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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—

S3187

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 bud