen denial, delay, and disruption.
We have not seen the cooperation we
need to help students and families
throughout this country.

The budget before us not only allows
this interest rate to double, but it will
also, through its tax policies, favor the
wealthiest and not those who are
struggling in the middle simply to get
ahead or simply to stay where they
are. One of the other interesting as-
pects of the proposal is that as we look
at this student rate interest doubling,
my colleagues on the other side have
said: We will fix it. We are for fixing it.
But, again, ask yourself: If they are for
it, why are they voting for several
budgets today that would, in fact, sup-
port the doubling? It seems to be an in-
congruity I cannot understand.

In addition to that, they said: Well, if
we are going to go ahead and stop this
doubling of the rate, let’s do it by pay-
ing for it with the prevention fund,
which is a program in health care that
I think, over time, is not only going to
help families all across this country,
but it is going to begin to do what we
have all said we have to do, bend that
cost curve for health care.

Instead of a debate about how to pay
for this in a responsible way—and we
are certainly open to proposals if they
have them, other than this prevention
fund, which I think is a nonstarter—
they have suggested that our proposal,
which is to close an egregious loophole
in the Tax Code, is somehow a tax in-
crease or somehow does not do the job.
But Politifact, which is an objective
body that 1looks at these various
charges, has evaluated one claim that,
in fact, our offset is a tax increase.
Here is what they say:

Actually, the bill changed tax rules only
for S-corporations, and only on professionals
like lawyers and accountants who could be
taking advantage of the tax code to avoid
paying payroll taxes. The Democrats took
the additional step of saying the rule change
would only apply to individuals who reported
more than $200,000 in income.

The bill’s intent was to close a loophole on
people who are avoiding payroll taxes, taxes
that they are supposed to pay anyway.

The Republican criticism ‘‘gives the
impression that all kinds of mom-and-
pop operations might be subject to
new, additional taxes, when actually
the bill is aimed squarely at high-in-
come professionals who are taking ad-
vantage of a loophole.
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The claim was rated by this organiza-
tion as false. We are closing a loophole
that benefits the wealthy and some of
the most powerful interests in this
country in order to allow middle-in-
come families to send their children to
school. I cannot think of anything
more sensible or anything more fair.

I will just return to the final point
about these budgets. As I read them,
they, by and large, echo the Ryan
budget, which allows for a doubling of
the interest rate on students and does
other things that will harm middle-in-
come and middle-class people all to
benefit the wealthiest through addi-
tional tax cuts. That is not good fiscal
policy, not good educational policy. It
is not good policy for the growth of
this country, to invest in education,
and it is not fair. I would hope that we
would reject them.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I rise to
join my colleague, Senator ALEXANDER,
in briefly making reference to a bill
which we introduced today and which
we will speak about in more detail on
the Senate floor tomorrow.

At the moment, the Senate is en-
gaged in an important and purposeful
debate on the budget. I support Chair-
man CONRAD and his leadership of our
Budget Committee. We will cast a se-
ries of other important and difficult
votes on budget matters later today.
But I take 1 minute to say that at a
time when there is not enough biparti-
sanship, I am grateful to Senator
ALEXANDER for his leadership and for
working with me on an issue that will,
I hope, move forward—the debate on
how we make the promise and the op-
portunity of America open to more real
job creators.

The record shows that a significant
number of the most innovative and
fastest growing companies in America
were founded by immigrants. Immi-
grants have long contributed signifi-
cantly to our culture, to our strength,
and to our competitiveness. I think
this particular bill, which opens a new
class of visa for students from outside
the United States who would pursue
master’s or doctoral programs in
STEM, is an important step forward.

There are many other issues in immi-
gration we need to resolve. There are
many other elements we need to re-
form. But I am grateful for the chance
to work with Senator ALEXANDER on
this bill and will address it further to-
morrow.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I rise to
speak on the budget resolution I have
introduced and on which we will have a
vote later today, at least on a motion
to proceed. I want to start with under-
scoring the magnitude of the challenge
we face. We have a full-blown crisis
that awaits. It could arrive at any mo-
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ment virtually if we do not change the
course we are on.

The deficit we have in 2012, $1.3 tril-
lion, is the fourth consecutive year
with a deficit of over $1 trillion. We are
now routinely running deficits that are
7, 8, 9 percent of GDP. Of course, every
year we run a deficit, the excessive
spending over the tax revenue has to be
funded by more borrowing. So we have
the mounting debt that is now at stun-
ning levels. For much of the post-war
era, after the big repayment of debt
after World War II, the national debt
fluctuated somewhere around 40 per-
cent of our total economic output.

Today our actual debt held by the
public is 73 percent of our total eco-
nomic output, and that is just the pub-
licly held debt. That does not include
the liabilities within the government,
which, if you add that, is up to 100 per-
cent of our total economic output. This
has never ended well for a country that
last chose to run up massive deficits
and massive debt. I would argue that
we are seeing exactly how this typi-
cally plays out. We are seeing it across
the Atlantic in Europe where countries
are a little further down this road than
we are today, having run big structural
deficits for longer than we have, and
having accumulated more debt as a
percentage of GDP than we have thus
far.

We see what has happened, especially
in countries such as Greece where it is
particularly acute, and other coun-
tries, especially on the periphery of Eu-
rope, that arguably are not terribly far
behind. This is completely unsustain-
able, and I think what we are wit-
nessing today on the Senate floor is
that there is one party in this Chamber
that is addressing the problem. There
is one party that is proposing very spe-
cific solutions.

It is perfectly reasonable to have ob-
jections and disagreements with any
number of elements in my budget reso-
lution or Senator PAUL’s or Senator
LEE’s or the Ryan budget. But what I
do not understand is how the majority
party, the party that is actually in
control of this Chamber, can think
that it is OK not to have an alter-
native, not to offer a vision, not to
offer a solution to the biggest problem
we face as a nation and one that is im-
minent; one that if left unaddressed
certainly will result in a crisis. It is
just a question of when.

So I think this is an unacceptable ab-
dication of responsibility. But that is
where we are. I would argue that what
got us into this problem is too much
spending. Look at the numbers. They
speak volumes. Since 2000, Federal
spending has more than doubled. We
took spending, which was as recently
as 2007 only a little over 19 percent of
our total economic output, and grew
that to 24 percent of our economic out-
put. That is a tremendous surge, not
just in the absolute dollars in spending
but in the relative size of spending rel-
ative to our economy.

President Obama’s budget is not a se-
rious attempt to deal with this. It was
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put on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives and got precisely zero
votes. It failed 414 to 0, meaning not a
single Democrat wanted to vote for the
President’s proposal. I can understand
why. The President’s proposal is to in-
crease spending, increase taxes, and in-
crease debt.

The President’s proposal claims to
level off debt as a percentage of GDP
for a brief time but then starts to grow
again. The reason the President abso-
lutely refuses to offer a budget resolu-
tion that solves this problem is because
he refuses to deal with the real under-
lying driver of this, which we all know
are the big entitlement programs.

The current structure of these pro-
grams is unsustainable. If anyone
doubts it, look at what CBO has shown
us and has told us. By 2021, 9 years
from now, if we take three categories
of Federal spending: the Social Secu-
rity Program, interest on our debt, and
health care entitlements, those three
things combined will consume almost
90 percent of all of the revenue we can
realistically hope to collect, if the last
several decades are any indication of
what we are going to collect.

How could it possibly be that we
would continue down this path where
those three categories are going to con-
sume virtually the entire budget? I
would also observe it is a simple mat-
ter of arithmetic that no significant
Federal Government program can grow
faster than the economy for very long
because everything has to be paid for
by the economy. In fact, it has to be
paid for by some fraction of the econ-
omy. If we have a big program that is
consistently growing much faster than
the economy, well, it will consume ev-
erything. Then these programs will col-
lapse, and then what are we going to
do?

Rather than waiting for that day to
come, some of us are proposing specific
solutions for this problem. Medicare is
growing much faster than the econ-
omy. Medicaid is growing, arguably, at
least two times as fast as the economy.
Other mandatory health care pro-
grams, if President Obama gets his
way, will grow even faster.

This is all completely unsustainable,
and we are going to fix this problem.
The question is whether we fix it while
we have this window of time, when we
are still able to borrow the massive
sums that we are borrowing, or will we
wait until we have a full blown crisis,
the bond market shuts us down, and
then we have sudden Draconian and
very disruptive and painful decisions to
make.

I would rather do this while we have
this moment, change the course we are
on, and establish a sustainable fiscal
path. So I have submitted a budget for
the second consecutive year that puts
us on a path to balance. My budget bal-
ances within the 10-year historical win-
dow of the budget resolutions. It actu-
ally balances in the eighth year and
runs a very modest budget surplus in
the ninth year.
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I do that in part by reducing the
total level of spending relative to GDP
as compared to the alternative budg-
ets, specifically the President’s alter-
native or CBO’s. I cannot compare it to
the Senate’s Democratic alternative
budget because that does not exist. We
have no idea what the Senate Demo-
cratic proposal is, but I have one.

So I will elaborate on that a little
bit. My proposal is that we get spend-
ing down to about 18.3 percent of GDP.
That is about the same level revenue
has been historically, which thereby
brings our budget into balance. Some
of my colleagues have suggested there
are Draconian spending cuts that will
get us there. Well, let me be very spe-
cific about what spending cuts are nec-
essary to achieve this.

In 2013, spending in my budget is 2.9
percent below what it is in 2012, which
means the Federal Government will
spend—under my budget, it would
spend 97.1 percent of everything it
spent the previous year. People can de-
cide whether that constitutes Draco-
nian cuts.

Now, here is the amazing thing. After
that, on average, over the 10-year win-
dow, my budget calls for Federal spend-
ing to increase—in fact, to increase at
about a rate of 3 percent per year
nominally. See, this is my point. This
is a solvable problem. All we need to do
is cut out some of the excess, restruc-
ture certain programs, and allow the
government spending to grow. It just
cannot grow quite as rapidly as it is
currently projected to do.

If we get that under control, we can
put ourselves on a sustainable path.

Another part of this is to have poli-
cies that maximize economic growth. I
mean that is an important goal in and
of itself, but it is also a path to restor-
ing balance because stronger growth
generates more revenue for the Treas-
ury.

Well, my budget would do that with-
out raising taxes. What I would do is
have progrowth tax reform. That is
comparable in spirit and in the right
direction. It goes to all of the bipar-
tisan commissions that have looked at
this, whether it is Simpson-Bowles or
Rivlin-Domenici or any of the others. I
know there is broad bipartisan con-
sensus on the principle that we would
have stronger economic growth if we
simplified the code, broaden the base
on which we apply taxes, and then
apply those taxes but at lower mar-
ginal rates. That is what my budget
calls for. It should not be all that con-
troversial to move in this direction of
tax simplification, lowering marginal
rates, and offsetting the lost revenue
by reducing the value of deductions
and loopholes and writeoffs. That is
what my budget asks for.

There are a couple of areas that I
think are important where there is bi-
partisan support for elements within
my budget. One is, the President of the
United States suggested in his budget
that very wealthy senior citizens con-
tribute a little bit more for the Medi-

S3201

care benefits that they obtain. Some
means testing already occurs within
Medicare. But I happen to agree with
the President that it is reasonable, es-
pecially under these circumstances, to
ask the wealthiest members of our so-
ciety to pay a little more for the bene-
fits they are getting from the govern-
ment.

So my budget adopts the President’s
proposal of expanding means testing,
expanding the contribution we would
ask from the wealthiest Americans for
their Medicare benefits.

I also include in my budget long-term
reform for Medicare that makes it
more viable. This has been much ma-
ligned despite the fact that one of our
Democratic colleagues, Senator
WYDEN, supports this approach as well.

I wish to emphasize that this is a dif-
ferent plan than what it was last year.
Last year there was a criticism that
any premium support model that es-
tablishes the amount of money given
to seniors to purchase health care at a
fixed dollar amount was a flawed ap-
proach because what if health care
costs rose more rapidly than that
amount could afford to pay for? That is
a valid concern.

There is a different dynamic, a dif-
ferent mechanism in the House-passed
budget, and in my budget, and I think
it is part of the reason a Democratic
Senator has embraced this, and Alice
Rivlin, a former senior member of the
Clinton administration, supports this.
You set the premium based on the sec-
ond lowest bid for the health care serv-
ices we want to provide, thereby ensur-
ing that a senior citizen would have
enough money to purchase that plan.
Not only that but we go further and in-
clude the traditional fee-for-service
Medicare system to which seniors are
currently accustomed—we include that
as one of the plans that could bid. So it
is absolutely the case that any senior
citizen who wanted to stay with the
traditional fee-for-service Medicare
Program could do so under the reform
plan.

I happen to believe that in an innova-
tive marketplace, there will be more
attractive options. I happen to know
that under this system, a lot of sen-
iors—my parents included—have to
wait forever to see a doctor, and part of
the problem is the dysfunctional sys-
tem we have now. It is already costing
us access and quality in health care.

I think this reform will make Medi-
care a better program for the people
who need it. Yes, we will ask the
wealthy to pay a little more for it.
That is reasonable. Those seniors who
want to stay in traditional Medicare
can do that too. In the process, you can
put this on a sustainable path. It has
some bipartisan support. Mr. Presi-
dent, we don’t really know the extent
of that because our Democratic col-
leagues refuse to put a budget or mark
up a budget in committee, present one
on the floor.

I will close with this request, which
is to vote for the motion to proceed.
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Let’s get on to my budget and have a
debate about this, and let’s see where
people are. I don’t know how we are
ever going to reach the compromise we
need to reach to put us on a sustain-
able path if one party is consistently
putting out a whole range of ideas and
the other party refuses. How do you ne-
gotiate with somebody who doesn’t
have a position? How do you have that
discussion?

I don’t know how many of my Demo-
cratic colleagues agree with the Presi-
dent of the United States and my own
thought that we ought to ask wealthy
seniors to pay a little more for Medi-
care benefits. If we get on the bill, we
could have a debate and have amend-
ments. I think this is too big and too
important an issue not to address. The
way to address it is to vote yes on the
motion to proceed to get on a budget
resolution, and then let’s have that dis-
cussion and let the American people
see it. Let’s take their ideas and all of
the ideas we have and see if we can
make some progress.

There is an unambiguous fact that I
want to underscore. There is one party
showing up at this debate—the three
Republican Senators who are proposing
budget resolutions, comprehensive doc-
uments that address the entitlement
reform we need, the discretionary
spending limit we need, and the tax re-
form that will help grow this economy
and generate the revenue we need. We
have done that. As I say, it is perfectly
fair and legitimate to criticize any as-
pect of any of that, but I think there is
an obligation especially of the major-
ity to offer its view, its alternative.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this motion to proceed and allow us
to get on with addressing the single
most pressing problem facing our coun-
try, which is restoring a fiscally viable
path that allows us to have strong eco-
nomic growth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I think
we allocated 8 minutes to Senator
WHITEHOUSE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. CONRAD. That was part of a
unanimous consent agreement so that
we could manage the time on the floor
better. We have, I say to the Senator,
60 minutes left on our side. I think
they have 100 minutes left on their
side. We have seven Senators left.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. EHEight minutes
just about works, from the math.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the
chairman, Senator CONRAD, for his
leadership on this important issue.

I would note for the record that with
the conclusion of Senator TOOMEY’s re-
marks, following Senator REED, I think
for the first time in the history of the
Senate we had back-to-back presen-
tations by two separate Senators who
were graduates of LaSalle Academy in
Providence, RI—noteworthy, perhaps,
in Rhode Island.
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I did note in his remarks his ref-
erences to the magnitude of this chal-
lenge, to the full-blown crisis he per-
ceives, to the completely unsustainable
nature of our outward debt, that this is
too big and too important not to ad-
dress, and that this is the single most
pressing problem our country faces—all
of which might lead one to conclude
that this would be the most important
thing they would pursue. Yet we know
it is less important to them to address
our debt problem than it is to protect
oil and gas subsidies for Big Oil at a
time when their profits are unprece-
dented; it is less important than pro-
tecting tax loopholes that allow high-
income individuals to incorporate
themselves and avoid paying FICA
taxes; it is less important to them than
protecting special tax rates that allow
people making $100 million a year to
pay a lower tax rate than a family
making $100,000 a year. So it seems
that when you actually look at prac-
tice—what their priorities are—this
isn’t quite the priority they claim it is.

I agree there are other priorities we
face as a country. This July, unless we
move quickly, student loan interest
rates will double, which will hurt our
economy, our growth, and it will hit
families across this country. We
brought forward a plan to keep those
rates down, but our colleagues filibus-
tered it. Our Nation’s highway program
will expire next month, jeopardizing
millions of jobs. We voted overwhelm-
ingly on a bipartisan basis to reauthor-
ize the highway bill and move forward
on it, only to have our bipartisan high-
way bill stalled by House Republicans.
Republicans may talk about jobs, but
they are busily stalling the most im-
portant jobs bill we have. That stalling
and delay will cost jobs because of the
summer building season in so many of
our States.

One thing that has not been urgent
has been to pass a budget. Why is that?
Well, it is because we already have one.
This whole exercise today rests on a
false premise. The false premise is that
we have no budget. Last summer Con-
gress passed and the President signed
into law the bipartisan Budget Control
Act, which sets binding discretionary
spending levels for a decade and estab-
lishes budget levels for the current fis-
cal year and next, which our appropria-
tions committees are now working
under—Republicans and Democrats to-
gether. But you would not know this
when listening to Senate Republicans.
Instead of focusing on real issues,
where real jobs are at stake, they are
wasting a day of floor time on extrem-
ist tea party budgets. They also plan to
force a vote on what they describe as
the ‘“‘Obama budget.”

I plan to vote against all of the mo-
tions to proceed for the simple reason
that we already have a budget in place
that we voted on and agreed to for next
year. Today’s votes are nothing more
than a Republican attempt to promote
a radical and unwelcome agenda of
slashing middle-class programs while
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protecting and enlarging tax giveaways
for the ultrarich.

Let’s make no mistake about what
this would do to middle-class families.
The House Republican budget would
start by cutting taxes for big corpora-
tions and the ultrarich, adding $4.6 tril-
lion to our national debt. To pay for
these extra tax cuts, the Republicans
would decimate programs on which
regular American families at some
point in their lives come to rely. They
start by ending Medicare as we know
it. Beginning for workers who retire in
2023, the House Republican budget
would make it a voucher system,
which, according to the nonpartisan
CBO, will add an estimated $6,000 in an-
nual out-of-pocket costs for each re-
tiree by 2050. In Rhode Island, the aver-
age annual Social Security benefit is
about $13,600. It is hard to imagine how
future seniors living on a fixed Social
Security income will be able to main-
tain health care coverage with that
kind of extra cost dropped on them in-
dividually. At the same time that they
would slash Medicare, the House Re-
publican budget gives those making
over $1 million per year an average tax
cut of over $150,000.

If you are getting older or you are a
working family and you are going to
need Medicare one day, you will get an
end to Medicare as we know it. If you
are making over $1 million, you get an
average tax cut of over $150,000. Those
are not real priorities for the people I
represent in Rhode Island.

It doesn’t stop there. They repeal the
affordable care act, which would reopen
the doughnut hole. The affordable care
act has helped nearly 15,000 Rhode Is-
landers save an average of $5654 each
last year just by closing the doughnut
hole partway, and soon it will be all
the way. That made a difference to peo-
ple such as Olive in Woonsocket, whose
husband fell into the doughnut hole
last July. Thanks to the new law, they
saved $2,400. Under the House Repub-
lican budget, they would be stuck pay-
ing that $2,400 as an out-of-pocket cost
to the big drug companies.

The radical House budget would slash
funding for Pell grants, and it would
increase interest on student loans. We
have all heard people say here that
they don’t want to encourage the in-
crease in student loan rates we are fac-
ing. But while they say that, they, of
course, are filibustering our effort to
do that. In their budget, they build in
the increase in the interest rate. So
they speak from two notions.

The House budget requires only $1
trillion in additional and unspecified
cuts, and that will be Draconian. Sen-
ator PAUL’s budget, which we may take
up today, would also slash middle-class
programs, including Social Security.
He includes an eventual 39 percent cut
to Social Security benefits and would
end Medicare for all seniors in 2014. If
you want to put an end to Medicare in
2014, the Paul budget looks like a real-
ly great opportunity for you. But that
is not what I think anybody really
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wants in this country. I think almost
every American wants to see Medicare
strengthened and supported.

We should move on from this unnec-
essary budget messaging exercise and
resume our work to keep student loan
rates down and support good-paying
highway jobs—bills that are being de-
layed that we need action on now.
When we turn to a real debate about
deficit reduction, I hope my colleagues
will unshackle themselves from the tea
party and put forward a budget that
doesn’t put Big Oil subsidies ahead in
priority of taking care of our real
budget problems. They have to get over
putting the priorities first of pro-
tecting Big Oil subsidies.

With that, I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Rhode Island. I thank him for his
contributions on the Budget Com-
mittee. I don’t think there has been
any stronger voice for fundamental
health care reform along the lines of
dealing with the system we currently
have that, by most accounts, is costing
us hundreds of billions of dollars and
not adding to the quality of health
care. Nobody has been a stronger voice
on the Budget Committee or off of it on
that subject. I appreciate the Senator’s
leadership.

We have Senator WICKER next. Does
the Senator have an estimate as to how
much time he may consume?

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I have
been told I have 10 minutes allocated,
and I shall use probably less than that
allocation.

Mr. CONRAD. Very well.
WICKER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. WICKER. I thank the Chair for
recognizing me and I appreciate the
time.

I want to agree with my friend from
Rhode Island to this extent: He said
this debate is based on a false premise.
And I agree with him in this respect.
This is not a reality debate about a
budget resolution. These are show
votes. These are messaging votes we
have today.

One can argue all he or she wants
that we have a budget in place that we
voted on last year, but there is no get-
ting around 2 U.S.C. 631, which is the
budget law of the United States of
America, passed back in 1974. That
budget law requires Congress each year
to pass a budget resolution. As a mat-
ter of fact, it says on or before April 15
of each year, Congress completes ac-
tion on a concurrent resolution on the
budget.

The last time this Senate did that
was in 2009. We missed the April 15
deadline in 2010, the leadership of this
body missed that deadline in 2011, and
they missed it again this year. It has
been that long since this body, under
the leadership of my friends across the
aisle, have complied with the explicit
terms of the Federal statute and
brought a budget to full consideration
on the floor.

Senator
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What we will have today is debate on
five concepts. I am happy to vote for
some of them, and will certainly vote
against others, but make no mistake
about it, this is not the process called
for by the Federal statute and it
doesn’t comply with the law and
doesn’t serve the purposes of advancing
public policy in the United States of
America. We are long overdue for a real
budget debate that puts something in
place.

As I mentioned a moment ago, we
have passed the 3-year mark now—1,100
days—since Senate Democrats fulfilled
one of their basic obligations, as I men-
tioned, laid out in Federal statute. A
recent column in the Washington
Times pointed out that the iPad had
not yet even been introduced when the
last budget was passed on the floor of
this Senate. But since that time, in 3
years, Federal spending has topped a
staggering $10 trillion.

Every day our country’s debt grows
closer to $16 trillion. This is money my
generation will not be able to pay. We
have our pages here on the floor. Even
their generation will not be able to pay
off this $16 trillion in debt. It will be
left to their children and grand-
children. Annual deficits continue to
soar, adding to that debt—over $1 tril-
lion each year during President
Obama’s time in office—even though
the President promised in 2009 he
would cut the deficit in half during his
first term, a promise that certainly has
not been fulfilled. Instead, his latest
budget relies more on spending, new
taxes, and accounting gimmicks, and it
leaves insolvent entitlement programs
without meaningful reform.

I noticed the previous speaker stated
he would not be voting for President
Obama’s budget proposal. I think it is
because it is such a false and weak pro-
posal. I expect the Obama budget today
would get the same response it got on
the floor of the Senate during these
messaging votes last year when it
failed to get a single vote. As I under-
stand it, it failed to get a single vote in
the House of Representatives. Not one
Republican or Democrat in the House
of Representatives earlier this year
was willing to step forward and em-
brace the Obama budget proposal, and
it got a big fat zero when it was put to
a messaging vote in the House of Rep-
resentatives. So we are watching a dis-
astrous trajectory and we mneed to
change it now.

Families, businesses, and organiza-
tions in my home State of Mississippi,
and in every State across the country,
know the importance of having a sen-
sible budget and living within that
budget; likewise, taxpayers deserve to
see a blueprint of where their money is
going and how much will be spent.
Washington must be held accountable.

We heard talk on the other side of
the aisle about priorities that our
Democratic friends wish to see enacted.
The Democratic majority in the Budg-
et Committee needs to bring those pri-
orities forward. They need to wrap
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them up in a budget resolution and
bring them to the floor. That is the one
thing we are not seeing today—a pro-
posal by the Democratic majority.

It only takes 51 votes to pass a budg-
et. There is no two-thirds rule on a
budget resolution. There is no fili-
buster on a budget resolution. My
Democratic colleagues, many of whom
are dear friends of mine, have 53 Mem-
bers in this caucus. They have the
votes. We know a budget is required
every year. Yet with a 53-vote major-
ity, and with only 51 votes required,
they do not bring a budget to the floor
for us to consider so we can know what
their budget priorities are.

There are plenty of excuses from
across the aisle for not complying with
the clear mandate, but there is no ex-
cuse. It is inexcusable that the major-
ity party in this Chamber refuses to
fulfill this statutory responsibility
when the warning signs of fiscal calam-
ity are at our doorstep.

You know, it is no wonder our popu-
larity rating as a Congress is down
around 10 or 11 percent when this Fed-
eral statute explicitly requires us to do
this by April of each year and we do
not do it. It is no wonder we are held in
such low regard by the public. Inaction
ultimately bequeaths a burden of debt
to our children and grandchildren.

We certainly cannot blame the inac-
tion on an absence of ideas. As has
been stated by my friend from Rhode
Island, we have five proposals before us
today. President Obama’s will probably
get zero votes. The House Republican
blueprint will be considered, and budg-
ets from Senators LEE, PAUL, and
TOOMEY. Yet the Senate Democrats, re-
grettably, stay on the sidelines. They
have the votes, but we do not have
their proposal on the floor—one they
are willing to put forward and tell the
American people they own.

My friend the budget chairman has
suggested the upcoming election stands
in the way. In April he said:

This is the wrong time to vote in com-
mittee. This is the wrong time to vote on the
floor. I don’t think we will be prepared to
vote before the election.

I want to make it clear, I have the
highest affection and regard for the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
but I do believe what he is saying, in
other words, is that we have a job to
do, we have a law to comply with, but
we are not going to bring it up at this
time because of political concerns. I
think political concerns are keeping
our friends on the other side from say-
ing where they stand on the budget
issues. I think political concerns are
keeping them from making the hard
choices.

I can imagine the American taxpayer
would like to know when will be the
right time for the Senate to begin com-
plying with Federal law and the right
time for a budget that takes fiscal re-
sponsibility seriously. They know
kicking the can down the road will not
make the debt problem go away.

I noticed recently our Commander in
Chief told a Russian leader that after
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the election he would have more flexi-
bility on a national security issue—the
issue of national military defense. He
said, I need to have some time, because
after the election I will have more
flexibility. Please pass that along to
Vladimir. I suppose my friends on the
other side of the aisle believe they will
have more flexibility on spending
issues and budget issues and taxation
issues after the election.

The truth is Republicans and Demo-
crats have differences on a number of
issues, but that should not deter a con-
centrated effort to lower the deficit
and curb runaway spending. I hope this
week we can focus on constructive dia-
logue. I would have hoped we would
have an honest process and do what is
right and necessary to put this coun-
try’s fiscal house back in order.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. CONRAD. If I may, if the Senator
could do his presentation in about 8
minutes, we have six speakers left and
we have 50 minutes.

Mr. CARPER. I will be happy to do
S0.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, in lis-
tening to the presentation of my friend
from Mississippi, I am reminded of the
words of Harry Truman when he said
something to the effect: The only thing
new in the world is the history we for-
got or never learned.

I want to go back in history. I want
to go back about 15 years. We had gone
from 1968 to 1997 and never balanced a
budget. All those years—almost 30
years. Then President Clinton said to
Erskine Bowles, his Chief of Staff, fig-
ure out a way to maybe negotiate a
balanced budget deal with Republicans
in the House and in the Senate and see
what kind of deal you can get. So Er-
skine went out and negotiated and
came up with a deal. It was the deficit
reduction deal that lead to not one but
three balanced budgets by the end of
that decade. Interestingly enough, half
of the debt reduction was on the spend-
ing side and half the debt reduction
was on the revenue side.

Now fast forward to 2001, a new Presi-
dent, a change in administration, and
as far as the eye could see not just bal-
anced budgets but plenty of black ink—
surpluses as far as the eye could see.
Eight years later, we had another
change in administration, and a new
President was handed over a $1 trillion
deficit, the worst recession since the
Great Depression, and we are still try-
ing to dig our way out of that. When we
tried to pass legislation here to create
a deficit commission a couple of years
ago and failed—we were short of votes,
and our Republican friends who had co-
sponsored that measure, as 1 recall,
ended up not voting for it—this Presi-
dent used his own executive powers to
say we are going to have a deficit com-
mission and he asked Erskine Bowles
to head it up, along with Alan Simp-
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son, a former Senator and deficit hawk
from Wyoming.

There were 18 good people, including
some from this Chamber, who went to
work on a real deficit reduction plan—
Democrats and Republicans—and 11
out of the 18 ended up voting for this
kind of plan. It was not a 50-50 deal on
deficit reduction, but $3 on the spend-
ing side for every $1 on the revenue
side, with $4 trillion to $5 trillion in
deficit reduction over a 10-year period
of time.

As my friend mentioned, we are see-
ing a lot of different ideas. We have a
bunch here on the floor. The adminis-
tration submitted their budget as well,
and, frankly, none of them come close
to being as good as Bowles-Simpson.
Alice Rivlin has done good work. Pete
Domenici, our former colleague here in
the Senate from New Mexico, has done
a good one. But in the end, they all
come back to pretty much the same
place. Bowles-Simpson says we are
going to raise $1 in revenue for every $3
on the spending side.

The grand compromise was Demo-
crats agreeing to entitlement programs
reform—not to get rid of them but
make sure they are going to be around
for our children and grandchildren.
And on the revenue side, we actually
raise revenues by reducing the rates on
the individual side and the corporate
side, and we eliminated by half the so-
called ‘‘tax expenditures” in the Tax
Code—tax credits, tax reductions, tax
loopholes, tax breaks. We got rid of
about half of them.

So the Bowles-Simpson deficit com-
mission plan enjoys the support of al-
most half the Senate—almost half the
Senate. Pretty much an equal number
of Democrats and Republicans. We
have a budget in place right now. We
have a budget in place for 2012. We have
a budget that is going to be effective
for 2013. Right now, we are seeing a def-
icit reduction of $600 billion in defense
spending implemented over a 10-year
period of time. Right now, we are see-
ing a deficit reduction of $600 billion in
domestic discretionary spending imple-
mented over a 10-year period of time.
And if we don’t come up with an agree-
ment, such as Bowles-Simpson, we will
see $600 billion more of deficit reduc-
tion on the defense side, another $600
billion on the nondefense side, and
some entitlement program changes as
well.

A much better plan than doing that—
even though that adds up to about $2
trillion worth of deficit reduction for
this year and the coming fiscal year—
is the kind of comprehensive balanced
plan we have been given by the deficit
commission. My hope is, at the end of
the day, when we have the opportunity
to debate here—later this year, when
the elections are behind us—people will
actually turn around and say, let’s try
to figure out the right thing to do, and
then do it. This is the right thing to do.
In the meantime, let’s not waste the
next 6, 7, or 8 months.

I would suggest to my colleagues to
join the bipartisan efforts of people
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such as ToM COBURN and myself and
others, Senator CONRAD and Senator
GRASSLEY and others, and to join us in
going to work on a to-do list provided
to us by GAO, the Government Ac-
countability Office. That to-do list is
just full of ways to avoid wasting
money, and it includes ways to save
money by reducing improper payments.
We are down from $119 billion last year
to $115 billion this year, finally heading
in the right direction, reducing fraud
in Medicare and Medicaid.

Some very good stuff is being done
there to help reduce the fraud losses.
We have all this surplus property, a lot
of which we don’t need. The idea is to
get rid of that, and we are beginning to
do that. We have too many bad infor-
mation technology projects and too
many information processing centers.
We are getting rid of a bunch of those
we don’t need. There is actually some
good work that is beginning to be done.
We can do more, and we ought to do
more.

Lastly, I would suggest we ought to
consider making the President’s rescis-
sion powers real. Senator MCCAIN and I
and about 40, almost 45, Democrats and
Republicans have proposed that we
make the President’s rescission powers
real. The President could sign an ap-
propriations bill under current law,
send us proposals to rescind or reduce
spending within that appropriations
bill that he has just signed into law,
and we don’t even have to vote on the
rescission. We don’t even have to take
it up or look at it. For the most part,
we don’t. What JOHN MCCAIN and I and
almost half the Senate, Democratic
and Republican, have said is, when a
President signs an appropriations bill
into law and sends it to us, he can send
us a rescission message as well that we
have to vote on, we actually have to
vote on it. And it doesn’t affect taxes.
It is not a deal that affects entitlement
programs but on appropriations, and
we would try this for 4 years.

With a simple majority, we literally
vote on the President’s proposal. If it
doesn’t get a simple majority in the
Senate—b51 votes—or a simple majority
in the House—218 votes—then it goes
away. But at least we have to take re-
sponsibility to be held accountable to
vote on it. The President would per-
haps have some extra responsibility
and the opportunity to make meaning-
ful reductions.

Mr. President, how am I doing on
time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds.

Mr. CARPER. I want to close and say
to my friend, Senator CONRAD, I know
the Senator, as much as I, favors
Bowles-Simpson, and I want to thank
the Senator for the work he is doing in
bringing attention to it again and say-
ing this is still the best plan in the
room. I think it is still the best plan
out there.

So the idea is when we get to the day
or the week after the election, we will
be ready to move and to take it up and,
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hopefully, to embrace and endorse
large parts of it.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator, and I thank him for his
leadership on these issues. Nobody has
been more serious about getting defi-
cits and debt under control than the
Senator from Delaware, Mr. CARPER.

Mr. President, how much time would
Senator GRASSLEY like to use?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Ten minutes or a
little less.

Mr. CONRAD. Perhaps we can ask for
a unanimous consent request to lock in
these next Senators so people know
who is waiting.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I am not prepared
to speak for our side.

Mr. CONRAD. We can do it. We have
been doing this and I think it works
out well.

So I ask unanimous consent that
Senator GRASSLEY be recognized for 10
minutes, followed by Senator CARDIN
for 8, followed by Senator CrRAPO for 10
minutes.

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

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President,
adopting a budget for the country is
one of the most basic responsibilities
and fundamental functions of the Con-
gress.

The Budget Act of 1974 requires Con-
gress to adopt a budget by April 15
each year. It is a requirement that this
Senate majority has ignored time and
again. In fact, the Senate hasn’t adopt-
ed a budget since April 29, 2009.

More than 3 years have passed since
the Senate last adopted a budget. Dur-
ing that time, more than $4 trillion has
been added to our Nation’s debt. In
President Obama’s Presidency, we have
added $5 trillion to the national debt.

So we are in the midst of the fourth
consecutive year of $1 trillion deficits.
All the while, the Senate Democratic
majority has failed to propose a budget
blueprint that would lay out their pri-
orities for deficit reduction, economic
growth, and a path to balance. It is no
wonder, then, our Nation is driving to-
ward a fiscal cliff of deficits and debt.
There is no one in the Democratic lead-
ership willing to take hold of the wheel
of this vehicle.

In February, President Obama re-
leased his budget. The President’s 2013
budget would expand the scope of gov-
ernment by spending more money, in-
creasing taxes on job creators, and con-
tinue on the path of enormous deficit
and record debt.

While President Obama claims his
budget will create an America built to
last, the only thing his budget builds,
it seems to me, is higher deficits and
debt—a bigger and more intrusive gov-
ernment and economic decline for fu-
ture generations.

During the past 60 years spending has
averaged about 21 percent of GDP. Over
the 10-year window of President
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Obama’s budget, spending never gets
below 22 percent. In dollar terms,
spending goes up from the present $3.8
trillion to $5.8 trillion in the year 2022.
So it is very clear President Obama is
built to spend.

President Obama’s budget is also
harmful to our fragile economy be-
cause it would impose a $1.9 trillion tax
increase. Maybe the President’s pur-
pose in imposing this huge tax increase
is an effort to reduce the Nation’s debt.
Unfortunately, that is not what he has
planned in his budget. He wants to
spend every dollar.

His budget runs deficits totaling $6.4
trillion over the next 10 years. Debt
held by the public increases from 74.2
percent of our economy today to 76.33
percent in 2022. Of course, we need to
remember that the historical average
since World War II has been about 43
percent of the economy.

If people believe President Obama is
putting us on a path to fiscal sustain-
ability, I would suggest that they look
at the annual deficits over the next 10
yvears. They never drop below $575 bil-
lion, and they actually go up at the end
of his budget, rising to $704 billion in
2022. President Obama’s budget puts
America on the course of deficits and
debt as far as the eye can see into the
future.

The President also took a pass on
proposing any real changes to our enti-
tlement programs, which are a real
driver of future deficits and debt.
Again, he is absent from the discus-
sion. He has no solution. He has chosen
not to lead. But where is the leadership
from the Senate majority? Where is
their budget? Why have they not pro-
posed a budget in more than 3 years?

The budget chairman has said repeat-
edly that we already have a budget in
place for this year and even for next
yvear. The chairman and majority lead-
er believe the Budget Control Act was
a budget resolution. The Budget Con-
trol Act is not a budget. President
Obama clearly agreed when he pro-
posed his budget. House Republicans
and Democrats alike agreed when they
voted on seven budget resolutions of-
fered by both Republicans and Demo-
crats. The Democratic leadership in
the Senate stands alone in their belief
that the Budget Control Act was a
budget resolution. Is it because they
have no ideas on how to balance the
budget, contain out-of-control spend-
ing, grow the economy, or create jobs?

If the Democratic majority can’t
muster the will to present their own
budget, why don’t they offer President
Obama’s budget?

I am sure we will hear the argument
that the resolution our side is offering
is not a fair depiction of President
Obama’s budget. That is the rhetoric
we will likely hear so that they can
vote against it. The fact is they are
going to vote against it for one reason,
just like a year ago; that is, because it
is President Obama’s budget. They
don’t want to be on record voting for
any budget. That will be the most re-
markable outcome of today’s exercise.

S3205

We are going to vote on five different
budget proposals. Three are being of-
fered by Senate Republicans, one is
Budget Chairman RYAN’s budget, and
the final resolution is President
Obama’s budget. Not only have Senate
Democrats failed to even propose a
budget, they will likely vote in lock-
step against each of the five budget
proposals.

We are likely to see Senate Demo-
crats come to the floor one by one and
cast roughly 265 votes against the con-
sideration of any budget. Is that lead-
ership? Is that conviction? They are in
the majority. When it comes to pro-
posing and supporting a budget, they
are the party of no and the party of ob-
struction. Democrats are the party fili-
bustering consideration of budget blue-
prints. My friend, the budget chairman,
was quoted recently as saying:

This is the wrong time to vote in com-
mittee. This is the wrong time to vote on the
floor. I don’t think we will be prepared to
vote before the election.

How many more trillions do we need
to add to the national debt before it is
time to vote on a budget resolution? If
now is not the time to lead, propose
bold solutions and take action, when
is?

The American people are going to
pay a heavy price for the unwillingness
and inability of the Senate majority to
lead and to offer solutions. Once again,
the Senate majority and its leadership
and President Obama are content to be
absent from the discussion. Three
years without this sort of debate is
proof of that. There are no solutions;
there is no leadership. There is only
failure and punting until after the next
election.

We have a moral obligation to offer
serious solutions for today—most im-
portantly for future generations.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, the
budget document is a very important
document.

It speaks to the priorities of our Na-
tion, and it gives instructions to our
committees to report out legislation
consistent with that of the budget res-
olution. It gives instructions to the Ap-
propriations Committee to pass appro-
priations bills and to other committees
as it may affect revenues or mandatory
spending.

We have that budget document for
the fiscal year that begins October 1 of
this year. That was included in the
Budget Control Act which passed this
body by 74 votes. It has the force and
effect of law.

So our appropriations committees
know the numbers for the appropria-
tions bills for the year that begins Oc-
tober 1, and the other committees
know what the requirements will be.
The question is whether we should
have a longer term commitment on
dealing with our budget problems.

We do need a bipartisan, credible pro-
gram that involves not only the Demo-
crats and Republicans in the Senate,
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but also the Democrats and Repub-
licans in the House, and the President
of the United States. We need to avoid
sequestration, and we need the predict-
ability for our economy and for those
who act upon our actions to know what
the rules will be. We need to have a re-
sponsible plan to deal with the long-
term deficit that is balanced and fair,
that involves more revenue and spend-
ing cuts, that allows our recovery to
continue, and is bipartisan.

I compliment Senator CONRAD for his
leadership in giving us an opportunity
to move in that direction. I think Sen-
ator CONRAD showed tremendous lead-
ership on behalf of the Democratic
members of the Budget Committee to
forgo bringing forward a partisan budg-
et and instead said: Let’s take a look
at a long-term budget that can get bi-
partisan support, that has been tested,
that has been out there, and that is
called Bowles-Simpson.

We are talking about the broad out-
line. A budget document gives broad
instructions to the committee. It is the
so-called macro numbers. I think the
chairman has provided us the leader-
ship on that issue. But do not get con-
fused, we have a budget for the fiscal
year that begins October 1. We have it
earlier than we have ever had it, and it
has the force and effect of law.

Each of the four Republican plans
that we will be voting on moves us in
the wrong direction to accomplishing
those goals. They use almost all of the
spending cuts that are included in
these budgets for additional tax cuts.
It benefits primarily those who do not
need an additional tax cut. The House
Republican budget would provide $1
trillion in tax cuts for the wealthiest
among us, giving millionaires an aver-
age tax cut of $150,000. At the same
time, that budget would ask our col-
lege students to pay more by allowing
interest rates on their loans to in-
crease, and they would ask our seniors
to pay more by paying more for their
Medicare benefits.

They have it backward. Those who
have sacrificed the most during these
economic times under Republican
budgets would be asked to pay more.
Those who have benefited the most
during that period of time would get
additional tax cuts. That is not what
we should be doing. It would hurt our
economic recovery.

It is irresponsible to make the types
of cuts that are in the Republican
budget that deal with American inno-
vation. Take a look what it would do
for basic research in this country,
which I hope we all agree is necessary
for America to continue to lead the
world in innovation. In my own State
of Maryland I look at the jobs we cre-
ated in the biotech field, through cy-
bersecurity. Basic research is critically
important to advance those job oppor-
tunities and economic opportunities
for America. It would reduce our com-
mitments to building our infrastruc-
ture—our transit systems, our roads,
our energy grids. If we are going to be
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competitive, we need to rebuild Amer-
ica to meet the global challenges.

It would reduce our commitments in
education. An educated workforce is
America’s future. Investing in our chil-
dren is what we should be doing. The
quality of K-12 would suffer, even pre-
K—what they do with Head Start—and
I already mentioned the cost of student
loans in postsecondary education
would go up. For our seniors, they
would be thrown into a voucher pro-
gram in Medicare at the mercy of pri-
vate insurance companies and asked to
pay more when they are already over-
burdened by the costs of their health
care.

Under the Toomey budget, they
would block-grant Medicaid, throwing
that burden onto our States. Our chil-
dren and families would suffer.

Under the Paul budget, Social Secu-
rity benefits would be reduced on aver-
age by 39 percent. Social Security is a
vital lifeline for the people of this
country. Turning it into a program
that becomes a political football is not
what we need for this country. For our
students, the cost of a college edu-
cation would be increased.

We need to put forward a credible
plan to reduce the deficit. We need to
do this—and we have done it before.
When Bill Clinton was President of the
United States and I was serving in the
House of Representatives, we passed a
plan that balanced our Federal budget
and actually created a surplus. How did
we do it? We did it through a balanced
approach. We did it through cutting
spending and raising the revenues so
we paid our bills. What were the re-
sults? Our economy took off, creating
millions of jobs. That is what we need
to do again.

How do we get this done? Let’s get
working together. Let’s have Demo-
crats and Republicans work together in
order to come up with a balanced ap-
proach that has spending cuts and
those who can afford to pay more
should be paying more because it is not
fair to future generations for us to
spend money today and ask our chil-
dren and grandchildren to pay for it to-
morrow.

Let us protect the programs that are
important for economic growth, for the
dignity of our seniors, and for the wel-
fare of our children. It starts with re-
jecting the extreme partisan budgets
that our Republican colleagues are of-
fering on the floor. I urge my col-
leagues to reject those budget resolu-
tions.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the efforts by our Republican
leader, MITCH MCCONNELL, and by the
ranking member of our Senate Budget
Committee, JEFF SESSIONS, to give the
Senate a chance today to do its job. It
has been more than 3 years since the
Senate has passed a budget, almost
1,100 days, $4 trillion in increased debt
since we last had a budget. Yet it
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seems as if the current majority are
the only ones who do not think passing
a budget is part of our job.

I have to stop here for a moment and
commend the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee, Senator CONRAD. I
know he has fought mightily to get a
budget to this floor. But the politics he
faces have not allowed him to do so. As
of today, for 1,100 days we have not
been able to see a budget proposal
reach the Senate floor from our com-
mittee.

I have worked with Senator CONRAD
long and hard and will continue to do
s0, trying to get a broad, bipartisan so-
lution brought forward. But today we
need to take action on the Senate
floor. Everyone else has a budget. The
President has offered a budget. The
House Republicans have offered a budg-
et. The House Democrats have offered a
budget. The Senate Republicans have
introduced several budgets, which we
will vote on here today.

Every American family and every
American business has to develop a
budget. Previous Congresses, including
those that enacted the Congressional
Budget Act last year, clearly saw the
importance of Congress enacting a
budget every year. In fact, it was that
congressional budget act that we were
able to get in place last year that put
into effect the mechanism we are em-
ploying today which says if the major-
ity party leadership fails to bring a
budget forward by the statutory dead-
line, then any Senator has the right to
call for consideration of any budget on
the Senate Calendar.

Let’s look at the budgets we will be
voting on today. First we have the
President’s budget. At a time when our
national debt is more than $15.6 tril-
lion, well more than 100 percent of our
gross domestic product, the President’s
budget seemingly makes no acknowl-
edgment of the dramatic and predict-
able fiscal crisis we face. Instead of em-
bracing the comprehensive work of his
own fiscal commission, the Bowles-
Simpson commission on which I served,
or any of the other key bipartisan pro-
posals that are available such as the
Ryan-Wyden proposal or the Domenici-
Rivlin plan or even coming up with a
true reform plan of his own, the Presi-
dent’s budget regrettably remains
within the old discredited framework
of trying to tax and spend our way into
prosperity.

The President’s budget would raise
taxes by $2 trillion. This is in addition
to the $1.2 trillion of tax increases in
the health care law which are just be-
ginning to take effect and will con-
tinue to roll out over the next few
years. Perhaps even more remarkable,
the President’s budget actually in-
creases spending by $1.2 trillion more
than current law. So another $1.2 tril-
lion in new spending, another $2 to $3
trillion in new taxes, no structural en-
titlement reform, and no discretionary
spending reform.

Even though it is widely acknowl-
edged that the current paths of our en-
titlement programs are unsustainable
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and even though they are on track to
soon become insolvent, the President’s
budget has no comprehensive reforms
to our entitlement programs—mnone.
The modest amount of health care sav-
ings he does propose would not even be
enough to offset the extension of the
doc fix or the other increases in the
health care spending he proposes.

This is a dangerous approach, and it
should be noted that this budget failed
by a vote of 0 to 414 in the House. Yet
we have no other pending proposal
from the other side to consider.

Today the Senate will also have an
opportunity to reject the President’s
approach to the Federal budget, and I
expect it will do so, just as it did last
time. Because the Democratic majority
here in the Senate has failed to
produce their own budget, we will also
have the opportunity to vote on some
important budget proposals offered by
the House Budget Committee chairman
and by our own colleagues here in the
Senate, Senators TOOMEY, PAUL, and
LEE. Each of these proposals would in-
clude true comprehensive reforms to
our entitlement programs to prevent
the impending insolvency and to pro-
tect the programs for current and fu-
ture generations, and would put us on a
sustained pathway to balancing our
Federal budget.

These budgets also call for com-
prehensive tax reform which takes us
out of the old paradigm of Congress de-
bating whether to raise or cut taxes
and, instead, these proposals would
each in their own way dramatically
streamline the Tax Code, reduce the
tax rates, and unleash significant eco-
nomic growth in our economy. A by-
product of this robust economic growth
would be an increase in revenues to
help us deal with our pending debt cri-
sis.

I again commend the chairman, Sen-
ator CONRAD, for his effort to bring for-
ward a comprehensive plan, a solu-
tion—one that originated with Bowles-
Simpson on which he and I sat and one
which has then been worked on by the
so-called Gang of Six for a significant
amount of time now to improve and
bring forward, and one which the chair-
man is prepared to move when the op-
portunity is available. I have encour-
aged him to do it now. I believe we
ought to have it on the floor today for
this debate. But whenever the time be-
comes available, it is a proposal such
as this that we need to be dealing with.
We need to develop the bipartisan sup-
port that is necessary to pass it.

What is it? First of all, as we worked
on the Bowles-Simpson commission, we
made some basic decisions. We con-
cluded that spending was the major
problem—that is where the major part
of the solution should be—but that rev-
enue was also critical to the solution
and that growing our economy was an
important part of anything Congress
should do. We first discussed putting
together a strong approach to entitle-
ment reform, structural entitlement
reform. We put strong spending caps in
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place and we made clear that our
spending patterns in the Federal budg-
et would be brought under control. In
addition, recognizing the importance
and need for strong growth, we con-
cluded that our Tax Code must be re-
formed and not on the traditional bat-
tleground of whether to raise taxes on
one group or lowering taxes on another
but in a complete paradigm shift to
focus on the reforming of both our cor-
porate and individual tax codes.

If you went about trying to create a
Tax Code that was more unfair, more
complex, more expensive to comply
with, and more anticompetitive to our
own American business interests, you
would be hard pressed to do it different
or worse than we have done with our
own Tax Code. We concluded that we
ought to reform that code to develop a
strong, dynamic tax code for America
to go forward with. That is why we pro-
posed broadening the base, reducing
the rates, and reforming the way we
tax in America by simplifying our Tax
Code and making America a strong,
powerful, and robust economy as it his-
torically has been.

Then we put together what is critical
for any plan to succeed, and that is an
enforcement mechanism. Congress has
a perfect record of violating its own
budgets. Congress has a record of ig-
noring the budgets, simply getting 60
votes to waive the Budget Act when-
ever Congress wants to spend in excess
of a budget. Literally in every budget
for the last two decades or more, Con-
gress has done so; Republican or Demo-
cratic, the Congresses have done so.
What we put together in our negotia-
tions was an enforcement plan that
would keep Congress within the walls
of the budget we adopt. It would have
a series of points of order to protect
against the declaration of emergencies
unjustifiably and would then force even
emergency spending, that usually is
conducted outside the budget, to be
done in the face of a sequestration
backed up by 67-vote points of order on
the floor of the Senate. This kind of
strong enforcement is also critical to
what we must do to protect our Nation.

We need a comprehensive plan, we
need to have entitlement reform, we
have to have discretionary spending re-
form, and we need to have budget en-
forcement that is solid. We need to
strengthen our revenue stream and en-
force our Tax Code by lowering taxes.
That gives American businesses the op-
portunity to compete aggressively
across the globe.

If we do so, we will see a strong rev-
enue component to our reform meas-
ures, and we will see strong growth
coming out of the fact that we put to-
gether effective spending controls. But
we have to get there. We have to do it.

I appreciate the opportunity to work
with Senator CONRAD as we try to put
this kind of broad, comprehensive re-
form package together and build bipar-
tisan support for it. But I am very dis-
couraged still that we cannot get a
budget proposal onto the floor of the
Senate that we can work on.
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I also appreciate the leadership of
Senator MCCONNELL and Senator SES-
SIONS, who have given the Senate the
opportunity today to debate this issue
and have votes, at least, on meaningful
proposals that move us down the path
I have discussed, and put us onto a
pathway for economic prosperity and
growth for all.

America is at a terrible crisis point.
Our national debt is now exceeding
over 100 percent of our GDP and threat-
ens our economy. We must take action.
We cannot let another year go by with-
out adopting a budget on the floor of
the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. CONRAD. I would say to Senator
BOXER the situation we find ourselves
in is we only have 34 minutes left on
our side. I will yield 7 minutes to Sen-
ator BOXER.

Senator MURRAY is here now.

Mrs. BOXER. I will wait.

Mr. CONRAD. We have a situation in
which our time is rapidly fleeting.
They have much more time left on
their side than we do on ours.

Could the Senator do her
tation in 7 minutes?

Mrs. MURRAY. I will attempt to do
my best.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senator MUR-
RAY be allowed to speak for 7 minutes
followed by Senator BOXER for 7 min-
utes.

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

The Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I wish
to thank Senator CONRAD for his lead-
ership on this issue. At the end of last
week, the Republicans in the House of
Representatives passed legislation that
continues their mad dash away from
the bipartisan Budget Control Act and
reflects the upside-down priorities that
are guiding their party and stands ab-
solutely no chance of passage in the
Senate.

I think it would be very helpful at
this point to remind my colleagues of
the recent history that has brought us
to this point.

In August of last year Democrats and
Republicans came together, and we
agreed to the Budget Control Act to
cut spending and put in place a process
for additional deficit reduction. The
purpose of that bipartisan agreement
was to move toward serious deficit re-
duction and to give some consistency
to the Federal budget so the American
people would not be threatened with a
government shutdown every few
months. That bipartisan deal sets the
levels for next year’s discretionary
spending, which allows Congress to do
its jobs and work to allocate Federal
resources toward investments in jobs,
infrastructure, innovation, maintain-
ing our commitment to our service-
members and their families, and pro-
tecting and supporting the middle-class
families and so much more.

presen-
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That was the agreement we came to.
Speaker BOEHNER shook on it, Minority
Leader MCCONNELL shook on it, Major-
ity Leader REID signed it, joined many
of my colleagues in voting for it, and
then President Obama signed it into
law. It became the law of the land. I
would add it is binding and replaces
and carries more weight than a budget
resolution. It makes the budget resolu-
tions we are debating today nothing
more than political theater.

Senate Democrats fully intend to
honor our word and stick to the bipar-
tisan budget levels for next year, and
Senate Republicans in our Appropria-
tions Committee, including the minor-
ity leader, recently voted to stick to
those levels as well. I was disappointed
that less than 9 months after we shook
hands on that deal House Republicans
turned right around and broke it. They
put appeasing their extreme base ahead
of the word they gave to us and the
American people. They demonstrated
clearly that a deal with them isn’t
worth the paper it is printed on.

Despite House Republicans reneging
on the deal, the Budget Control Act is
the law. It is signed, and we have so
many challenges ahead of us as a na-
tion we cannot afford to relitigate bi-
partisan deals every time members of
the extreme end of the Republican
Party make some noise in a meeting.
House Republicans are not only trying
to relitigate that Budget Control Act,
they want to pretend it never hap-
pened.

As part of that deal, in addition to
the $1 trillion in discretionary spend-
ing cuts, a joint select committee on
deficit reduction was formed to reduce
the deficit by at least an additional $1.2
trillion. In fact, if they couldn’t come
to an agreement, the bipartisan Budget
Control Act put in place automatic
spending cuts, or sequestration, which
spread evenly across defense and non-
defense spending.

We all knew at the time the seques-
tration was not the ideal way to reduce
spending, but we wanted to have that
in place so that painful cuts were
prominent and would help both sides to
come to a bipartisan compromise.

I was called on by the majority lead-
er to cochair that committee with Re-
publican Representative JEB HEN-
SARLING, and I am proud of that com-
mittee’s hard work. I was extremely
disappointed in the end that committee
was not able to come up with a bipar-
tisan deal.

I want to be clear—because this is
very relevant today—we weren’t able
to get a deal because Republicans re-
fused to even consider tax increases on
the wealthiest Americans. The talks
fell apart around that issue and that
issue alone.

I came to the table with many of my
colleagues with proposals for serious
compromises on spending and a will-
ingness to move forward with smart
changes to strengthen entitlements.
We knew many of these compromises
would be painful, but we were willing
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to put them forward to get to a bipar-
tisan deal and a balanced deal. But as
much as we offered, we couldn’t get our
Republican colleagues to give an inch
when it came to taxes on the wealthi-
est Americans and the biggest corpora-
tions even though the rich are paying
the lowest tax rates today in genera-
tions. They were fundamentally op-
posed to any plan that would call on
the wealthy to pay a penny more in
taxes.

In poll after poll Americans over-
whelmingly say they want to see a bal-
anced approach to tackling the deficit
and debt that puts everything on the
table, including revenue. Every single
bipartisan group that has come to-
gether to tackle this—from Simpson-
Bowles, Domenici-Rivlin, Gang of 6—
has included a balanced approach that
reduces spending and raises revenues.
That is the only real and fair way to
tackle this challenge, and it simply
doesn’t make any sense to solve this
problem with cuts alone.

So as we watch House Republicans
rolling back the automatic cut they
don’t like and acting as though the bi-
partisan Budget Control Act never hap-
pened, I say to them today what I said
to the Republicans in the joint select
committee: We will not allow the debt
and deficit to be reduced on the backs
of our middle-class and most vulner-
able Americans without calling on the
wealthiest to contribute as well. It is
not fair, it is not what the American
people want, and it is not going to hap-
pen. We are facing these automatic
cuts because Republicans continue to
protect the rich above all else. Unless
that changes before the end of the
year, our country is going to have to
face the consequences of intransigence.

Republicans in the House of Rep-
resentatives are not only acting as
though the BCA never happened, they
are highlighting the moral and intel-
lectual bankruptcy of a party that al-
lows itself only to think in terms of
cutting, shrinking, eliminating, and
never in terms of investing and grow-
ing and fairness. The legislation they
passed would roll back sequestration
for next year by simply taking funding
from programs middle-class families
and the most vulnerable Americans
count on and shifting it to defense.
They want all of the deficit reduction
from the Budget Control Act without
any bipartisan compromise or shared
sacrifice.

Since they refuse to consider raising
taxes on the wealthy, the only way
they can increase spending on defense
is by absolutely devastating critical
government investments in our fami-
lies and in our future.

According to a report from the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities,
the House legislation would not only
roll back sequestration on the defense
side, it would increase overall defense
spending by over $8 billion.

And while they may say they are
rolling back the automatic cuts on
non-defense spending too, this report
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shows House Republicans are slashing
these programs almost three-quarters
of the way to what would be cut under
sequestration.

Since they need to find a way to pay
to undo the automatic cuts they don’t
like, their bill cuts even deeper into
programs millions of families across
America count on.

According to that same CBPP report,
the Republican legislation would cut
food assistance to the most vulnerable
families, Medicaid, the Children’s
Health Insurance Program, and block
grants for States to run programs to
help families and workers get back on
their feet.

So House Republicans are actually
increasing defense spending, protecting
the wealthiest Americans and biggest
corporations, and throwing the entire
burden on the backs of middle class

families and the most wvulnerable
Americans.

That’s not just bad policy, it is sim-
ply wrong.

If Democrats were willing to accept a
wildly imbalanced deficit reduction
plan to avoid the automatic cuts, we
would have done that in the Joint Se-
lect Committee. But we didn’t then,
and we won’t now.

Any Dbipartisan deficit reduction
plan, whether the goal is to reduce the
deficit in a better way than the seques-
ters or to put our country on sound fis-
cal footing over the long term, has to
be balanced. It has to be fair. And it
has to work for middle class families
across America. That means respon-
sibly cutting spending. It means mak-
ing sure entitlement programs that
seniors and the most vulnerable fami-
lies depend on are strengthened and se-
cured for the next generation. It means
examining where we can save money on
the defense side. And it means raising
revenue from the wealthiest Americans
and biggest corporations who are pay-
ing close to the lowest levels in genera-
tions.

Because budgets aren’t just numbers
on a page. They aren’t just about
charts and formulas and trajectories.
Those are important but budgets are
also about real people, with real lives.
They are about investments in our
families, our communities, and our
economy. They are about the kind of
country we want to be now and in the
our future. And above all, budgets are
about the choices and priorities of a
nation.

Democrats are willing to make com-
promises. We are willing to have those
tough conversations and come to the
difficult agreements we know are nec-
essary. We are willing to put every-
thing on the table.

And I truly hope Republicans decide
they are ready to do the same and end
their commitment to protecting the
rich from paying a penny more in
taxes. Because while so many families
continue to struggle, I think it’s more
than fair to ask the richest Americans
to pay their fair share.

While we scour programs that so
many middle class families rely on for
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fat to trim, I think it makes sense to
scour the tax code in just the same way
and eliminate the egregious loopholes
that the wealthiest Americans and big-
gest corporations take advantage of.

And while oil and gas companies are
making record profits, I think it just
makes sense to end the handouts they
get every year from U.S. taxpayers.

So Democrats stand ready to work
with Republicans on this. But what
House Republicans did last week has
moved us in the wrong direction, and
makes it even harder to get to the bi-
partisan deficit reduction deal they say
they want.

So I urge them to end this partisan-
ship.

Stop allowing a small and extreme
minority of members to dictate policy
for an entire chamber of Congress. Stop
protecting the wealthiest Americans
from sharing in the sacrifices so many
Americans are making every day, and
to truly work with us to get this done
for the American people.

As soon as that happens, Democrats
stand ready to get to a balanced and bi-
partisan deal.

The choices we make as a body in the
coming months will affect every single
American. As we have said from the
start, we will put everything on the
table, but that word is ‘‘everything.”
We cannot come to a solution in Amer-
ica unless everybody contributes and
there is shared sacrifice. That is the
principle we have been fighting for, it
is the one we will continue to fight for,
and that is what the American people
want. I am proud to stand with my
party to continue to fight for that.

I yield the floor.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise to
say that it is stunning to see the Re-
publican Party running away from a
bill they supported and a deal they cut.
The deficit reduction deal was led by
Senator CONRAD. The Budget Control
Act is the law of the land. Instead they
are offering up a series of budgets that
I believe will destroy this country.

Why do I say that? Because they de-
stroy the middle class and they give to
the millionaires and the billionaires.
That is a recipe for a third world na-
tion, the haves and the have-nots. I
hope the American people wake up and
pay attention because a budget is a
statement of who we are as a people.

I was proud to serve on the Budget
Committee. I wish I was still on there,
but I had other options for my State. I
decided to leave the Budget Committee
and go on the Commerce Committee.
That is one tough committee, and we
are going to miss Senator CONRAD. His
leadership is exemplary, and he has ex-
plained why the replacement budgets
the Republicans have offered are un-
workable. Some of them don’t even
make any sense.

This is serious business because one
of them did pass the House. Not only
did it pass the House, but then they
passed another law, and we call it rec-
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onciliation, which is dangerous in what
they did. They stood with all of their
heart, with all of their soul, with all of
their power and their fervor to fight for
the 1 percent. They are fighting for the
millionaires, the multimillionaires, the
billionaires, and the trillionaires; that
is who they are fighting for. They are
giving them back an average of $150,000
a year. Over the 10-year period that av-
erage millionaire can write a big Kiss
to the Republicans if this ever becomes
law because they would get back $1.5
million over the 10-year period.

How do they pay for this largess?
How do they pay for this warm, fuzzy
hug to the people who have everything?
They cut the heart out of the middle
class. I will give some examples. They
would allow student loan rates to dou-
ble so students would have to pay not
a 3-percentage point interest rate on
their student loans but over 6 percent.

They will cut the heart and soul out
of America’s infrastructure. Did you
ever look at the construction industry
lately? Well, there are 1.4 million un-
employed construction workers. We
need to make sure they are building
the roads, highways, and the 70,000
bridges that are deficient. Half of our
roads don’t meet the standards. We
need to rebuild America, as the Presi-
dent said—not Afghanistan, not Paki-
stan. Thank you very much. Iraq? The
blood of our people is on the ground
over there. It is time to spend that
money here as our President has said.

They continue all that war spending,
they add to that war spending, and
they expect everybody else to stand
back and quietly accept a doubling of
their student loan rate and a cut in the
transportation program.

They end Medicare, period. They are
going to turn it into a voucher system,
and our elderly are going to have to ne-
gotiate to try and find a way to pay for
health insurance, and it will cost them
thousands of dollars more.

One of these budgets actually cuts
Social Security by 39 percent. Imagine
a Social Security recipient living on
$18,000 getting a cut of almost 40 per-
cent.

So this is what they are doing, I say
to my colleagues. They eliminate the
Department of Education. They elimi-
nate the ability for many people to pay
for their energy assistance in the win-
ters. They walk away from alternative
energy, which is going to free us from
foreign oil and make us safer. That is
what they do, and they do it all in the
name of tax breaks for the people in
America who—I am very proud of
them. They made it. In my State, a lot
of those folks who have made it have
written to me and said: Senator, we
want everybody to have the chance we
had.

The only passion of Republicans is
for those who have. They practice
Robin Hood in reverse. In one of the
budgets, they even—I think it is the
Ryan budget—tax the poorest people.
They tax the poorest people. They raise
taxes on the poorest people, and they
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cut taxes on the richest people. Robin
Hood in reverse. Isn’t that sweet? Isn’t
that kind? Not. So they bring America
to its knees. They walk away from the
Budget Control Act. Do we know why
they don’t like it? Because it forces
spending cuts across the board. I don’t
like that, but we are serious about def-
icit reduction.

In my closing remarks I will say this:
In the last 40 years, one party balanced
the budget. In the last 40 years, one
party created a surplus. That happens
to be the Democratic Party and a
Democratic President named Bill Clin-
ton. How did we do it? We met each
other halfway. We said that when we
are faced with a crisis, we have to put
everything on the table and everybody
makes a little bit of a sacrifice. It is no
big deal. We ask the people who have
the most to do a little more, and we
find ways to cut spending. That is what
we did in the Clinton years. Do we
know what happened? We created I
think 23 million new jobs. We created
23 million new jobs. We balanced the
budget, we created a surplus, and now
we have to listen to the demagogues
over there lecture us about how to bal-
ance the budget. Wrong. We know how
to do it. They don’t know how to do it.
All they know how to do is stand up
and attack our President when our
President inherited this terrible deficit
from George W. Bush, who took a sur-
plus—Bush did—and turned it into defi-
cits as far as the eye can see. And we
were losing—I ask unanimous consent
for 30 additional seconds.

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

Mrs. BOXER. We were losing how
many jobs a month? We were losing
800,000 jobs a month when our Presi-
dent took over. The country was fall-
ing apart.

He saved the auto industry—it is
back on top—when others said: Let
them go bankrupt. He started the job
creation. It is not good enough, but I
will tell my colleagues one thing: If we
are going to make it better, we better
start working together.

Let’s live by the Budget Control Act
that is the law of the land, and let’s use
that time to find a long-term solution,
as we did in the Clinton years.

Thank you very much. I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I wish
to make a reference to the Budget Con-
trol Act. One of my colleagues said we
are running away from the Budget Con-
trol Act. I would suggest that is not ac-
curate. In truth, the Budget Control
Act was a cap on spending, and the Re-
publicans have proposed that we spend
less than that, as any economist would
tell us we need to do because it wasn’t
sufficient.

The difficulty arises, however, when
we consider what President Obama pro-
posed with regard to the Budget Con-
trol Act. It is amazing. In August
President Obama signed the Budget
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Control Act as an agreement to raise
the debt ceiling by $2.1 trillion in ex-
change for reducing spending by $2.1
trillion. He signed that, it went into ef-
fect, and it is the current law today.
But when he proposed his budget in
January of this year that we will vote
on later today—and I expect it will not
get a single vote, and it should not—
President Obama’s budget wiped out
half of those savings. So $1 trillion of
those savings were wiped out, and he
replaced it with almost—he added more
spending in addition—Mr. President, I
am having a little trouble thinking
here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The Senate will
suspend for a moment.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. So I think the dra-
matic event that has gone
unappreciated is that the President’s
budget eviscerates the Budget Control
Act and puts us back on full speed tax
and spend.

I see my colleague Senator ENZI is
here, a senior member of the Budget
Committee who has been involved in so
many important issues. He is an ac-
countant, a small businessman, and he
understands the real world and the
value of a dollar. I yield to Senator
ENZI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I thank the
ranking member of the committee for
all of his work on this issue and the
suggestions he has as to the impor-
tance of what we are doing today.

I rise today to discuss our Nation’s
budget situation and the budget pro-
posals we will vote on later today.
While I am pleased that my colleagues
have put forth a number of good ideas,
this debate is long overdue.

The Congressional Budget Act sets a
statutory deadline of April 1 for the
Senate Budget Committee to report a
budget resolution and a deadline of
April 15 for completion of a congres-
sional budget. Despite these statutory
deadlines, it has been more than 3
years since the Senate passed a budget,
and the majority party once again re-
fuses to debate this important topic
through the normal budget process. We
did not mark up a budget in the Senate
Budget Committee, and we have not
been given the opportunity to offer
amendments to any of the budgets that
are before us on the Senate floor. That
is disappointing.

With a national debt approaching $16
trillion, and it is hard for me to even
say $16 trillion—I saw a kid with a t-
shirt that said, ‘‘Please don’t tell him
what comes after $1 trillion.” With $16
trillion in debt, we cannot afford to
continue operating without a budget
that is a blueprint to put the country
on a sustainable path in both the short
term as well as the long term, and we
better be looking at that long term as
well.

We cannot continue to simply spend
money we don’t have without a plan to
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get our spending under control. We are
so bad on spending that we are taking
10 years’ worth of revenue to pay for 2
years’ worth of projects, and those are
projects that will continue after that. I
don’t know what we do after the 2
years. How far out can we borrow
money that may not even come in be-
cause it might not even be budgeted? A
budget is supposed to do just that—it is
supposed to put spending under con-
trol. But instead, for the third year in
a row, it looks as if the Senate major-
ity will refuse to pass a plan to help fix
the fiscal crisis we face.

In the 3 years since the Senate ma-
jority passed a budget, our country has
spent approximately $10.4 trillion. We
have accumulated around $4.5 trillion
in gross debt, which translates to an
additional $15,000 for every man,
woman, and child—$15,000 for every
man, woman, and child—which brings
it up to about $49,000 total for every
man, woman, and child. Since we last
adopted a budget, we have spent more
than $626 billion on net interest pay-
ments to service the debt alone. These
are unsustainable levels of spending.
Yet the majority continues to ignore
the problem and refuses to take these
numbers seriously and consider, much
less pass, a budget.

The majority argues that we have a
budget in place because of the passage
of the Budget Control Act, which also
governed our spending in fiscal year
2011. But if that truly governed what
we are doing, why did the President
even submit a budget to us? If that was
the budget, he shouldn’t have gone to
all the effort to put his own budget to-
gether. But he felt he needed to put a
budget together.

In fiscal year 2011, the government
brought in slightly more than $2.3 tril-
lion in revenue. At the same time we
collected $2.3 trillion, we spent $3.6
trillion. In other words, we overspent
by $1.3 trillion. That is more than 50
percent of the revenue we were expect-
ing. We are on pace for another $1 tril-
lion deficit this year. The Budget Con-
trol Act may include some spending
limits, but with record trillion-dollar
deficits, the Budget Control Act cannot
replace an actual budget that puts in
place long-term spending cuts and
helps get our country back on the path
to balance. Again, if that Budget Con-
trol Act really took care of everything,
the President would not have needed to
submit a budget. He did.

I applaud the President for appoint-
ing a deficit commission. We tried to
pass that as a bill. It came close, but it
didn’t make it. He saw there was a
need, and he appointed a commission.
The commission was cochaired by Er-
skine Bowles and Senator Alan Simp-
son. They painted a pretty bleak pic-
ture for our country. More than a year
and a half has gone by since they
painted that bleak picture, and it has
gotten worse, not better. I really ex-
pected at the State of the Union that
year that the President would have
painted the same bleak picture he had
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been handed by the deficit commission.
It was scary. It is now scarier. But he
didn’t. Instead, he gave us another
stimulus budget. I think if he had
painted the bleak picture in the State
of the Union that was handed to him by
the deficit commission, if he had paint-
ed that same picture and not placed a
solution out there but painted the pic-
ture so America would understand
where we are with the debt and the def-
icit—if he had done that, he could have
come out with a budget that was par-
allel to what Simpson-Bowles had, and
I think we would have had a solution
over a year ago.

We have a nearly $16 trillion debt
that keeps growing. It is unaffordable,
and we need to make a change. What
will happen if we don’t act and if we
don’t cut spending? We won’t be able to
afford the military we need. People
will have drastically reduced Social Se-
curity checks. Roads won’t be fixed.
All of our money will go toward paying
interest on the debt.

People shouldn’t doubt that this is
real. There were riots in the streets in
Greece when their government was
forced to deal with the realities of
debt. In the United States, we owe
$49,000 for every man, woman, and
child. In Greece, they only owe $39,000
and had to make drastic cuts, and they
had riots in the streets. Now they have
stepped back with the recent elections
and are trying to turn away from the
reality of their debt. Does that sound
familiar?

I have news for my colleagues. Our
debt per person, as I mentioned, is
more than Greece’s debt per person. It
is more than Italy’s debt per person. In
fact, the United States owes more than
all of the Euro countries and the
United Kingdom put together.

My Republican colleagues and I have
put forth a series of budgets that would
help to improve the fiscal situation. I
drafted legislation that would reduce
spending by 1 percent per year until we
reach balance. By reducing spending by
1 percent, we can achieve balance by
fiscal year 2017. That is a 1-percent re-
duction per year to 2017, and most of
the people I have talked to—and I have
talked to a lot of people in Wyoming
and some other places around the coun-
try—have said 1 percent is not bad. One
percent is definitely not bad if we com-
pare it to the possibility of a 19-percent
cut when we step off the cliff.

The House of Representatives passed
a budget last year that cut spending by
$5.8 trillion. This year the House
passed a second budget that would re-
duce the deficit by $4.4 trillion, in com-
parison to the President’s budget over
the next decade, which does nothing to
improve the short- or long-term eco-
nomic outlook of the country. In fact,
President Obama’s budget would make
things worse.

Senator TOOMEY has put together a
detailed budget plan that would bal-
ance the budget within 8 years. It
would enact corporate tax reform, and
it would adopt important changes to
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the entitlement programs that are the
drivers of the Nation’s unsustainable
debt.

Senator PAUL has put forth a budget
that would balance within 5 years. Of
course, it eliminates four departments
and reduces spending by $8 trillion over
the next 10 years. It seems radical, but
we are facing a cliff, and he is willing
to put a budget out there.

Senator LEE has also introduced a
budget that balances our budget by fis-
cal year 2017 by cutting spending by
$7.1 trillion over the next 10 years, and
it, too, reforms Medicare and Social
Security.

Why do we have to reform Medicare?
Well, in the health care reform bill we
took $12 trillion out of Medicare. It was
already going broke but, don’t worry,
we put in a special panel that will tell
where cuts can come from each and
every year, and if we don’t suggest dif-
ferent cuts, those go into effect with-
out a vote of the U.S. Senate. The only
places they can cut are doctors, hos-
pitals, nursing homes, home health
care, and other providers. If you do not
have a doctor, I do not think you have
much medical care.

There are going to have to be reforms
in Medicare. We have already forced
that. For Social Security, there are not
as many people working now as will
soon be on Social Security, and that
creates problems. I do not agree with
everything that is included in these
budgets I have mentioned, but I want
to commend my Republican colleagues
for making tough choices and putting
forth solutions.

While they have been doing that,
President Obama and the Senate ma-
jority have ignored the problem and re-
fused to acknowledge the need to cut
spending. They have demonized Repub-
licans and suggested it is our intention
to harm seniors, poor people, and chil-
dren. One advertisement showed a pic-
ture of House Budget Chairman RYAN
pushing an elderly woman off a cliff.
That kind of rhetoric does not help
anything, that rhetoric is over the top,
while their solutions have been non-
existent.

Last year, President Obama’s budget
was such an empty proposal that it
failed by a vote of 0 to 97 in the Senate.
In the House this year, his latest budg-
et failed by a vote of 0 to 414. I suspect
it may face the same fate when it is
considered later today—the same one
they voted on. Not a single Member of
either party was willing to support the
President’s budget proposal. How is
that for leadership?

In some of the countries that have a
parliamentary form of government,
they have heard about these votes and
are terribly shocked because in their
country it would call for a special elec-
tion and a new Prime Minister.

We will be voting on five budgets
later today—four from Republican
Members and President Obama’s budg-
et. Absent from the discussion is a
budget produced by the Senate major-
ity that is shirking their responsibility
to govern.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We are in too serious a situation to
continue ignoring the budget problems
we face. At a time when the national
debt breaks down to more than $49,000
for every person in Wyoming and
across this country, we cannot afford
to continue business as usual. We can-
not continue punting the tough deci-
sions simply because the tough deci-
sions might impact our reelection cam-
paigns. The decisions that are painful
today will be even more painful in the
future.

We talk about pay-fors here when
people want to do a new program or
continue an old program with addi-
tional expenses, but we better start in-
cluding the debt. Our debt is greater
than the value of everything we
produce in this country in a year. That
is the gross national product. The debt
is greater than the gross national prod-
uct. There are a lot of stories about
what happens when your debt gets
greater than the gross national prod-
uct, and none of them is good.

I have heard from a lot of people in
Wyoming about the national debt and
the lack of a budget for more than 3
years. While they have differing view-
points on the best solution, they have
one common message: Do something.
Do something, and do it as soon as pos-
sible. I am concerned that, after votes,
we will end up in the same place we
started—without a budget and without
a fiscal plan to get our Nation’s debt
and deficit in check. I do not know
about you, but it is keeping me up
nights.

Some of my colleagues have offered
plans to make that happen. Those who
control the Senate appear content to
sit on the sidelines and criticize. While
that happens, we continue to add tril-
lions of dollars to our national debt. I
would encourage my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to think about
what that means to future generations
and join us in finding a plan to fix our
fiscal woes.

I know that is what they are think-
ing about because I have been in meet-
ings off of the Hill where they have
talked about this same thing. But we
have to solve it; we cannot just talk
about it. We cannot give it lip service
when we are off of the floor and excuse
it when we are on the floor.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, before
Senator ENZI leaves the floor, he made
reference to the fact that in the Euro-
pean parliamentary system, when a
Prime Minister proposes a budget that
fails, that would be cause for collapse
of the government and a new election.

He also correctly recalled how the
deficit commission that was appointed
by President Obama came back with a
number of recommendations that
would have gone far farther than the
President’s budget in dealing with our
debt course.

But I would ask the Senator about
that moment he mentioned, after the
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debt commission reported, when the
President came before the joint session
of Congress to give the State of the
Union. Was the Senator surprised and
disappointed that the President vir-
tually ignored the debt commission
and did not take the opportunity to ex-
plain to the whole audience of the
American people that we are on an
unsustainable course that could lead to
financial catastrophe?

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I was both
surprised and disappointed. I thought
he had a unique opportunity, and it had
been handed to him on a platter that
he designed. He appointed these people,
and they put a lot of hours into it, in-
cluding the Senator from North Da-
kota, who is here on the floor, and
came up with a plan. It was not a
pleasant plan by anybody’s imagina-
tion. It was an important plan by
everybody’s—well, evidently not every-
body or we would have adopted it by
now. But it had some critical things in
there that should be taken care of, that
should be considered in a budget, and
should have leadership coming from
the White House. That is where leader-
ship on budgets happens.

I remember being in the Wyoming
legislature. We have a requirement
that you have to balance the budget
each and every year, and we do that. If
you find out there is going to be a def-
icit before the legislature meets—and
they only meet for 20 days in the budg-
et year—if you know about it before
that time, then the legislature has to
make those cuts. One of the things I
noted was when we made the cuts, the
people in the administration picked
out something that was painful and
made that cut so the constituents out
there would say: Oh, that really hurt.
Those stupid legislators picked the
wrong things. Well, it was not the leg-
islators who picked the wrong things.
It was the people in charge of each of
those trying to make sure the legisla-
ture felt pain.

If that deficit is noted outside of the
time of the few days that the legisla-
ture meets, then the Governor has to
make the cuts. Virtually everybody in
the administration worked for the Gov-
ernor. So when he made the cuts, they
took the priorities and they chopped
off the lowest priorities, so it was not
noticeable around the State, and it
works out well. That is leadership.
That is tough leadership because the
Governor does not like to have to be
the one who is held up for all the scru-
tiny of what is spent.

That is what the President has to do.
That is the President’s job, to get this
budget back in balance. There are some
examples around the world where,
when they put the budget on a path to
balancing, the economy comes up.

Mr. SESSIONS. Yes.

Mr. ENZI. That gives people a little
bit of confidence of what can happen.
Right now, there is not a lot of con-
fidence around this country, so the
economy is dropping. But a good budg-
et, that follows a plan, that gets us in
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fiscal stability, would make a huge dif-
ference for this country and stimulate
business.

Mr. SESSIONS. I could not agree
more. I do believe the debt course we
are on, which is unsustainable—every
expert and the witnesses who come be-
fore the Budget Committee on which
Senator ENZI and I serve have told us it
is unsustainable, and if we get off of it
and tighten our belts and do things
such as Governor Bentley in Alabama
is doing, Governor Christie has had to
do, Governor Brown is now facing in
California—they let that State go so
far out of control, it is going to be dif-
ficult to bring it back—but they have
to make tough choices. If we do that, I
believe we will get some positive im-
pact on the economy from the con-
fidence that restores.

I say to Senator CONRAD, I see Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN is here. I would be
willing to yield if you are ready to use
some time now.

Mr. CONRAD. Could I say to my col-
league, we have 17 minutes left on this
side. We have four Senators left to
speak. The Senator has, I think, prob-
ably 54, 53 minutes left—something
like that.

So I say to Senator LIEBERMAN, if
you could take about 4 minutes, if that
would work for you.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I was hoping for
414 minutes. OK. I will do my best.

Mr. CONRAD. Sold.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I will
yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
our side.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Sen-
ator.

Mr. SESSIONS. He will have a flat 8
minutes.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. That is very gen-
erous of my friend.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from North Dakota
and the Senator from Alabama.

I have been listening to some of the
statements that are being made. They
are quite sincere. They are quite inter-
esting. But I am afraid, in the end,
they are not going to signify very
much except good intentions.

We have ourselves in a position here
where we all know the country has a
terrible problem. We are spending a lot
more than we are bringing in. The sim-
plest way to explain it is, the last time
I looked—I think I am still close on
this—revenues of the Federal Govern-
ment are about 15 or 16 percent of gross
domestic product and the spending of
the Federal Government is about 25
percent of gross domestic product.
There you have a yawning, enormous
deficit, which adds up now to a long-
term debt of over $15 trillion.

We cannot go on like this and be a
great country. We cannot go on like
this and have any hope of economic re-
covery. I happen to agree—I should say
in gratitude for the extra time Senator
SESSIONS has given me—I happen to
agree with the last thing he said. I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

think—and I am not alone; I think
some people on both sides feel this—the
best thing we can do for our economy
and economic growth is to adopt a bi-
partisan long-term program that will
reduce and hopefully eliminate our
debt. Why? Because it will restore con-
fidence in the American economy.

We all know that jobs do not come
from government. They should not
come from government or in govern-
ment. Jobs that people want, need,
come from the private sector. The last
time I looked, the private sector—
American business—was sitting on
somewhere between $2 trillion and $3
trillion of liquid assets that they are
not spending. Why aren’t they spending
it? They have very little confidence in
the future—not just confidence about
how the economy is going to be, but
what we are going to do, what the gov-
ernment is going to do.

I think if we adopted a long-term bi-
partisan debt reduction program that
gave them some sense of security about
what taxes and spending policies were
going to do for some years ahead, they
would start to invest that $2 trillion to
$3 trillion again, and that would create
hundreds of thousands of jobs that peo-
ple desperately need, who are trying so
hard to get back to work.

Look, basically we know what we
have to do to make this happen. To
state it bluntly, it has to be a combina-
tion of tax reform and entitlement re-
form. We have to raise revenues so
they get back up to 18, 19, 20 percent
and we have to bring spending down—
most of the spending increases are
coming from entitlements—to about 18
or 19 percent of GDP so we can be in
balance. It is not very mysterious how
we are going to do this. But the polit-
ical will is not there now to make
those tough decisions.

Today is a classic moment. We have
these budget resolutions that are be-
fore us as a matter of privilege. They
are privileged matters. I have wanted
to vote to proceed to some of them just
to get on the subject matter, hoping
that maybe the door would be opened
for direction to various committees to
come back with long-term solutions, as
I have talked about.

We all know the Bowles-Simpson
model is the one we are going to even-
tually get to. The question is, how
close do we get to the fiscal cliff—or
has our country gone over the cliff,
falling down—and, finally, we rush in
here and in a panic rescue it with
something like Simpson-Bowles?

The closest Senate proposal that
would do what we need to do is the one
my friend from North Dakota has ta-
bled in the Budget Committee. I wish
we could vote on it. I do not know how
many votes we would get, but I wish we
could at least start the process.

I know everybody says we are going
to come back after the election and
there is going to be a burst of courage,
I guess because the election is over,
and we are going to do the Simpson-
Bowles tax reform and entitlement re-
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form. What I am sort of hearing in the
wind around here is, do not count on it.
I hope so. Senator CONRAD and I, it is
going to be our last couple of months
on this particular stage. There is noth-
ing I know he would like more to be
part of, and I can tell you nothing I
would like more to be part of, than
doing a bipartisan, long-term debt re-
duction program.

But I am fearful that it is asking an
awful lot of the system in a short pe-
riod of time, and the tendency will be
to protect us from falling off the cliff
by extending everything that is going
to expire at the end of the year: stop-
ping the sequestering, stopping the end
of the Bush tax cuts. I hope I am
wrong. I know there are some bipar-
tisan groups that I have been part of
that are working to get ready for that
point.

That is important work, because it
cannot spring out of nowhere. But our
country’s future is at stake, the future
of the greatest economy in the history
of the world, because of our irrespon-
sibility is the only thing I can say, and
we have been part of it. I take blame
for part of it. We are not doing what
the country needs us to do.

I am going to vote against the mo-
tions to proceed, because each of them,
the proposals before us do not achieve
anything near what we need to do in
terms of a balance—entitlement re-
form, tax reform.

I do want to say one other thing
which I hope we can get to soon. To say
the obvious, but sometimes it is impor-
tant to say it, the existing budget proc-
ess has broken down. It does not work.
It is not related to the reality of the
economic or political times we are in.
So the budget process does not work.
Let me cite a couple of statistics. Not
since early in 2009 has the Congress
managed to actually pass a real annual
budget resolution. I know the Budget
Control Act does some of the things a
budget resolution would do, but not all
of them, and it does not do what the
Budget Reform Act of 1974 called on us
to do.

Listen to this. Only four times in the
last 35 years—four times in 35 years—
have the appropriations bills been com-
pleted prior to the beginning of a new
fiscal year. What business or what
other government entity could operate
like that?

The last time Congress successfully
passed all of the appropriations bills
prior to the beginning of a new fiscal
year was 1996. We know it because we
have been here. Over and over again,
Congress slides from one temporary
short-term appropriations bill to the
next, months into the fiscal year, until
we finally throw it into one big hodge-
podge, which is not responsible govern-
ment, and a lot gets hidden in it.

I want to raise the question—I know
my friends on the Budget Committee
have thought about it. I sense my time
is up. I wonder whether we need a com-
mission to take a look in a short period
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of time, 6 months, at the budget proc-
ess we are following now and make rec-
ommendations for a new process that
will work. Maybe it is a lack of polit-
ical will and an inability to take on
these tough issues now, but maybe it is
the process, and maybe that is some-
thing sooner than later we can work
together on.

I thank Senators CONRAD and SES-
SIONS for allowing me to speak as long
as I was able to.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would share something that was in last
week’s Wall Street Journal, because it
deals with an issue that is important
and not to be dismissed, and that is
should we begin to make reductions in
spending today. I think Mr. Barro pro-
vides some real valuable insight to
that.

With regard to Senator LIEBERMAN, I
do think that the budget process can
work. It should be able to work. But it
will not work if we do not try to make
it work. Under certain circumstances,
it is hard to get a bipartisan budget if
you do not have everybody together.
So maybe it is worth examining wheth-
er we can make improvements there.

But Mr. Barro deals with this ques-
tion. He writes:

The weak economic recovery in the U.S.
and the even weaker performance in much of
Europe have renewed calls for ending budget
austerity and returning to larger fiscal defi-
cits. Curiously, this plea for more fiscal ex-
pansion fails to offer any proof that Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment countries that chose more budget
stimulus have performed better than those
that opted for more austerity.

He continues. These are the devel-
oped countries in the world, OECD
countries.

He goes on:

Two interesting European cases are Ger-
many and Sweden, each of which moved to-
ward rough budget balance between 2009 and
2011—

That is after the financial crisis—
while sustaining comparatively strong
growth—the average growth rate per year for
real GDP for 2010 and 2011 was 3.6% growth
for Germany and 4.9% for Sweden. If aus-
terity is so terrible, how come these two
countries have done so well?

The OECD countries most clearly in or
near renewed recession—Greece, Portugal,
Italy, Spain and perhaps Ireland and the
Netherlands—are among those with rel-
atively large fiscal deficits.

The deficits for these six countries
for 2010 and 2011 were 7.9 percent of
GDP. Germany and Sweden did not
raise taxes but cut spending. He goes
on to say:

Every time heightened fiscal deficits fail
to produce desirable outcomes, the policy ad-
vice is to choose still larger deficits—

Borrow, tax, and spend. He goes on to
say:

If, as I believe to be true, fiscal deficits
have only a short-run expansionary impact
on growth and then become negative, the re-
sults from following this policy are persist-
ently low economic growth and an exploding
ratio of debt to GDP.
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Japan, he goes on to note, ‘‘once a
comparatively low public-debt nation,
apparently bought into the Keynesian
message many years ago.”” That is the
‘“‘spend” message. ‘‘The consequences
for today is a ratio of government debt
to GDP around 210 percent, the largest
in the world.”

I ask unanimous consent to have
that article printed in the RECORD be-
cause I think it helps give us some
guidance that at some point bringing
spending under control and tightening
our deficit clearly would achieve more
financial benefit than continuing to
borrow and spend or create new taxes
that depress the economy.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 9, 2012]

STIMULUS SPENDING KEEPS FAILING—IF AUS-
TERITY IS SO TERRIBLE, HOW COME GER-
MANY AND SWEDEN HAVE DONE SO WELL?

(By Robert J. Barro)

The weak economic recovery in the U.S.
and the even weaker performance in much of
Europe have renewed calls for ending budget
austerity and returning to larger fiscal defi-
cits. Curiously, this plea for more fiscal ex-
pansion fails to offer any proof that Organi-
zation for Economic Cooperation and Devel-
opment (OECD) countries that chose more
budget stimulus have performed better than
those that opted for more austerity. Simi-
larly, in the American context, no evidence
is offered that past U.S. budget deficits
(averaging 9% of GDP between 2009 and 2011)
helped to promote the economic recovery.

Two interesting European cases are Ger-
many and Sweden, each of which moved to-
ward rough budget balance between 2009 and
2011 while sustaining comparatively strong
growth—the average growth rate per year of
real GDP for 2010 and 2011 was 3.6% for Ger-
many and 4.9% for Sweden. If austerity is so
terrible, how come these two countries have
done so well?

The OECD countries most clearly in or
near renewed recession—Greece, Portugal,
Italy, Spain and perhaps Ireland and the
Netherlands—are among those with rel-
atively large fiscal deficits. The median of
fiscal deficits for these six countries for 2010
and 2011 was 7.9% of GDP. Of course, part of
this pattern reflects a positive effect of weak
economic growth on deficits, rather than the
reverse. But there is nothing in the overall
OECD data since 2009 that supports the
Keynesian view that fiscal expansion has
promoted economic growth.

For the U.S., my view is that the large fis-
cal deficits had a moderately positive effect
on GDP growth in 2009, but this effect faded
quickly and most likely became negative for
2011 and 2012. Yet many Keynesian econo-
mists look at the weak U.S. recovery and
conclude that the problem was that the gov-
ernment lacked sufficient commitment to
fiscal expansion; it should have been even
larger and pursued over an extended period.

This new point is dangerously unstable.
Every time heightened fiscal deficits fail to
produce desirable outcomes, the policy ad-
vice is to choose still larger deficits. If, as I
believe to be true, fiscal deficits have only a
short-run expansionary impact on growth
and then become negative, the results from
following this policy advice are persistently
low economic growth and an exploding ratio
of public debt to GDP.

The last conclusion is not just academic,
because it fits with the behavior of Japan
over the past two decades. Once a compara-
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tively low public-debt nation, Japan appar-
ently bought the Keynesian message many
years ago. The consequence for today is a
ratio of government debt to GDP around
210%—the largest in the world.

This vast fiscal expansion didn’t avoid two
decades of sluggish GDP growth, which aver-
aged less than 1% per year from 1991 to 2011.
No doubt, a committed Keynesian would say
that Japanese growth would have been even
lower without the extraordinary fiscal stim-
ulus—but a little evidence would be nice.

Despite the lack of evidence, it is remark-
able how much allegiance the Keynesian ap-
proach receives from policy makers and
economists. I think it’s because the Keynes-
ian model addresses important macro-
economic policy issues and is pedagogically
beautiful, no doubt reflecting the genius of
Keynes. The basic model—government steps
in to spend when others won’t—can be pre-
sented readily to one’s mother, who is then
likely to buy the conclusions.

Keynes worshipers’ faith in this model has
actually been strengthened by the Great Re-
cession and the associated financial crisis.
Yet the empirical support for all this is as-
tonishingly thin. The Keynesian model asks
one to turn economic common sense on its
head in many ways. For instance, more sav-
ing is bad because of the resultant drop in
consumer demand, and higher productivity is
bad because the increased supply of goods
tends to lower the price level, thereby rais-
ing the real value of debt. Meanwhile, trans-
fer payments that subsidize unemployment
are supposed to lower unemployment, and
more government spending is good even if it
goes to wasteful projects.

Looking forward, there is a lot to say on
economic grounds for strengthening fiscal
austerity in OECD countries. From a polit-
ical perspective, however, the movement to-
ward austerity may be difficult to sustain in
some countries, notably in France and
Greece where leftists and other anti-aus-
terity groups just won elections.

Consequently, there is likely to be increas-
ing diversity across countries in fiscal poli-
cies, and this divergence will likely make it
increasingly hard to sustain the euro as a
common currency. On the plus side, the dif-
fering policies will provide better data to
analyze the economic consequences of aus-
terity.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would share a few thoughts in general
about where we are. Our colleagues on
the Democratic side have said they
want more taxes. They have not told us
what taxes, how much, and where they
would be. But they have told us that.
Senator CONRAD has said that.

He has also been open and bold about
the need to cut spending. So he wants
more tax increases than I would like
and he wants substantial spending
cuts, but that is his view. He stated it
publicly. But I will have to say, that is
not the position of the Democratic ma-
jority in the Senate because they have
refused to put it on paper.

Senator CONRAD was going to have a
Budget Committee mark up. We were
going to mark up a budget. He was
going to lay out a plan. I guess it
would be somewhat “Simpson-
Bowlesish.” But it was not offered be-
cause the leadership and I suppose the
members of the Democratic Conference
agreed that they do not want to be on
record. They would rather do like last
year. And what happened last year?
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They voted against the Toomey budg-
et; they voted against the Ryan budg-
et; they voted against the Rand Paul
budget; and voted against the Presi-
dent’s budget.

They wiped their hands. They did not
vote for anything to cause any pain to
anybody. And presumably they thought
that was better than actually being en-
gaged in leading and telling the Amer-
ican people what they planned to do to
change the debt course we are on. That
is the deal.

Well, T would say a couple of things.
If T were talking to a group of Amer-
ican citizens today, I would say this:
Do not send one more dime to Wash-
ington, DC until they show you a budg-
et, how they are going to spend it. I
mean, why should they? We get in
trouble; we overspend; we place the Na-
tion at risk. And all we want to say is:
Send more money. You cannot cut, we
are going to throw people into the
streets, and push older people off the
cliff in a wheelchair.

No, I do not think so. I think the
American people need to hold this Con-
gress, this government, to account.
They need to say, we are not sending
you any more money until you get
your house in order. And we are not
paying for hot tubs in Las Vegas. We
are not throwing away $500 million on
a Solyndra loan project that never had
a chance to succeed and was benefiting
cronies of the White House. We are not
going to pay for the TSA to have ware-
houses filled with millions of dollars in
equipment not being used.

You do not have your act together.
We want you to get your act together.
We want to see some management. We
want to see some leadership. Who is
the top manager in America? It is not
the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, or the ranking member of the
Budget Committee, it is the Chief Ex-
ecutive. The President heads the exec-
utive branch. Every Cabinet member,
subcabinet member, sub-sub-sub cabi-
net member works for the President.

We had a situation where it has be-
come clear that for over a year, people
illegally in the country earning money
are filing income tax returns and gain-
ing as much as $4 billion a year in child
tax credit money, a direct payment
from the United States for children
who do not even live in the country.

The Inspector General for the U.S.
Treasury Department said this should
have been ended, and the IRS is not
ending it. Congress ought to pass a law
about it. The House has done so. This
Senate has not acted. Those are the
kinds of things that are happening. I
would think the President of the
United States, as soon as he learned
that, would say: Stop it today. If you
care about the money of the American
people, if you care about the fact that
we are now spending about $3.6 trillion
dollars a year, taking in $2.3 trillion a
year, so a deficit of $1.3 trillion.

Oh, they say that President Bush in-
creased the deficit. And he did. But the
highest deficit he ever had was about
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$450-some-odd billion. The last 3 years
under President Obama, the deficits
have averaged over $1.3 trillion a year.
Next year, beginning September 30, the
next fiscal year, it is projected to be
over $1 trillion again.

This is an unsustainable course. We
are looking here for some reality and
leadership. I think it is a stunning,
amazing development when we have
the President of the United States at a
time of financial systemic crisis and
danger who has the opportunity to
lead, who does not lead, who has an op-
portunity to tell the American people
why we need to change the course we
are on, the fact that it is going to take
some belt tightening and some pain
and some sacrifice—not so much, but
some.

We are going to have to do it. And if
we do it, the country will be on a good
path. We can save this country. We can
avoid a debt crisis that could happen to
us, because indeed our debt per person
in America is higher than that of
Greece, higher than that of any other
country in Europe. We are in a dan-
gerous area. We need to get off of it. I
am amazed the President has not led.

I think it is a development of the
most stunning nature that he would, as
the law requires, submit the budget he
submitted. It is irresponsible. It did
not get a single vote in the Senate last
year. It went down 97 to 0. It was voted
down 414 to 0 in the House this year. I
suspect in an hour or so it will go down
again on the floor of the Senate by
unanimous vote. That speaks a lot.
That says a lot, indicates the sad state
of affairs which we are in.

It is deeply disappointing.

I see Senator LEE from Utah here,
who is a new Member of the Senate. If
Senator CONRAD doesn’t have an objec-
tion, I will yield to him and note that
Senator LEE campaigned throughout
his State. He talked to thousands of
people. He was elected in this last
cycle. He felt the mood of the people of
his State and America, their concern
about the debt course we are on. He has
worked extremely hard and has laid
out a proposal that he would like to ex-
plain and ask us to support.

I thank the Senator for his leader-
ship and his commitment and his hard
work since he has been in the Senate.

Mr. CONRAD. Might I inquire of Sen-
ator LEE, how much time would the
Senator require?

Mr. LEE. Ten or twelve minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Can we have an agree-
ment for 15 minutes? Is that reason-

able?
Mr. LEE. Yes.
Mr. CONRAD. And if the Senator

completes his statement before then,
he can yield back—either way.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, the true
greatness of our Nation lies in the
power and promise of the American
dream. Unfortunately, for many indi-
viduals and families, this dream has be-
come a national nightmare. Without
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the clear priorities and accountability
of a budget, we continue to careen to-
ward the economic cliff, with our mas-
sive debt and trillion-dollar deficits
threatening the prosperity of Ameri-
cans from every walk of life. To put it
simply, we must change course.

Restoring the American dream will
require more than clever bumper stick-
er slogans. While optimism is an im-
portant part of the American dream,
hope simply is not a strategy for the
kind of course correction our country
desperately needs.

Doing nothing is no longer an option,
although this President and this Con-
gress have attempted, by not having a
budget, to convince the American peo-
ple that doing nothing is somehow the
only option. Ignoring our broken enti-
tlement programs, maintaining our
complex Tax Code, and pretending we
don’t have a spending problem ensures
that our economy will never truly re-
cover and that the American dream
will not be restored.

The good news for Americans is that
many of us do have solutions to con-
front and correct the country’s most
pressing challenges. In today’s debate
and discussion, the Nation has seen
that changing course and balancing our
budget doesn’t have to take 30 years,
nor does it have to require the kinds of
drastic cuts that could devastate
America’s most vulnerable citizens.

As we conclude this debate, I remind
my colleagues of the old adage that
“you can make excuses or you can
make progress, but you cannot make
both.” Given the gravity of our current
situation, we should also recognize
that our present path is unsustainable.
A course correction is coming; the
question we will be held accountable
for answering is whether that correc-
tion comes by choice or as a con-
sequence of making excuses and doing
nothing.

The Saving the American Dream
Plan, which I have proposed, puts us on
a sustainable and affordable path to-
ward economic growth. It reforms our
Tax Code to make paying taxes a sim-
ple, transparent, and equitable process
that regular people can perform on
their own. It empowers families to save
by making savings tax free, which in
turn lowers their tax burden in a way
that helps them and our economy. It
establishes a single tax rate. It elimi-
nates the payroll tax, helping all
Americans—especially those at the
lowest income level—and it abolishes
the death tax permanently. Under this
plan, Americans will no longer be
forced to navigate the complex web of
countless loopholes—for people who
don’t need them—contained within a
tax code that is longer than the works
of Shakespeare.

In addition to placing an enormous
burden and imposing immense uncer-
tainty on our people, such a tax system
hides the true size and cost of govern-
ment. This plan is simple, and it pro-
vides certainty for individuals and for
businesses.
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Opponents of reform will play petty
politics and prey on false fears about
the government’s ability to help the
helpless. They claim that any course
correction in entitlement or social
service spending will damage the social
safety mnet. The truth is that doing
nothing will absolutely and completely
destroy the safety net. If we do not
change course, the collapse of safety
net services for our most vulnerable
Americans is certain, and it is certain
to hurt most those who have the least.

This plan saves Social Security by
transitioning to a real insurance plan
that provides income security for sen-
iors and prevents sudden poverty as a
result of unforeseen events. The afflu-
ent elderly, such as Warren Buffett,
will see a decrease in benefits. This
plan will allow people like Mr. Buffett
to help in a way that is actually good
for our economy and job creators.

The Saving the American Dream
Plan also ends the government take-
over of health care and puts dollars and
decisions back into the hands of fami-
lies and individuals and their doctors.
Just like school choice allows parents
to make sure their kids don’t get stuck
in a failing school system, this plan en-
sures families don’t get stuck in a fail-
ing health care system.

Finally, this plan acknowledges that
we have a spending problem and works
to reduce the size of government,
eliminate waste, lower the future bur-
den on taxpayers, encourage productive
economic activity, and enhance indi-
vidual liberty and choice. It reins in
spending by a total of $9.6 trillion over
10 years when compared to President
Obama’s budget and by $7.1 trillion as
against the CBO baseline.

Supporters of the status quo will
have every excuse as to why this budg-
et or that budget won’t work, but now
is the time to stop making excuses and
start making progress. Today we will
vote on five budget proposals, but this
is only the beginning of the discussion.
I can say confidently that Republicans
have done a tremendous amount of
work to craft proposals to begin to
change our course and move our coun-
try in the right direction, in a sustain-
able direction.

The President’s budget reflects the
status quo: Do nothing, keep our com-
plex Tax Code and broken entitlement
programs, and ignore spending. As for
Senate Democrats, for 3 straight years
they have refused to participate in this
discussion except to criticize ideas
they don’t like. Leadership is what
leadership does. For the past 1,113 days,
our country has suffered from a lack of
leadership.

I ask my colleagues, if you cannot
vote for these budget plans today, will
you at least do the right thing for the
country and put aside election-year
politics, show true leadership, and
work with us to explore and implement
real solutions? We cannot stand by the
status quo. We cannot decide by de-
fault to do nothing. The American peo-
ple expect more, and they deserve bet-
ter.
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We need every American to join us in
finding the solutions that will enable
us as a nation to change course. The
Saving the American Dream Plan is
about empowering individuals to define
their own dream and ensuring they
have every opportunity to make that
dream reality.

This is the greatest civilization the
world has ever known—not because
government made it great but because
Americans continually reject the sta-
tus quo, choose to change course when
needed, and demand economic freedom,
while ensuring individual liberty and
the right to pursue happiness.

This budget preserves the clear prior-
ities and accountability we must have
to jump-start the economy, create real
jobs, strengthen the safety net, and re-
store the American dream.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, I
would like to echo what so many of my
colleagues have already explained: that
voting on a budget today would serve
no purpose. We keep hearing from our
friends on the other side of the aisle:
“We haven’t passed a budget in a thou-
sand days.” While this is technically
true, this is a technicality without a
difference, and ignores one essential
detail: we passed something else which,
for all intents and purposes, accom-
plishes exactly the same thing as a
budget the Budget Control Act of 2011.

First let’s look at what a budget res-
olution actually is. According to the
Congressional Research Service, a
budget resolution:
sets forth aggregate levels of spending, rev-
enue, and public debt. It is not intended to
establish details of spending or revenue pol-
icy and does not provide levels of spending
for specific agencies or programs. Instead,
its purpose is to create enforceable param-
eters within which Congress can consider
legislation dealing with spending and rev-
enue.

A budget resolution is a document in-
tended to guide Congress, and never
goes to the President for his signature.
The Budget Control Act actually went
much further than a budget resolu-
tion—it actually set spending caps for
the next 10 years and put them into
law—a law signed by the President.
The spending caps alone produce $900
billion of cuts. In addition, the Budget
Control Act created the Super Com-
mittee and, because the committee
failed to produce a deficit reduction
plan, the Act calls for automatic cuts—
through a so-called ‘‘sequestration”—
of an additional $1.2 trillion.

So Congress has passed over $2 tril-
lion in spending cuts—the biggest
package of spending cuts in American
history. Yet some of my colleagues are
now calling on Congress to also pass a
budget resolution, despite the fact that
the Budget Control Act has the force of
law, and has spending caps, whereas a
budget resolution has none of that and
in fact, the Budget Control Act states
clearly that it ‘‘shall apply in the same
manner as for a concurrent resolution
on the budget.

In addition, the Budget Control Act
is something that we all agreed to.
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This legislation passed the Senate and
the Republican-controlled House with
wide margins. And this was not a deal
that we passed years ago that we have
somehow forgotten about—we passed
the Budget Control Act less than 10
months ago. These budget resolutions
diverge greatly from the deal that we
all agreed on. We passed that legisla-
tion to avoid a debt default, to give us
some certainty. But here we are 10
months later, rehashing much of the
same debate.

Going through the motions of consid-
ering a budget resolution would not be
a productive use of our time. Proce-
dural rules require that we spend up to
50 hours on a budget resolution. And on
top of that, they force us into a ‘‘vote-
a-rama’ on all amendments that are
offered. So that means that we would
lose a week or 2 on an exercise that is
moot because we already have budget
caps. That is time we would not have
to focus on things that will provide
needed help to my Minnesota constitu-
ents: creating jobs, helping small busi-
nesses, keeping interest rates low on
student loans, and passing a long-term
highway bill.

But instead, the minority is insisting
that we spend precious time debating
whether or not we should pass a budget
resolution. And so here we are with
five pending budget resolutions, and it
is hard to tell which among them is the
most detrimental to our country, be-
cause they are all very dangerous.

Senator PAUL’s proposal eliminates
the U.S. Departments of HEducation,
Energy, Commerce, and Housing and
Urban Development and turns impor-
tant safety net programs like child nu-
trition and Medicaid into block grants,
resulting in their funding being
slashed.

Most of the proposals fundamentally
change Medicare from a program that
guarantees health care to seniors to
one that gives seniors some money—
but not enough money—to buy health
insurance in the private market. This
breaks the promise we have made to
Americans—that if they work hard and
pay into the system, their health care
will be covered when they retire.

Yet these massive cuts to programs
which benefit millions of Americans
seem designed to bankroll new tax cuts
that benefit only the wealthiest few.
The Urban Institute and Brookings In-
stitution’s joint Tax Policy Center es-
timates that Senator TOOMEY’S pro-
posal gives people making more than a
million dollars a year an average tax
cut of $92,000. And that plan looks rea-
sonable compared to Senator PAUL’s,
which not only cuts the top tax rates
in half for wealthy Americans but in-
creases taxes on working families.

And all the while, these plans would
sacrifice programs that assist children,
seniors, and the poor in favor of those
tax giveaways to the wealthy. That is
how these plans can be summarized. If
there were a reason to vote on these
proposals, which I do not think there
is, then they would all deserve our full-
throated opposition.
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But, as we have pointed out repeat-
edly, passing a budget resolution is
simply not needed after we have al-
ready passed spending caps in the
Budget Control Act. That would be
about as productive as asking for some-
one to draft up blueprints after they al-
ready had built your house.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, our Na-
tion faces enormous and worrisome fis-
cal challenges. There is no question we
must reduce our budget deficit in the
medium-term and prepare for a longer-
term future in which an aging popu-
lation stresses Medicare and Social Se-
curity funds. And we face, at the begin-
ning of January, the prospect of auto-
matic, unprioritized, and unwise budg-
et cuts that would do tremendous harm
to just about every program in the gov-
ernment, from domestic programs to
our military, and would in the process
threaten our economic recovery.

The way to address those enormous
challenges is by coming together to ad-
dress the sources of our budget deficit.
The solutions must include prudent,
prioritized spending cuts. They will un-
doubtedly include reforms to entitle-
ment programs to ensure their long-
term viability. And, as just about any
objective observer has repeatedly
pointed out, the solutions must include
restoration of revenues lost to the
Treasury through unjustified tax cuts
for the wealthiest and unjustified tax
loopholes.

Democrats have repeatedly dem-
onstrated a willingness to address
these areas—even in painful ways that
have a real impact on programs about
which we feel strongly. President
Obama has repeatedly reached out to
Republicans in trying to craft a bipar-
tisan agreement that deals with spend-
ing, entitlements and revenues. Sen-
ator CONRAD and many others on this
side of the aisle have said they will
work with our Republican colleagues
to deal comprehensively with the def-
icit.

Rather than seeking compromise, Re-
publicans seem determined to draw un-
compromising lines in the sand. Today
we will vote on extreme budget pro-
posals that would sacrifice vital pro-
grams like education, transportation
and research in order to protect tax
breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires.

The Republican proposals before us
today demonstrate that our efforts to
deal constructively with the deficit
have so far fallen on deaf ears. Rather
than offer prudent, thoughtful spend-
ing cuts, these proposals would gut
programs that Americans have repeat-
edly told us to preserve. Rather than
recognize the obvious fiscal reality
that revenue must be part of the equa-
tion, these proposals demonstrate a
continued, ideologically motivated re-
fusal to even consider what must obvi-
ously be part of any serious attempt to
address the deficit. Rather than reform
entitlement programs so we can main-
tain our commitment to seniors, these
proposals would upend that commit-
ment.
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Perhaps the clearest statement of all
of Republican intentions is the budget
passed in the House, one of the pro-
posals we will vote on today. This
budget eliminates the decades-long
guarantee of health care for our sen-
iors, replacing Medicare with a voucher
program that would cause sky-
rocketing out-of-pocket costs for sen-
iors.

There is more. The Ryan budget pro-
poses to cut billions and billions from
domestic programs, but gives us no
specifics as to how those cuts would be
accomplished. It proposes almost no
specific spending cuts, though it prom-
ises massive savings. We can see just
how devastating these cuts would be if
we assume, in the absence of specific
proposals, that they would be distrib-
uted evenly across the budget. If that
were the case, we would lose more than
$100 billion in funding over the next
decade for science, including the search
for new cures and other new tech-
nologies. We would have space for 2
million fewer Head Start students to
get a jump on their education. More
than 9 million college students would
lose $1,000 in Pell grant funding to af-
ford college.

This budget would slash spending to
educate our children and to train our
workers. It would cut funding to sup-
port new sources of energy and to pro-
tect our national parks and historic
sites, and for environmental protection
and other natural resource programs.
It would slash funding to pave our
roads and bridges and meet other
transportation needs.

And the Ryan plan does not address
what budget experts of all ideological
stripes tell us we must address: the
need for additional revenues. Rather
than restore revenue, this budget is
premised on the notion that high-in-
come earners haven’t gotten enough in
tax cuts—and so it slashes the top tax
bracket.

If you are not willing to address reve-
nues, you are not serious about ad-
dressing the deficit. The Ryan budget
and the other Republican proposals be-
fore us fail that test. I hope we can dis-
pense with these proposals and get to
the challenging work of dealing with
the deficit.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, Senator
HARKIN is here, and Senator HARKIN
needs about 4 minutes; is that right?

Mr. HARKIN. Yes.

Mr. CONRAD. How much time do we
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirteen
minutes 20 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. On the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
four minutes 46 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. This might be a useful
time to get another consent. If we can
have Senator HARKIN for 4 minutes,
how much time does Senator JOHNSON
need?

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin.
more than 10 minutes.

Not
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Mr. CONRAD. OK. I ask unanimous
consent that Senator HARKIN speak for
4 minutes and Senator JOHNSON for 10
minutes.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to
address these budget proposals in one
context. First of all, we have to dismiss
the so-called Sessions budget that is
supposedly the Obama budget—it is
not. That is not even serious. Beyond
that, we have four Republican budgets.
Here is the one thing people have to
keep in mind, especially now: Each one
of those budgets will double the inter-
est rate on student loans beginning on
July 1 of this year—every single one of
them.

We were here in the last couple of
weeks trying to bring up a bill to pre-
vent those interest rates from going
up, to keep it at 3.4 percent rather than
going to 6.8 percent. The Republicans
filibustered that. We could not even
bring it up for discussion, debate, and
amending. But the Republicans kept
saying, oh, they want to keep the in-
terest rate at 3.4 percent. Well, quite
frankly, I don’t see how they can say
that and then vote for each one of
these budgets because each one that
will be voted on in about an hour and
a half, if it passes, will double the in-
terest rate on student loans on July 1.
At the same time, they continue to fili-
buster our bill to even bring it on the
floor. My friends on the other side of
the aisle are telling students across the
country they don’t want to see the in-
terest rate double, but their budget has
it.

Our former colleague and now the
Vice President of the United States
JOE BIDEN, when he was a Senator, said
something I think very savvy one time:
Don’t tell me what you value; show me
your budget, and I will tell you what
you value.

Mr. President, my friends on the
other side may say in public that they
want to prevent the student loan rate
hike, but their actual budget tells a
very different story. Likewise, their
ongoing filibuster of our Stop the Stu-
dent Loan Interest Rate Hike Act tells
a different story. Again, they have
blocked us from proceeding to the bill.
If we had proceeded, we could have had
a serious discussion about how we pay
for it. They could have offered amend-
ments that we could have voted on. In-
stead, they chose to obstruct the entire
process, and yet repeatedly on this
floor Republicans, one after the other,
came up and said they want to stop the
increase in interest rates from going
from 3.4 percent to 6.8 percent. Don’t
tell me what you value; show me your
budget. I will give them credit for this:
They have shown us their budget, and
in it is a doubling of the interest rate
on student loans beginning July 1.

I want to be clear that anybody who
votes for any one of these budgets is
voting to double the student loan in-
terest rate on July 1 regardless of what
may be said, regardless of crocodile
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tears that may be shed on interest
rates and what is happening. The budg-
ets we are voting on today tell the true
story: Republicans are willing—not
only willing, but they are going to, if
they vote for these budgets, double the
interest rates on student loans begin-
ning on July 1. There is just no getting
around that, and that is a shame.

We have to stop that interest rate
hike on July 1. That is why it is impor-
tant to vote down these proposed budg-
ets this afternoon.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. I ask
unanimous consent to speak for no
more than 10 minutes.

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
President, before I start talking a bit
about the budget of my friend Senator
LEE, I want to respond to the com-
ments of the Senator from Iowa in
terms of interest rates.

Instead of talking about student
rates, let me talk a little about Amer-
ica’s average borrowing cost. Cer-
tainly, what I have done is delved into
the budget and taken a look at the his-
tory, and from 1970 to 1999—over that
30-year period—the average borrowing
cost in the United States was 5.3 per-
cent. By the way, that was when Amer-
ica was a far more creditworthy na-
tion, when our debt-to-GDP ratio
ranged from about 40 percent to 67 per-
cent. Now our debt-to-GDP ratio is
over 100 percent.

Over the last 3 years our average bor-
rowing cost has been kept artificially
low, at 1.5 percent. So my concern is by
not seriously addressing the problem,
by not actually passing a real budget
that starts reining in the growth in
government, we are going to go from
that 1.5 percent and revert back to that
average mean borrowing cost of 5.3 per-
cent. If we do, that 3.8-percent differen-
tial would add $600 billion to $700 bil-
lion per year to America’s interest ex-
pense, and that would crowd out 60 to
70 percent of all discretionary spend-
ing. That is the interest rate that I am
concerned about.

That is the day of reckoning I am
concerned about, when global investors
look at the United States and say: You
know what. We are not going to loan
you any more money. Or what is more
likely to occur, they will say: We will
loan you money but at a far higher
rate.

Having made that statement, I would
like to talk a little about the budget of
my friend, Senator LEE, and the things
I like about it. One of the things I like
to do is take a look at history. I know
a lot of us say we don’t have a tax
problem, and we don’t. It is not that we
tax the American public too little, it is
that we spend too much. And this is
some pretty graphic proof.

This reflects our 10-year spending
levels. From 1992 to 2000, the Federal
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Government spent a total of $16 trillion
over that 10-year period. Over the last
10 years, from 2002 to 2011, the Federal
Government spent $28 trillion.

Now, the debate moving forward is—
according to the just released Obama
budget—the President would like to
spend $47 trillion over the next 10
years. The House budget would spend
$40 trillion. I guess what I like about
Senator LEE’s budget is that he would
come in and spend about $37 trillion
and put us on a more aggressive path
toward fiscal sanity. While we hear
about Draconian cuts all the time, one
doesn’t have to be a math major to re-
alize that moving to $37 trillion, $40
trillion, or $47 trillion is not a cut from
$28 trillion. All we are trying to do is
reduce the rate of growth.

The other thing I like about Senator
LEE’s budget can be illustrated in
terms of this chart, which shows the
total Federal debt. I started this chart
in 1987, the tail end of Ronald Reagan’s
administration, when our total Federal
debt was $2.3 trillion. I want to point
out that it took us 200 years to incur
$2.3 trillion. Of course, last year, in the
debt ceiling agreement, this Congress
gave the President the authority to in-
crease our debt ceiling by $2.1 trillion.
We will go through that in less than 2
years. That is a problem.

Of course, if we take a look at Presi-
dent Obama’s budget, we can see how
quickly our national debt has in-
creased. But according to President
Obama’s budget, in the year 2022 our
total Federal debt would be $25.9 tril-
lion, up $10 trillion from what it is
today. Senator LEE’s budget would re-
sult in a total debt of about $19.1 tril-
lion. Even more importantly, he sta-
bilizes and then reduces a very impor-
tant metric, our overall debt-to-GDP
ratio. That is what investors take a
look at in terms of our creditworthi-
ness.

The other thing I like about Senator
LEE’s budget is by 2022 it will reduce
Federal spending to 17.8 percent of the
size of our economy. If you are like me
and you think the root cause of our
economic problem is the size, the
scope, and all the rules and regula-
tions, all of government’s intrusion
into our lives and the resulting cost of
government, this is the key metric:
How large is the Federal Government
in relationship to the size of our econ-
omy?

Currently, the Federal Government
takes 24 cents of every dollar that is
generated by our economy. If we add in
State and local governments, total
government in the United States con-
sumes 39.2 percent. Put another way, 39
cents of every dollar filters through
some level of government.

I don’t know about anyone else, but I
don’t find government particularly ef-
fective or efficient. To put that in per-
spective, for example, the cost of gov-
ernment for Norway last year—one of
the European-style socialist nations—
was 40 percent. For Greece, it was 47
percent. Anybody hear of Greece re-
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cently? That economic model is col-
lapsing.

This is why Senator LEE’s proposal is
important. If we take a look at spend-
ing and revenue generation over the
last 50 years, we can see spending from
1959 through 2008 averaged 20.2 percent.
Over the last 3 years we have increased
that to 24 percent. Revenue generation
has been 18.1 percent over that same
time period.

By the way, as much as our friends
on the other side of the aisle want to
punish success and increase the top
marginal tax rates, the problem with
that is it simply doesn’t work. During
my lifeline, the top marginal tax rates
have been 90 percent, 70 percent to 50
percent to 28 percent, 35 percent, 39.6
percent, and now back to 35 percent. In
all that time period the average tax re-
ceipts—the maximum amount the Fed-
eral Government could extract from
our economy—has averaged very tight-
ly around that mean of 18.1 percent.

If we ever have any chance of living
within our means, we better get Fed-
eral spending down to about that level.
That is what Senator LEE’s budget
does.

So, again, I thank my friend Senator
LEE, as well as Senator TOOMEY, and
Senator PAUL for putting forward seri-
ous proposals. I thank all Republicans
in Congress who are actually voting for
something because, Mr. President, Re-
publicans are proving we are willing to
be held accountable to the American
people by putting a plan on the table
and showing the American people what
we would do to try to get our fiscal
house in order.

With that, Mr. President, I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I will not
take more than a few minutes, as I
have explained to the senior Senator
from North Dakota. I appreciate his
courtesy, and I ask unanimous consent
that my statement be made as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Withought objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning
Business.”)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, before
he leaves, I want to say that the Sen-
ator from Vermont has done an incred-
ible job on the Violence Against
Women Act. He has put together a bi-
partisan coalition, and I would like to
second his words that the House pass
our bill. It is a careful compromise, and
it is a delicately crafted compromise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend? How much time does
the Senator from North Dakota yield
to the Senator from New York?

Mr. CONRAD. How much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
4 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONRAD. I give the Senator 3
minutes.
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Mr. SCHUMER. I thank my colleague
for the time.

Again, I want to compliment the
Senator from Vermont and agree with
him and hope we can move the bill for-
ward.

But, Mr. President, I am here to talk
about the budget. All afternoon I have
heard my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle repeat over and over that
we haven’t passed a budget. As my
friend from North Dakota knows, that
is clearly not the case.

Last August, President Obama signed
a budget for this year that reduces the
deficit by $2 trillion. It is called the
Budget Control Act. It was passed 74 to
26, bipartisan, with many Republicans
voting for it on August 2, 2011.

Despite what we hear on the floor
today, after the Budget Control Act
passed, several Senate Republicans, in-
cluding Senators GRASSLEY, ALEX-
ANDER, and COLLINS, admitted it con-
stitutes a budget. So watching this de-
bate on the Senate floor is a sort of
through-the-looking-glass experience.
We are watching our colleagues call for
something they acknowledge already
happened and they supported. This is
nothing more than petty politics. We
should be focused on jobs and the econ-
omy. Instead we are forced to spend
hours debating something that already
happened. It doesn’t make sense.

But let’s put that aside for a moment
and look at the extreme plans we are
voting on today. The only real dif-
ferences between the four Republican
budgets—the only real difference be-
tween the four Republican budgets—is
how quickly they race to end Medicare
as we know it. The Republican budgets
all cut taxes on the wealthiest Ameri-
cans and leave the middle class to foot
the bill. They all allow student loan
rates to double. They all provide tax
breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires. And they all put the middle class
last instead of first.

When I first examined the Ryan
budget passed by the House GOP this
year, I thought it was the height of ir-
responsibility. But now that we have
seen three other Republican budgets,
we know they make the Ryan budget
almost seem reasonable by comparison,
and that is no small feat.

I have nothing against the wealthy. I
am glad they make money. That is the
America way. God bless them. Many
are living the American dream. But in
order to keep that dream alive and get
our country on firmer fiscal footing, I
think we need a little shared sacrifice.
The bottom line is any budget that
jeopardizes the middle class while fill-
ing the pockets of the wealthy with
greater tax breaks is ultimately unten-
able and will never pass the Senate.
While we are certainly open to com-
promise, Democrats will not tolerate
an assault on the middle class. It isn’t
fair and it isn’t right.

We hope the coming debate will yield
a sound serious agreement. But if it
doesn’t, Democrats are happy to take
this contrast of priorities into Novem-
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ber because we know we have the high
ground.

I thank the Chair, and I yield my re-
maining time back to my friend and
colleague from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
Budget Control Act is not a budget, it
is just a containment of spending. A
clever attempt was made to make it
look like a budget, but it is not a budg-
et. If it was a budget, why did the
President submit a budget this year?
Why did the House pass a budget? Why
were four budgets produced in the
House by Democratic House Members?

In today’s Politico, an article quotes
Senator LIEBERMAN, who just spoke
and who caucuses with the Democrats.

I don’t think [Democrats] will offer their
own budget and I'm disappointed in that.

Senator MANCHIN of West Virginia, a
Democrat, said he would have been
“impeached” if he had failed to
produce a budget as West Virginia’s
Governor, though he conceded there
are differences with the State budget
process.

Sure I have a problem with [failing to offer
a budget]. As a former governor, my respon-
sibility was to put a budget forward and bal-
ance it, so anyone who comes from the exec-
utive mindset has a problem with that. I
don’t care if you’re Democrat or Republican.

“A problem with that’ means a prob-
lem with not having a budget.

Senator MARK PRYOR, a Democrat
from Arkansas:

The budget process is just not working
around here. We’ve had three years with
President Obama where we’re not able to get
a budget resolution passed.

That 3 years includes this one.

So we don’t have a budget, we have a
spending cap. And our Democratic col-
leagues—Dbless their hearts—have been
whining that the House proposed a
budget that came below the Senate’s
Budget Control Act caps in some areas,
so they say that was breaking the
budget.

I would just advise them that when
they vote on the President’s budget—
and I assume they will all vote against
it; they did last year—the President’s
budget wipes out half the savings in
the Budget Control Act.

The President signed the Budget Con-
trol Act last August to raise the debt
ceiling. We agreed to cut spending $2.1
trillion—not nearly enough, but we cut
that and it was a decent step forward
in the right direction, and the Presi-
dent proposes a budget this year that
takes half of it out. Give me a break.
There is no sense of wanting to have a
budget, to adhere to one, and to con-
tain spending. What do they want?
More taxes.

The President said, ‘“The Buffett rule
will help stabilize the debt.”” That is
what the President said; that is, tax in-
creases on the rich would help stabilize
the debt. Well, the Buffett tax would
raise about $4 billion a year. This year
the deficit will be $1,200 billion, not $4
billion. That is not going to fix it. It
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will be $1,200 billion, and the Buffett
rule would raise about $4 billion a year.
What kind of responsible leadership is
that, for the President of the United
States to be traveling this country at a
time when we have never faced a more
significant financial threat to Amer-
ica—we never, ever have been on a debt
course as dangerous as the one we are
on today. It is systemic. It is deep. We
have to make serious changes, and he
goes around saying the Buffett rule is
going to stabilize the debt? He also said
his budget last year would lead us to
balance when the lowest single deficit
year in 10 would be a deficit of $748 bil-
lion.

So I don’t know what kind of leader-
ship we are getting. It is not good lead-
ership. It is worse than no leadership
because when a budget is prepared with
great effort by Congressman PAUL
RYAN in the House, and his budget will
actually change the debt course of
America and minimize the pain we all
have to suffer and create some growth
and prosperity, the President invites
him over to a conference, sits him
down there, and then attacks it, and he
has been attacking the budget ever
since. Why is this? Why will not our
colleagues support any budget?

I fully expect my Democratic col-
leagues to vote against all of these
budgets and not vote for one. Think
about that. They will vote against
four, not vote for one. Well, because
you don’t have the fingerprints on any-
thing that results in cutting spending,
nobody that benefits from spending is
going to be mad with you. Everybody
who wants more money and doesn’t
want to have a dime reduced in the
take they get from the taxpayers’
trough and the debt we borrow—they
don’t have any reduction in that, and
then they can’t be mad at me. But that
is not a responsible course.

This is not a little matter. This is
what Admiral Mullen, the former
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
said just 2 years ago:

The biggest threat we have to our national
security is our debt.

In an important statement by 10
former Chairs of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, who served in Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations,
they wrote in March of 2011:

At some point, bond markets are likely to
turn on the United States, leading to a crisis
that could dwarf 2008.

Bond markets will turn. That is what
they have done on Greece.

The Simpson-Bowles Commission’s
Erskine Bowles and Alan Simpson, in
testimony to our committee, said:

This nation has never faced a more predict-
able financial crisis.

The same thing as the Council of
Economic Advisors said: You are on a
debt path that is unsustainable.

Chairman Bernanke, Chairman of the
Federal Reserve—always cautious
about what he says—talking about the
Congressional Budget Office’s projec-
tions of surging debt year after year,
says:
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The CBO projections, by design, ignore the
adverse effects that such high debt and defi-
cits would likely have on our economy. But
if government debt and deficits were actu-
ally to grow at the pace envisioned by this
scenario, the economic and financial effects
would be severe.

And I recall at one point he said in
his testimony: You see these debts
being projected out there year after
year, surging at this high level? You
are never going to get there.

What he meant was that we would
have a financial crisis before that hap-
pened.

I would say to my colleagues, this is
a time of challenge for the Senate and
the Congress of the United States. Will
we rise to the challenge and actually
do something? We can talk about it.
We can have secret meetings and secret
meetings and secret meetings. That is
not fixing it. We can have these last-
minute decisions, like last summer
when the government was about to vir-
tually shut down because the debt
limit had been reached, and reach some
secret agreement that is brought up on
the floor for a vote and is not very well
written. Or we can do what the law re-
quires. In the United States Code, the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. It re-
quires that we pass a budget. We can’t
guarantee exactly how it will all come
out, but we ought to attempt to com-
ply with the law, at least. We haven’t
attempted to do that.

I am worried about our future. I am
worried about where we are heading.
And I do think the American people
have a right to be upset with us. They
are not happy with us. They should not
be happy with us. When their Congress
has allowed this country to reach a
state where we are taking in $2.3 tril-
lion and spending $3.6 trillion, when 35,
40 percent of what we spend is bor-
rowed money, the American people
have a right to be unhappy about that.
They absolutely do. We are not pro-
tecting their interests, their children’s
interests, their future, or the economy.

And it is stunning to me that the
leader of the free world, the President
of the United States, the Chief Execu-
tive, isn’t pounding away at the Con-
gress to bring spending under control
and to reduce the debt we have. In-
stead, he seems to never want to talk
about it. He only talks about invest-
ments—more investments.

In fact, that budget he produced this
year, what did it do to the spending
levels we agreed to last August? Before
the budget control agreement of last
August, the U.S. Government was on
path to spend $47 trillion over 10 years.
What it effectively did was it reduced
that spending to $45 trillion—still sub-
stantially more each year than we are
spending now. There is growth every
year under that proposal—too much
growth, too much debt. But it was a
step. So this year when he proposed his
budget, he proposed spending another
$1.4 or $1.5 trillion, new, on top of that.
After he signed the agreement that we
would cap spending at $45 trillion, this
would take spending up to $46.6 trillion
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again, almost $47 trillion, where we
were before the agreement was
reached. Now, that is not responsible
leadership. And he had a big tax in-
crease. Tax and spend—that is what
that budget is. And the American peo-
ple shouldn’t be happy with us.

It was noted also that Senator HAR-
KIN said, well, this isn’t the President’s
budget, that Senator SESSIONS offered
some joke, or something to that mat-
ter. But it is the President’s budget. It
has the numbers in it that the Presi-
dent had. They directly reflect the
President’s request. If any Senator
wants to come forward and show any
number we put in there that is dif-
ferent from the President’s numbers
when he laid out his budget, then I
would like to see it. Maybe we could
correct it. But I don’t think there is an
error. I think we scrupulously followed
the President’s budget proposal re-
quest, and when people vote on it, they
can know they are voting exactly on
what he proposed. I don’t think any-
body will dispute the numbers we have
in the budget.

Also, I note that some of our Demo-
cratic colleagues are not happy about
having no budget produced by the
Democratic side. They feel bad about
it, and I understand that. But I would
have thought we would have had some
Members come down and complain
about it, to say that they didn’t think
the Democratic leadership, the Demo-
cratic conference should have blocked
Senator CONRAD and the Budget Com-
mittee from having a budget, that they
should be handling this differently. But
we haven’t had that, so I guess every-
body is basically happy on the Demo-
cratic side not to have to cast any
tough votes.

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, as we
come to a conclusion of this debate,
Senator HARKIN said something that
was pretty insightful. He said: Show
me your budget, and I will show you
what you value.

Refuse to show me your budget, I will
say, and I can say you are refusing to
show what is important to you.

One of the things that has been
brought up is the war costs. The war on
terror in Iraq and Afghanistan has been
expensive, no doubt about it. Last year
the total for both wars over 10 years
reached $1.3 trillion—10 years—both
wars. That was the deficit last year
alone, $1.3 trillion. This year the war
costs are declining. The year we are in,
we are spending $118 billion on the war.
Our deficit will be $1,200 billion. So
eliminating all war costs would be less
than 10 percent of the amount of our
deficit.

I say that so we understand what has
happened. Over 50 percent of our spend-
ing is in mandatory entitlement pro-
grams—Medicare, Medicaid, Social Se-
curity, food stamps, retirement bene-
fits. Those are huge and they are in-
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creasing at two, three times the rate of
inflation. That is what puts us on an
unsustainable course.

The President’s budget goes against
everything the experts said, against
the debt commission he appointed, and
refuses to confront these surging enti-
tlement costs. That is a disappoint-
ment because we have nothing from
the other side on how they would deal
with them.

But the Members on this side have
offered budgets, and Congressman
RYAN offered a budget. They do begin
to deal with this painful but difficult
situation concerning the entitlement
programs. I note the Budget Control
Act they have been calling a budget
had nothing to do with over 50 percent
of the budget. It did not deal with
those expenditures, it did not deal with
the entitlements. That is another rea-
son it is not a budget. It is a cap on dis-
cretionary spending. That is all that
was. It was a step in the right direction
but not a budget plan that would help
us have a prosperous future.

This is an important day. I think it
will cause the American people and all
of us in Congress to confront the re-
ality of a danger we face from debt. No
matter how we vote this day, this next
hour—even if we vote in what I think is
the wrong way—hopefully this whole
process would have caused all of us to
confront the reality of the danger to
the American Republic, the growing
debt.

I would say from my experience it
will be tough to deal with it, but I ab-
solutely believe we can. It is not out-
side of the possibility and ability of
this country to reverse our course. The
kind of cuts we will need to have will
not be such that will damage in any
significant way the strength and
health of America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would
ask Senator SESSIONS, if I might, for 2
additional minutes because of the time
Senator LEAHY consumed?

Mr. SESSIONS. I appreciate that and
will agree to those 2 additional min-
utes.

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

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
for his courtesy.

Mr. President, the place we agree is
we have a long-term problem for this
country that we must address. I at-
tempted to lay before the Budget Com-
mittee, and did lay before the Budget
Committee, the Bowles-Simpson plan.
It is the one plan that has had bipar-
tisan support. I hope before the year is
over that we can go back to it because
I think it holds the greatest potential.

A key difference Senator SESSIONS
and I have is whether we have a budget
for this year and next. I believe it is
clear we do. The Budget Control Act
that passed last year says that the al-
locations and spending levels set ‘‘shall
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apply in the Senate in the same man-
ner as for a concurrent resolution on
the budget.”” That is for both 2012 and
2013.

I believe our Republican friends want
to focus on that because they do not
want to focus on the specifics of their
budget plans. Recall, the last time they
were in charge, when they controlled
everything—the House and the Senate
and the White House—the Republican
policies led us to the brink of financial
collapse. The proposals they are ad-
vancing today are a return to those
failed policies. Remember what hap-
pened when they were in charge. We
were losing 800,000 jobs a month and
the economy was shrinking at a rate of
almost 9 percent a year. That is why
they do not want to focus on the sub-
stance of their plans.

Let’s focus on the substance for a
moment. Every Republican budget ends
Medicare as we know it. One Repub-
lican budget cuts Social Security bene-
fits by 39 percent. Every Republican
budget cuts taxes for millionaires by at
least $150,000 a year. And every Repub-
lican budget protects offshore tax ha-
vens.

I have shown on the floor many times
a picture of this little building in the
Cayman Islands that claims to be the
home of 18,857 companies. It is not
their home. They are not doing busi-
ness out of this little five-story busi-
ness in the Cayman Islands. They are
doing monkey business. The monkey
business they are doing is avoiding the
taxes they owe. Every Republican
budget protects this scam. That should
not be allowed to continue.

I hope my colleagues reject these
proposals. I hope we will vote no, and
then get onto the serious business of a
bipartisan plan to get America back on
track, the Simpson-Bowles plan that I
presented to the Budget Committee.

I yield the floor. I believe all time
has expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

The question is on the motion to pro-
ceed to S. Con. Res. 41.

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we
have 1 minute on each side?

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
President’s budget is now before us.
Last year it failed in this body 97 to 0.
It failed in the House, the budget that
he offered this year, 414 to 0. I expect it
will receive no votes today. That is a
stunning development for the Presi-
dent of the United States in his fourth
year in office, to produce a budget for
the future of our country at a time of
fiscal danger, great financial and eco-
nomic danger to our country, to not re-
ceive a single vote.
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Maybe somebody will vote for it. Let
me tell you why we should not. It does
not change the debt course. It violates
the budget agreement the President
signed and Congress passed last year,
by increasing spending over that level
by $1.5 trillion. It throws off another
$1.8 trillion in tax increases, essen-
tially using tax increases to offset new
spending programs, not to pay down
the debt. It is the most irresponsible
budget submitted. I urge my colleagues
to vote no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
the budget. This is what Senator SES-
SIONS has presented as being the Presi-
dent’s budget. Do you see a difference?
This is what Senator SESSIONS de-
scribes as the President’s budget. This
is the President’s budget. I think it is
readily apparent, there is a big dif-
ference between the President’s budget,
which I hold in my hands, and what
Senator SESSIONS has presented as
being the President’s budget. This is
not the President’s budget, so of course
we are not going to support it. It is not
what the President proposed.

I yield back our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 0,
nays 99, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 97 Leg.]

NAYS—99
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Alexander Gillibrand Moran
Ayotte Graham Murkowski
Barrasso Grassley Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Hatch Paul
Bingaman Heller Portman
Blumenthal Hoeven Pryor
Blunt Hutchison Reed
Boozman Inhofe Reid
Boxer Inouye Risch
Brown (MA) Isakson Roberts
Brown (OH) Johanns Rockefeller
Burr Johnson (SD) Rubio
Cantwell Johnson (WI) Sanders
Cardin Kerry Schumer
Carper Klobuchar Sessions
Casey Kohl Shaheen
Chambliss Kyl Shelby
Coats Landrieu Snowe
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Tester
Collins Lee Thune
Conrad Levin Toomey
Coons Lieberman Udall (CO)
Corker Lugar Udall (NM)
Cornyn Manchin Vitter
Crapo McCain Warner
DeMint McCaskill Webb
Durbin McConnell Whitehouse
Enzi Menendez Wicker
Feinstein Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided prior to a vote on the motion
to proceed to H. Con. Res. 112.

The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, at
a time when our Nation has never, ever
faced a deeper, more dangerous Sys-
temic debt threat than we face today,
the Republican House, under the lead-
ership of Congressman PAUL RYAN, has
produced a budget that would change
the debt course of America, create eco-
nomic growth, put us on a path to fi-
nancial stability, and do the things
that a responsible budget should do.
The President’s budget utterly failed in
that regard and has gotten no support.
This budget will do the job.

People can disagree with this or that
portion of it. I think this budget is a
historic step in the right direction for
this great Republic, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, this
budget plan, the House Republican
plan, ends Medicare as we know it. All
the while, it provides $1 trillion of ad-
ditional tax cuts to the wealthiest
among us. It gives millionaires, on av-
erage, an additional tax cut of $150,000
a year. In addition, it cuts health care
by $3 trillion and increases the number
of uninsured in our country by 30 mil-
lion people.

I urge my colleagues to reject this
budget proposal.

Mr. HARKIN. Would the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Does this budget per-
mit the interest rates on student loans
to double on July 1?

Mr. CONRAD. It does.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

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

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 58, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 98 Leg.]

YEAS—41
Alexander Corker Inhofe
Ayotte Cornyn Isakson
Barrasso Crapo Johanns
Blunt DeMint Johnson (WI)
Boozman Enzi Kyl
Burr Graham Lee
Chambliss Grassley Lugar
Coats Hatch McCain
Coburn Hoeven McConnell
Cochran Hutchison Moran
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Murkowski Rubio Toomey
Portman Sessions Vitter
Risch Shelby Wicker
Roberts Thune
NAYS—58
Akaka Hagan Nelson (FL)
Baucus Harkin Paul
Begich Heller Pryor
Bennet Inouye Reed
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reid
Blumenthal Kerry Rockefeller
Brown M4 Konl Sanders
Brown (OH) Landrien Zﬁh‘ﬁmel
Cantwell Lautenberg aheen
Cardin Leahy Snowe
Carper Levin Stabenow
Casey Lieberman Tester
Collins Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided prior to a vote on the motion
to proceed to S. Con. Res. 37.

The Senator from Pennsylvania is
recognized.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, the
vote we are about to cast is on a mo-
tion to proceed to the budget I have in-
troduced, one of the important features
of which is within the customary 10-
year budget window this budget would
balance. It does not happen overnight.
It takes 8 years to get there. But it
does, in fact, balance, and it does it by
essentially containing the rate of
growth in spending. Only in the first
year is there a spending cut, and that
is less than 3 percent. Every year
thereafter spending grows in this budg-
et, but it grows a little more slowly
than the alternative. It grows at a sus-
tainable pace so that with normal eco-
nomic growth we will reach a balance
within 8 years and a modest surplus
thereafter.

It does call for some of these struc-
tural entitlement reforms we need.
Specifically, it would call for adopting
the bipartisan Medicare reform plan
that I would remind everyone permits
senior citizens to continue to choose
the traditional fee-for-service Medicare
they have now—if that is their choice—
but it does make other options we
think would be more cost effective
available as well.

It also adopts the President’s rec-
ommendation by asking the wealthiest
Americans to pay a little more for the
Medicare benefits they enjoy. It asks
for tax reform that we all know we
need to generate economic growth, and
it puts our budget on a sustainable
path.

I urge Members to vote in favor of
this motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, this
is another unbalanced plan. There is
very little in the way of revenue to re-
duce deficits and debt but deep spend-
ing cuts in priorities such as education
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and energy. In fact, this proposal cuts
discretionary spending $1 trillion below
the Budget Control Act, which cut $900
billion. In addition, this cuts $3 trillion
in health care by ending Medicare as
we know it and by block-granting Med-
icaid, holding hostage those who are
the most vulnerable among us, children
and the disabled.

I urge my colleagues to resist this
proposal.

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, will
my colleague yield for a question?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Does the Toomey budg-
et we are about to vote on increase stu-
dent loan interest rates on July 1 from
3.4 percent to 6.8 percent?

Mr. CONRAD. It does permit that.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I hope every Sen-
ator who votes on this knows, if they
are voting for this budget, they are
voting to double student loan interest
rates on July 1.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

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

The result was announced—yeas 42,
nays 57, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 99 Leg.]

YEAS—42
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Moran
Barrasso Grassley Murkowski
Blunt Hatch Paul
Boozman Hoeven Portman
Burr Hutchison Risch
Chambliss Inhofe Roberts
Coats Isakson Rubio
Coburn Johanns Sessions
Cochran Johnson (WI) Shelby
Corker Kyl Thune
Cornyn Lee Toomey
Crapo Lugar Vitter
DeMint McCain Wicker
NAYS—57
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Heller Pryor
Bingaman Inouye Reed
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Reid
Boxer Kerry Rockefeller
Brown (MA) Klobuchar Sanders
Brown (OH) Kohl Schumer
Cantwell Landrieu Shaheen
Cardin Lautenberg Snowe
Carper Leahy Stabenow
Casey Levin Tester
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO)
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
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divided prior to a vote on the motion
to proceed to S. Con. R