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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
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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
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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 