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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable CHRIS-
TOPHER A. COONS, a Senator from the
State of Delaware.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God, who covers the heavens with
clouds and prepares the rain for the
Earth, You take pleasure in those who
have reverence for Your Name. Bring
peace to our Nation and world as you
fill us with Your spirit. Empower our
lawmakers to break through stale-
mates with constructive action. Give
them such wisdom that their chal-
lenges will be met with cooperation
and competence. Lord, help them to
comprehend the global repercussions of
some poor decisions and the
irreversibility of some tragic con-
sequences. Energize them with Your
power and guide them with truth and
light. Quicken their ears to hear, their
eyes to see, their hearts to believe, and
their wills to obey You before it is too
late.

We pray in Your merciful Name.
Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable CHRISTOPHER A. COONS
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

————

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The bill clerk read the following let-
ter:

Senate

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, July 29, 2011.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable CHRISTOPHER A.
COONS, a Senator from the State of Dela-
ware, to perform the duties of the Chair.

DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.

Mr. COONS thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———————

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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quorum call be rescinded.

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

————
SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following
any leader remarks, the Senate will re-
cess until 11 a.m. today to allow for a
Democratic caucus. At 10 a.m. we will
have that caucus. At 11 a.m. the Senate
will be in morning business until 12
noon. At noon I will be recognized.
That is the order now before the Sen-
ate; is that right?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is correct.

—
DEBT CEILING

Mr. REID. Mr. President, although

the House of Representatives has not

yvet voted on Speaker BOEHNER’S plan,
that plan is flawed. That is why they

have struggled for days to pass this in-
adequate legislation without a single
Democrat even being involved in the
process. They have plowed forward
looking only to Republicans.

But as the battle to pass the con-
tinuing resolution went forward to
keep our government open for business
just a few months ago, the Republican
leadership realized they were unable to
get the necessary votes for the CR and
they reached out to Democrats. Speak-
er BOEHNER had to look to Democrats;
he did not have enough votes. Obvi-
ously he should have looked to the
Democrats again.

That is the way we need to move for-
ward on something that is bipartisan.
That is how it is supposed to work,
Democrats and Republicans working
together for our country. The bandaid
approach to the world crisis—and it is
an embarrassment—to Congress, frank-
ly to the country and to the world—is
a sad commentary.

United Senate Democrats, all 53 of
us, have informed the Speaker that his
legislation was doomed in the Senate
because we would not vote for a short-
term extension of the debt ceiling. It
would put our great Nation on a path
to another default extravaganza as we
have experienced in the last few weeks.

Frankly, that new extravaganza
would start in a matter of weeks again.
Virtually every expert—economist, rat-
ing agency, market analyst—has said
the kind of short-term plan the Speak-
er has proposed is no answer to the cri-
sis. Republicans created the crisis, and
what they want to do is no answer to
it.

If we are really trying to avert the
kind of financial calamity default
would bring, the Republicans’ plan is
not a solution. I had a very sobering
conversation a half hour ago with Sec-
retary Geithner. Right now, businesses
cannot borrow—big businesses, what
they use to survive, moving money for
bonds and other things; that is how the
world economy works—they cannot
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borrow more money than overnight be-
cause no one knows what the interest
rate will be tomorrow. So the Repub-
lican plan is not a solution. As the ex-
perts say, all too soon we would be
back in the midst of partisan wran-
gling with our economy once again
held prisoner by extremists in the Re-
publican party lead by the tea party.

Our economy cannot bear this kind
of uncertainty any longer. Congress
and the White House are on lockdown,
and the business of the country is not
being conducted. I say no, not again,
will we fight another battle such as the
one in which we are now engaged. We
cannot do that. That is why a short-
term extension is not what we need. It
is not what this Congress will do.

But default is not an option either.
We cannot wait for the House any
longer. It is time for Republicans to
stop the political games and embrace
compromise. No matter how long Re-
publicans delay, the deadline will not
move. We have hours—I repeat hours—
to act. That is why by the end of today
I must take action on the Senate’s
compromise legislation.

The legislation in point would cut
$2.5 trillion from our deficit over the
next decade and avert default on our
national debt. It would protect Social
Security and Medicare without raising
a penny of revenue. The question is:
Will today’s Republicans break away
from the shrill voice of the tea party
and return to the Republican Party of
Ronald Reagan?

This is likely our last chance to save
this Nation from a default. I have in-
vited Senator MCCONNELL to sit down
with me and to negotiate in good faith,
knowing that the clock is running
down. I hope he will accept my offer. I
cannot do this alone. There are only 53
of us, and under the rules that Repub-
licans put in place—it used to be used
sparingly but is used all of the time
now—we will need to get 60 votes; a
majority is not good enough.

I know the Senate compromise bill
the Democrats have offered is not per-
fect in the eyes of the Republicans. It
is not certainly perfect in the eyes of
the Democrats. But together we must
make it work for all of us, because it is
the only option. The settlement on the
table will never give either party ev-
erything it wants, but it already meets
the Republicans’ demands. JOHN
McCAIN, the Republican senior Senator
from Arizona, President Obama’s oppo-
nent in the Presidential election, has
asked his party to compromise. He did
it here on the Senate floor.

He said, it ‘‘is not fair for the Amer-
ican people to hold out and say we
won’t agree to raising the debt limit.”
He called the radical Republican ap-
proach ‘‘unfair’” and ‘‘bizarro.” It is
time we listen to the markets, he said.
It is time we listen to the American
people and sit down and seriously nego-
tiate.

Former Senator Fred Thompson,
whom I served with here in this body,
a Republican, asked Members of his
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own party to come to their senses. ‘‘I
respectfully suggest that you rake in
your chips and stuff them in your
pockets.”” That was his quote. He be-
lieves they have already won—all dis-
cretionary spending, no revenue.

I hope my friend, Senator McCON-
NELL, will come to me by the end of the
day and indicate what constructive
ideas he has to move the process along.
My door is open. I will listen to any
ideas to get this done in a way that
prevents a default and a dangerous
downgrade to our country’s credit rat-
ing.

Time is short. That is an understate-
ment. Too much is at stake to waste
even one more minute. The last train is
leaving the station. This is our last
chance to avert a default. The vote on
this compromise will determine wheth-
er we enter the frightening world of de-
fault. A vote for the Senate com-
promise will be a vote on the financial
obligations of this great Nation to pay
the bills.

I would ask my friends, my Repub-
lican friends, break away from this
thing going on in the House of Rep-
resentatives. They were going to vote
at 4:30 yesterday, 6:30, 7:30, 8:30, 9:30—
10:30 they finally quit. Rumors flying
around. Rumors flying around. The
Wall Street Journal said they put too
much money in for Pell grants. They
were going to take that out. Rumors
flying around they need a balanced
budget amendment added. Rumors that
the Speaker was seen in my office—
which he did not come. All these ru-
mors made no sense.

The scariest thing is, late last night,
Leader CANTOR said from the House:
You have three choices: Boehner, cut,
cap and balance, or default. That is the
second ranking Member in the Repub-
lican leadership who said that.

We need to honor the financial obli-
gations we have with the country. So a
vote against the compromise I have
talked about—now listen to what my
compromise is: No revenue. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has scored it
more than $2.4 trillion, which will take
us to probably—not probably, it will
take us to March of 2013. We can do the
country’s business. There is a joint
committee that will be set up to see if
we can do some good work on a more
long-term approach and to get back to
work doing our country’s business.

I repeat: CBO and OMB have scored
our bill for more than $2.4 trillion—not
billion, trillion dollars. That is dollar
for dollar, as the Speaker said he wants
to reduce the debt. So a vote against
this compromise will be a vote to de-
fault on the full faith and credit of the
United States.

I repeat to everyone within the sound
of my voice: We have the framework of
a bill. We are going to change it. I have
some ideas that we need to change. I
want to discuss them with the Repub-
lican leader. If anyone has any other
ideas, come to me. But the time has
come to make a decision. The time fac-
tors are very clear. Why am I filing to-

July 29, 2011

night on my bill? Why? There is no
more time. I have to do it tonight.
Would I like to wait until tomorrow to
see if there is some good will that
comes from the Republican side? Of
course I would. But I would suggest to
my friends on the other side of the
aisle, this is a pretty good deal. They,
in effect, as Fred Thompson said, have
gotten everything they want and
should put those chips in their pockets
and walk away and declare victory.

There will be no time left to vote on
another bill or consider another option
in the Senate. This is our last, best
chance to preserve the character and
credit of our great Nation.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will my colleague,
the majority leader, yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. REID. I am happy to.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank our leader.

Mr. President, the leader outlined it
well. The House, for all its machina-
tions, delays, and struggles, is pursuing
a path to nowhere because their bill
will not pass, will not become law.
Fifty-three of the fifty-three Demo-
crats have signed a letter saying they
will not vote for it, and the President
has said he will veto it—all for a simple
reason: because if we do this short
term, we don’t calm the markets and,
at the same time, we start all over in
a few weeks going through this again.

As the leader said—and it is true—
the bill he will put on the floor is our
only chance, and the reason it is our
last chance is very simple: After to-
night, anything put on the floor—is
this true, Mr. Leader, that after to-
night, if we were to put anything on
the floor, given the rules of the Senate,
nothing could be voted on before de-
fault would occur?

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from
New York, under the rules we have in
the Senate, if I move tonight, we can-
not have the final vote until Tuesday
morning. The country defaults at 12
o’clock on Tuesday on its debt.

Mr. SCHUMER. Will the leader con-
tinue to yield?

Mr. REID. Sure.

Mr. SCHUMER. That means this bill
the leader will put on the floor tonight
is the last train out of the station, and
it also means, given the rules of the
Senate, that only with bipartisan co-
operation can we do it.

So we are hoping and praying that
our colleagues from the other side of
the aisle, led by their leader—and 15
signed a letter talking about a bipar-
tisan compromise as part of the Gang
of 6, or Gang of 8—that that group
could come forward and make sugges-
tions, not simply say the Boehner bill
because that will not pass, but make
suggestions on modifications to the
Reid plan. That is our only hope of
avoiding default, and we must act now.
Is that a correct depiction of the status
on the floor and of where we are head-
ed?

Mr. REID. That is absolutely true.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I will
ask one more question. If we are unable
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to come to a compromise on the lead-
er’s bill, there is virtually no time, no
matter what the House does, for the
Senate to do anything before default is
over. That means our Republican col-
leagues have the ball in their hands in
terms of default; is that correct?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been
told personally by some Republicans in
the Senate they will do everything
they can to stop legislation from pro-
ceeding. That is not a majority; it is a
handful of people on the Republican
side of the aisle.

That is why I said in my remarks
that I hope the Republican Party will
turn back to the party of Ronald
Reagan. He raised the debt ceiling 19
times during the time he was Presi-
dent. He was a man who compromised.
That was who he was. He hated com-
munism. Who was the man who
brought down the Iron Curtain? Ronald
Reagan. He was willing to compromise
even with somebody he spoke of in the
worst terms. He knew how to com-
promise, and even though he was elect-
ed as the most anti-Communist Presi-
dent in the history of the country, the
day he was elected he sent his embassy
personnel to the Soviet Union so they
could work with them. That led to the
great decision by our countries to
bring down the Iron Curtain.

Mr. SCHUMER. I see that the minor-
ity leader is here, and I thank the ma-
jority leader for yielding.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if the
minority leader doesn’t mind, I would
like to ask the majority leader a ques-
tion.

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

Mr. DURBIN. During the period of
time we were waiting yesterday for a
decision by the House of Representa-
tives, which they still didn’t come to—
during that period of time, we had an
opportunity to have many personal
conversations among Senators—Demo-
crats and Republicans—and I would say
that unanimously, to a person, Demo-
cratic and Republican Senators agreed
that a default would be an economic
disaster for the United States of Amer-
ica.

The majority leader has been briefed
this morning by the Treasury Sec-
retary about some of the prospects of
default. We have heard only one that I
know of—a Republican Senator—come
to the floor and say that a default on
our debt could be managed very easily.

I want to ask, since I have heard
from business leaders in Illinois of
closings that were literally canceled
this week for multimillion-dollar in-
vestments in the city of Chicago in the
State of Il1linois because of what is hap-
pening in the House of Representatives,
can the majority leader please tell us,
as much as he can at this moment,
what the prospects are if we do reach
the point of default on this national
debt?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am famil-
iar with the situation in Illinois where
a $146 million construction project was
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turned down at the last minute because
they were so afraid of the credit.

Mr. DURBIN. I have one further ques-
tion. In terms of the impact on our Na-
tion, as the Secretary of the Treasury
has told the leader, can he give us, for
the record, an idea of what we face if
the Republicans in the House continue
to delay and hold to a strategy that
has no hope of passage?

Mr. REID. Secretary Geithner said it
has already started. The international
community is extremely worried they
could only get overnight loans. It is ex-
tremely precarious for our country.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

————

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The minority leader is recog-
nized.

———
DEBT CEILING

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, it is
not surprising that I have a little dif-
ferent take on what has been hap-
pening in the last few days than my
colleague, the majority leader.

Let me explain what has been going
on in Congress this week. The Amer-
ican people have been waiting on us to
do something to prevent default. They
want us to end this crisis right now.
Over in the House of Representatives,
we have the Speaker of the House
doing his job. Speaker BOEHNER has
been doing the hard work of governing,
working day and night to put together
a bill that can actually pass the House
of Representatives and end this crisis
now. He should be commended for his
efforts.

What about over here in the Senate?
The contrast could not be starker.
Rather than working in the last few
days toward a solution to the crisis the
way the Republican majority in the
House has, the Democratic majority in
the Senate has been wasting precious
time rounding up ‘“‘no’ votes to Kkeep
this crisis alive. Rather than being re-
sponsible and doing their duty and
coming up with a bill that can actually
pass, they have been busy signing up
people for the ‘“‘not good enough’ cau-
cus and ginning up opposition to every-
thing else.

Lawmakers should be working a solu-
tion to the crisis, not a blocking strat-
egy. Our Democratic friends in the
Senate have offered no solutions to
this crisis that could pass either Cham-
ber—not one. Instead, all day long yes-
terday we got chest-thumping com-
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ments about how they are going to kill
any piece of legislation that comes
over from the House, that it is dead on
arrival.

Democrats are out bragging about
how they are going to prolong the cri-
sis instead of doing the hard work of
trying to solve it. That includes the
President.

Look, if the President hadn’t decided
to blow up the bipartisan solution that
Members of Congress worked so hard to
produce last weekend, we would be vot-
ing to end this crisis today.

Instead, Democrats in Congress are
still talking about blocking a solution
to the crisis, and the President is roll-
ing out new mileage standards today.
Let me repeat that. Here we are a few
days from when the Secretary of the
Treasury says we will be in a default
situation, and the President of the
United States is rolling out new mile-
age standards today.

How about this: How about a plan
from Democrats in Washington that
can pass both Chambers, prevent the
crisis, and protect Americans from a
worsening economy?

I suggest to my friends on the other
side this morning that they start tak-
ing their responsibilities as a majority
party a little more seriously because at
this point, the only people who are dis-
regarding the consequences of default
are Senate Democrats—not the Repub-
licans in the House but Senate Demo-
crats.

Republicans have been doing the hard
work of governing this week. It is
about time our Democratic friends join
us.
I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate
my friend’s statement. I didn’t hear it
all, but I certainly heard the context of
the statement. We are willing to work
with him and his staff, as we have, to
try to come up with a solution. I want
the record to reflect very clearly, as I
said in my remarks this morning, for
my friends who didn’t have the oppor-
tunity to hear it, we cannot have in
this country a 6-month extension be-
cause a 6-month extension is no exten-
sion. A 6-month extension of what we
are dealing with would put us back, in
a matter of weeks, in the same fiscal
extravaganza trying to move forward
with the work of the country.

The country is locked down. Congress
is inoperable. The White House is un-
able to do very much because they are
focused on this huge problem. I want
the record to be spread with the fact
that I will work as closely as I can on
any suggestions they have, as I have
indicated. But, please, everyone, don’t
come to me with a 6-month extension.

The proposal I am moving forward
with—and Fred Thompson said take
your chips, my Republican friends, and
put them in your pocket and walk
away—gives the Republicans every-
thing they have asked for: no revenues,
$2.4 trillion in cuts. That is a pretty
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good deal. That is not a 6-month deal;
it is a solution that takes us until 2013,
in the month of March.

Help me work through this. I have no
pride of authorship. If somebody can
figure out another way to improve that
suggestion, I will work with them. I am
willing to work with them. As I have
said on the floor before—and I don’t
want anybody to consider this as a sign
of weakness—I have compromised my
whole life. When I practiced law, that
is what I did in trying to represent peo-
ple and get a result. I believed many
times that I was a failure when I had to
go to court. But I went to court over
100 times to try cases to juries.

I always believed that compromise
was the right thing to do, even in the
law. As a legislator, it is a sign of in-
tegrity and confidence when you say
you will compromise. Legislation is
the art of compromise.

Again, I am here indicating to the
world that I have spent my whole adult
life trying to compromise and build
consensus.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is
recognized.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for up to 5 min-
utes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as long as
it is in morning business, no.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee is
recognized.

————
DEBT CEILING

Mr. ALEXANDER. As one Senator, I
thank the majority leader and the Re-
publican leader for their comments. We
all know what we need to do. We have
two objectives. At a time when we are
borrowing 40 cents of every dollar we
spend, we need to reduce the debt. We
also need to honor our obligations, and
we know why. There is nobody on the
Republican side of the aisle I know of
who thinks we should not honor our ob-
ligations.

We know that on August 3 there will
not be enough money to pay all the
bills. We don’t want the most credit-
worthy Nation in the world to go to a
place where it begins to pay its bills se-
lectively out of a cigar box, which is
why I am hopeful—and I believe all of
us are hopeful—that we can find a way
for the two leaders to recommend to us
and the House a solution that the
President will sign, which will reduce
our debt and honor our obligations.

But to suggest that the majority
leader’s proposal—his bill—which he
offers in good faith, I know that—is a
compromise, that is a little hard to ac-
cept. It is a Democratic proposal. The
other side has spent most of its time
this week saying: We can get 53 of us to
make sure that as soon as the Repub-
lican proposal passes the House, if it
does, we will beat it in an hour. We will
not even consider it. We will kill it. We
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are not going to vote on it. We will
table it and put it away.

That is not the spirit of compromise.
The proposal the Speaker is trying to
pass may be about the only thing he
can pass in the House of Representa-
tives. That may not be what a Demo-
cratic Senate would like, but this is a
Democratic Senate and that is a Re-
publican House. We have to come up
with something that both can pass and
the President will sign. We all know
that.

I hope the spirit of today, tomorrow,
and Sunday is that we spend less time
plotting about how we can defeat each
other’s proposals as quickly as possible
and more time working together to
come up with ways to reduce spending
and honor our obligations.

The Democratic whip is on the Sen-
ate floor. I have probably undermined
his support in some groups for compli-
menting him for his courage. I support
the same thing he does. For example,
the work of the Gang of 6 is supported
by one-third of the Senate, a very good
example for the rest of us in the Senate
about what can be accomplished when
we work together.

I hope we will recognize the Speaker
is trying as hard as the majority leader
to come up with something that can
pass the House. The majority leader
wants something that can pass the
Senate, but it must pass both and be
signed by the President. We must re-
duce our spending and we must honor
our obligations, and every single Re-
publican Senator as well as every Dem-
ocrat knows that, I think.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

———

RECESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will stand in recess until 11
a.m.

Thereupon, at 10:02 a.m., the Senate
recessed until 11 a.m. and reassembled
when called to order by the Acting
President pro tempore.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 12 noon, with Senators
permitted to speak therein for up to 10
minutes each, with the time equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees.

The Senator from Illinois.

———
THE DEBT CEILING

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a
historic weekend in Washington, and I
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think those who are visiting the Cap-
itol and following the proceedings un-
derstand the gravity of the decisions
that lie before us.

On August 2, our debt ceiling expires.
That has never happened in our his-
tory. One time there was a technical
period of 1 or 2 days, but there has
never been a long period of time when
the United States of America basically
defaulted on its debt. And it is a very
serious matter. It is one that affects
our Nation, our debt, and literally
every family and business that lives
within our boundaries.

Here is the reason why it is so impor-
tant. In 1939, we created this law which
said that a President could come to
Congress periodically and ask for the
authority to borrow money to pay for
the things Congress has already appro-
priated. So, as an example, when Mem-
bers of the House and Senate say to the
President of the TUnited States: We
want you to continue to wage war in
Afghanistan, at the cost of $10 billion a
month, this President knows he will
have to borrow about $4 billion a
month to meet that congressional ap-
propriation. You see, we borrow about
40 cents for every dollar we spend.

Similarly, when it comes to the pay-
ments we make to our veterans who
are disabled, we have promised them:
We will pay you because you served our
country and you lost a limb or you
were injured, and we will compensate
you for that loss for the rest of your
life. We understand in making that
commitment we are also making a
commitment to borrow the money nec-
essary to do it.

So periodically a President will come
to Congress and say: I understand our
obligations which you have sent to me
and I have approved, and now I ask you
to extend my authority to borrow the
money to meet those obligations. That
has happened 89 times since 1939. Since
we passed this law, Presidents of both
parties have come to Congress and
asked for that authority. As I men-
tioned, not one time did Congress say
no except that one technical period in
I believe 1979—89 times, 55 times by Re-
publican Presidents and 34 times by
Democratic Presidents.

When you look at the Presidents who
have requested extensions of the debt
ceiling I have just described, the Presi-
dent who holds the record for the most
requests is President Ronald Reagan,
who, in an 8-year period of time, asked
to have the debt ceiling of the United
States extended 18 times, more than
twice a year. During the Ronald
Reagan Presidency, the debt of the
United States tripled. That is why he
came to Congress so often.

The President who ranks second in
terms of increasing our national debt
during his 8 years is President George
W. Bush. The debt of America virtually
doubled during his Presidency because
we waged two wars we didn’t pay for;
we did something we had never done in
our history: cut taxes particularly for
the rich in the midst of a war; and we
had many programs unpaid for.
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So President after President has used
this statutory authority to come to
Congress and ask for approval to ex-
tend the debt ceiling. President Obama
has done the same. As of August 2, his
authority to ask to borrow money will
expire. That is a serious moment if we
default on the debt. It will be the first
time it has happened in our history.

What will it mean to the United
States of America to default on our
debt and fail to extend the debt ceil-
ing? Well, imagine if you decided as a
homeowner to stop making your mort-
gage payments. Within a period of
time, you would receive a phone call
from your creditor saying: Did you for-
get your check this month? And if you
say: No, I am just not going to pay it,
you understand the consequences—
your credit status is going to be af-
fected.

The credit status of the United
States is the best in the world. We have
a AAA bond rating—the highest of any
nation—and because we have that high
bond rating, we have the lowest inter-
est rates that we pay to borrow money.

Well, go back to the homeowner. If
you have just defaulted on your mort-
gage, your credit report is going to
look pretty bad. The likelihood that
you could turn around and borrow
money the next month is in doubt, and
if someone will loan you money at that
point, it will be at the highest interest
rate because you are a risk now; you
failed to make your mortgage pay-
ment. Similarly, if the United States
fails to extend the debt ceiling, our
credit rating will go down from AAA,
the interest rate charged the U.S. Gov-
ernment will increase, and what has
been considered the rock-solid, best
economy in the world will be jeopard-
ized by this action.

What does it mean for the interest
rate on the debt of the United States to
go up? This calculation has been made
by many, and I believe it is accurate.
For every 1 percent increase in the in-
terest rate the United States pays on
its debt, we will add $130 billion a year
to our debt—$1.3 trillion, roughly, over
a 10-year period of time. So the failure
to extend the debt ceiling, the default
of the United States, and higher inter-
est rates will make our debt worse.
That is why what we are facing this
week in Washington is so terrible, be-
cause what we are dealing with here is
a politically manufactured crisis. We
are dealing with a self-inflicted wound.

Because the House Republicans under
Speaker BOEHNER refuse to extend the
President’s request for the debt ceiling
when our current authority expires Au-
gust 2, we could find ourselves paying
higher interest rates and even deeper
in debt. And it gets worse because
when the interest rates paid by the
U.S. Government go up, interest rates
across our economy go up. What it
means is that a lot of innocent people
who are borrowing money to buy a car
or a home or to pay for college loans or
to pay off their credit card are going to
pay more. It is like imposing a tax on
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every family and business in America
at the worst possible time. We are re-
covering from a recession. Too many
people are out of work. Businesses need
to expand and borrow money. Raising
interest rates stops that. This doesn’t
have to happen. This self-inflicted
wound by the House Republicans and
Speaker BOEHNER does not have to hap-
pen.

In fairness to Speaker BOEHNER, his
goal is to reduce America’s debt. I ac-
cept that challenge. In fact, for the last
year and a half, I have engaged person-
ally on a bipartisan basis to meet that
challenge, first as a member of Presi-
dent Obama’s deficit commission, the
Bowles-Simpson fiscal commission. We
sat for months and listened to testi-
mony, and finally 11 out of 18 of us
voted for the report issued. What it
came up with was a 10-year plan to re-
duce our debt by $4 trillion—not easy.
It sounds as though it would be easy
when you look at all the money we
spend, but when you get into the spe-
cifics, it is politically painful. But
what we agreed to do was to put every-
thing on the table. And I want to tell
you, I did that with some reservation.

I am concerned about many things in
our country but two things in par-
ticular. I am concerned about the most
vulnerable people in America, those
who are aged, poor, and sick. I want to
make certain that at the end of the
day, America still has a safety net,
that this good and caring Nation is
doing everything it can to help these
people.

What programs do they rely on? Well,
they rely on the earned-income tax
credit wunder our Tax Code, the
childcare tax credit, Medicaid, the
health insurance that covers one-third
of the children in America and many
elderly people in nursing homes. So
when we talk about cuts in these pro-
grams, I was very sensitive to them
and determined to make sure we didn’t
cut any more than necessary to reach
our goal.

We also put revenue on the table. We
have to do that. How can we ask work-
ing families in America to pay more on
their children’s college student loans
and be prepared to sacrifice and how
can we ask the seniors in America to
be willing to sacrifice when it comes to
their Medicare Program and not turn
to the wealthiest people in our country
and ask them to join in this sacrifice?
That has become the major stumbling
block in this negotiation. You see, Re-
publican Speaker BOEHNER has said: I
will not accept any—underline the
word ‘‘any’’—tax increases on the
wealthiest people in America. I will
agree, he said, to cut everything else,
every other benefit for every other per-
son, but not one penny more in taxes
from the wealthiest people in America.
That doesn’t strike me as fair or just
or reasonable, but that is where we are.

We also put spending cuts in this pro-
gram, substantial spending cuts so that
every single program in America would
be closely inspected, reduced in spend-
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ing, and move us toward a deficit-re-
duction goal.

Then I went a step further. I joined
with five of my colleagues—three Re-
publicans and three of us on the Demo-
cratic side—and we sat down for 6
months and worked on something
called the Gang of 6 and came up with
a specific plan of how to do this.

Well, Mr. President, you know we
had a meeting a couple weeks ago, and
we invited most of the Members of the
Senate to come and listen to what we
had proposed. Forty-nine Senators
showed up, Democrats and Repub-
licans, in a room not far from here and
listened as we laid out what we consid-
ered a bipartisan plan to deal with the
deficit. We then went back to those
Senators and said: How many of you
will put your name on the line to join
us in a bipartisan effort to reduce the
deficit? And we are now up to 36 Sen-
ators who have done that. Over one-
third of the Senators have signed on to
a bipartisan effort to reduce the def-
icit.

What a sharp contrast that is from
what is going on in the House of Rep-
resentatives, where right now the
Speaker of the House, the Republican
Speaker, is negotiating only with Re-
publican Members to pass a plan. I
don’t think that is what the American
people sent us here to do. I don’t think
they said to Democrats, come to Wash-
ington but don’t speak to Republicans,
or to Republicans, come to Washington
but don’t speak to Democrats. The bot-
tom line is that, Democrats and Repub-
licans notwithstanding, we are all
Americans, and we all have a responsi-
bility.

So here we are today at this impasse,
and Speaker BOEHNER announced Mon-
day night, when he had a press con-
ference at the same time as the Presi-
dent’s announcement to the Nation,
that he had a plan—he called it a bipar-
tisan plan—that he would pass in the
House of Representatives. We expected
that to happen Tuesday, and it didn’t;
and then Wednesday, and it didn’t; and
then yesterday, and he failed to pass it
then, too. We waited all night until
11:00—when we finally adjourned—for
the Speaker to pass what he considered
to be a good plan and for us to react to
it. Now we hear the Speaker may be
able to get to it later in the afternoon
or in the early evening hours. Mr.
President, this is unacceptable.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has used 10 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, that is
unacceptable. By my calculation, we
have 4 days before we default on our
debt, 4 days before the American econ-
omy suffers this mortal blow, 4 days
before we default on America’s full
faith and credit for the first time in
our history, 4 days while businesses
across America are withholding agree-
ments and negotiations that create
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jobs, 4 days where America people have
to worry that if we default on our debt,
the government will have to pick and
choose those who will receive govern-
ment checks in August.

The Senator from Pennsylvania came
to the floor for the last 2 days and said:
Oh, if we default on the debt, we can
manage that. Really? If we default on
the debt, we will have $172 billion to
spend and $306 billion in obligations.

He said: Well, of course we have to
pay interest on the other debts. We
don’t want to default on everything.
OK.

He said: Of course we have to pay ev-
erybody under Social Security. Yes.

He said: Of course we have to pay our
soldiers who are in combat. Agreed. All
good ideas.

Then he said: And then we will work
the others out.

Whom did he leave off the list? He
left every Federal employee off the
list. That would be all of the people
working at the Central Intelligence
Agency monitoring terrorists to stop
them from attacking the TUnited
States. That would be the air traffic
controllers in our airline system across
America. That would be the Federal
prison guards working the Federal cor-
rectional facilities. That would be all
of our veterans receiving disability
checks.

HEasily managed? Not so fast. It
wouldn’t be easily managed. There
would be losers in that process, and
many of them are innocent people who
would be lost to the frustration of this
political process.

There is a way through this, but the
only way through it is if Members of
both parties come together and do it
quickly. I don’t think it is going to
happen in the House. The House has de-
cided they are going to do an all-Re-
publican, all-day approach. That isn’t
going to solve the problem in the
House or the problem on Capitol Hill.

This morning, the majority leader,
HARRY REID, standing at this desk,
turned to Senator MCCONNELL from
Kentucky, the Republican leader, and
said: Now it is our turn. Now we have
to step up. Now we have to come up
with a bipartisan approach and show
leadership. Senator REID is right. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL has demonstrated in
the past that he has been willing to do
that and now more than ever he should.
I think the 36 Senators who have
stepped up, joined me and others in
saying we can find a bipartisan way to
deal with this must be heard. Our
voices must be heard but, more impor-
tantly, the spirit of compromise must
be heard. That is what the American
people expect of us. They didn’t send
each of us here to win every battle
under our own terms and not give.
They sent us here to govern and to re-
spect this great country.

I would sincerely hope we will ap-
proach the next 72 hours with the spirit
of humility—humility to understand
that so many innocent people across
America, families and businesses, are
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waiting on us and counting on us. We
cannot fail them. No one will care at
the end of the day who has the great
political headline, but we will all be
judged—Democrats and Republicans,
House and Senate—as to whether we
met our constitutional obligation to
this Nation and the people who live
here.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
challenges we face are difficult. I am
proud of the work the House of Rep-
resentatives has done. I do not appre-
ciate it being suggested that somehow
they are unreasonable because I don’t
believe that is fair to say about them.
They worked very hard. They complied
with the congressionally mandated
statutory requirement to pass a budg-
et. They passed a 10-year budget that
was honest and open. It was publicly
debated in the House of Representa-
tives. They passed it, and it would have
fundamentally altered the debt trajec-
tory of America. It would put us on a
sound path. It could have gone a little
farther, frankly, but it goes farther
than anything else we have seen and
puts us on the path to a sound eco-
nomic future.

What happened in the Senate? I am
ranking Republican on the Senate
Budget Committee. We are required to
mark up a budget in the Senate by law.
It doesn’t say you go to jail if you
don’t follow the law. It doesn’t have
any penalty, I will acknowledge. It is a
law, but we don’t have to follow it, ex-
cept we certainly have an obligation to
do so. Certainly we would want, I
think, to have a budget in the Senate.
We have not had one now for over 800
days, over 2 years. We were within a
week—Iless than that—of commencing
hearings to mark up a budget that
would be moved by the Democratic ma-
jority. When they do so, it is not even
subject to a filibuster. It can be passed
with 50 votes, and there are 53 Demo-
crats in the Senate. The majority
party always has that obligation to
move a budget. Senator REID, the
Democratic leadership, decided they
wouldn’t do it. He said it would be fool-
ish to have a budget so we haven’t
passed a budget.

The House has said it would reduce
spending by up to $5 trillion or $6 tril-
lion. Because of the Senate’s objection
and the President’s objection, they
have agreed to raise the debt limit by
$1 trillion, and they have agreed to cut
spending in America by $1 trillion.
They have tried to reach an agreement
so we wouldn’t have a shutdown. Then,
all of a sudden, my Democratic col-
leagues now come forward and say they
don’t want to accept that. They want
the Reid amendment.

The Reid amendment has the same
actual savings. We have looked at the
numbers and we have seen how they
have done it. There is about a $1 tril-
lion savings in the Reid bill with a re-
duction in spending of about $1 trillion.
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He claims it is $2.7 trillion. That is al-
most three times what it actually
achieves. Therefore, they want to con-
tinue to raise the debt limit by almost
$3 trillion, the largest amount it has
ever been raised. Why? Because the
President said so. This is what the
President said a week ago:

The only bottom line that I have is that we
extend this debt ceiling through the next
election, into 2013.

The President thinks this is about
him. It is all about him. This is about
America and what is good for this
country. It is not about the President.
It is not about politics. If it were about
politics, I wouldn’t vote for the
Boehner amendment and neither would
a lot of those patriotic Members of the
House because it is not enough. It does
not do what we need to do. We need to
do $4 trillion, $5 trillion, $6 trillion
over 10 years. The debt is going to in-
crease over the next 10 years from $9
trillion to $13 trillion, and $1 trillion is
not enough. It can only be seen as a
step in the right direction. So forgive
me if I am a little frustrated about
that.

I want to talk about something that
is problematic and needs to be known.
It is not being focused on, and this is
Senator REID’s amendment and his so-
lution to the deficit problem. He wants
to raise the debt ceiling so we can keep
borrowing money and spending more
than we take in. We are borrowing 40
cents of every dollar we spend. The
President this morning said he liked
the Reid amendment and is what he
wishes to see. He doesn’t like the
House version. I think there are some
things we all ought to think about and
know that are in the Reid amendment.

As I have said, we have gone 821 days
without a budget. The law requires us
to have a budget. A lack of a congres-
sional budget contributes to our fiscal
nightmare. Since we last passed a
budget, we have spent $7 trillion. The
reason we don’t have a budget is be-
cause it is carefully and deliberately
orchestrated that we not have one by
the leadership of this Senate. They
have planned for just the eventuality
that is occurring. I have warned for
weeks and months on the floor of the
Senate that we would be at the elev-
enth hour with people scurrying
around in secret, plotting deals to try
to figure out how to deal with the cri-
sis this Nation faces. That is exactly
what is happening.

Today it was announced that the sec-
ond quarter economic growth was 1.3
percent. That is anemic and well below
what we were hoping to see and
thought we might. We have had expert
testimony that the debt we have pulls
down economic growth. Had the Senate
adopted a budget in a timely manner
this year, as the House did, we would
not be at this last-minute crisis. It was
deliberately orchestrated because it
gives maximum leverage to the Presi-
dent and the press. The question be-
comes not what is in the deal, but do
you have a deal? Just do anything. We
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are going to be in a crisis if you don’t
pass something. We want a deal. The
House has come up with a very reason-
able compromise. It looks as though
some people want to have this fuss and
put us through the crisis even when
they get basically what they have
asked for.

The Reid amendment to increase the
debt limit deems two consecutive budg-
et resolutions for fiscal years 2012 and
2013. In other words, it basically takes
over the budget process and sets the
basic spending numbers. Does the
President think the Senate should go 2
more years without crafting or passing
a budget? We have already gone 2
years. The Reid amendment sets spend-
ing allocations for most Senate com-
mittees at the Congressional Budget
Office’s rising baseline. These are bu-
reaucratic members. They work hard,
but they are not elected. They are not
constitutionally accountable. It says
we are going to deem the amount we
spend by what CBO has projected our
growth in spending to be, and CBO
projects growth in spending. They
don’t set that as right for America, but
they project that is what will occur
under the current circumstances. This
deems those higher growing numbers
as what should be.

Without hearings or debates on these
allocations, this provision would pro-
vide a further excuse for avoiding a
budget and increase the likelihood that
the Congressional Budget Act will be
violated for the third straight year.
This is an abrogation of the respon-
sibilities of the Senate and of the
Budget Committee of the Senate. We
are not elected to the Senate and cho-
sen to sit on the Budget Committee to
see most of the budget levels automati-
cally raised based on a set of spending
growth projections by the CBO. They
are not empowered to do that. They
don’t claim to, actually. I should not
demean them. They do what their duty
is. It is this kind of process that has
placed the country in a financial crisis.

We keep locking in spending levels
that are going up. When we reduce the
growth in spending a little bit, you
know what we say we are doing? We
are cutting spending, and it is spending
more. That is the way the budget is.
When they say we are going to save $1
trillion through the House plan——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. I would ask for 2 ad-
ditional minutes to wrap up.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. The provision that
takes over that and sets us on an auto-
matic growth course is not the right
one. Both the Reid amendment and the
House bill say we save about $1 trillion
over the next 10 years. I would note
that the difference between the two is
how long or how much is achieved by
that. Senator REID wants almost 2
years and the House Members would do
it based on a dollar-per-dollar manner.
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That $1 trillion in the Reid amendment
does not reduce spending. It only re-
duces the growth in spending, and that
is one of the reasons Congress is able to
hide the amount of money we are
spending every year. That is one reason
debt is so high.

The Budget Committee should be al-
lowed to fulfill its duties. The Budget
Committee should be allowed to mark
up in fiscal year 2012. It will begin Oc-
tober 1 of this year. We need a budget
now. We are past due. Once a budget is
adopted by the committee, it should be
taken to the full Senate and allowed to
be amended as the law provides. I am
disappointed that the President doesn’t
seem to agree with that. He seems to
have bought into the idea that the reg-
ular processes of the Senate should not
be followed. He agrees with Senator
REID, apparently, that if they can keep
it all bottled up to an end and we come
up on a crisis, they can all maneuver in
secret and cut a deal. They feel that is
the way we serve the American people.

I feel strongly that we are under-
mining the great power and responsi-
bility of the Senate as that place where
the great issues are discussed publicly
and openly and where we are account-
able and cast votes. Let me say again,
the reason the majority leader did not
want a budget to come up is because
when you bring a budget up, you have
to vote, people have alternatives, they
offer amendments, and the Members go
on record. He is protecting his Mem-
bers from having to do the primary re-
sponsibility of Senators who are before
the world to cast their vote and to be
accountable to the people who sent
them there.

It is not good for this body. This body
should be engaged in a historic debate
about the threat the debt poses to our
future, and we have been unengaged.
The discussions are being taken in se-
cret without the American people
being able to hold their representatives
accountable. I object.

I thank the Chair, and I yield the
floor.

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

Mrs. McCASKILL. Mr. President, I
try to listen very carefully to folks at
home. I would not quarrel with my
friend from Alabama in saying that it
is very clear to me—and it has been
clear to me for a long time—that Mis-
sourians are very worried about spend-
ing in the Federal Government. In fact,
my friend from Alabama and I started
work on this before, if one can say—we
were trying to cut spending before cut-
ting spending was cool. He and I were
working this floor for votes to try to
do something about spending long be-
fore last November’s election.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Yes.

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator
for recalling that event. I know the
Senator continued working across the
aisle on another proposal that has the
potential to be more effective than
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even the one we worked on together
last year. So I thank the Senator for
being willing to work in a way that
could be effective to do better.

Mrs. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, I
thank my friend from Alabama. There
is nothing wrong with walking across
the aisle and finding common ground.
Frankly, it is what I thought would be
common when I came to the Senate. It
is kind of what I learned in the history
books; that it would be common.

I have been watching what is devel-
oping, knowing my folks at home want
us to cut spending. I certainly have
been part of wanting to cut spending. I
have watched this debt ceiling ap-
proach. It is like watching a movie and
watching a car driving along, and you
are in a camera above it and you see
what is ahead, and you see this cliff
and you see this car driving toward
this cliff, and you are thinking, as you
start tensing—Oh, surely, you are not
going to go over the cliff.

Well, they have an opportunity to
avoid going over the cliff. They are not
going to go over the cliff. We are not
going to see these people die. They are
not going to drive over that cliff. They
are not going to knowingly drive over
a cliff. I have been thinking for the last
several weeks: There is no way people
who are elected—because they Ilove
their country—are going to let the car
go over the cliff. I have to tell my col-
leagues, I am worried.

What do we have to do to keep from
going over the cliff? Make no mistake
about it. It is a cliff. It is a historic
moment for our country. Never before
in the history of our country have the
world markets been worried about
whether the United States of America
will pay its bills. Never has that hap-
pened before in our history. So what
does it take?

Well, it is not complicated what it
takes. It takes one basic ingredient:
compromise. To keep from going over
the cliff, all we have to do is com-
promise.

I will tell my colleagues, reading my
mail and listening to phone calls that
have come in on the answering ma-
chine—and I am going to take phone
calls myself over the weekend—what
Missourians are now saying: Please
don’t go over the cliff. Please com-
promise. I am confident that is what
most Missourians want.

Compromises have already oc-
curred—big compromises. Most of us on
this side of the aisle believe the way we
get at our long-term debt structure is a
responsible approach that includes
some revenues. I advocate cleaning out
the goodies in the Tax Code so we can
lower tax rates. I don’t understand how
we can vote to gut the Medicare Pro-
gram and at the same time vote to con-
tinue writing checks to Big Oil. I can-
not conceive how a Member votes that
way. I cannot imagine I would vote to
keep writing a taxpayer check to the
most wealthy and profitable corpora-
tions in the history of the world at the
same time I was voting to put Medicare
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on a voucher program. That would be
saying to seniors, if they are 83 and
they have three chronic illnesses, and
they run out of Medicare coverage,
they are on their own. I can’t imagine
doing that.

But we compromised. We com-
promised and said: OK, we will set rev-
enues aside, for now. You will not vote
for revenues, Republican Party. Mem-
bers of the House in the Republican
Party, you will not vote for revenues.

So we took revenues off the table. By
the way, some people in my party were
not happy with that. I got those phone
calls: Why did you capitulate? Why did
you give in? We gave in because we
care about our country, and we don’t
want to go over the cliff. That is why
we gave in. So we gave in on revenues.

The Republicans wanted us to cut
spending by more than we raised the
debt ceiling. It is a political thing we
need to do, not required by the eco-
nomics, but we have done that. So now
we put revenues aside—compromise.
We have said we are going to cut spend-
ing by more than the rise in the debt
ceiling.

Now the only thing we have not com-
promised on, the only thing—which I
think is, really, when we think about
it—I didn’t think, frankly, this may
have been as big of a deal until I stand
here today—is to do this again in 6
months, to leave this loaded gun on the
table. We are going to leave this loaded
gun on the table for our economy?

People can talk to small businesses
right now and learn they are scared
about what is going to happen next
week. Will they be able to borrow
money? Will people be able to afford to
borrow money to buy cars? Will they
be able to afford to borrow money to
buy homes?

We talk about the economy going in
a tailspin, and we want to keep that
loaded gun on the table for another 6
months? There is no way we can pro-
vide the certainty in this kind of eco-
nomic climate if we leave the loaded
gun on the table.

So the only thing we have not agreed
to that is in the Boehner plan—well, it
depends on which plan it is. They keep
changing it to try to get enough votes.
I don’t know what it is today. But the
only thing we are not going to budge
on is saying to this country and our
business community and our job cre-
ators: We are going to kill job creation
for sure for the next 6 months by tell-
ing you we want to repeat this ridicu-
lous exercise in 6 months. We are not
going to do that.

The irony is, the people who want us
to do that are the people who have
been preaching certainty: We have to
have certainty. By the way, let’s do
this again in 6 months. We have to
have certainty. It is important we do
this again in 6 months.

I know the leader is working on try-
ing to get a compromise today, and I
am confident that before the day is
over there will be some kind of com-
promise that will be before this body
that we will have a chance to vote on.
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I will tell my colleagues this: People
will never hear me brag about refusing
to compromise. Some of my colleagues
from Missouri who serve in the House
of Representatives are willing right
now to brag about refusing to com-
promise. They are willing to say it is a
good thing to go off the cliff. I will
never brag about refusing to com-
promise because I don’t think that is
what we do here. When we look back in
history, America’s brightest moments
usually happened around the table of
compromise. The most difficult ques-
tions this country has wrestled with
through the years, we have forged a
way forward through compromise, and
that is what we needed to. That is what
we need tomorrow. That is what we
need as we approach the edge of the
cliff.

So my last message I will leave with
my colleagues across the aisle is this:
We have shown our willingness to com-
promise. Please show us yours. Please
show us yours and allow us to vote.
Allow us to vote on the compromise. If
my colleagues don’t want to vote for
the compromise, then don’t vote for it.
But allow us a chance to vote for it. Is
that too much to ask, just to allow us
an opportunity to move to a vote, to
avoid this country having a perma-
nently diminished status in the world?
I don’t think that is too much to ask.

So let us vote, and if my colleagues
can’t compromise on the substance of
the compromises that will be put for-
ward, at least allow our voices to be
heard by allowing a vote.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
ask unanimous consent that the
quorum call be equally divided.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

——————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that morning business
be extended until 3:30 this afternoon,
with Senators permitted to speak for
up to 10 minutes each; further, that at
3:30 p.m. the majority leader be recog-
nized.

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

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

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

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

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
15 minutes.

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

————

FREE TRADE AGREEMENTS WITH
SOUTH KOREA, COLOMBIA, AND
PANAMA

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I want to
remind my colleagues that this work
period was supposed to be our oppor-
tunity to finally enact, after years of
delay, the Free Trade Agreements with
our allies South Korea, Colombia, and
Panama.

These agreements were signed over 4
years ago, and this administration has
had more than 2% years to submit
them to Congress for consideration,
but they have failed to do so. Unfortu-
nately, we are going to have to con-
tinue to wait at least until September
before we get a vote.

Why does it matter that we pass
these agreements? It matters for two
reasons: first, because expanding trade
opportunities creates American jobs;
second, because we live in a competi-
tive global economy and other nations
are not standing still while we delay.

Economists overwhelmingly agree
that expanding trade opportunities cre-
ates jobs. The Obama White House, for
example, estimates that enactment of
these three trade agreements will boost
exports by at least $12 billion, sup-
porting over 70,000 American jobs.

The fact that lowering barriers to
U.S. exports will create jobs for Amer-
ican workers is common sense. Con-
sider that our market is already large-
ly open to foreign imports, including
those from Korea, Colombia, and Pan-
ama. Without trade agreements to en-
sure similar treatment for our export-
ers, American businesses will continue
to face high tariff and nontariff bar-
riers abroad.

Consider one example: the market for
agricultural products in Korea, which
is the world’s thirteenth largest econ-
omy. Korea’s tariffs on imported agri-
cultural goods average 54 percent, com-
pared to an average 9-percent tariff on
these imports into the United States.
Mr. President, 54 percent added on for
us to get our agricultural products into
Korea; only 9 percent for them to get
those same products into the United
States, that is a 45-percent differential.

Passage of the Korea Free Trade
Agreement will level this playing field.
Yet this administration continues to
delay sending the agreements to Con-
gress. The Obama White House would
prefer to hold these agreements hos-
tage because of a desire to expand the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
rather than improve the competitive
position of American producers.

At a time of near record unemploy-
ment and slow economic growth, this
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delay is unacceptable. I want to put a
fine point on that by saying that just
this morning the numbers came out.
The Bureau of Economic Analysis re-
leased its advance estimate of growth
in the inflation-adjusted gross domes-
tic product, GDP, for the second quar-
ter. According to the advance estimate,
annualized GDP growth in the second
quarter was 1.3 percent.

They went back and revised the first
quarter of 2011. They revised it down-
ward to .4 percent, down from a re-
ported rate of 1.9 percent. So they have
adjusted downward the first quarter
growth rate from 1.9 percent down to .4
percent, and we now know, according
to the advance estimate at least, that
second quarter GDP growth is only 1.3
percent—way under what the assump-
tions have been, way under what the
estimates have been, and way under
what it is going to take for us to get
the economy turned around and grow-
ing again and get people back to work.

Couple that with the job-crushing
regulations, the taxes that have come
since this administration has taken of-
fice, and it is making it very difficult
for our economy to recover and to grow
and to get back on track. So the ad-
ministration wishes to hold these
agreements hostage because of their
desire to expand the Trade Adjustment
Assistance Program rather than get
these producers back access to these
markets we should have access to in
some of these countries, and we cannot
afford to wait any longer to do that.

The reasons are very clear. We have
an economy that is sluggish, that is
struggling to get back on its feet. We
have three free trade agreements that
have been hanging around here lan-
guishing literally now for 4 years that
would open up export opportunities
and, as I said, even according to the
President’s own estimates, add 70,000
jobs to our economy.

The position of Leader MCCONNELL
and Republican Senators has been con-
sistent from the beginning. We are
happy to have a debate on the merits of
expanding trade adjustment assistance
and to consider this bill as a stand-
alone measure. But we will not hold
the trade agreements hostage to con-
sideration of trade adjustment assist-
ance.

I want to commend my colleagues
Senators PORTMAN and BLUNT for the
letter they recently spearheaded with
10 other Republican Senators commit-
ting to support the necessary proce-
dural votes to consider trade adjust-
ment assistance as a stand-alone meas-
ure and on its own merits.

In light of this letter, it is very clear
the administration has run out of ex-
cuses for not submitting the trade
agreements to Congress.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have the Portman-Blunt letter
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 19, 2011.
President BARACK OBAMA,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: as Republican Sen-
ators, we urge you to submit the Korea, Co-
lombia and Panama trade agreements as
soon as possible, with the understanding that
we will support a separate Trade Adjustment
Assistance (TAA) bill that reflects the bipar-
tisan reforms negotiated by Chairmen Bau-
cus and Camp and the White House.

In order to move this process forward, we
commit to supporting cloture on the motion
to proceed to such a TAA bill and cloture on
the bill itself. We believe that the trade
agreements and TAA should receive separate
up or down votes on their merits.

We therefore urge you to separate the
pending trade agreements and TAA, and im-
mediately submit the three trade agree-
ments to Congress.

Sincerely,

Roy Blunt, Scott P. Brown, Rob
Portman, John Boozman, John Hoeven,
Susan Collins, Lisa Murkowski, John-
ny Isakson, Ron Wicker, Dan Coats,
Thad Cochran, Mike Johanns.

Mr. THUNE. There is a path forward
in both the House and the Senate for
trade adjustment assistance, and we
have bipartisan majorities in both
Chambers waiting to vote for the
Korea, Colombia, and Panama agree-
ments. So why are we still waiting for
the White House to do the right thing
and send us these agreements?

This ongoing delay is having a real
impact on American businesses, and it
will only get worse. On July 1, the Eu-
ropean Union-Korea trade agreement
went into effect. According to press re-
ports, European exports to Korea rose
16 percent in the first 13 days after the
Korea-EU Free Trade Agreement en-
tered into force.

Let’s be clear about what this means.
Korean consumers are choosing to buy
German, French, and British cars, elec-
tronics, and agricultural products rath-
er than American-made products be-
cause these HEuropean products now
have a price advantage. This was en-
tirely preventable if we had acted on
the U.S.-Korea agreement sooner.

Likewise, the Canada-Colombia
agreement will go into effect on Au-
gust 15. This will result in an advan-
tage for Canadian goods, such as con-
struction equipment, aircraft, and a
range of other industrial and agricul-
tural products. Much as with Korea,
the United States businesses will find
themselves at a competitive disadvan-
tage because we have failed to act.

Again, this did not have to happen.
The administration finalized its labor
action plan for Colombia back in April.
We have had plenty of time to consider
these agreements over the past several
months. Instead, we are facing a situa-
tion where United States wheat pro-
ducers are likely to be completely shut
out of the Colombian market once the
agreement with Canada has gone into
effect.

This is amazing, when you think
about it, when you consider that just a
few years ago American wheat pro-
ducers dominated the market in Co-
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lombia with a 73-percent market share.
That was as of 2008.

In 2010, for the first time in the his-
tory of United States-Colombia trade,
the United States lost to Argentina its
position as Colombia’s No. 1 agricul-
tural supplier.

Consider the story of three crops we
grow in South Dakota: soybeans, corn,
and wheat. The combined market share
in Colombia for these three U.S. agri-
cultural exports has decreased from 81
percent in 2008 to 19 percent as of 2010—
a decline of 62 percentage points in a 2-
year period; an 8l-percent to a 19-per-
cent market share in corn, wheat, and
soybeans, for American agricultural
producers. Think about that. That is a
staggering collapse, which was totally
avoidable, totally preventable, if we
had simply acted on these trade agree-
ments much sooner. This is the real
cost of our delay while our trading
partners continue to pursue new re-
gional and bilateral trade agreements.

We are living in a global economy
where America cannot afford to stand
still on trade. As Senator BAUCUS noted
at a recent Finance Committee hear-
ing, in 1960, exports accounted for only
3.6 percent of our entire U.S. GDP;
today, exports account for 12.5 percent
of our GDP. Exports of U.S. goods and
services support over 10 million Amer-
ican jobs.

It is long past time we get back in
the game by passing the three pending
trade agreements. America’s manufac-
turers, America’s farmers, and Amer-
ica’s service providers cannot afford to
wait any longer. So I call upon the ad-
ministration to submit the trade agree-
ments to Congress before the August
recess. We are not going to be able to
consider these agreements until Sep-
tember, but sending them to Congress
now will send a strong signal that this
administration is finally serious about
getting them done. It would also be an
important show of good faith to our
close allies, South Korea, Colombia,
and Panama. These job-creating, mar-
ket-opening trade agreements should
be at the top of the agenda when we get
back in September.

Again, I want to reemphasize the im-
portance of that in light of these eco-
nomic numbers, the data that is com-
ing out that points out that in the sec-
ond quarter of this year our economic
growth was a sluggish 1.3 percent, and
that the revised estimate now for the
first quarter of this year was .4 per-
cent.

We will never get the unemployment
rate down, we will never get America’s
economy expanding and back on its
feet, we will never start dealing with
these massive debt issues we have, one,
if we do not cut spending—which is the
other issue we are debating today—but
also if we are not growing and expand-
ing the American economy.

We can do that. There are so many
things these trade agreements would
do not only for agricultural exporters
but for other producers of American
goods, and we ought to be doing that.
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It is high time we at least do some of
the things we can do to get the econ-
omy growing again. I cannot emphasize
enough the lost market opportunities,
the lost chance at economic growth,
the lost jobs that are associated with
the fact that this administration has
delayed now, since they have been in
office—2% years—in submitting these
three free trade agreements to Con-
gress, three free trade agreements that
have broad bipartisan support from
Congress, which we as Republicans
have been waiting to act upon now for
almost the 4 years since these agree-
ments were negotiated in the first
place.

So it is high time we change that. It
is one thing that we can do to affect
the economy in this country, among
the other things. I would simply add as
sort of a final point, the debate we are
having about the debt limit is also one
that needs to be dealt with if we are
going to get serious about growing the
economy and creating jobs.

If we look at the economy, we look at
this President’s economic record, and
we look at the data, almost every met-
ric we can measure, he has made this
economy much worse. The President
has said repeatedly—and he said it in
his speech the other night—he blames
the previous administration for where
we are today. I do not think anybody
here will dispute the fact that he inher-
ited a difficult set of economic cir-
cumstances. But there is no question,
if we look at every metric, that he has
made the situation much worse.

Whether that is unemployment,
which is up 18 percent—there are 2.1
million more people unemployed today
than there were when he took office—
whether it is the debt, which has grown
by 35 percent since he took office;
whether it is the number of Americans
who are receiving food stamps, which
has gone up by 40 percent since he took
office—and I might add in my State of
South Dakota, a 58-percent increase in
the number of people receiving food
stamps.

The cost of health care in this coun-
try is up 19 percent since this President
took office. The cost of gasoline has
gone up almost 100 percent—99 per-
cent—since this President took office.
The amount of the debt per person in
this country has gone up by $11,000.
Every American now owes $11,000 more
as their share of our Federal debt since
this President took office.

The economic record of this adminis-
tration is abysmal. It is high time we
took the steps to do something about
that. It strikes me at least, as I look at
the policies they have been putting in
place, that they seem to want to make
it more difficult and more expensive
for people in this country to create
jobs. We see that in regulations coming
out of all of these various agencies. We
see it in the massive runup in the
growth, in the size of government, the
new mandates that have been imposed
on a lot of our small businesses as a re-
sult of the new health care bill, the
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new taxes that have been imposed on
our small businesses as a result of the
new health care legislation.

At every turn American small busi-
nesses, which create the jobs that will
get this economy growing again, tell us
the economic uncertainty, the job-
crushing policies that are coming out
of this administration have been a
major inhibitor, a major impediment
to them creating jobs and getting peo-
ple back to work in this country.

The trade agreements are just some-
thing I would add on to that list. We
have three trade agreements that have
been teed up. It has been almost 4
years since they were negotiated. This
administration has been in office now
for 2% years. The President contin-
ually gets up, as he did at the State of
the Union, and talks about wanting to
double the trade in 5 years, talks about
supporting these three trade agree-
ments. Yet it is a very simple thing.
All he has to do is submit them to Con-
gress. The trade agreements are nego-
tiated. All he has to do is send them
here. We are ready to act to put Ameri-
cans back to work, to open up export
opportunities to American producers,
to get the economy growing again, and
create jobs.

I hope in addition to dealing with the
issue of runaway spending and debt,
which, in my view, is the predominant
issue we need to deal with—and, clear-
ly, between now and Tuesday we have
to get a solution in place that will
avert the economic adversity we could
be dealing with, the adverse cir-
cumstances if we do not deal with that.
But that needs to be accompanied by
serious reductions in spending, spend-
ing reforms. Then we have to be put-
ting in place policies that will enable
economic growth in this country, that
will make it less expensive, less dif-
ficult for small businesses to create
jobs, not more difficult.

Unfortunately, that is the record to
date of this administration. I hope we
can change that and start today by
sending these trade agreements to the
Congress so we can act on them and get
these things approved and get Amer-
ican businesses exporting to these
three countries.

I yield the floor.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

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

The

THE DEBT CEILING
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are
now reaching a critical hour in the
Congress of the United States on the
question of extending the debt limit of

July 29, 2011

the Nation and of fundamentally deal-
ing with the debt of the Nation. I don’t
think there is any serious person in ei-
ther body who does not understand
that we must deal with the debt itself
as we extend the debt limit. We are
borrowing 40 cents of every dollar we
spend. The gross debt of the United
States will reach 100 percent of our
GDP by the end of this year. The best
economists in the country, of whatever
philosophical stripe, are telling us we
are on an unsustainable course that
must be changed.

Mr. President, in the midst of this,
we have had the House so far unable to
send us a package. Now, we are told
they do have the votes because they
have added a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution as part of
their package. The balanced budget
amendment they previously proposed
in the House of Representatives can
never pass the Senate—at least as this
body is currently constituted—and it
should not pass this body. It is deeply
flawed. To attach that to a measure
that has to pass both Houses before
Tuesday of next week, frankly, is an
indication of a lack of seriousness on
the part of our colleagues in the House
of Representatives.

Ultimately, there has to be a bipar-
tisan agreement. Our friends in the
other party control the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Senate is controlled
by my party, the Democratic Party,
and we have a Democrat in the White
House. No serious person can fail to un-
derstand that putting an amendment
to the Constitution of the United
States that is deeply flawed into that
package absolutely guarantees it can-
not pass in this Chamber. That would
take a two-thirds vote. I don’t believe
it would even command a simple ma-
jority here, much less a two-thirds
vote.

So here we are at the eleventh hour,
and people in the other body seemingly
are still not serious about coping with
the challenge of both extending the
debt limit to avoid a default, which
would be catastrophic, and dealing
with the debt itself. I understand ideo-
logical rigidity. The time for that is
past. The time now is to work together
in some reasonable way so we advance
legislation that both extends the debt
limit to avoid the catastrophic con-
sequences of a default and deals with
the debt threat itself.

The New York Times on Wednesday
had this story: “On All Levels of the
Economy, Concern About the Im-
passe.”” What they were talking about
is the rating agencies saying that if we
don’t do both, if we don’t extend the
debt limit and deal effectively with the
debt itself, they are going to down-
grade the rating of our credit as a
country. The story goes on to say:

Economists and analysts are trying to
gauge the costs to the economy and con-
sumers if the United States loses its solid-
gold credit rating—a move that appears
more likely now that the stand-off in Wash-
ington over government spending has calci-
fied. Some economists say the effects of low-
ering the Federal Government’s credit rating
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to AA from AAA can be measured in the bil-
lions of dollars in increased borrowing costs
for the government and in the billions more
that consumers, corporations, states, and
municipalities will have to pay for their
credit. It also could erode consumer and
business confidence, slowing even further the
economy and job creation.

It has started already. We have just
learned the latest numbers on eco-
nomic growth. They were a tepid 1.3
percent. This uncertainty being cre-
ated by a failure to deal with our debt
and with an extension of the debt limit
is creating a headwind for our econ-
omy, reducing economic growth, slow-
ing job creation, and costing us a
stronger recovery.

I want to remind colleagues that
every 1 percentage point increase in in-
terest rates adds $1.3 trillion to the
deficits. So kicking this can down the
road and not facing up to it has enor-
mous consequences: $1.3 trillion added
debt for every 1 percent increase in in-
terest rates. This is just the effect on
the Federal Government. Trillions
more would be the effect on consumers,
on companies, and on other levels of
government with an increase in inter-
est rates.

The proposal by the Speaker that ap-
parently the House is now prepared to
send us has fatal flaws, and here they
are:

First of all, it would repeat the de-
fault crisis in just 6 months. That
would continue the uncertainty and
put the economy at further risk. Our
friends on the other side have repeat-
edly said how uncertainty is hurting
this economy, and now they them-
selves want to create more uncer-
tainty. It makes no sense.

The Boehner plan includes signifi-
cantly less deficit reduction than does
the Reid plan. The Boehner plan, as I
understand it—we have not been able
to calculate his newest version fully—
was in the range of $1 trillion of sav-
ings. Majority Leader REID’s plan is
well over $2 trillion of savings.

Third, the Boehner plan provides no
firewall between security and nonsecu-
rity spending. That means even deeper
cuts on the domestic side of the ledger
because we all know what happens if
you don’t have a firewall.

Finally, it requires an irresponsible
balanced budget amendment approach
that has been clearly rejected here and
will be rejected again. That is certain.

Standard & Poor’s has warned
against repeated debt ceiling debates.
Here is what they said on July 26:

We would be concerned if we thought that
the debt ceiling debate would come back and
be open and we’d have to go through all this
again and again and again. That would be a
negative, in our view.

This is the rating agency that deter-
mines what the interest rates will be
on the debt of our country—not di-
rectly but indirectly because if they
rate down our creditworthiness, that
will increase interest rates. So they are
sending a very clear signal: Don’t do
the Speaker BOEHNER plan that has
only a 6-month extension and repeat
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this whole process and create more un-
certainty and put the economy further
at risk. To avoid a U.S. credit rating
downgrade, S&P wants to see a bipar-
tisan debt-reduction effort, not the to-
tally partisan approach  Speaker
BOEHNER has for the moment chosen to
pursue. I don’t know what could be
more clear.

The other body is in control of our
friends in the other party; this body is
in control of the Democrats. At the end
of the day, we have to come together.
We have to work together.

Now, I have been part of two efforts
to work together.

Last year, the fiscal commission—18
of us were given the responsibility to
come up with a plan to get our debt
under control. At the end of the day, 11
of the 18 agreed on a plan—5 Demo-
crats, 5 Republicans, and 1 Inde-
pendent—fully bipartisan. I was proud
to be part of the 11 who agreed to that
plan.

This year, I have been part of the
Group of 6—3 Democrats, 3 Repub-
licans—who were asked by about 30 of
our colleagues to see if we could find a
way to implement the findings of the
commission because for the commis-
sion’s findings to be implemented, they
had to have a super-supermajority.
They had to have 14 of the 18 agree, and
even though we had 11 of 18, it wasn’t
enough. So about 30 Senators met at
the beginning of this year, the end of
last, and asked a group of us—6, 3
Democrats and 3 Republicans—to see if
we could come up with a bipartisan
plan. We worked all year, hundreds of
hours, and we have agreed. We have
laid out a plan for our colleagues. It is
the only bipartisan plan before either
Chamber.

Speaker BOEHNER at this late hour is
still pursuing a plan only on the Re-
publican side of the aisle and only in
one Chamber. That can’t possibly be a
recipe for success.

David Beers, Standard & Poor’s glob-
al head of sovereign ratings, said this
on July 26:

We will measure the deal on a number of
parameters. One is, is it credible? And credi-
bility, among other things, means to us that
there has to be some buy-in across the polit-
ical divide, across both parties, because poli-
tics can and will change going forward. And
if there’s ownership by both sides of the pro-
gram, then that would give us more con-
fidence. It’s not just about the number. It’s
about the all-in intent.

Mr. President, are our colleagues lis-
tening? The solution cannot be found
on just one side of the aisle in one
Chamber. This is going to require bi-
partisan, bicameral cooperation. We
are going to have to act like adults,
not like kids in a schoolyard pointing
fingers, spreading rumors, spreading
blame. That will not lead to success.

Here is the circumstance we face.
The red line is the spending line of the
United States going back 60 years, and
the green line is the revenue line of the
United States going back 60 years.
What you can see is that the revenue of
the United States as a share of our na-
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tional income is the lowest it has been
in 60 years. Spending as a share of our
national income is the highest it has
been in 60 years. Revenue is the lowest,
spending is the highest—that is why we
have record deficits. Clearly, you have
to work both sides of the equation to
get a solution.

Some of our friends on the other side
are saying: Don’t touch revenue. Some
of our friends on both sides are saying:
Ah, and don’t touch entitlements.
Don’t touch Medicare, don’t touch So-
cial Security, don’t touch Medicaid.

If you can’t touch revenue and you
can’t touch the entitlements, you can’t
solve the problem by definition. When
you are borrowing 40 cents of every
dollar and you exclude all revenue—
that is half the equation—and you ex-
clude 60 percent of Federal spending—if
you eliminated all the rest of Federal
spending, every dime for defense, for
nondefense discretionary, if you elimi-
nated every dime, it wouldn’t solve the
problem. At some point we have to get
serious and real with the American
people. The balanced budget amend-
ment our colleagues in the House sent
us previously, that has already been re-
jected here once. Now they are putting
it in the package to send to us again at
the eleventh hour—it is a balanced
budget amendment that is as deeply
flawed as any amendment I have seen
in 25 years in this Chamber.

Let me review what our friends on
the other side sent us in a balanced
budget amendment that was rejected
here just in the last few weeks:

No. 1, it would restrict the ability to
respond to economic downturns—mean-
ing we would compound the decline.
That is bad economics, and it is not
going to pass.

No. 2, it uses Social Security funds to
calculate balance and subjects that
program to the same cuts as other Fed-
eral spending even though Social Secu-
rity has its own trust fund and is sepa-
rately funded.

No. 3, it shifts the ultimate decisions
on budgeting to unelected and unac-
countable judges.

No. 4, it requires a State ratification
process that could take years to com-
plete. We don’t have years to wait for
a State ratification process for a con-
stitutional amendment. We need to
make these spending and revenue deci-
sions ourselves, and do it now. It is our
responsibility. Let’s not wait for the
States to ratify a constitutional
amendment before we take the action
that is necessary.

The balanced budget amendment the
House previously sent us has the risk
of turning a recession into a depres-
sion. Why do I say that? There is no
provision in the amendment they sent
us for an economic downturn as being
an exemption from the balanced budget
requirement. That is Hoover economics
all over again. How many times do we
have to learn the harsh lesson that
when we are in an economic freefall,
the only entity big enough to pull us
out is the collective organization of
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our government? That is the only place
that has the muscle to prevent a reces-
sion from turning into a depression.
The balanced budget amendment our
colleagues sent us before would abso-
lutely lock down the Federal Govern-
ment’s ability to respond. That would
be a profound mistake and contradict
all we have learned in economics since
the Great Depression.

This is what Norman Ornstein, a
scholar at the American Enterprise In-
stitute, said about this constitutional
amendment. He called it a ‘‘really
dumb idea.”’

This is what he said:

Few ideas are more seductive on the sur-
face and more destructive in reality than a
balanced budget amendment.

Here is why: Nearly all our States have
balanced budget requirements. That means
when the economy slows, States are forced
to raise taxes or slash spending at just the
wrong time, providing a fiscal drag when
what is needed is countercyclical policy to
stimulate the economy. In fact, the fiscal
drag from the states in 2009-2010, was barely
countered by the Federal stimulus plan.
That meant the Federal stimulus provided
was nowhere near what was needed but far
better than doing nothing. Now imagine that
scenario with a federal drag instead.

The Washington Post ran an editorial
about the House balanced budget
amendment headlined, ‘A Bad Idea Re-
turns.”

Rewriting the Constitution is the wrong
way to deal with the debt.

Here is what they said in their edi-
torial:

Worse yet, the latest version would impose
an absolute cap on spending as a share of the
economy.

It would prevent Federal expenditures
from exceeding 18 percent of the Gross Do-
mestic Product in any year. Most unfortu-
nately, the amendment lacks a clause let-
ting the government exceed that limit to
strengthen a struggling economy. No matter
how shaky the State of the Union, policy-
makers would be prevented from adopting
emergency spending such as, the extension of
unemployment insurance and other counter-
cyclical expenses that have helped cushion
the blow of the current economic downturn.

It doesn’t stop there. This is what
Senator MCCAIN said on the Republican
balanced budget amendment proposal
on July 27:

What is amazing about this, some members
are believing we can pass a balanced budget
amendment to the Constitution in this body
with its present representation, and that is
foolish. That is worse than foolish. That is
deceiving many of our constituents.
That is not fair to the American people to
hold out and say we will not agree to raising
the debt limit until we pass a balanced budg-
et amendment to the Constitution. It is un-
fair. It is bizarro. Maybe some people who
have only been in this body for 6 or 7 months
or so believe that. Others know better. . . .
It is time we listened to the markets. It is
time we listened to our constituents. Most of
all, it is time we listened to the American
people and sit down and seriously negotiate
something. . . .

Senator MCCAIN had it exactly right.
Sending us a deeply flawed balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
of the United States at the eleventh
hour is not designed to achieve a re-
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sult. It is designed to achieve a head-
line, a bumper sticker slogan that will
not help us solve the problem.

Here is what a top economic adviser
to former President Reagan said about
the House balanced budget amendment.
This is Bruce Bartlett, a former
Reagan administration top economic
adviser. He said:

I have previously explained the idiocy of
right wing advocates . . . of a balanced budg-
et amendment. However, the new Republican
balanced budget proposal is especially dim-
witted. . . . In short this is quite possibly the
stupidest constitutional amendment I think
I have ever seen. It looks like it was drafted
by a couple of interns on the back of a nap-
kin. Every Senator cosponsoring this bal-
anced budget amendment should be ashamed
of themselves.

That is from a former top economic
adviser to Ronald Reagan. Is anybody
listening? Is anybody paying attention
to how far off base things have slipped
in the other body to send us at this mo-
ment, at this critical juncture, a plan
that has absolutely no chance of pass-
ing in this body, and should not?

What is so deeply flawed is—in addi-
tion to the other points I have made—
the balanced budget amendment the
House Republicans sent us earlier set a
spending cap of 18 percent of GDP.
Well, let’s add up what that would
mean.

We can see Social Security is the red
band. That is about 5 percent of GDP.
If we add defense and all other non-
health care spending, that takes us up
to about 16.5 percent of GDP. Interest
on the debt takes us to over 18 percent
of GDP.

Do you notice what is missing? Medi-
care. In the Republican plan they sent
to us with a spending cap of 18 percent
of GDP, if we fund Social Security, if
we fund defense and other nonhealth
spending, and we fund interest on the
debt, there is no money left. There is
no money for Medicare. There is no
money for Medicaid. There is no money
for any health care spending. That is
what the House of Representatives sent
us in the last several weeks as a bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States.

When some on our side called it cut,
cap, and Kkill Medicare, they were not
kidding. If we add it up, it does not add
up. Not only that, the balanced budget
amendment our colleagues in the
House sent us in the last few weeks
also said it would take a two-thirds
vote to get any additional revenue even
though revenue is the lowest it has
been in 60 years. They would apply a
two-thirds requirement to get more
revenue. Really? So they would protect
with a two-thirds vote requirement
every tax scam, every offshore tax
haven, every abusive tax shelter that is
currently being used by some to avoid
and evade the taxes they owe our coun-
try.

I have shown this picture on the floor
of the Senate many times. This is a lit-
tle building in the Cayman Islands. It
is a little five-story building that
claims to be home to 18,857 companies.
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They all say this is their business
headquarters. I have said that is the
most efficient building in the world. A
little five-story building down there,
and it is the headquarters of 18,000
companies. Anybody believe that? Any-
body believe that 18,000 companies are
operating out of that little building
down in the Cayman Islands? They are
not operating their businesses out of
there. They are engaged in a giant tax
scam to make all the rest of us pick up
their responsibilities.

All of us who pay what we owe are
getting stuck by the companies that
are hiding out in this little building
down in the Cayman Islands avoiding
the taxes they owe our country. There
are no taxes down in the Cayman Is-
lands, so they operate out of this little
building down there, five-story build-
ing, 18,000 companies. They avoid pay-
ing the taxes they owe and stick all the
rest of us with the responsibility. That
is not right.

The constitutional amendment our
colleagues in the House of Representa-
tives sent us would protect that behind
a wall of a two-thirds vote, which
means we would have an impossible
time ever fixing this problem. It is
hard to get a 60-percent vote much less
two-thirds. They would protect every
offshore tax haven, every abusive tax
shelter, every unfair tax preference
that is in the current code because
they would require a two-thirds vote to
change it. That flawed amendment is
not going to pass the Senate—not now,
not later this year, not next year be-
cause it, itself, would require a two-
thirds vote. It is not going to happen.
So I would say to our colleagues in the
other Chamber that sending us a to-
tally partisan approach with a deeply
flawed constitutional amendment is
not going to work. It is not going to
help solve the problem.

Now is the time for us to join in a se-
rious dialogue about solving the prob-
lem—solving the debt threat over-
hanging the country which will require
not a $1 trillion package as is in the
House offering but a $4 trillion pack-
age. The occupant of the chair well
knows of what I speak. He was Gov-
ernor of West Virginia. He dealt with a
fiscal crisis in his State, and he guided
his State through that crisis not by op-
erating just on one side of the aisle but
by working together with people on
both sides to come up with solutions,
not political slogans.

We are way beyond that. We are
within days of a default on the debt of
the United States that would have cat-
astrophic consequences for the econ-
omy of our country.

It is time. It is time, I say to my col-
leagues, to come together to do some-
thing that can pass—to deal, yes, with
the debt limit but also to deal with the
debt itself. It will be an empty gesture
if we just extend the debt limit and we
don’t deal with the debt itself.

Our leader, to his credit, has put
something together that begins to take
ideas from both sides of the aisle to try
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to resolve this crisis. It would save the
Nation from an immediate economic
crisis. It would provide a significant
downpayment on deficit reduction—
more than $2 trillion—and it would put
in place a special joint congressional
committee, equally divided, Democrats
and Republicans, to find additional
savings. Also, there is no new revenue
in this plan. Our friends on the other
side have thus far said—at least in the
House of Representatives—they can ac-
cept no new revenue, none, not a
penny. So our leader has said: OK. I
don’t like that, but if that is your line
in the sand, for right now we will ac-
cept it so we can find a solution both
sides can support. So no new revenue,
more than $2 trillion of spending cuts,
and a special joint committee to come
up with a plan to achieve even greater
savings. That is a pretty good offer to
the other side to say: We hear you. We
want to work with you because we need
a solution.

We are just days away from a true
crisis, one that would be self-inflicted.
I say to my colleagues, let’s not go
there. Let’s come together. We have
shown we can do it in the past. We need
to do it now—not with blame, not with
finger-pointing, but by saying this is a
time to join together, to stand shoul-
der to shoulder to prevent irreparable
damage being done to our country.

I say to my colleagues: Now is the
time, this day, we have to find a way to
come together.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.
I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANCHIN). The clerk will call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

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

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

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to speak about the looming
August 2 deadline for raising the debt
ceiling and making reforms, or budget
cuts at least, that would allow us to
show we are not going to have business
as usual in Washington but that we are
going to raise the debt ceiling with the
necessary reforms.

Despite the differences in this body,
we are all here to share three concerns:

First, we do know at this point, be-
cause of the time it has taken us to
cobble together something that could
be put through both of our Houses and
signed by the President, that we have
fundamental differences in the prin-
ciples of how we should run our govern-
ment. I think it is very clear that Re-
publicans have stood for no taxes, espe-
cially in this economic environment.
We believe piling taxes on top of the
cost of the Obama health care system
that is in the process of being imple-
mented would keep our businesses from
hiring people and getting this 9.2-per-
cent unemployment rate down. I think
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we all agree we need to bring that un-
employment rate down, but we have
fundamental differences about what is
causing it and how we can solve it.

No. 2, we all agree, I believe, or 95
percent of us agree, that we cannot de-
fault on the debt in our country. I do
believe in both Houses the vast major-
ity believe we should not go into de-
fault. The costs of a default are not
being considered nearly enough. The
costs of a default, of interest rates
going up, of having to give backpay,
having to correct some of the many
issues we will face by having some of
the people who are owed money but not
paid, and having to pay interest and
extra interest if we are in default. We
cannot allow that to happen. I think
we all agree on that.

We are all troubled with the delay in
resolving this issue. The delay I think
has been caused for many reasons. Of
course, our fundamental differences are
one. But I believe that although Mem-
bers of Congress and leaders in Con-
gress have been talking for a long time,
the President has never put forward a
real plan.

The Senate majority leader and the
House Speaker have put forward plans.
I believe there is a common ground
that can be found between these two
proposals. But they are not the same.
In fact, I think the Republican leader
in the Senate has also put forward a
plan, and I think we are seeing the dif-
ferent pieces of the plans that have
been put forward now starting to come
together.

I believe the Boehner plan is a good
one. I believed in the cut, cap, and bal-
ance legislation, where you cut spend-
ing now to make your downpayment,
you cap spending every year for the
next 10 years at a level that brings
down the overall deficit, and you send
a balanced budget amendment to the
States for ratification. I feel so certain
if we could pass a balanced budget
amendment from this Congress and
send it to the States, it would be rati-
fied and it would put us on the real
course for fiscal responsibility, the
course that would assure that Social
Security is sound, that Medicare
works, and that our children and
grandchildren will not inherit a debili-
tating debt that hurts our economy. So
I do believe that cut, cap, and balance
legislation was the right way forward.
But Congress is split. We have a major-
ity of Democrats in the Senate and Re-
publicans in the House. Therefore, we
are not going to get everything that
any one of us believes is right. Cer-
tainly we are not going to get the
Boehner plan in the Senate. But it is
the right approach, and we will have to
take a few steps at a time and I hope
we will be able to come to terms on a
way forward with the principles of cut-
ting spending, putting a cap on spend-
ing, and not raising the debt ceiling
any more than the cuts that can be
counted.

That is what concerns me about the
Reid plan. Senator REID is calling for
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$2.7 trillion in an increase in the debt
ceiling. The purpose, as the President
has stated, is to get through the next
election in 2012 and not deal with this
again. But the next election should not
be the focus. The focus should be, how
do we show that our country is on the
right track to get this enormous debt
whittled down by whittling down the
deficits and having sound budget prin-
ciples.

This $2.7 trillion would be the largest
debt ceiling increase in the history of
America. The previous largest debt
limit increase was $1.9 trillion, which
President Obama signed into law in
February of last year.

This debt ceiling increase in Senator
REID’s proposal is not paid for. It offers
$1 trillion in cuts for a $2.7 trillion in-
crease. Many of those cuts are illusory.
They are not cuts that can be counted.
To say we are going to label $1 trillion
of cuts savings from leaving Afghani-
stan and Iraq is not credible. We don’t
know what the obstacles are going to
be in Afghanistan and possibly Iraq. We
also don’t know what we might have to
do in the Middle East going forward.
Afghanistan is not settled. We have to
have a certain level of stability on the
ground in Afghanistan or we will have
wasted the billions we have already
spent and the lives of our military per-
sonnel in Afghanistan because it will
go back to the way it was before, a cen-
ter for terrorism that will or can come
to our country. It did once already. We
have been over there to try to wipe out
al-Qaida and the Taliban. We have been
over there losing American lives and
spending American taxpayer dollars to
protect our country from another 9/11.
To say we are going to cut $1 trillion in
the future over the next 10 years when
we aren’t placing the emphasis on what
are the conditions on the ground is not
sound policy, and it is certainly not
sound national security policy. So that
is illusory.

Then the other parts of the cuts that
I think are very hard to decipher are
cutting waste, fraud, and abuse, which
we all want to do, but we don’t have
the guarantee of those cuts.

I think it is important for us to look
at the cuts and try to make sure that
if we are going to raise the debt ceil-
ing, we raise it only the amount of the
actual cuts that we can produce.

In Majority Leader REID’s legislation
there is a joint committee. There is
also one in the Boehner bill. In the ma-
jority leader’s legislation the com-
mittee has to report, but its product
doesn’t have to be passed and enacted
before the debt ceiling is lifted. That is
the real problem in Senator REID’S pro-
posal. The bill would lose its expedited
status, and the joint committee would
dissolve on January 13, 2012 under Sen-
ator REID’s proposal and then we would
still have the lifting of the debt ceiling
that has already been enacted. That is
not the way to go forward.

The joint committee proposed in the
Boehner plan is forced to produce sav-
ings, and the forcing mechanism in this
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case is the fact that the debt limit
can’t be increased unless the cuts are
enacted. So you will keep the governor
on the debt increase by assuring that
there have to be cuts in spending dollar
for dollar.

Third, there is no balanced budget
amendment included in the Reid pro-
posal and, in fact, there is no require-
ment that we even vote on a balanced
budget amendment.

I know that it would be very difficult
to pass a balanced budget amendment
right now out of Congress, but I do be-
lieve it is the best thing we could do
for the long-term security of our coun-
try. So I would hope as we come to-
gether—because we know the reality
here. The Reid bill is not going to pass
the House and the Boehner bill is prob-
ably not going to pass the Senate. So
we have got to come together with a
plan. Maybe it is a short-term plan
that has a dollar-for-dollar cut along
with the raising of the debt ceiling or
maybe we can get more after we dis-
patch the two bills that are now before
the Congress, and try to put something
together that has the best parts of
both.

I could not support the Reid plan as
it is today and I do support the
Boehner plan, but I also know that nei-
ther of them is going to pass the other
House. So I think it is incumbent on us
to now go forward and let’s quickly
start doing the work that could
produce results, and that is to try to
get the best of both of these before the
August 2 deadline. I think we have got
to be open to what can work that stays
within the principles of no tax in-
creases and no debt ceiling increase
without the same amount of dollars at
least to be cut from spending, with real
cuts that can be assured. I think the
American public is looking not for
promises but for the assurance in the
law that we will not be able to raise
the debt ceiling without some cutting
of spending and reforms that would
equal the amount the debt ceiling has
increased. We can go forward with
those principles which I think both
sides would agree to at this final few
days we have before that debt ceiling is
reached. It is time to vote on these
bills and then get down to the real
work of determining what is the best in
both that we can pass in both Houses.

Thank you.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent that the quorum call be re-
scinded.

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

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent that I be permitted to engage
in a colloquy with my Republican col-
leagues for up to 30 minutes.

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

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I
come to the floor today as the Nation
watches the activities in the Capitol
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and on Capitol Hill as someone from
the State of Wyoming, where we live
within our means and balance our
budget every year, and as a result we
actually have a surplus in the State.
Contrast that to what is happening in
Washington with an incredible debt—
$14 trillion—more than people can ac-
tually fathom.

But people understand spending more
than they have or more than comes in,
and families all around the country re-
alize they can’t do that. Well, in Amer-
ica, as a nation we have been doing
that for many years—spending money
we don’t have, sending out more than
comes in, to the point we have had to
borrow and borrow and borrow and bor-
row. Each time we borrow too much,
which continues to happen, we have to
raise the debt ceiling—the amount of
money that can be borrowed.

The President has now asked that we
raise the debt ceiling again, but he has
asked that it be raised the largest
amount in the history of our country—
in the history of this great land. That
has an impact on people and families
all around the country. They are con-
cerned because they know they can’t
spend more than they bring in, they
can’t spend more than they have.

They think back to the days of John
Kennedy saying: ‘‘Ask not what your
country can do for you, ask what you
can do for your country,” and people in
Wyoming are concerned that it may
switch one day to: Ask not what your
country can do for you, ask what your
country must do for China because last
year, of every dollar we spent in this
country, 41 cents of it was borrowed,
half of it from overseas, and a lot of it
from China.

So how do we stay a great and strong
nation, the leader of the world, when
we owe that kind of money to another
country—a country that does not nec-
essarily have our own best interests at
heart?

That is why as this debate and dis-
cussion is going on about the debt ceil-
ing, the debt limit, people in Wyoming
tell me their biggest concern is not the
debt limit, it is the debt. The debt is
the threat. It is a threat to our own na-
tional security. Those aren’t just my
words; those are the words of the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
who said the greatest threat to our na-
tional security is our debt.

So I am so pleased to be joined on the
floor of the Senate by my colleague
from Nebraska, a neighbor, a next-door
neighbor, a former Governor of Ne-
braska, who, as a Governor, lived with
a system where he had to balance the
budget every year, and the buck
stopped with him.

So I ask my colleague from Ne-
braska, a former Cabinet Member who
has run a major Cabinet and a depart-
ment within the U.S. Government, per-
haps he could share with us what was
involved in having to make those
tough decisions and actually being held
to make those decisions.

Mr. JOHANNS. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming. It is my pleasure to be
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on the Senate floor with him and to
talk about my experience in dealing
with the reality of a balanced budget
amendment.

As I said a couple of weeks ago when
I spoke on the floor about this issue, I
heard many come to the floor who said:
This is a bad idea. This is bad policy.
Some have even gone so far as to de-
scribe it as almost kind of a radical ap-
proach. I have lived with a balanced
budget amendment. I have to say I did
not find it to be a radical approach
whatsoever.

In the State of Nebraska where I was
Governor for 6 years, and actually
prior to that when I was mayor of the
State capital, the community of Lin-
coln, I had to balance the budget. I had
no choice whatsoever about that. In
fact, in Nebraska, we had an additional
provision. Decades and decades ago,
when those who wrote the Nebraska
Constitution started thinking about
what kind of State they wanted, I
think they wisely realized that at some
point the politicians would try to hand
off or give away the State treasury and
promise everything to everybody for
obvious reasons: to get elected, to get
reelected.

So in the State constitution they
said we can’t borrow over $100,000. So
we had two requirements. One was that
on an annual basis the budget had to be
balanced, and the spending could not
exceed the revenues. The second re-
quirement was that we couldn’t issue
any bonds or debt to balance that
budget and, in fact, we go so far as to
not have any debt whatsoever, really.
We have a few lease-purchase agree-
ments on some equipment, but that is
it. We don’t even have debt for our
highways. We don’t lay a mile of con-
crete for a highway if we don’t have
the money to pay for it.

So for those who have described this
as sort of a radical approach, let me de-
scribe to them how this approach has
worked in our State.

Today in our State, our unemploy-
ment rate is 4.1 percent—4.1 percent. I
will go across the State very soon and
do townhall meetings in large commu-
nities—from the largest, Omaha, to
some of our very smallest. I can almost
assure my colleagues that one of the
comments I will hear in our rural com-
munities where they are working hard
to be business friendly and grow jobs
and opportunities for their residents,
they will say to me: One of the chal-
lenges we have, MIKE, is finding the
skill of labor we need to fill the jobs we
are creating.

I will also share with my colleagues
that this experiment—this radical ap-
proach that some have described—has
resulted in a legislative session that
ended early this year, that balanced
the budget, and did not borrow any
money. I will also share with my col-
leagues that our pensions are funded.
There are no stories about Nebraska
pensions are underfunded; that they
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have been borrowing out of the pen-
sions so someday when somebody re-
tires the pension will not be there for
them.

I will wrap up my comments by draw-
ing the contrast. The contrast with the
government that I find here is this: For
over 800 days we haven’t had a budget.
Under the leadership of my friends on
the other side of the aisle, the Demo-
crats, we have not had a budget for now
going on 3 years. We are being asked to
approve the largest debt increase in
our Nation’s history. That is what this
debate is all about.

In addition, we are closing in on $15
trillion worth of debt. The projection is
that in about 4 or 5 years from now we
will owe $20 trillion of debt.

My colleague mentioned I was in the
Cabinet. When I came to join the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet as the Secretary of Ag-
riculture and I shook the Lieutenant
Governor’s hand who has now been the
Governor for 8 years—he is now the
President of the National Governors
Association—I wished him well. I did
not have to say to him: I am very sorry
about all the debt I have taken on, be-
cause there was none. The bills were
paid, the budget was balanced, the pen-
sions were funded, the unemployment
rate was low, and he has continued
that conservative legacy.

By comparison, when Barack Obama
leaves the Presidency, he will tell his
successor: I ran up the largest debt in
our Nation’s history—larger than any
President in front of me. That is the
legacy he will leave behind for his chil-
dren and his grandchildren and ours,
and that is the sobering reality of to-
day’s debate.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the comments of the Senator
from Nebraska. I think about the fact
that he had to use honest figures, hon-
est accounting.

I see now a proposal by the majority
leader that, to me, seems to be full of
accounting gimmicks, tricks, things
such as using money as savings that
was never intended to be spent at all,
saying we will save all of this money
by not being at war in Iraq or Afghani-
stan for the next 10 years and counting
$1 trillion in savings when there was
never even an intention to spend that
in the first place. I don’t think anyone
in this body or on Capitol Hill believes
we will be at surge levels for the next
10 years in 2 wars, Afghanistan and
Iraq.

So I ask my colleague from Ne-
braska—and we are also joined by our
colleague from South Dakota—he
couldn’t have done something like that
in balancing his budget in Nebraska?

Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, we
would never have done that. Had I
walked into the unicameral for my
State of the State Address and done
things such as are being proposed here
today, I literally would have been run
out. The State senators would have
looked at the Governor and said: We
need a new Governor. And I think they
would have joined in a very bipartisan
response to that kind of approach.
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My colleague is absolutely right. I
looked through the proposal, and I
have to say, in all due respect to the
majority leader, this isn’t going to get
the support I think he hopes for. It
isn’t going to happen. It is going to be
voted down. It will not go to the finish
line because people just can’t support
it.

This idea that somehow we are going
to get a savings because we are not
going to be funding the surge levels in
Afghanistan, well, no one was going to
do that. The President wasn’t asking
for it. That money was never re-
quested. So to grab that out, as some-
body pointed out—and I wish I could
remember who—in a column today,
they said that is like trying to grab a
savings based upon the fact that we
will not be invading Canada this year.

Well, yes, we are not going to invade
Canada, but that is not budget savings,
and it is not a budget savings to some-
how claim we are not going to fund the
Afghanistan war for the next 10 years
at surge levels because that was never
anticipated.

I want to solve this problem, but we
have to be real with the American peo-
ple about how we are solving this prob-
lem—with real savings. I know it is
painful. My goodness, I have been
there. I have cut budgets before. I have
had to lay off people. But I think we
have to just be straight with the Amer-
ican people and say this is what it is
going to take to get there.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, my
colleague from South Dakota is here,
and he has been a Member of this body
longer than I have. To me, this debt
ceiling increase seems to be the largest
in history by any standard, whether we
include inflation or not. I think the
previous largest one was $1.9 trillion,
and that was also with this President.

So when we think about this Presi-
dent and what he inherited and where
we are now, it seems to me—I would
ask my colleague from South Dakota
to respond—it just seems he is making
it worse.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly echo what has been said by my
neighbors, my colleagues from Ne-
braska and Wyoming. Their States, as
well as mine, all have a balanced budg-
et amendment that requires our States
to live within our means. Our States do
it. They do it the old-fashioned way.
They do it by—in our case, in the State
of South Dakota, this year—having to
make some hard decisions about spend-
ing. But they balanced their budget,
and they did it without raising taxes,
which I think is a great model for what
we ought to be doing in Washington,
DC.

As the Senator from Wyoming has
pointed out, this is the largest re-
quested increase in the debt ceiling in
history. At $2.4 trillion—and, of course,
I think we are going to be asked at
some point to vote on the Democratic
leader’s proposal, which, as both of my
colleagues have pointed out, doesn’t
get us there.
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If we even use the standard I think
everybody realizes makes a lot of
sense—and that is if we are going to in-
crease the debt limit by $2.4 trillion,
we also ought to look at how we reduce
spending by $2.4 trillion. That way we
are getting a dollar-for-dollar reduc-
tion in spending, and we are fundamen-
tally addressing the real issue, which
isn’t the debt limit, it is the debt.

We all talk about the debt limit, and
it is looming, looking us right in the
eye right now. But the real issue is the
fact that year over year over year we
continue to spend more than we take
in.

We are not living within our means.
Both Senators have talked about a bal-
anced budget amendment. I was here as
a freshman Congressman in 1997, the
last time that was voted on. It was
voted on in the Senate. It never made
it to the House because it needed a
two-thirds vote, and it got 66 votes in
the Senate. Had it been able to pass
here and come to the House, I think we
would have passed it.

I cannot help but think how much
better our fiscal situation would be
today had we been able to do that back
in 1997, because at that time the over-
all Federal debt was $5 trillion. Today
it is $14 trillion. So there has been a $9
trillion increase in the Federal debt in
that short amount of time.

It is important we tackle this issue.
It is important we do it in a way so the
American people know we are serious—
that this is not gimmicks, this is not
smoke and mirrors and all the things
that I think make people in this coun-
try so cynical about the way Wash-
ington, DC, operates.

As the Senator mentioned, the Reid
proposal on the debt limit essentially
counts over $1 trillion in savings that
were never going to be spent in the
first place. So it is a gimmick and it is
not real. It is phony. We all know that.

We have to get real. We have to put
forward a serious effort if, one, we are
going to convince the American people
we are serious about this, but, more
importantly, if we are going to do
something meaningful about getting
this spending and debt situation under
control.

I hope we will be able to defeat that
when it comes to the floor and actually
do something, if we can get the House
bill over here, which has not only
spending cuts in the near term but also
a process whereby we can get some en-
titlement reform that deals with the
big drivers of Federal spending; that is,
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security,
and then also get a vote on a balanced
budget amendment such as all of our
States have on the books and which
has enabled our States to live within
their means, not spend money they do
not have, and continue to, in spite of
this down economy, perform above the
average.

I think of all of our States, probably
in terms of unemployment, in terms of
economic performance—if you look at
them relative to other areas around
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the country—living within their
means. It is a good model if you want
to have a good, strong economy and
create jobs for the people in your
States. That is something we ought to
be doing at the Federal level, and that
is why it is so important we take the
right approach. The bill that will come
over from the House of Representatives
does that. The bill that has been pro-
posed by the Senate Democratic leader
does not.

Mr. BARRASSO. It is interesting be-
cause my colleague from South Dakota
mentioned this figure, this two point
some trillion dollars. People in Wyo-
ming last week said: How do they come
up with that number? Like the Sen-
ator, I agree that for every $1 they
want to increase the debt limit, they
should say we should find $1 of real
savings, honest savings, savings you
can point to, as the Senator needed to
do as Governor, and as we believe here.

That is what the approach they are
dealing with in the House does. They
have come up with a way to raise the
debt ceiling, deal with avoiding a de-
fault, and they extend this for a num-
ber of months.

People say: Well, how do you get this
$2.4 trillion number? The President had
a White House press conference last
week, on July 22, and he said—it is as-
tonishing. The President of the United
States told the country:

The only bottom line that I have is that we
have to extend this debt ceiling through the
next election, into 2013.

Not extend the debt ceiling so we can
avoid default, not so we can focus on
jobs and the economy and the overall
debt and the spending, but so that—as
he said, his bottom line, the only bot-
tom line, is that we have to extend it
beyond the next election.

Then the Treasury Secretary was on
one of the television shows on July 24,
and he said:

Most important, we have to lift this threat
of default . .. for the next 18 months. We
have to take that threat off the table
through the election. . . .

This debt is the threat. This debt of
nearly $15 trillion, going to over $20
trillion in the next couple years, to me
is the threat. The elections can take
care of themselves. I think the Amer-
ican people will be shocked, aston-
ished, and disappointed to hear that is
the President’s only bottom line.

I do not know what the Senator’s
comments or thoughts are on that, but
I am expecting better.

Mr. THUNE. If you think about what
this debate ought to be about, it ought
to be about America’s economic secu-
rity. It ought to be about making sure
we are putting the country on a sus-
tainable fiscal path and creating the
conditions for economic growth, and I
would argue there is a direct correla-
tion between those two. If we do not
get spending and debt under control, I
think we are going to bankrupt the
country, we are going to increase inter-
est rates, we are going to make it more
difficult and more expensive for busi-
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nesses in this country to create jobs.
So clearly there is a direct correlation
between the issue of spending and debt
and the economy. But the economy and
the implications of what we do here on
the economy ought to animate every-
thing we do. We ought to be thinking
about: How is this going to impact the
economy? We should not be thinking
about politics. That is why it was dis-
turbing to hear the President say his
prerequisite in all this is that we get
through the next election. To me, that
was a statement that was profoundly
about politics and certainly not about
America’s economic security, which
ought to be first and foremost in our
minds.

Subsequent to that, even yesterday,
you had members of the President’s
team suggesting this might somehow
disrupt the Christmas vacation. I
thought: You know, of all the things
we ought to be thinking about right
now, the next election, the next holi-
day—those probably are not going to
be consequential if we do not take
steps to address the issue before us
today; that is, this massive increase in
our Federal debt, the year-over-year
deficits we continue to run, the fact
that we continue to live way outside of
our means. That is what I think the
American people want to see us focused
on. I think that is what the people of
South Dakota certainly want to see us
focused on as well.

Mr. JOHANNS. That is exactly what
the people of Nebraska want to see us
focused on.

The debate that is occurring now ab-
solutely is one of the most important
debates we have had literally in the
history of this country. It was
encapsulized in a statement in a col-
umn today that I read from a man I
have a 1lot of respect for, Charles
Krauthammer. He said this about this
debate. He said:

We’re in the midst of a great four-year na-
tional debate on the size and reach of gov-
ernment, the future of the welfare state, in-
deed, the nature of the social contract be-
tween citizen and state. The distinctive vi-
sions of the two parties—social-democratic
vs. limited-government—have underlain
every debate on every issue since Barack
Obama’s inauguration: the stimulus, the
auto bailouts, health-care reform, financial
regulation, deficit spending. Everything. The
debt ceiling is but the latest focus of this
fundamental divide.

He could not be more right. This is a
debate that must occur, as uncomfort-
able as it may be. Think of where we
have been as a nation in the last year
and a half. Literally, when the Presi-
dent came to office, the first thing he
wanted us to do was to pass a trillion-
dollar stimulus plan, if you factor in
the interest that was going to be paid,
on promises that it was going to fix the
economy and employ people, that un-
employment would not go over 8 per-
cent.

What happened? Unemployment shot
beyond that. Today we see the growth
of our economy is literally pitiful.
There is no way this economic growth
can deal with employing more people.
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Then what was the next thing? A
health care bill that, quite honestly,
the vast majority of Americans did not
want. And by the day, story after
story, analysis after analysis comes
out and says all the promises made
during this health care debate by the
President and the Democrats will not
be fulfilled. There was a story yester-
day that this is not going to bring
health care costs down. This increases
health care costs, and it is one thing
after another thing after another
thing.

The American people spoke loudly
and clearly in November. They said:
Get the fiscal condition of the United
States under control. I will say this. I
do not think anybody is expecting mir-
acles. It took us decades to get in this
position. It is going to take concerted,
conservative effort to get out of this
position over a period of time. But it is
on debates such as this where this must
start. It is on debates such as this
where we must force this government
to be smaller, to be more efficient; oth-
erwise, the legacy we leave behind for
our children and our grandchildren is
$20 trillion of debt in 4 more short
years. They will have their own wars to
fight. I wish they would be free of war.
But they will have their own wars to
fight, their own flu pandemics to deal
with, their own items on their agen-
da—education or health care, what-
ever, that they want to improve—and
where will they begin? They will begin
with a $20 trillion debt in 4 years. That,
as a nation, should be unacceptable to
us. That is why we need to do every-
thing we can at every stage to turn
this around and start this Nation on
the right course.

Mr. THUNE. I also had the oppor-
tunity to read the very column the
Senator from Nebraska is referring to,
the Krauthammer column this morn-
ing, and I was struck by many of the
same things the Senator observed. I
think it is important to note that we
are a nation historically that has be-
lieved in a limited role for the govern-
ment. That is what distinguishes us in
many respects from some of our Euro-
pean allies. I think what this debate on
the debt limit does, with the broader
debates we need to be having here
about spending and debt and budgets—
that is, if we ever had a debate on a
budget. As the Senator said, we have
not had now a budget in 821 days. April
29, 2009, was the last time this Senate
passed a budget. So it is hard to talk
about these big issues we need to be fo-
cused on when you do not even get a
budget on the floor of the Senate to
have an opportunity to debate and vote
upon.

In fact, when you think about the
fact that we spend $3.7 trillion annu-
ally of the American people’s tax
money, you would think you would
have some idea, some blueprint, some
path of how you are going to spend
that. Yet we have not had that here. So
we have not had an opportunity to de-
bate that budget.
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But this does get at the heart of a
very big philosophical difference. Our
friends on the other side of the aisle
have a view of government that is
much more expansive, which is why I
think they can explain passing the
multitrillion dollar health care bill a
year ago and the trillion dollar stim-
ulus bill and the new CLASS Act,
which is going to be another entitle-
ment program that will end up running
huge deficits into the future.

I do not think that is what the Amer-
ican people have as a vision for this
country. I think we need to get back to
a role, a size for our government that
is consistent with the historical aver-
age, the historical norm. It might sur-
prise some of my colleagues to know, if
you go back to the formative stages of
our Nation’s history, in the year 1800,
we only spent 2 percent of our GDP on
our government—2 percent. This year,
we are going to spend over 24 percent.
Arguably, life has gotten a lot more
complicated. There is a lot more going
on in this country, and certainly there
is a responsibility that government
has. But we have gotten away from the
concept that I think is the foundation
of this great country; that was a belief
in a limited role for the Federal Gov-
ernment, not this expansive, sort of
Western European social democracy
type approach which the Senator from
Nebraska alluded to.

I certainly think the people in my
State of South Dakota, and I would
argue in Wyoming and Nebraska, as I
said before, have a history and a tradi-
tion and a heritage of living within
their means. Also, I think they have an
understanding of what government
should and should not do. I certainly
believe the people whom I represent
want us to get back to that. And it
starts here. It starts now. It starts by
getting spending under control, by put-
ting Federal spending on a downward
trajectory instead of this consistent in-
cline we have seen. In the last 2 years,
we have seen non-national security dis-
cretionary spending increase by over 24
percent. If you add the stimulus spend-
ing in there, it was 84 percent. That is
how much spending has increased in
the last 2 years of this administration.

That has to stop. I think the Amer-
ican people sent a loud, clear message
in November of last year, and it is in-
cumbent upon us to have listened to
that message and to do everything we
can to get this train turned around. I
think we are going to have a big fight
over that because the other side be-
lieves the way you fix this debt crisis is
to increase your revenues, to raise
taxes, which would be a huge mistake,
particularly now in the middle of an
economic downturn.

It starts by getting spending under
control. It starts by keeping tax rates
and regulations low on our job creators
in this country, and creating condi-
tions that are favorable to economic
growth and job creation, as opposed to
what we are seeing now, which is more
and more regulation, higher taxes,
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more mandates—all the things that
make it more difficult for our job cre-
ators to do what they do the best; that
is, to get people in this country back to
work.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD the column that has been
referred to, the Charles Krauthammer
column from this morning’s Wash-
ington Post called ‘‘The Great Divide.”

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

[From the Washington Post, July 29, 2011]

(By Charles Krauthammer)
THE GREAT DIVIDE

We’'re in the midst of a great four-year na-
tional debate on the size and reach of gov-
ernment, the future of the welfare state, in-
deed, the nature of the social contract be-
tween citizen and state. The distinctive vi-
sions of the two parties—social-democratic
vs. limited-government—have underlain
every debate on every issue since Barack
Obama’s inauguration: the stimulus, the
auto bailouts, health-care reform, financial
regulation, deficit spending. Everything. The
debt ceiling is but the latest focus of this
fundamental divide.

The sausage-making may be unsightly, but
the problem is not that Washington is bro-
ken, that ridiculous ubiquitous cliche. The
problem is that these two visions are in com-
petition, and the definitive popular verdict
has not yet been rendered.

We’'re only at the midpoint Obama won a
great victory in 2008 that he took as a man-
date to transform America toward European-
style social democracy The subsequent coun-
terrevolution delivered to that project a
staggering rebuke in November 2010. Under
our incremental system, however, a rebuke
delivered is not a mandate conferred. That
waits definitive resolution, the rubber match
of November 2012.

I have every sympathy with the conserv-
ative counterrevolutionaries. Their contain-
ment of the Obama experiment has been re-
markable. But reversal—roll-back, in Cold
War parlance—is simply not achievable until
conservatives receive a mandate to govern
from the White House.

Lincoln is reputed to have said: I hope to
have God on my side, but I must have Ken-
tucky. I don’t know whether conservatives
have God on their side (I keep getting sent to
His voice mail), but I do know that they
don’t have Kentucky—they don’t have the
Senate, they don’t have the White House.
And under our constitutional system, you
cannot govern from one house alone. Today’s
resurgent conservatism, with its fidelity to
constitutionalism, should be particularly at-
tuned to this constraint; imposed as it is by
a system of deliberately separated—and mu-
tually limiting—powers.

Given this reality, trying to force the
issue—turn a blocking minority into a gov-
erning authority—is not just counter-con-
stitutional in spirit but self-destructive in
practice.

Consider the Boehner Plan for debt reduc-
tion. The Heritage Foundation’s advocacy
arm calls it ‘‘regrettably insufficient.” Of
course it is. That’s what happens when you
control only half a branch. But the plan’s
achievements are significant. It is all cuts,
no taxes. It establishes the precedent that
debt-ceiling increases must be accompanied
by equal spending cuts. And it provides half
a year to both negotiate more fundamental
reform (tax and entitlement) and keep the
issue of debt reduction constantly in the
public eye.
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I am somewhat biased about the Boehner
Plan because for weeks I’'ve been arguing (in
this column and elsewhere) for precisely
such a solution: a two-stage debt-ceiling
hike consisting of a half-year extension with
dollar-for-dollar spending cuts, followed by
intensive negotiations on entitlement and
tax reform. It’s clean. It’s understandable.
It’s veto-proof. (Obama won’t dare.) The Re-
publican House should have passed it weeks
ago.

After all, what is the alternative? The Reid
Plan with its purported $2 trillion of debt re-
duction? More than half of that comes from
not continuing surge-level spending in Iraq
and Afghanistan for the next 10 years. Ten
years? We’re out of Iraq in 150 days. It’s all
a preposterous ‘‘saving” from an entirely fic-
tional expenditure.

The Congressional Budget Office has found
that Harry Reid’s other discretionary sav-
ings were overestimated by $400 billion. Not
to worry, I am told. Reid has completely
plugged that gap. There will be no invasion
of Canada next year (a bicentennial this-
time-we’re-serious 1812 do-over). Huge sav-
ings. Huge.

The Obama Plan? There is no Obama plan.
And the McConnell Plan, a final resort that
punts the debt issue to Election Day, would
likely yield no cuts at all.

Obama faces two massive problems—jobs
and debt. They’re both the result of his spec-
tacularly failed Keynesian gamble: massive
spending that left us a stagnant economy
with high and chronic unemployment—and a
staggering debt burden. Obama is desperate
to share ownership of this failure. Economic
dislocation from a debt-ceiling crisis nicely
serves that purpose—if the Republicans play
along. The perfect out: Those crazy Tea
Partyers ruined the recovery!

Why would any conservative collaborate
with that ploy? November 2012 constitutes
the new conservatism’s one chance to re-
structure government and change the ideo-
logical course of the country. Why risk for-
feiting that outcome by offering to share
ownership of Obama’s wreckage?

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has
expired.

Mr. BARRASSO. I ask unanimous
consent to speak for an additional 4
minutes.

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

Mr. BARRASSO. I wanted to do that
because I also want to have printed in
the RECORD—and I will read just a cou-
ple of paragraphs—a letter that ap-
peared in today’s Casper Star Tribune
by Eric Mitchell. It is titled ‘‘Smarter
than you think.” He says:

I think they think I'm not so smart be-
cause I'm too young to know what they’re
doing, like raising the national debt. Don’t
they know that I owe the country about
$45,000? I'm only 10 years old. I could buy a
lot with $45,000. I could almost buy a home,
I could buy property, I could buy a boat and
get fish for family and friends.

He is from Crowheart, WY, a small
community.

He said:

I would buy guns and ammunition to hunt
for food for my family. I could buy books so
I could learn more. Forty-five thousand dol-
lars could buy a lot of stuff. That’s more
than may dad earns. But it wouldn’t buy ev-
erything.

This is a 10-year-old. He said:
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Government shouldn’t try to buy every-
thing. It is my job and the people’s job to
buy the things we need. I don’t want the gov-
ernment to think for me. They don’t know
that I'm a little brother who doesn’t like it
when my big brothers tell me what to do, be-
cause they aren’t always responsible for
their own things. I don’t tell my brothers
what to do with their money. I'm smarter
than they think I am. They should follow the
rules.

Here you have a youngster in Wyo-
ming who knows of values, who is
raised in a family where they live with-
in their means, lives in a State where
we balance our budget every year, and
I think the lesson Eric has for the peo-
ple of Wyoming and the people of this
country is one we should listen to: We
should live within our means, not
spend more than we have, not continue
to borrow. And the threat to our Na-
tion, our greatest threat to our na-
tional security continues to be the
debt, and it is incumbent upon this in-
stitution to deal with that.

I ask unanimous consent the letter
be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Casper Star Tribune, July 29, 2011]
SMARTER THAN YOU THINK
(By Eric Mitchell)

What does the government think of me?

Money. Like the banking commercials, I'm
not a name, I'm a number.

I think they think I'm not so smart be-
cause I'm too young to know what they’re
doing, like raising the national debt. Don’t
they know that I owe the country about
$45,000? I'm only 10 years old. I could buy a
lot with $45,000. I could almost buy a home,
I could buy property, I could buy a boat and
get fish for my family and friends.

I would buy guns and ammunition to hunt
for food for my family. I could buy books so
I could learn more. Forty-five thousand dol-
lars could buy a lot of stuff. That’s more
than my dad earns. But it wouldn’t buy ev-
erything.

Government shouldn’t try to buy every-
thing.

It is my job, and the people’s job, to buy
the things we need. I don’t want the govern-
ment to think for me. They don’t know I'm
a little brother who doesn’t like it when my
big brothers tell me what to do, because they
aren’t always responsible for their own
things. I don’t tell my brothers what to do
with their money.

I'm smarter than they think I am. They
should follow the rules.

————

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have a
unanimous consent request that has
been cleared by the Republican leader.
I ask unanimous consent that morning
business be extended until 6 p.m., with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each during that period of
time; further, that at 6 p.m. I be recog-
nized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be recog-
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nized for whatever time I shall con-
sume as in morning business.

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

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, there is
a simple reason we are all talking
about the debt limit increase. It is the
fact that this President has spent more
money than I ever believed would be
possible. So far, he has spent over $10
trillion in 3 years, and next year, if he
has his way, he will spend another $3.5
trillion.

I remember so well back during the
Clinton administration—I think it was
1995—1 was outraged. I came down to
this podium. I said: Can you believe a
President has a budget of $1.5 trillion?
And this President has spent $10 tril-
lion in this short period. If he had not
spent all of this money, then we would
not be here talking about a debt limit
increase right now. I hate to sound so
partisan about it, but it is truly a par-
tisan issue.

The Democrats have supported his
spending, and the Republicans have
not. The Boehner plan we are going to
vote on—they are going to vote in the
House today, and I think we may have
an opportunity to vote here later on
tonight—may not be perfect. None of
the stuff around here is perfect. But it
is good. It has dramatically improved
over the last 12 hours. It allows the
debt limit increase but only after we
significantly cut spending. Never be-
fore have we tied—in the history of
this country—a debt limit increase to
spending cuts, but it is something we
have to do now that we are so far into
this mess.

The first step to this plan cuts spend-
ing by over $900 billion in exchange for
a $900 billion increase in the debt limit.
That will last the President until
around February. I think it is a fair
deal. I would like to cut the spending
more, but we can only do so much
when we only control the House.

The second step of this plan is also
good. It establishes a mechanism to
quickly consider $1.8 trillion in addi-
tional spending cuts between now and
the end of the year.

It also requires Congress to pass a
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution and send to it the States
for ratification. This is something that
just happened in the last 12 hours. Peo-
ple were talking about, well, do we
really want to do something? A bal-
anced budget amendment is the only
way it is going to be good for now and
for the future.

We have been talking about this for
many years. I remember so well, way
back in the 1970s, I was in the State
Senate in Oklahoma when Carl Curtis,
a very wonderful gentleman from Ne-
braska—he was a Senator, had been a
Senator for quite some time. He was
the perennial author of the balanced
budget amendment, but he never could
get it through. He had an idea. He
came to me in the State of Oklahoma
and he said: You know, Inhofe, we have
been trying to get this balanced budget
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amendment for a long time, and they
excuse they use is, you are never going
to get the required number of States to
ratify it.

He said: I have come up with an idea.
We will get three-fourths of the States
to preratify a balanced budget amend-
ment to the Constitution.

Well, that is kind of ingenious.

He said: Why don’t you be the first
State?

So I did. We passed, by resolution in
my State of Oklahoma, in 1975 I believe
it was, a ratification of a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
that did not exist. That is kind of neat.
We actually got up to almost three-
fourths of the States, and some of the
other forces knocked it down. But that
is how long we have been doing this.

But in the intervening years, there
hasn’t been 1 year where we have
talked about a balanced budget amend-
ment that it has not come up for dis-
cussion. Well, this is probably the first
time it is a possibility because we have
never been in the spending situation we
are in right now—as I said, $10 trillion
just 3 years.

So right now, we have added that in
the last 12 hours. If that legislation
passes, the President will get an addi-
tional debt limit increase. So we are
tying it to behavioral patterns in
spending and austerity. That is a smart
way to do it.

This proposal would keep the debt
limit and the spending debate at the
forefront of the national conversation.
We must have this conversation. If we
do not, we will be worrying about
things a lot worse than an increase in
the debt limit. The President wants
nothing to do with it. He just wants a
blank check to increase the debt so he
can continue to raise the deficit. Why
do I think this? Well, if we undid all of
his policies today, the policies that so
rapidly increased spending and are Kill-
ing our economy, then we would not
need a debt limit increase.

The President’s spending addiction is
the only reason we are here talking
about a debt limit increase. This is uni-
lateral. This is the President—his
budget. It is not a group of people, it is
him. A lot of people are asking: Does
anyone in Washington really care? One
guy doesn’t—the President of the
United States. His actions are what we
are talking about today. We are look-
ing at failed policies.

Referring to the chart, first is
ObamaCare. We are talking right now
about trying to get something like $800
billion in these negotiations so we can
increase the debt limit. In one fell
swoop, ObamaCare was $1.5 trillion.
This plan costs over the current dec-
ade, when fully implemented—the 10-
year cost nearly doubles to $2.5 tril-
lion. This law dramatically expands
government’s influence in the health
care sector, and together with Medi-
care and Medicaid, it will result in the
financial ruin of this great country.

Second, we have the failed stimulus
plan. We all know it didn’t meet any of
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President Obama’s expectations. It met
all of mine because I didn’t expect
much. It didn’t help the economy. It
expanded the size of government. Even
though we were opposed to it—I am
among the most conservative Members,
and Senator BOXER is a very proud lib-
eral. She and I together tried to have
an amendment to take some of the $800
billion and put a large amount into in-
frastructure.

Right now, we have to have roads and
highways and bridges. We are supposed
to do that here. Of course, they didn’t
do it. Only 3 percent of the $800 billion
went for that type of infrastructure.
Over $1 trillion of this amount, once
you add in the costs, that is how we get
up to $1 trillion, the cost of interest we
have to pay for extra spending. That is
a total of $2.5 trillion.

So we have the stimulus of $1 trillion
and ObamaCare of $1.5 trillion. Then
there is the President’s relentless pur-
suit for regulation. Whatever the Presi-
dent hasn’t been able to do legisla-
tively, he is attempting to do through
regulation—most of it through the
EPA. Cap and trade is a good example.
We have debated that since the Kyoto
Treaty was up. Clearly, the votes are
not there. Right now, in this Chamber,
we would not get 25 votes for cap and
trade. Yet everybody is talking about
how it is important to have cap and
trade. Now he is trying to do it through
regulation. That alone would cost the
American people $300 trillion to $400
trillion a year—not just one shot; that
is a year.

There is the boiler MACT legislation,
which is maximum attainable con-
trolled technology. In other words,
what can we do? What do we have the
technology to do to stop emissions? We
don’t have it. But he has that, and that
was billions of dollars a year.

Ozone regulations: He was going to
announce this week a tightening of the
ozone regulations that would put 608 of
our counties in America out of attain-
ment. I am from Oklahoma, and it
would put 15 of our counties out of at-
tainment. They cannot recruit indus-
try in those counties, and they cannot
hire people, and many will have to go
out of business because of the ozone
regulations. It is not, in my opinion,
legal the way he is doing it because he
is supposed to address it every 5 years.
It was done in 2008 on new technology,
which is a requirement. Today, he is
trying to do it using the same 2008
technology. Again, it is extremely ex-
pensive. That casts a tremendous cloud
of uncertainty over the business sector,
and that is a key reason they an-
nounced today that the economy is
growing at 1.3 percent a year. That is
terrible, especially when we consider
the recession we are in.

As a general rule, economies recover
rapidly when coming off of a financial
recession. It is not unusual for coun-
tries to grow at 4, 5, 6 percent for the
years following a recession. But we
can’t even get around 2 percent. That
has a huge negative effect on the econ-
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omy and the government. The Presi-
dent’s regulatory agenda is the reason
our unemployment rate is above 9 per-
cent, and it is the reason our economy
is growing so slowly. Because of this,
our tax receipts are way off their his-
toric levels. If we can get the economy
to grow faster at a sustained period of
time, the effect on tax revenues is un-
believable. This is pretty well accept-
ed. I always said that every 1 percent
increase in the economy equals about
$50 million in new revenue. That is the
way to grow revenue.

Certainly, President Kennedy knew
it, President Reagan knew it, and so
the best way to increase revenue and
get the economy moving again is, of
course, to increase growth. If the econ-
omy grows at a rate that is 1 percent
faster than presently forecast for the
next decade, Federal tax revenues will
grow by $3 trillion.

I conservatively estimate that the
cost to Federal revenues of the Presi-
dent’s regulatory agenda has been $1
trillion. So we have, through his regu-
latory behavior, another $1 trillion.
That brings our total to $3.5 trillion.

Then in there is an increase in non-
security discretionary spending, which
has added up to $500 billion in spend-
ing.

There is the expanded and increased
spending on unemployment benefits,
which is also a consequence of his regu-
latory policies that have Kkilled the
economic recovery, and the cost of that
is another $500 billion.

Together, all these failed policies add
up to a $4.5 trillion contribution to the
Federal deficit.

Since Inauguration Day, the debt has
increased by $3.7 trillion. It is on pace
to increase by more than $5 trillion by
the end of the President’s first term. If
we undid all of these failed policies, we
would not find ourselves in the situa-
tion we are in today. We would not be
debating this because it would not be
necessary. It is because of the Presi-
dent that we are even talking about
raising the debt ceiling. If we could
undo the President’s policies, we would
not need to raise the debt ceiling at all.

Where is the President? He has been
totally absent from this entire debt
conversation. Today, he is meeting
with terrorists from Cote d’Ivoire, and
he is probably going to play golf in the
afternoon—I don’t know. But he is not
participating. He doesn’t seem to care
about debating the debt ceiling. He
wants to raise the deficit. If he did
care, he would see the need for the
Boehner plan, endorse it, and sign it
into law. I guess that is too much to
ask.

We are going to have a chance to do
that tonight. They are going to have a
vote in the House around 6 o’clock on
the Boehner plan, and it will come over
here, and we will have an opportunity
to do that. If the Democrats support
us—a handful of them—we will be able
to get that passed. We will wait until
tonight to see what happens.
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Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, there is
a terrorist visiting with the President
right now. I will elaborate. So many
people are looking the other way and
don’t know what is going on in Africa.
I have been on this floor nine different
times talking about the atrocities that
have been committed in Cote d’Ivoire.

They had a President there named
Laurent Gbagbo. He and his wife are
great people, friends of this country.
An election took place, and I stood
here and showed how it was fraudulent,
and the guy who won is named
Alassane Ouattara.

Right now, as we speak, at this very
moment, President Obama is meeting
with the rebel leader and potential war
criminal Alassane Ouattara in our Na-
tion’s Oval Office. This is an unwise
and grossly misguided decision on be-
half of President Obama. It is, in fact,
an outrage that our President would
welcome with open arms a man who is
responsible for the deaths of at least
3,000 people and the displacement of a
half million refugees in Cote d’Ivoire.

Ouattara is an illegitimate usurper
who has scandalized Cote d’Ivoire’s
electoral system and wrongfully ousted
democratic incumbent Laurent
Gbagbo.

Beginning late last year, Ouattara
fraudulently won Cote d’Ivoire’s Presi-
dential election, and after Gbagbo re-
vealed the fraud he led a rebel army
that violently overthrew the Gbagbo
government, with the support of the
French military, which wrongly inter-
vened in this former French colony.

This is a picture that depicts one of
Ouattara’s death squads murdering,
maiming, raping. This is happening as
we speak.

Who is in the President’s office?
Alassane Ouattara. As a result, Am-
nesty International reported on July 28
that half a million Ivorians are dis-
placed in postelection violence and are
prevented from returning home be-
cause of a ‘‘climate of fear” that con-
tinues to reign in this country. Am-
nesty International specifically singles
out Ouattara’s security forces and his
state-sponsored militia composed of
Dozos—they are called—who continue
to target pro-Gbaghbo ethnic groups.

Dozos, traditional hunters, are a
mercenary group that both Amnesty
International and the International
Committee of the Red Cross blame for
carrying out a massacre in April of at
least 220 people in the western town of
Duekoue.

Here they are in this photo. You can
see the charred bodies of those mur-
dered by Ouattara, who is in the Presi-
dent’s office right now. There are exe-
cutions going on. There is a photo of a
person who was burned and beaten on
the back—from the political opposi-
tion. That is what is happening today.

Amnesty International alleges that
these forces under Ouattara’s command
are continuing to engage in ‘‘docu-
mented crimes under international law
and human rights violations and
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abuses, including extrajudicial execu-
tions and other unlawful killings, rape,
and other sexual violence, torture,
other ill treatment and arbitrary ar-
rest and detention, as well as the con-
sequences of a high level of displace-
ment, pervasive insecurity, and inten-
tional destruction of homes and other
buildings not justified by military suc-
cess.”

They are talking about this. We can
see that this person was being tor-
tured. This photo is of someone from
the cabinet—the Gbagbo cabinet. He
tried to make a statement—Ouattara
said he is trying to keep some of those
people, but here he is in the middle of
killing him. He died after this. Here
they are executing another person they
found as a Gbagbo supporter.

This is happening today as we speak.
Ouattara’s bloodletting seems
unabated, and he doesn’t seem to be in-
terested in restraining his forces from
eliminating perceived pro-Gbagbo sup-
porters. He does not deserve an invita-
tion to our White House or an audience
with the President in the Oval Office.

Instead of participating in our Na-
tion’s debt crisis, President Obama is
meeting with this killer and human
rights abuser. Even today, while
Ouattara is in the President’s office,
his death squads are roaming the
streets of Abijan. It is an outrage, and
maybe now we understand where some
of the priorities are.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

——
THE DEBT CEILING

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
too many Ohioans are struggling—as
are people all over the Nation—in this
economy. They are watching Wash-
ington with disgust as some politicians
are risking economic catastrophe. The
House of Representatives continues to
waste time as our Nation stands just 4
days away from a catastrophic default.
Instead of working with us on a bipar-
tisan basis in the Senate on a com-
promise measure to prevent a crisis,
House Republicans are cutting closed-
door deals to find votes on a bill that
has no chance of becoming law. We are
simply running out of time for these
kinds of games.

Only a bipartisan bill coming out of
the Senate, negotiated with Republican
Leader MCCONNELL and Democratic
Leader REID, provides hope for a way
out of this impasse. As the majority
leader moves forward, I ask my Repub-
lican colleagues across the aisle to pro-
ceed with its work and not delay the
resolution with filibusters and proce-
dural tricks.
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In the spirit of compromise, Majority
Leader REID has come forth with a plan
to reduce the deficit by $2.2 trillion. It
is truly a compromise because it meets
the Republicans’ main criteria. It in-
corporates some of Senator MCcCON-
NELL’s language. It contains spending
cuts to roughly match the debt ceiling
increase through 2012—the spending
cuts in the Reid plan are ones Repub-
licans had previously agreed to and, in
many cases, advanced—and it contains
no revenue increases, all criteria and
demands from overwhelming numbers
of Senate Republicans.

The majority leader’s plan is not per-
fect. It is not the balanced approach I
hoped it would be. But most impor-
tantly, right now, it prevents a default,
it reduces the deficit—a critical imper-
ative for our children and grand-
children—and it protects Medicare and
Social Security and Medicaid.

My office is being swamped with calls
and e-mails from Ohioans who cannot
believe we are so close to default. I
can’t either. Let me read a couple let-
ters from Ohio voters. Both of these in-
dividuals self-identify as Republicans
when they write to me. The first one is
from Representative MARCY KAPTUR'S
district, which is in northern Ohio,
along the lake. He says:

I am a 40-plus-year-old Republican who has
tried to work to eliminate the tax money we
use that is now paid to oil and gas companies
as tax subsidies. I don’t like my tax money
being given to these companies with Sen-
ators’ blessings. I would like to ask both of
you—

He sends this, apparently, to myself
and my colleague, Senator PORTMAN—
to support a balanced approach being pro-
posed by the President and put debt and def-
icit to bed until an election can be held and
the American people can determine who
should be in Congress. We should have lis-
tened to Ronald Reagan when he said this
should not have been undertaken.

Meaning the debt limit issue.

The debt limit is on past bills and should
not be raised and not be used as a political
volleyball and upset our financial institu-
tions.

Another letter writer—again, a Re-
publican—says:

I did not vote for our current President,
but I have to side with him on the debt ceil-
ing issues. I am exhausted by the political
bickering that goes on in Washington. Quit
the child-like fighting and get this thing
done. The American people are tired of it all.

A default would risk what amounts
to a permanent tax hike on all Ameri-
cans. Interest rates could rise for any-
one applying for a home mortgage, a
car loan or a college loan. Credit costs
for all borrowers would climb. Govern-
ments at every level, businesses, not
for profits, homeowners, credit card
holders, even several States have al-
ready been placed on a credit watch.
Every State would be hurt by a Federal
default, which is why Governors of
both parties are calling for a deal.

There could be repercussions for pen-
sion funds and money market funds
that guard the retirement savings of
middle-class families. A default on our
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obligations would be a knockout blow
to the financial security of the Ohio
Public Employees Retirement System.
These are public employees who have
spent their lives working in Ohio’s
courts and schools and many other
public positions in local and State gov-
ernment. That is why the Director of
OPERS—the Ohio Public Employees
Retirement System—sent a letter with
nine of her colleagues pleading:

America is now a debtor nation and must
show the world the nation’s word is its bond.
It is critical that the debt ceiling be raised
to avoid a default.

The Ohio Public Employees Retire-
ment System, obviously, represents
Republicans and Democrats alike.

As a member of the Senate Banking
Committee, I heard Chairman Ben
Bernanke, a Republican appointee,
speak in March, and he said default
would be ‘“‘an extremely dangerous and
very likely recovering-ending event.”

Just today, several mayors of Ohio’s
large- and medium- sized cities—for ex-
ample, the cities of Hillsboro, South
Euclid, Chillicothe, North Royalton,
Lancaster, Akron, Middletown, Shaker
Heights, Reynoldsburg, Dayton, Steu-
benville, Solon, Newark, Fairfield, and
other cities, Republicans and Demo-
crats alike—wrote:

As Mayors, we rely on the partnership of
the federal government to help us create jobs
and grow our communities. Uncertainty sur-
rounding the federal budget puts key pro-
grams like Community Development Block
Grants and Community Oriented Policing
Services in jeopardy. Job-creating infra-
structure projects would come to a halt
without the full support of our federal part-
ners. Inaction on the debt ceiling threatens
programs like Social Security that our citi-
zens rely on to survive.

I have heard the Presiding Officer—in
a meeting today, in fact—talk passion-
ately about the uncertainty this would
inject into our economy—to follow the
House lead—and do this again in 6
months and the irresponsibility of that
proposal. As difficult as this has been
for people on all sides and the
contentiousness and anger, it doesn’t
matter whether we are angry or it is
contentious around here, but what does
matter is the message it sends to main
street—Main Street Connecticut, Main
Street Hartford, Main Street Colum-
bus, Main Street New Haven and To-
ledo. When businesses are thinking
about expansion, when they are think-
ing about taking a loan out or thinking
about borrowing money, they are not
going to do it when we are in the midst
of a financial crisis such as we are in
now. If we were going to do this again
in 6 months, you can bet we would have
the same Kkind of divisions, the same
kind of arguments.

The assistant majority leader told
the story today about a Chicago busi-
nessperson who is terrified of this and
what would happen if we didn’t raise
the debt ceiling, if we went into de-
fault; what might happen 6 months
from now if we went through it again.

So the responsible position is for this
body, on a bipartisan basis, to work on
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the McConnell-Reid plan, to pass this,
send it to the House of Representa-
tives, and for them to pass it. We can
then focus on job creation and on def-
icit reduction, but we will have moved
forward together in a way that we have
not for far too long a period of time.

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Of course.

Mr. DURBIN. There have been Mem-
bers of the Senate and House who have
gone before the cameras and come to
the floor in each of those bodies and ar-
gued that defaulting on the national
debt is really not a big deal, although
we have never done that one time in
our history—we had one technical de-
fault for a few days but never really de-
faulted on our debt one time in our his-
tory.

I ask the Senator from Ohio, in the
response he is getting back from Ohio
and I am getting back from Illinois
from people who are genuinely con-
cerned about a default on the national
debt, I wonder if he has been hearing
from Social Security recipients who
are asking whether they will be receiv-
ing their checks after August 2 if we
default on their debt. I wonder if he is
getting calls from disabled veterans
whom we promised to stand by the rest
of their lives who receive monthly
checks for their medical care and other
things. Has he heard from small busi-
ness leaders in Ohio, as I have in Illi-
nois, who are suggesting that an in-
crease in interest rates at this moment
in time is exactly wrong when it comes
to job creation?

I would like to ask the Senator from
Ohio, when one of our colleagues from
Pennsylvania comes to the floor and
says defaulting on the national debt
can be easily managed and no one will
notice—I would like to ask the Senator
from Ohio whether that is his impres-
sion.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is surely
not my impression. I appreciate the
comments from the assistant majority
leader from Illinois.

I listen to the words, as I have read,
that Ronald Reagan said. The debt
limit was raised 18 times in the 8 years
of the Reagan administration, and each
time it was, there were people who
didn’t like doing it. Nobody likes to
vote for that. But there was never this:
let’s go up to the edge and take a
chance. President Reagan always
preached—as Presidents have since in
both parties—that this is not a risk we
can take, and I know this.

I hear from Social Security bene-
ficiaries, I hear from veterans, I hear
from small businesspeople, and I hear
from contractors around Wright-Pat-
terson Air Force Base that they don’t
think we should take this risk, that
they are—some use the word ‘‘terri-
fied”’ getting this close to default, and
most can’t really believe we are this
close. I can’t, either.

The Senator from Illinois and I have
talked about this many times over the
last few months, that we figured there
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would not be these lines in the sand
and this belief that it doesn’t matter if
we default and we would get to a solu-
tion. But we haven’t been able to.

But no responsible people in elected
office that I can think of in the last 30
or 40 years have wanted to go this close
to default and play chicken and just
think, well, maybe it won’t hurt us
much. We know what happens with in-
terest rates. We know what might hap-
pen with Social Security checks and
veterans’ benefits and prison guard pay
and airport safety and food inspec-
tors—all of those functions that mat-
ter. I don’t know why any responsible
leader in this body or the other body
would want to take that risk.

Mr. DURBIN. I would like to ask
through the Chair if the Senator from
Ohio would yield for this question.

He may recall the time not that long
ago when we closed down the govern-
ment of the United States for a period
of time, and there were some radio talk
show hosts who argued that America
wouldn’t notice, just as they are argu-
ing now that America won’t notice if
we default on our national debt. I know
the Senator from Ohio can recall that
and the fact that America did notice,
and those who engineered that crisis
paid a heavy political price.

What I am really getting to at this
point, though, is to ask the Senator
from Ohio—Monday night, when the
Speaker of the House, JOHN BOEHNER,
went on national television with the
President of the United States and an-
nounced he had a bipartisan plan, he
called it, that he could pass in the
House of Representatives, many of us
had the impression that was going to
be done on Tuesday. Well, it wasn’t
done on Tuesday or Wednesday or
Thursday. It is only today that they
are voting on it, some 5 or 6 days later.

I would like to ask the Senator from
Ohio, losing that 4- or 5-day period of
time when we could have been moving
forward to a compromise—the impact
that has as we face this looming dead-
line of a default on our national debt
on August 2.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the Sen-
ator for that comment and question.
This is clearly more dangerous for our
economy and our country, from Wall
Street to Main Street, than what hap-
pened when they closed the govern-
ment down 15 years ago or threatened
to a few months ago. That was trou-
bling, and that was damaging to our
country, but we don’t know what ex-
actly would happen here. We are al-
most sure interest rates would go up.
We are almost sure many people who
benefit from government services di-
rectly would see those benefits go
away. Whether it is a Social Security
check or whether it is food safety or
running the airports safely, all of those
things would be at risk.

I have heard a lot of sort of brouhaha
or a lot of strong words out of the
House and a lot of promises, but there
seems to be too many people in that
Chamber who don’t really see the seri-
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ousness of this, don’t see that this real-
ly does put our economy in jeopardy.

You know, it is not just our econ-
omy. That is the most important part,
but it is also our reputation around the
world. It is the strength of the dollar.
It is the blot on our national reputa-
tion. I haven’t been to Europe in a long
time, but I hear reports from people
around the world that they are saying:
What is going on in the United States
of America that you can’t even agree
on raising the debt ceiling so you can
really focus on things such as jobs?

I had a meeting just last week—Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER and I, earlier this
week—and there were eight or nine
Senators who joined us to talk about
focusing on a jobs agenda and what we
need to do to restore American manu-
facturing. In a State such as Illinois,
and in Connecticut—the other Senator
from Connecticut was in our meeting
and talked about Bridgeport and New
Haven and all the manufacturing that
is done in this country. We are still a
major manufacturing country. This is
going to hurt manufacturers. It is
going to mean they can’t borrow to
meet payroll or borrow to expand or
borrow to create more jobs.

Why would we risk any of this in-
stead of getting this done by focusing
on job growth, and focusing on getting
our budget in order? We know how do
this. In the 1990s—and the Presiding Of-
ficer and the assistant majority leader
were very much part of it—in the 1990s,
we got to, one, a balanced budget and,
second, we got to 21 million private
sector jobs net increase because we
passed a responsible budget. It had
some tax increases for upper income
people. It also had some tax breaks in
it for middle-income people. It also had
major cuts and major investments. And
we did all of that because we wrote a
thoughtful budget—didn’t get a lot of
help from the other side, but put that
aside, we did it right, we got to a budg-
et surplus, and we created 21 million
jobs. We know how do this. But we
didn’t see anybody playing these kinds
of games: Maybe we just let the debt
ceiling go and go into default. We just
could not take this chance.

I thank the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wish to
thank my colleague from Ohio for talk-
ing about this issue because it is on the
minds of everyone here on Capitol Hill
and across the Nation. We are getting a
lot of e-mails and phone calls and let-
ters, and it is understandable because
this is the first time in our Nation’s
history that we face default on our na-
tional debt.

I received a letter from Amy in Ger-
mantown, IL, downstate. We have a lot
of German families in our State, and
we have a town named ‘‘Germantown.”
Amy contacted me and said:

Please do your utmost to compromise on a
budget solution before the deadline expires.
Our family has already weathered multiple
economic downturns due to the dot-com bub-
ble burst, 9/11, and most recently the sub-
prime mortgage crisis. We are responsible
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with our income, saving for our children’s
education and our retirement. However, we
are extremely nervous about our savings and
investments once again. If the United States
of America defaults on its loan obligations,
it is likely we will see a significant reduc-
tion in the value of our 401K and 403B invest-
ments, as well as the investments we have
made for our children and grandchild’s edu-
cation.

. . . I cannot stand by another day and lis-
ten to all the elected officials in Washington
talk about their convictions. Please remem-
ber your constituents and their situations.

Another letter from Scott in Bloom-
ington, IL:

Dear Senator, I thought I'd offer you a real
life personal example of what you are doing
to common Americans by dragging out to
the last minute the resolution of the Federal
debt limit. Ironically, every August 1st, I re-
ceive a distribution from a tax-deferred re-
tirement account. That account includes a
variety of investments, not the least of
which are equity mutual funds. The failure
to provide leadership in Congress, along with
the President and House leaders, will prob-
ably cost me about $5,000 this year. I will
never see this money again. The recent fall
in the equity markets is a direct result of
the nervousness you are creating by failing
to resolve the Federal debt limit issue, play-
ing the usual political games. I respectfully
request that you share this message with all
of your colleagues as a reality check. Stop
your games played for your own personal ad-
vantage, and start thinking about the people
you are supposed to be serving.

A letter from David in Casey, IL:

I am retired and don’t look forward to hav-
ing my Social Security or veterans benefits
cut. Why is it the rich get by with no addi-
tional taxes and we are taxed and our bene-
fits in jeopardy? So why don’t you elected of-
ficials wake up, start living like the rest of
the population, put politics aside and do
what is right for the country.

From the Lincoln Courier newspaper:

“From what I'm hearing, interest rates
would go up,” said Jim Muschinske, revenue
manager for the Illinois Commission on Gov-
ernment Forecasting and Accountability.
‘““Some people may be more hesitant to buy
big-ticket items they would have to fi-
nance.”

As a result, sales tax revenues are
going to suffer for local governments.
“That could start a ripple effect,” the
newspaper went on to write.

“If the consumer pulls back, corporations
would be more hesitant to add to their pay-
roll,”” Muschinske said. ‘“They may cut or, at
the very least, not hire. At this stage of the
recovery, we would hope hiring would be fur-
ther along.”

What troubles me the most is this is
a manufactured political crisis. This is
a self-inflicted political wound. Eighty-
nine times since 1939 we have rou-
tinely—except for one little glitch—ex-
tended the debt ceiling. We have done
it under Republican Presidents 55
times and Democratic Presidents 34
times. It is bipartisan.

All the President is asking for is the
authority to borrow the money to pay
for what Congress has spent. Members
of Congress who come to the floor and
pledge ‘I will never vote to extend the
debt ceiling’’ are the same Members of
Congress who just weeks ago said to
the President: Stay in Afghanistan,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

stay the course, spend the money. We
have got to do it. Mr. President, $10 bil-
lion a month in Afghanistan. For every
dollar we spend, we have to borrow 40
cents. So for President Obama to keep
the promise made by these same Mem-
bers of Congress, he has to borrow
funds to do it. Now that he has asked
for authority to borrow it, they are
saying: Oh, no, we want nothing to do
with borrowing the money. And that is
why we are here today.

Mr. President, let me say a word
about the other issue that is being de-
bated; that is, the deficit. And I know
you feel as seriously about it as I do.
The deficit in this country has to be
addressed. We are leaving a debt to our
children that is unimaginable, and we
have to change it.

I have been working for a year and a
half with the deficit commission the
President created and with a group
called the Gang of 6, and we have come
up with a bipartisan approach to deal
with this. It is sensible. It spreads the
pain—and there will be pain—to every-
one across America and puts every-
thing on the table—everything. We
don’t spare anyone except the poorest
and most vulnerable in our Nation.

We basically said to people: We have
to raise revenue, and we have to start
by increasing the tax burden of those
in the highest income categories. I
think it stands to reason. If we are ask-
ing for sacrifice from working families
who are paying for college student
loans, why wouldn’t we ask the
wealthiest people in America to pay a
little more on their taxes?

Secondly, we put all of the Federal
spending on the table, and we make
dramatic cuts in Federal spending—not
just on the side of the ledger that deals
with nondefense but also in the Defense
Department. There are some Members
of Congress who argue that you cannot
cut a penny from the Department of
Defense.

When I was on the deficit commis-
sion, we had experts who came in from
the Pentagon, and we learned that the
Pentagon and the Department of De-
fense is the largest Federal employer
in America.

But then Senator CONRAD of North
Dakota asked an important question.
He said: Beyond those Federal employ-
ees in the Department of Defense, how
many contractors, how many contract
employees work for the Department of
Defense?

The expert said: I have no idea.

Senator CONRAD said: Well, give me a
range.

Well, he says, between 1 million and
9 million.

That is quite a range. I think it is
evidence that we ought to look at
every single contract in the Depart-
ment of Defense. Believe me, there are
some of them that shouldn’t be there
where we are paying too much money
and not getting the security we expect
for our Nation.

So we need to look at both sides of
the ledger—the defense side and the
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nondefense side—and save the money.
Keep our troops safe and keep America
safe, but don’t waste money on that
which doesn’t make us safe.

Finally, the entitlement programs—
and this is where many people across
America do get nervous. I believe in
Social Security and Medicare and Med-
icaid. I particularly believe we have a
commitment to seniors who paid their
entire working lives into these pro-
grams expecting them to protect them
when they reached the age of retire-
ment.

This year, on January 1, 10,000 Amer-
icans reached the age of 65, qualifying
for Social Security and Medicare. On
January 2, another 10,000; January 3,
again. And for 19 more years, every day
10,000 more people will qualify for So-
cial Security and Medicaid. Welcome
to the baby boomers. Those who were
born after World War II are now reach-
ing retirement age and with that ex-
pect, because they paid in for a life-
time, to receive Social Security and
Medicare. Now we need to look at those
programs and ask, What can we do to
make them stronger longer? We may
have some disagreement about exactly
how that is done, but we both agree
that if we don’t touch Medicare and
leave it as is, in a matter of 6, 7, or 8
years, it will be insolvent, unable to
pay its bills. That is unacceptable. We
need to find ways to make Medicare a
strong, viable program that will pay
the medical bills of seniors and the dis-
abled when they need them.

Social Security, the same. There is
good news in Social Security; it is sol-
vent for 25 years. We cannot say that
about many programs, if any, in Wash-
ington. But the bad news is at the end
of 25 years, benefits would have to be
cut 22 percent. That is tough. A lot of
people have no other source of income.

What I have suggested, and I hope
people will listen carefully: Small
changes we make today in Social Secu-
rity will play out over 25 years to buy
the solvency we need in this program
for decades to come. Every penny of
savings in Social Security needs to be
reinvested right back into Social Secu-
rity so we do not take the savings from
Social Security for general deficit re-
duction—not at all. Whatever savings
are there, put them back into the So-
cial Security Program.

There are ways to do this. We could
do it in a sensible fashion, and the only
way I can say that with some con-
fidence is I have done it. When I first
got elected to Washington in 1983, they
said: Welcome to Washington. Social
Security is broke.

We sat down and fixed it. We bought
over 50 years of solvency at that time.
We can do it again. We have to think
about this in thoughtful terms, pre-
serve the basic benefits of these pro-
grams but give them a longer life so
they will be there when they are need-
ed in the future. Our Gang of 6 came up
with a bipartisan agreement to deal
with this. Thirty-six Senators of both
parties have agreed to join us in this
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effort, and I hope it becomes the basis
for us addressing our deficit crisis and
that we avert what clearly is a manu-
factured political crisis coming August
2 and that we extend this debt ceiling
so we do not hurt our recovering econ-
omy. We cannot hurt the innocent
businesses and families across America
who count on us for leadership.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

———————

PEACEFUL AND JUST RESOLUTION
IN GEORGIA

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to Calendar No. 113, S. Res. 175.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 175) expressing the
sense of the Senate with respect to ongoing
violations of the territorial integrity and
sovereignty of Georgia and the importance of
a peaceful and just resolution to the conflict
within Georgia’s internationally recognized
borders.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
know of no further debate. I ask the
Senate to vote on the adoption of the
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no further debate, the question is on
the adoption of the resolution.

The resolution (S. Res.
agreed to.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous
consent the preamble be agreed to, the
motion to reconsider be agreed to, with
no intervening action or debate, and
any statements be printed in the
RECORD.

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

The preamble was agreed to.

The resolution, with its preamble,
reads as follows:

S. RES. 175

Whereas, since 1993, the territorial integ-
rity of Georgia has been reaffirmed by the
international community and 36 United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions;

Whereas the United States-Georgia Stra-
tegic Charter, signed on January 9, 2009, un-
derscores that ‘‘support for each other’s sov-
ereignty, independence, territorial integrity
and inviolability of borders constitutes the
foundation of our bilateral relations’’;

Whereas, in October 2010, at the meeting of
the United States-Georgia Charter on Stra-
tegic Partnership, Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton stated, ‘“The United States will not
waiver in its support for Georgia’s sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity.”;

Whereas the White House released a fact
sheet on July 24, 2010, calling for ‘“‘Russia to
end its occupation of the Georgian terri-
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tories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia’ and
for ‘“‘a return of international observers to
the two occupied regions of Georgia’’;

Whereas Vice President Joseph Biden stat-
ed in Thilisi in July 2009 that the United
States ‘“‘will not recognize Abkhazia and
South Ossetia as independent states’’;

Whereas, according to the Government of
Georgia’s ‘‘State Strategy on Occupied Ter-
ritories,”” the Government of Georgia has
committed itself to a policy of peaceful en-
gagement, the protection of economic and
human rights, freedom of movement, and the
preservation of cultural heritage, language,
and identity for the people of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia;

Whereas the August 2008 conflict between
the Governments of Russia and Georgia re-
sulted in civilian and military causalities,
the violation of the sovereignty and terri-
torial integrity of Georgia, and large num-
bers of internally displaced persons;

Whereas large numbers of persons remain
displaced as a result of the August 2008 con-
flict as well as the earlier conflicts of the
1990s;

Whereas the August 12, 2008, ceasefire
agreement, agreed to by the Governments of
Russia and Georgia provides that all troops
of the Russian Federation shall be with-
drawn to pre-conflict positions;

Whereas the August 12, 2008, ceasefire
agreement provides that free access shall be
granted to organizations providing humani-
tarian assistance in regions affected by vio-
lence in August 2008;

Whereas the recognition by the Govern-
ment of Russia of Abkhazia and South
Ossetia on August 26, 2008, was in violation
of the sovereignty and territorial integrity
of Georgia;

Whereas Human Rights Watch concluded
in its World Report 2011 that ‘‘Russia contin-
ued to occupy Georgia’s breakaway regions
of South Ossetia and Abkhazia and strength-
ened its military presence in the region by
establishing a military base and placing an
advanced surface-to-air missile system in
Abkhazia’’;

Whereas the parties have taken some con-
structive steps in recent months, including
the resumption of direct flights between
Russia and Georgia, Russian troop with-
drawal from the Georgian village of Perevi,
and regular participation in the Incident
Prevention and Response Mechanism;

Whereas these positive steps neither ade-
quately address the humanitarian situation
on the ground nor constitute full compliance
with the terms of the August 2008 ceasefire
agreement;

Whereas, on November 23, 2010, before the
European Parliament, Georgian President
Saakashvili declared that ‘Georgia will
never use force to restore its territorial in-
tegrity and sovereignty’’;

Whereas Secretary of State Clinton stated
in Thilisi on July 5, 2010, ‘“We continue to
call for Russia to abide by the August 2008
cease-fire commitment . . . including ending
the occupation and withdrawing Russian
troops from South Ossetia and Abkhazia to
their pre-conflict positions.”’;

Whereas the Russian Federation blocked
the extension of the Organization for Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) Mis-
sion to Georgia and the United Nations Ob-
server Mission in Georgia, forcing the mis-
sions to withdraw from South Ossetia and
Abkhazia;

Whereas troops of the Russian Federation
stationed in Abkhazia and South Ossetia
continue to be present without the consent
of the Government of Georgia or a mandate
from the United Nations or other multilat-
eral organizations;

Whereas, at the April 15, 2011, meeting in
Berlin between the foreign ministers of Geor-
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gia and NATO, Secretary of State Clinton
stated, “U.S. support for Georgia’s sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity remains
steadfast. . . . We share Georgian concerns
regarding recent Russian activities that can
negatively affect regional stability.”’;

Whereas, on April 25-26, 2011, Foreign Min-
ister of Russia Sergei Lavrov made a high-
profile visit to Abkhazia and South Ossetia,
which was immediately criticized by the De-
partment of State as ‘‘inconsistent with the
principle of territorial integrity and Geor-
gia’s internationally recognized borders’’;

Whereas the Senate supports United States
efforts to develop a productive relationship
with the Russian Federation in areas of mu-
tual interest, including non-proliferation and
arms control, cooperation concerning the
failure of the Government of Iran to meet its
international obligations with regard to its
nuclear programs, counter-terrorism, Af-
ghanistan, anti-piracy, and economics and
trade; and

Whereas the Senate agrees that these ef-
forts must not compromise longstanding
United States policy or United States sup-
port for its allies and partners worldwide:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) affirms that it is the policy of the
United States to support the sovereignty,
independence, and territorial integrity of
Georgia and the inviolability of its borders,
and to recognize Abkhazia and South Ossetia
as regions of Georgia occupied by the Rus-
sian Federation;

(2) calls upon the Government of Russia to
take steps to fulfill all the terms and condi-
tions of the 2008 ceasefire agreements be-
tween Georgia and Russia, including return-
ing military forces to pre-war positions and
ensuring access to international humani-
tarian aid to all those affected by the con-
flict;

(3) urges the Government of Russia and the
authorities in control in the regions of South
Ossetia and Abkhazia to allow for the full
and dignified return of internally displaced
persons and international missions to the
territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia;

(4) supports peaceful, constructive engage-
ment and confidence-building measures be-
tween the Government of Georgia and the
authorities in control in South Ossetia and
Abkhazia and encourages additional people-
to-people contacts; and

(5) affirms that finding a peaceful resolu-
tion to the conflict is a key priority for the
United States in the Caucasus region and
that lasting regional stability can only be
achieved through peaceful means and long-
term diplomatic and political dialogue be-
tween all parties.

————

ENCOURAGING WOMEN’S POLIT-
ICAL PARTICIPATION IN SAUDI
ARABIA

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 114, S. Res. 216.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the resolution by
title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 216) encouraging
women’s political participation in Saudi
Arabia.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution (S.
Res. 216) encouraging women’s political
participation in Saudi Arabia, which
had been reported from the Committee
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on Foreign Relations, with an amend-
ment and an amendment to the pre-
amble.
(Strike the parts in boldface brackets
and insert the parts shown in italics.)
S. REs. 216

[Whereas, on September 22, 2011, the King-
dom of Saudi Arabia is scheduled to hold its
first nationwide municipal elections since
2005, with voter registration open as of April
23, 2011;

[Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia
has announced—as it did in 2005—that
women will be unable to run for elective of-
fice or vote;

[Whereas, on March 28, 2011, president of
the general committee for the election of
municipal council members Abd al-Rahman
Dahmash stated, ‘“We are not prepared for
the participation of women in the municipal
elections now.”’;

[Whereas Foreign Minister of Saudi Arabia
Prince Saud Al Faisal stated in an interview
after the 2005 election that he assumed
women would be allowed to vote in future
elections, and that this would benefit the
election process because women were ‘‘more
sensible voters than men’’;

[Whereas the decision by the Government
of Saudi Arabia to continue to disenfran-
chise women in the September 2011 munic-
ipal elections is inconsistent with a series of
commitments made by the Government of
Saudi Arabia;

[Whereas, in January 2003, Saudi Arabia
proposed to the League of Arab States the
“Covenant for Arab Reform,” resulting in
the adoption of the ‘‘Tunis Declaration” at
the May 2004 Arab Summit, which declared,
among other things, a ‘“‘firm determination”
to ‘‘pursue reform and modernization’ by
“widening women’s participation in the po-
litical, economic, social, cultural and edu-
cational fields’’;

[Whereas these declarations were re-
affirmed at the Arab Summit in Algiers on
March 23, 2005, and at the Riyadh Summit
held in Saudi Arabia on March 28, 2007;

[Whereas, in April 2009, Saudi Arabia rati-
fied the Arab Charter on Human Rights,
which states in article 24(3), ‘‘Every citizen
has the right ... to stand for election or
choose his representatives in free and impar-
tial elections, in conditions of equality
among all citizens that guarantee the free
expression of his will.”’;

[Whereas, on June 10, 2009, the Govern-
ment of Saudi Arabia accepted the majority
of the recommendations put forward by the
United Nations Human Rights Council’s
Working Group on the Universal Periodic
Review including to ‘‘[a]bolish all legisla-
tion, measures and practices that discrimi-
nate against women . .. In particular, to
abolish legislation and practices which pre-
vent women from participating fully in soci-
ety on an equal basis with men,”” and to ‘“‘end
the strict system of male guardianship and
give full legal identity to Saudi women’’;

[Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia
has indicated that it is supportive of the
human rights of women;

[Whereas, in November 2010, Saudi Arabia
was elected to the Executive Board of UN
Women, emphasizing the commitment of the
Government of Saudi Arabia to the rights of
women;

[Whereas ‘Abd al-Rahman Dahmash, the
president of the general committee for the
election of municipal council members, has
stated that Saudi women will be granted the
right to vote in the next municipal elections
scheduled to be held in 2015; and

[Whereas, while the United States Govern-
ment acknowledges the deep cultural and re-
ligious traditions and sentiments within
Saudi society, without the right to vote on
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par with men, women in Saudi Arabia are de-
nied not only a fundamental human right
but also the ability to contribute fully to the
economic development, modernization, and
prosperity of their own country: Now, there-
fore, be it]

Whereas, on September 29, 2011, the Kingdom
of Saudi Arabia is scheduled to hold its first na-
tionwide municipal elections since 2005;

Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia has
announced—as it did in 2005—that women will
be unable to run for elective office or vote;

Whereas, on March 28, 2011, president of the
general committee for the election of municipal
council members ‘Abd al-Rahman Dahmash
stated, ‘“We are not prepared for the participa-
tion of women in the municipal elections now.”’;

Whereas the Foreign Minister of Saudi Ara-
bia, Prince Saud Al Faisal, stated in an inter-
view after the 2005 election that he assumed
women would be allowed to vote in future elec-
tions, and that this would benefit the election
process because women were ‘“‘more sensible vot-
ers than men’’;

Whereas, on June 6, 2011, the Majlis Al-Shura
Consultative Council adopted a resolution rec-
ommending that the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
Ministry of Rural and Municipal Affairs take
the necessary measures to include female voters
in future municipal elections;

Whereas the decision by the Govermment of
Saudi Arabia to continue to disenfranchise
women in the September 2011 municipal elec-
tions is inconsistent with a series of commit-
ments made by the Government of Saudi Arabia;

Whereas, in January 2003, Saudi Arabia pro-
posed to the League of Arab States the ‘‘Cov-
enant for Arab Reform,” resulting in the adop-
tion of the ‘“Tunis Declaration’’ at the May 2004
Arab Summit, which declared, among other
things, a ‘‘firm determination’ to ‘“‘pursue re-
form and modernization’ by ‘“‘widening women’s
participation in the political, economic, social,
cultural and educational fields’’;

Whereas these declarations were reaffirmed at
the Arab Summit in Algiers on March 23, 2005,
and at the Riyadh Summit held in Saudi Arabia
on March 28, 2007;

Whereas, in April 2009, Saudi Arabia ratified
the Arab Charter on Human Rights, which
states in article 24(3), ‘‘Every citizen has the
right. . . to stand for election or choose his rep-
resentatives in free and impartial elections, in
conditions of equality among all citizens that
guarantee the free expression of his will.”’;

Whereas, on June 10, 2009, the Government of
Saudi Arabia accepted the majority of the rec-
ommendations put forward by the United Na-
tions Human Rights Council’s Working Group
on the Universal Periodic Review including to
“[a]bolish all legislation, measures and practices
that discriminate against women. . . In par-
ticular, to abolish legislation and practices
which prevent women from participating fully
in society on an equal basis with men,” and to
“‘end the strict system of male guardianship and
give full legal identity to Saudi women’’;

Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia has
indicated that it is supportive of the human
rights of women,

Whereas, in November 2010, Saudi Arabia was
elected to the Executive Board of UN Women,
emphasizing the commitment of the Government
of Saudi Arabia to the rights of women;

Whereas ‘Abd al-Rahman Dahmash, the presi-
dent of the general committee for the election of
municipal council members, has stated that
Saudi women will be granted the right to vote in
the next municipal elections scheduled to be
held in 2015; and

Whereas, while the United States Government
acknowledges the deep cultural and religious
traditions and sentiments within Saudi society,
without the right to vote on par with men,
women in Saudi Arabia are denied mot only a
fundamental human right but also the ability to
contribute fully to the economic development,
modernization, and prosperity of their own
country: Now, therefore, be it
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Resolved, [That the Senate—

[(1) calls on the Government of Saudi Ara-
bia to allow women to participate, both as
voters and candidates for elective office, in
the September 2011 elections;

[(2) supports the women of Saudi Arabia as
they endeavor to exercise their human
rights; and

[(3) believes that it is in the interest of
Saudi Arabia and all nations to permit
women to run for office and vote in all elec-
tions.]

That the Senate—

(1) urges the Government of Saudi Arabia to
allow women to fully participate, both as voters
and candidates for elective office, in the Sep-
tember 2011 elections;

(2) supports the women of Saudi Arabia as
they endeavor to exercise their human rights
and participate equally in society; and

(3) believes that it is in the interest of Saudi
Arabia and all nations to permit women to run
for office, receive civic education, and vote in
all elections.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I ask unanimous
consent the committee-reported sub-
stitute amendment be agreed to; the
resolution, as amended, be agreed to;
the committee-reported amendment to
the preamble be agreed to; the pre-
amble, as amended, be agreed to; the
motions to reconsider be laid upon the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate and any statements be printed in
the RECORD.

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

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The resolution (S. Res.
amended, was agreed to.

The amendment to the preamble was
agreed to.

The preamble,
agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, with its
preamble, as amended, reads as follows:
S. RES. 216

Whereas, on September 29, 2011, the King-
dom of Saudi Arabia is scheduled to hold its
first nationwide municipal elections since
2005;

Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia
has announced—as it did in 2005—that
women will be unable to run for elective of-
fice or vote;

Whereas, on March 28, 2011, president of the
general committee for the election of munic-
ipal council members ‘Abd al-Rahman
Dahmash stated, ‘“We are not prepared for
the participation of women in the municipal
elections now.”’;

Whereas the Foreign Minister of Saudi
Arabia, Prince Saud Al Faisal, stated in an
interview after the 2005 election that he as-
sumed women would be allowed to vote in fu-
ture elections, and that this would benefit
the election process because women were
“‘more sensible voters than men’’;

Whereas, on June 6, 2011, the Majlis Al-
Shura Consultative Council adopted a resolu-
tion recommending that the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia Ministry of Rural and Munic-
ipal Affairs take the necessary measures to
include female voters in future municipal
elections;

Whereas the decision by the Government of
Saudi Arabia to continue to disenfranchise
women in the September 2011 municipal elec-
tions is inconsistent with a series of commit-
ments made by the Government of Saudi
Arabia;

Whereas, in January 2003, Saudi Arabia
proposed to the League of Arab States the

216), as

as amended, was
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“Covenant for Arab Reform,” resulting in
the adoption of the ‘‘T'unis Declaration” at
the May 2004 Arab Summit, which declared,
among other things, a ‘“‘firm determination”
to ‘“‘pursue reform and modernization’” by
“widening women’s participation in the po-
litical, economic, social, cultural and edu-
cational fields’’;

Whereas these declarations were re-
affirmed at the Arab Summit in Algiers on
March 23, 2005, and at the Riyadh Summit
held in Saudi Arabia on March 28, 2007;

Whereas, in April 2009, Saudi Arabia rati-
fied the Arab Charter on Human Rights,
which states in article 24(3), ‘‘Every citizen
has the right . .. to stand for election or
choose his representatives in free and impar-
tial elections, in conditions of equality
among all citizens that guarantee the free
expression of his will.”’;

Whereas, on June 10, 2009, the Government
of Saudi Arabia accepted the majority of the
recommendations put forward by the United
Nations Human Rights Council’s Working
Group on the Universal Periodic Review in-
cluding to ‘‘[a]bolish all legislation, meas-
ures and practices that discriminate against
women . . . In particular, to abolish legisla-
tion and practices which prevent women
from participating fully in society on an
equal basis with men,”’ and to ‘‘end the strict
system of male guardianship and give full
legal identity to Saudi women’;

Whereas the Government of Saudi Arabia
has indicated that it is supportive of the
human rights of women;

Whereas, in November 2010, Saudi Arabia
was elected to the Executive Board of UN
Women, emphasizing the commitment of the
Government of Saudi Arabia to the rights of
women;

Whereas ‘Abd al-Rahman Dahmash, the
president of the general committee for the
election of municipal council members, has
stated that Saudi women will be granted the
right to vote in the next municipal elections
scheduled to be held in 2015; and

Whereas while the United States Govern-
ment acknowledges the deep cultural and re-
ligious traditions and sentiments within
Saudi society, without the right to vote on
par with men, women in Saudi Arabia are de-
nied not only a fundamental human right
but also the ability to contribute fully to the
economic development, modernization, and
prosperity of their own country: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) urges the Government of Saudi Arabia
to allow women to fully participate, both as
voters and candidates for elective office, in
the September 2011 elections;

(2) supports the women of Saudi Arabia as
they endeavor to exercise their human rights
and participate equally in society; and

(3) believes that it is in the interest of
Saudi Arabia and all nations to permit
women to run for office, receive civic edu-
cation, and vote in all elections.

———————

RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent the Senate pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration en
bloc of the following resolutions, which
were submitted earlier today: S. Res.
242, S. Res. 243, S. Res. 244.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
being no objection, the Senate pro-
ceeded to consider the resolutions en
bloc.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
the resolutions be agreed to, the pre-
ambles be agreed to, the motions to re-
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consider be laid upon the table en bloc,
without any intervening action or de-
bate, and any statements be printed in
the RECORD.

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

The resolutions were agreed to.

The preambles were agreed to.

The resolutions, with their pre-
ambles, read as follows:
S. REsS. 242

Supporting the goals and ideals of National
Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month

Whereas ovarian cancer is the deadliest of
all gynecologic cancers;

Whereas ovarian cancer is the 5th leading
cause of cancer deaths among women in the
United States;

Whereas almost 21,000 women will be diag-
nosed with ovarian cancer in 2011, and 15,000
will die from the disease;

Whereas these deaths are those of our
mothers, sisters, daughters, family members,
and community leaders;

Whereas the mortality rate for ovarian
cancer has not significantly decreased since
the “War on Cancer’” was declared 40 years
ago;

Whereas all women are at risk for ovarian
cancer, and 90 percent of women diagnosed
with ovarian cancer do not have a family
history that puts them at a higher risk;

Whereas some women, such as those with a
family history of breast or ovarian cancer,
are at a higher risk for the disease;

Whereas the pap test is sensitive and spe-
cific to the early detection of cervical can-
cer, but not ovarian cancer;

Whereas there is currently no reliable
early detection test for ovarian cancer;

Whereas many people are unaware that the
symptoms of ovarian cancer often include
bloating, pelvic or abdominal pain, difficulty
eating or feeling full quickly, urinary symp-
toms, and several other symptoms that are
easily confused with other diseases;

Whereas in June 2007, the first national
consensus statement on ovarian cancer
symptoms was developed to provide consist-
ency in describing symptoms to make it
easier for women to learn and remember the
symptoms;

Whereas there are known methods to re-
duce the risk of ovarian cancer, including
prophylactic surgery, oral contraceptives,
and breast-feeding;

Whereas, due to the lack of a reliable early
detection test, 75 percent of cases of ovarian
cancer are detected at an advanced stage,
making the overall 5-year survival rate only
45 percent;

Whereas there are factors that are known
to reduce the risk for ovarian cancer and
that play an important role in the preven-
tion of the disease;

Whereas awareness of the symptoms of
ovarian cancer by women and health care
providers can lead to a quicker diagnosis;

Whereas, each year during the month of
September, the Ovarian Cancer National Al-
liance and its partner members hold a num-
ber of events to increase public awareness of
ovarian cancer; and

Whereas September 2011 should be des-
ignated as ‘‘National Ovarian Cancer Aware-
ness Month” to increase public awareness of
ovarian cancer: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate supports the

goals and ideals of National Ovarian Cancer
Awareness Month.
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S. RES. 243

Promoting increased awareness, diagnosis,
and treatment of atrial fibrillation to ad-
dress the high morbidity and mortality
rates and to prevent avoidable hospitaliza-
tions associated with the disease

Whereas atrial fibrillation is a cardiac con-
dition that results when the usual coordi-
nated electrical activity in the atria of the
heart becomes disorganized and chaotic,
hampering the ability of the atria to fill the
ventricles with blood, and allowing blood to
pool in the atria and form clots;

Whereas an estimated 2,500,000 people in
the United States are living with atrial fi-
brillation, the most common ‘‘serious’ heart
rhythm abnormality that occurs in people
older than 65 years of age;

Whereas atrial fibrillation is associated
with an increased long-term risk of stroke,
heart failure, and all-cause mortality, espe-
cially among women;

Whereas people older than 40 years of age
have a 1-in-4 risk of developing atrial fibril-
lation in their lifetime;

Whereas an estimated 15 percent of strokes
are the result of untreated atrial fibrillation,
a condition that dramatically increases the
risk of stroke to approximately 5 times more
than the general population;

Whereas atrial fibrillation accounts for ap-
proximately 529,000 hospital discharges annu-
ally;

Whereas atrial fibrillation costs an esti-
mated $3,600 per patient for a total cost bur-
den in the United States of $15,700,000,000;

Whereas better patient and health care
provider education is needed for the timely
recognition of atrial fibrillation symptoms;

Whereas an electrocardiogram is an effec-
tive and risk-free screen for heart rhythm
irregularities and can be part of a routine
preventive exam;

Whereas there is a dearth of outcome per-
formance measures that focus on the man-
agement of atrial fibrillation; and

Whereas evidence-based care guidelines im-
prove patient outcomes and prevent unneces-
sary hospitalizations for individuals with
undiagnosed atrial fibrillation and for pa-
tients once atrial fibrillation is detected:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the Secretary of Health and Human
Services should work with leaders in the
medical community to explore ways to im-
prove medical research, screening and pre-
vention methods, and surveillance efforts in
order to prevent and appropriately manage
atrial fibrillation, including by—

(1) advancing the development of process
and outcome measures for the management
of atrial fibrillation by national developers;

(2) facilitating the adoption of evidence-
based guidelines by the medical community
to improve patient outcomes;

(3) advancing atrial fibrillation research
and education by—

(A) encouraging basic science research to
determine the causes and optimal treat-
ments for atrial fibrillation;

(B) exploring development of screening
tools and protocols to determine the risk of
developing atrial fibrillation; and

(C) enhancing current surveillance and
tracking systems to include atrial fibrilla-
tion; and

(4) improving access to appropriate med-
ical care for patients suffering from atrial fi-
brillation by encouraging education pro-
grams that promote collaboration among the
Federal health agencies and that increase
public and clinician awareness of atrial fi-
brillation, including risk assessment, screen-
ing, treatment, and appropriate clinical
management.
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S. RES. 244
Congratulating Omega Psi Phi Fraternity,

Inc. for 100 years of service to communities

throughout the United States and the

world, and commending Omega Psi Phi for
upholding its cardinal principles of man-
hood, scholarship, perseverance, and uplift

Whereas Omega Psi Phi is the first inter-
national fraternal organization to be founded
on the campus of a historically black col-
lege;

Whereas Omega Psi Phi Fraternity, Inc.
was founded at Howard University in Wash-
ington, District of Columbia, on November
17, 1911, by undergraduates Oscar James Coo-
per, M.D., Frank Coleman, Ph.D., and Edgar
Amos Love, D.D., and their faculty advisor
Ernest Everett Just, Ph.D.;

Whereas, on November 17, 2011, Omega Psi
Phi will celebrate 100 years of service to
communities throughout the United States
and the world in many diverse fields of en-
deavor;

Whereas, in 2011, Omega Psi Phi has more
than 700 chapters throughout the United
States, Bermuda, the Bahamas, the Virgin
Islands, South Korea, Japan, Liberia, Ger-
many, and Kuwait;

Whereas Omega Psi Phi has maintained a
commitment to the betterment of mankind,
the enhancement of the community, and the
enrichment of collegiate men through dedi-
cation to its cardinal principles of manhood,
scholarship, perseverance, and uplift;

Whereas Omega Psi Phi chapters partici-
pate in activities that uplift their commu-
nities, including voter registration, illit-
eracy awareness, Habitat for Humanity,
health awareness programs, and youth men-
toring;

Whereas the men of Omega Psi Phi have
distinguished themselves in the field of
science, including Dr. Ernest Everett Just,
an internationally known biologist, Dr.
Charles Drew, who perfected the use of blood
plasma, Dr. Ronald E. McNair, an astronaut
and member of the flight team aboard the
Space Shuttle Challenger, Charles Bolden,
an astronaut and the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, and Dr. Fred Drew Gregory, an astro-
naut and graduate of the United States Air
Force Academy;

Whereas the men of Omega Psi Phi have
distinguished themselves in the field of
sports, including Dr. Robert M. Screen, the
tennis coach at Hampton University and the
coach with the most wins in the history of
the National Collegiate Athletic Associa-
tion, Michael Jordan, who was inducted into
the Naismith Memorial Basketball Hall of
Fame in 2009, Charlie Ward, the winner of
the Heisman Trophy in 1993 and a former
guard with the New York Knicks of the Na-
tional Basketball Association, Dr. LeRoy
Walker, a former president of the United
States Olympic Committee, and Terrance
Trammell, a world champion hurdler;

Whereas the men of Omega Psi Phi have
distinguished themselves in the field of gov-
ernment, including William Hastie, the first
Governor of the Virgin Islands, Lawrence
Douglas Wilder, the first black Governor of
Virginia, Togo West, a former Secretary of
the Army, James E. Clyburn, a Member of
the House of Representatives from South
Carolina and the 26th Majority Whip of the
House of Representatives, Jesse Jackson, Jr.,
a Member of the House of Representatives
from Illinois, and Hank Johnson, a Member
of the House of Representatives from Geor-
gla;

Whereas the men of Omega Psi Phi have
distinguished themselves in the field of the
arts, including Langston Hughes, the poet
laureate who excelled as a poet, playwright,
novelist, lyricist, and humorist, and William
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““‘Count” Basie, an internationally known pi-
anist, composer, arranger, and band leader;
and

Whereas Omega Psi Phi will commemorate
its history and promote its continued suc-
cess atb its centennial celebration to be held
July 27 through July 31, 2011, in Washington,
District of Columbia: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) congratulates Omega Psi Phi Frater-
nity, Inc. for 100 years of service to commu-
nities throughout the United States and the
world; and

(2) commends Omega Psi Phi for upholding
its cardinal principles of manhood, scholar-
ship, perseverance, and uplift.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

The

THE DEBT CEILING

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. President, I rise
once again to urge my colleagues to
come together and address this debt
ceiling to reduce our deficit and debt.
We are at the 12th hour, and it is vi-
tally important to the American people
we move forward. I believe there is op-
portunity to do that. I think it is im-
portant we move forward in a way that
makes sure we address the root of the
problem. The problem is, we have a def-
icit and a debt that is out of control.
As we work together to reach agree-
ment on this very important debt ceil-
ing issue, we need to be mindful that
we have taken a big step forward in re-
ducing the deficit and debt that our
country faces.

Let’s start by taking just a minute to
look at the numbers. Today this coun-
try has total revenues coming into the
Federal Government at about $2.2 tril-
lion. At the same time, we have ex-
penses of $3.7 trillion, leaving an an-
nual deficit of more than $1.5 trillion.
Our debt is now in the range of $14.5
trillion. It is hard to even imagine
what $1 trillion is, let alone $14.5 tril-
lion. We are borrowing 40 cents of
every dollar we spend, and our debt is
growing $4 billion a day—$4 billion a
day. The unemployment is 9.2 percent,
and the latest GDP growth came out
for the second quarter for this year. It
was an anemic 1.3 percent.

We need to get our economy growing.
We need to get people back to work. We
need to get people working, and at the
same time we have to control our
spending. It is time to act.

We are faced with two different
pieces of legislation at this point. One
is the Boehner plan, or the Budget Con-
trol Act of 2011, that the House will be
voting on very soon, I believe. Also,
there is another plan, the Reid plan, in
the Senate. Although they have some
similarities, as configured now they
are different plans and different ap-
proaches.
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One, very importantly, gets us on the
road to recovery. The other one
doesn’t. Let’s take just a minute to
talk about each of those respective
plans to make sure we understand
them. As they vote on them in the
House, and as we face those important
votes this evening or tomorrow or,
hopefully, very soon, we can under-
stand the differences between these ap-
proaches so we can find a way to come
together on an approach that we can
pass in this Chamber and also in the
House, and, of course, that truly moves
our country forward.

Under the Boehner proposal there is
$917 billion in savings that must be
provided in order to raise the debt ceil-
ing, and that allows the first tranche of
increase in the debt ceiling in the
amount of $900 billion. Those savings
have to be identified first—in fact,
more than the amount of the debt ceil-
ing increase.

Then the second tranche to increase
the debt ceiling beyond that $900 bil-
lion, an additional $1.8 trillion in sav-
ings, has to be identified and pro-
vided—$1.8 trillion in savings. That is
$2.7 trillion in savings to get this coun-
try back on the road to financial
health in order to raise the debt ceil-
ing. That is fundamentally important
because that is the fundamental issue.
It doesn’t fully solve the problem, but
it gets us on the right path, and we
have to get going on the right path.

The second tranche of savings is done
by a committee of six Members of the
Senate—three Democrat, three Repub-
lican—and six Members of the House—
three Republican, three Democrat—in
a bipartisan committee. I think that
committee offers us real opportunity.
Here is why: The committee has to
come up with recommendations for
real savings by November. It is bipar-
tisan, and it is a straight up-or-down
vote in the House or the Senate to put
those savings in place, and those sav-
ings must be identified before we raise
the debt ceiling further. So it is some-
thing we have to do.

Let’s think about that committee for
a minute. That is a committee that can
bring in the ideas of the Gang of 6.
That is the committee that can bring
in the Simpson-Bowles concept. That is
a committee that can bring in tax re-
form. That is a committee that can
bring in entitlement reform. These are
the things we are going to need to ad-
dress to get this economy going and
get control of our spending. I know we
have put together many pieces of legis-
lation that have been bipartisan and
have been very important for this
country, and I think this committee
truly offers us that opportunity. I hope
it is something we in the Senate can
find a way to come together on and
that we can get our colleagues in the
House to join us.

In my view, I do think we need to en-
gage in tax reform. I think the right
kind of progrowth tax reform—some of
the concepts brought forth by the Gang
of 6—can truly help us to stimulate
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economic activity. I think the real way
to get revenue for this country is
through economic growth—not higher
taxes, through economic growth. Ex-
pand the pie, the rising tide that lifts
all boats.

If we can engage in tax reform to
stimulate economic growth, we reduce
that unemployment rate by more than
9 percent. That is good for every Amer-
ican, but it is also the way we create
revenue to get us out of this deficit and
debt at the same time that we control
spending.

I absolutely believe it can work, and
I think that we need to convince our
Members we need to come together and
make it happen.

The Boehner proposal also includes a
balanced budget amendment, and I
know that has been an issue of great
debate in this Senate. I believe we need
a balanced budget amendment. I have
said it many times before. I come from
a background in my State, as a Gov-
ernor, where we balanced our budget
every year. There are 49 States that ei-
ther have a constitutional or statutory
priority to balance their budget. We
need that fiscal discipline in Wash-
ington, DC. I think we need it to make
sure we don’t get ourselves into this
situation in the future years for our-
selves or for these young people we see
here today with us.

When we compare the approach of
the Boehner plan, it is different from
the Reid plan. It is important that we
understand that. The Reid plan does
provide that we identify $900 billion in
savings, but that provides that once we
have identified that $900 billion in sav-
ings, we raise the debt ceiling by $2.7
trillion, unlike the Boehner proposal
where we are finding significantly
more savings than we are increasing
the debt ceiling. This is just the oppo-
site. We are increasing the debt ceiling
$2.7 trillion but only requiring $900 bil-
lion in savings. That doesn’t get at the
root of the problem. That continues
the underlying problem of too much
spending and too much debt. Like the
Boehner proposal, the Reid proposal
does provide for a committee. That is
important. That is good. Unlike the
Boehner proposal, it doesn’t require
that committee bring back the savings
and that we put those savings in place
before the debt ceiling is increased. It
doesn’t have the teeth we need to make
sure we get this job done for the Amer-
ican people, and that is a problem.
They are different approaches, and it
doesn’t include a balanced budget
amendment.

There has been talk that we must
work together to find a way to bridge
the gap and the differences, and I think
that is true. We have to find ways to
come together. Time is growing short.
We need to get it done now. I think it
is the approach identified in the
Boehner plan that we need to take. We
need to get our colleagues in this
Chamber to join with us to do it. It is
the only piece of legislation that can
pass the House, but, more importantly,
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it is a big step forward. It is a big step
in the right direction for our country.

I thank the Chair.

I note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous
consent that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. I would ask to
speak for 20 minutes.

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

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, while
we are waiting for people to decide
what the rest of us can vote on in re-
gard to cutting down on the national
debt and what we can do about being
able to continue our government to
function tomorrow, all of this is about
uncertainty, and we read about the un-
certainty every day in the newspaper
because people don’t know what we are
going to do. That then causes busi-
nesses, small and large, not to hire,
and it seems as though they have a lot
of cash they would like to spend and
invest wisely. Some of that would sure-
ly create a lot of jobs and get our econ-
omy moving. Of course, the situation
today where the revision of the quar-
terly economic growth has come out
even less for the second quarter than
we anticipated, it brings a lot of things
to mind as to what we can do to create
jobs. With 9.2 percent unemployment,
that has to be our concentration.

I would like to advise my colleagues
that a lot can be learned from history.
We must change course if we want to
change jobs. The 2007 to 2009 recession
was officially over during the year 2009,
and here we are still with 9.2 percent
unemployment.

So this month happens to be the sec-
ond-year anniversary of the official
start of the recovery. But what kind of
a recovery, with 9.2 percent unemploy-
ment? It seems to be an unofficial re-
covery; in other words, a recovery in
name only. We have had about 2.8 per-
cent annual growth average per year of
that 2 years; and, of course, I just said
the growth of the last quarter was re-
vised downward. When we compare
what we have during this recovery
from what was a very bad recession
with the recovery of the last deep re-
cession, which was in 1981 and 1982, we
compare this 2.8-percent growth now
with a 7.1-percent growth for the recov-
ery after the 1981 to 1982 deep reces-
sion—of course, we can go even further
because, as I said, compare 7.1-percent
growth after the deep recession of 1981
and 1982 with the 2.8-percent average
growth so far during this 2 years of re-
covery, which has now slowed down to
probably 1.5-percent growth. So statis-
tically and actually, and for the people
who are unemployed, recovery has, in
fact, been very stalled since its very
beginning 2 years ago, as we celebrate
the 2-year anniversary of a so-called re-
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covery, and still with 9.2-percent unem-
ployment.

I say we must change course. If we
want to go back to comparing now
with the 1983 and 1984 period of time
when we had a much more vibrant re-
covery, people tend to blame the weak
economy today, during this recovery,
on high personal savings rates. But, in
fact, people are spending more now
than they did in the 1983 to 1984 recov-
ery because, today, the savings rate is
about 5.6 percent, and in 1983 to 1984,
the other recovery, it was 9.4 percent.
So we can’t say people aren’t spending
enough is why we don’t have a recov-
ery.

Then they tend to blame it on weak
housing, but if we look at the dif-
ference between now and 1983 and 1984,
that doesn’t seem to be a very good
reason.

Net exports are less now than they
were in the 1983 and 1984 recovery. The
growth of consumption and the growth
of investment is 60 to 70 percent less
now than it was in the 1983 and 1984 re-
covery.

So what can we learn from this his-
tory that made the recovery of 1983 and
1984, the last great recession we had
compared to this recession, better than
the recovery now? Why have we stalled
today when we didn’t stall in a com-
parable period of recovery after the
last great recession? If the above
doesn’t explain it, then what does ex-
plain it? Why, then, was the recovery
of the 1980s so much more vigorous
than the recovery now if we are, in
fact, in a recovery—and people would
doubt that.

That is the question where I think we
can learn from history. Political lead-
ers ought to learn from the lessons of
the past. There are a lot of lessons that
can be learned going back over a long
period of time: mistakes made in the
Great Depression of the 1930s, or let’s
say the gigantic inflation of the 1970s.
The 1930s and the 1970s were tough dec-
ades, but during those tough times and
remembering them—and maybe other
tough times as well; I am just picking
out the Great Depression of the 1930s
and the gigantic inflation of the 1970s—
but these lessons learned by political
leaders in the 1980s and 1990s led us to
very unprecedented growth during
those two decades when 44 million jobs
were created. If 44 million jobs were
created during those decades, why do
we have such small job growth now? I
think the answer is that we went back
to basic principles that this country
was founded upon: political and eco-
nomic freedom. The principles that
dominated the decades of the 1980s and
1990s when 44 million new jobs were
created aligned with the principles
that are the foundation of our country:
political and economic freedoms. Those
were limited government, incentives to
produce, incentives for entrepreneur-
ship, emphasis upon private markets,
and rule of law. These tended to be in
ascendancy during the decades of the
1980s and 1990s and it led to monetary



S5054

policy that brought about price sta-
bility. It brought about lower marginal
tax rates. Regulations encouraged com-
petition and innovation. We had wel-
fare decisions that were devolved down
to the States where they could be han-
dled more efficiently, and we had
spending restraints that led to bal-
anced budgets during the late 1990s,
paying down $568 billion on the na-
tional debt.

So there was great hope that what
was done during the 1980s and 1990s
that brought about 44 million new jobs
would extend into the 21st century and
that we would continue to bring mar-
ket-based principles into Social Secu-
rity and other entitlement programs,
bring market-based principles into edu-
cation, bring market-based principles
into health care. Because if these mar-
ket-based principles worked during the
1980s and 1990s of the last century and
created 44 million jobs, the success of
that ought to carry over into other
government policies so we could con-
tinue down the road of creating jobs in-
stead of stagnating as we have now.

But sometime after 2000—and that
doesn’t mean just after President
Obama was elected, because there was
a Republican President before that—
but sometime after 2000 both political
parties compromised—and I want to
emphasize both political parties—on
the principles of limited government.
They did it for a multitude of reasons.
Some of these reasons were that they
thought government ought to control
business cycles to a greater extent,
that we ought to increase home owner-
ship, and we know how that worked
out: We ought to have a policy that
people ought to be able to buy a house
they can’t afford. Now we know that is
a stupid policy, but at the time we
didn’t know it; also the prescription
drug issue, as an example, although
there were some market-based prin-
ciples put into that.

But, anyway, there were a multitude
of reasons why we ought to com-
promise the principle of limited gov-
ernment, but it ended up more inter-
ventionist and it made the Federal
Government more powerful, and we
ended up with unintended con-
sequences: the financial crisis we still
remember and we are still trying to get
out of; the recession, which I have al-
ready talked about, of 2007 and 2009, of
which we are celebrating 2 years of
supposed recovery that isn’t real recov-
ery; we have had a great amount of ex-
panded government debt; and now we
have this nonexistent recovery with
9.2-percent unemployment.

I think, looking back, how did this
happen? I was here when it happened.
It reminds me of the story about—well,
I guess I ought to say it and then give
the story. It happened so slowly, and
all of these things added up to be bad
to bring about the great recession, and
now not a very good recovery, because
each one of them happened inde-
pendent of the other and without one
relating to the other. So it reminds me
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of the story of the frog and the water.
If you throw a frog in boiling water, he
will jump out and live. If you put a frog
in cold water and gradually heat it up
to a boil, it is going to accommodate
the changes and die. So these policies
slowly developed and we got into the
situation we are in right now. I will
say it again: Change came so slowly, it
crept up on us.

Then, of course, what happened? The
crash came. We had this Federal inter-
vention in housing. I stated it before:
Buy a house even if you can’t afford it.
We eliminated a lot of Federal Reserve
accountability, particularly when they
didn’t have to report on monetary
growth on a regular basis as they did
before. Then we had these counter-
cyclical fiscal policies that failed. We
had, during periods of growth in our
economy, unrealistically low interest
rates by the Federal Reserve action.
Then, of course, we had government
bailouts. This has led to things all get-
ting worse since 2009. We had more
intervention. We had loose monetary
policies, QE1l and QE2, of the Federal
Reserve. We had a stimulus plan that
was supposed to keep unemployment
under 8 percent, and since it was passed
in February of 2009, unemployment has
never been below that. It has always
been above 8 percent. It is 9.2 percent
now, but it was even over 10 percent.
We had the Cash For Clunkers Pro-
gram. We had the first-time home-
owners tax credit. All of these together
have mnot brought recovery, even
though the economists tell us we are in
the second-year anniversary of a recov-

ery.

What did they bring that has stalled
the recovery? What they have brought
is more uncertainty, and more uncer-
tainty is bad for the economy because,
as I said when I started out, there is
plenty of money out there in corpora-
tions. There are plenty of small busi-
nesses that want to hire, but they do
not know what we in this Congress are
going to do to them so they are not
moving forward. Consequently, the un-
employment rate is not going down.
And right this very hour, as people are
trying to find something that can pass
this body and the other body so we do
not have default, it even brings more
uncertainty, and you read it in the
morning paper, this morning’s paper.
So you have to come to the conclusion,
with all of this intervention bringing
about all this uncertainty, that big
government is not a very good man-
ager.

Then, as I said, this did not happen
just since President Obama became
President. This happened over the pe-
riod of time of this decade and maybe
even going back a little bit into the
other decade. But just since President
Obama was elected, we have added yet
more complex intervention: the health
care reform bill, Dodd-Frank, the Con-
sumer Protection Bureau.

The President this very week has
been talking about increasing taxes,
only he does not use the word ‘‘taxes.”
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We have to have more ‘‘revenue’ or we
have to have ‘‘balance.” But it still
adds up, all of these things out there,
that government does not know what
all these rules and regulations—do you
realize that in health care reform,
there are 1,690 delegations of authority
to the Secretaries to write regulations?
And they are not going to be written
for years. But that brings so much un-
certainty.

So we have more uncertainty, plus
unintended consequences that come
out of these, like right now, rising
health care costs because of the bill,
deterring new investments because of
Dodd-Frank and deterring risk-taking.
Risk-taking is what entrepreneurship
is all about, and entrepreneurship is
mostly related to small businesses,
where 70 percent of the new jobs are
created.

Government intervention is the prob-
lem because government intervention
or government not making decisions
all adds up to more uncertainty. So I
think the solution is to unwind govern-
ment intervention in all these regula-
tions of EPA and all the other govern-
ment agencies. Every day in the news-
paper, you see some nhew regulation
coming out. If you want to get people
to hire, you ought to just shut down
the printing presses for a while.

One sure thing though: We can thank
God we have run out of monetary and
fiscal ammunition because it has not
worked anyway. We are going to prob-
ably have a great deal of inflation be-
cause of what the Fed did. We have no
more spending we can do because all
the spending we have done has not
done the good it was supposed to do.
We need no more greater debt, and we
do not have any more zero interest
rates to put out there because that is
practically where it is right now.

Instead, what we need is spending
controls, and what we need is free mar-
ket principles. Historical evidence
shows what works and what does not. I
said what works and what does not is
shown from the lessons learned from
the depression of the 1980s and the gi-
gantic inflation decade of the 1970s. So
people in the 1980s and 1990s changed to
policies that were market-oriented,
and we created 44 million new jobs. So
we ought to be learning from history.
Historical evidence shows what works
and what does not. And right this day,
in this town, interventionists in the
market control today. We need to re-
store less intervention, the policies of
the 1980s and the 1990s to restore jobs.
Remember, it created 44 million new
jobs.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WHITEHOUSE). The Senator from Indi-
ana.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, are we
under a time agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 10 minutes.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, for sev-
eral months now, I have been on the
floor speaking, urging both Repub-
licans and Democrats to listen to
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Americans and take this unique oppor-
tunity we have before us to do what is
right for our country’s future.

Mr. President, 2010 sent an unmistak-
able message. Americans do not want
us to spend beyond our means, more
than we take in. They do not want
higher taxes. They do not want budget
gimmicks, and more smoke and mir-
rors. They want real, serious solutions
to address our real, serious problem.
We have worked several months to try
to do that.

As I talk to Hoosiers all across the
State of Indiana—businesspeople, re-
tired workers, young people, and oth-
ers—I sense the fear, frustration, dis-
appointment and even anger in a grow-
ing number of people that started in
2010 and is accumulating as we con-
tinue to careen toward a potential
budget default without a sensible or se-
rious plan in place to get us back on
the right track toward fiscal health.

American families are scared. They
are scared, and they are frustrated, and
I think rightfully so. They are worried
about paying next month’s bills. They
are worried about getting a loan to buy
a house or credit to help support a
business. They are worried about being
able to pay for their kids to go to
school in the fall, just a few weeks
away.

Our seniors are scared. Throughout
this debate, they have been used over
and over again as a political football
for scare tactics. My phones are ring-
ing off the hook with seniors basically
saying: We have been told you are
going to take away all of our benefits,
but that is absolutely not true. We are
trying to save those benefits. We are
trying to take the reasonable measures
necessary so those benefits for Social
Security and Medicare are there for
seniors in the future.

American businesses are frustrated.
They are sick and tired of Washing-
ton’s inability to act. The Washington
Post reported this week that ‘‘business
leaders are growing exasperated with
Washington. And they say dysfunction
in the political system is holding them
back from hiring and investing.” The
markets are jittery. We have seen a
pretty good drop in the markets just
this week. The dollar fell to a new low
against the yen, and the yen is not
doing that well. We continue to see
stocks tumble.

So many have asked: Why haven’t we
acted yet? What are we waiting for?
Why haven’t we passed a bill to avoid
this default? Why are we in this period
of uncertainty, taking it right up as
the clock ticks toward August 2?

While the President refused to even
put forth a plan, House Republicans
have been working to pass legislation.
They passed the Cut, Cap, and Balance
Act. They brought it here to the Sen-
ate floor. We were not even allowed to
debate or vote on it or have amend-
ments. For those who do not like it,
there would have been an opportunity
to improve it, there would have been
an opportunity at least to have a ‘‘yes”
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or ‘“no’” vote on whether this was the
path to where we needed to go. But we
did not have that opportunity.

Now, even as I speak, we are moving
toward another vote in the House—
something similar coming forward to-
night by Speaker BOEHNER and Repub-
licans in the House. Unfortunately, it
looks as if we are going to be blocked
from debating that bill. There will be
yet another motion to table, to deny
the opportunity to move forward.

We know there are things going on
behind the scenes, but this does not
provide any assurance to the American
people that whatever is being debated
and put together is going to solve the
problem. We are days away from ex-
hausting our financial options, and we
do not even allow those bills that do
come before us to be debated.

Now, we have few options left in
these few days remaining:

We can, No. 1, default and watch our
U.S. economy be downgraded, interest
rates rise, and the confidence in the
United States as a place to safely in-
vest your money deteriorate all around
the world. This would be the first de-
fault in American history, except for a
technical glitch some many years
back.

The second option before us is we can
pass legislation that is below where we
need to be and where we ought to be,
but we were not able to get there. Al-
though it would avoid a default, it
might not avoid a downgrade of our
credit because it has not matched and
met the minimal requirements of what
most who have analyzed this situation
have understood we need to undertake.

The third option—which has not been
talked about too much, but several of
us have been discussing this possi-
bility—is to pass a short-term exten-
sion that will avert a default and allow
us to continue to work for a serious fix
that gets to those minimal measures
necessary to make progress toward fis-
cal health.

That first option is not a viable op-
tion. Default has consequences we can-
not begin to understand, and eventu-
ally those bills which the American
people and their congressional rep-
resentatives have put in place have to
be paid because those promises were
made.

The second measure—it may be what
we are faced with, perhaps the best of
the worst; is passing subpar legislation
that begins the process of addressing it
but is woefully short of really what
needs to be done.

The third option, the short-term ex-
tension, is a way we can avoid the de-
fault and we can achieve cuts for the
amount of necessary borrowing author-
ity to get us through this period of
time, whether it is 2 weeks or 4 weeks
or 8 weeks. This short-term period of
time would allow us to make yet one
last-ditch chance to try to bring for-
ward something that will avoid default
but also put us on the road to fiscal
health.

So I am urging my colleagues, if we
cannot come up with something better
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than what we have, to give that serious
consideration. What are those min-
imum levels? A $4 trillion cut over 10
years has been told to us over and over
and over by anyone who has analyzed
this situation as the minimal amount
necessary to go forward. Others sug-
gest quite a bit more. The Gang of 6
was working on, I believe, at least $4
trillion cut over that period of time.
Simpson-Bowles provided for $4 trillion
or more. Senator COBURN has brought
out a plan, and others have suggested
we need to be in the $9 trillion to $10
trillion range. But everyone has said
you need to at least be at $4 trillion,
and we are short of that, considerably.

We are also short of having serious
commitment, plan and timetable to ad-
dress the structural unraveling of our
mandatory entitlement systems—
Medicare and Medicaid and Social Se-
curity. This has been the political foot-
ball kicked around, scaring seniors and
others by saying Congress is here to
try to take away their benefits, when
actually we are here trying to save
those benefits. But without structural
changes in those programs, it is driving
this deficit to a point which will be
unsustainable in terms of providing
benefits for those who need them.

We are going forward without a com-
mitment to balance our budget, which
I think is absolutely, ultimately the
only thing that will keep us from doing
binge spending here. The tendency is to
want to say yes to everybody and no to
nobody. We need something that will
force us to be faithful to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, to have a
balanced budget and not spend more
than we take in.

Also, we all know we need an over-
haul of our complicated Tax Code to
make American businesses more com-
petitive and to spur economic growth.
After all is said and done, what this is
really about is getting our fiscal house
in order, getting our economy moving
again—there was a terrible number
this morning about the virtually small,
almost nothing, lack of growth in the
first and second quarters of this year—
but getting the economy growing again
so we can get people back to work.

That is what it is all about. We are
not here to have Draconian cuts just
for the fun of it. We are here to get our
budget in balance so we can get our
economy moving so people can have
viable jobs for the future, so those kids
coming out of college have a place to
go, so the bb-year-old worker who is
laid off and may never get back to
work can get back to work, and so
those who are seeking meaningful em-
ployment to pay their mortgage and
raise a family and buy a home and send
their kids to school will have the abil-
ity to do that. That is what it is all
about. We are not doing this just for
the fun of it. It is no fun to tell people
we have to cut this and cut that and
sacrifice here and sacrifice there. But
we have put ourselves in the position
where we have no other choice. To
spend all of this time here, 7 months of
diligent work by a lot of people——
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 10 minutes is up.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for 1 more minute.

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

Mr. COATS. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. And I thank my colleague, also,
for her patience.

To send us here, after 7 months, and
come up with something that is short
of the minimum, that continues the
uncertainty—are they going to be able
to pull it together with this two-stage
process and gathering Senators and
Congressman together to put a plan to-
gether that we have not been able to do
in the first 7 months but we will do it
in the next 5 months? A lot of people
have some real problems with that.

I want to close by saying we cannot
give up on the process of getting Amer-
ica back to fiscal health. We have to
keep working. I have proposed a way
here to try to do something better than
what we are going to be faced with in
doing in order to avoid this default.

I am hoping we have the opportunity
to do that. If not, I am hoping we have
the commitment to go forward and do
what we all know we need to do for the
sake of the future of this country—the
country we love and want to be pros-
perous for the sake of the future of
American families and their children.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise during this very critical debate
about the deficit crisis to talk for a few
minutes about what this means for
Michigan and for the families and the
businesses I represent. I grew up in a
small northern town of Clare, MI,
where my family ran the automobile
dealership, the Oldsmobile dealership,
and my mom was a nurse at the local
hospital.

My first job was washing the cars on
the car lot. It was a time when people
believed in America and the full faith
and credit of America. I cannot imag-
ine—I cannot imagine—my parents and
my grandparents ever believing it
would be possible for America to de-
fault on its obligations.

But here we are today, and that is a
very real possibility. It is outrageous
because it does not have to be this way.
We have been through a lot in Michi-
gan. I know you know that, Mr. Presi-
dent. We have had more people out of
work than any other State in this re-
cession. In fact, we have been hit hard-
er, longer, deeper than any other State.
We took the brunt of the recession, and
people are now just starting to get
back on their feet. They are the lucky
ones.

When people in Washington talk
about this deficit crisis as though it is
just another political game, it is not a
game. It is not a game to the families
I represent. It is not a game to seniors
I represent. It is not a game to the
small businesses or to the manufactur-
ers that have worked very hard to turn
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things around and move forward in our
State. It is not a game to the people
who are worried about what is going to
happen on Tuesday if we cannot come
together and create a solution, which
we absolutely have to do.

There are nearly 2 million people in
Michigan, senior citizens and people
with disabilities, who have earned their
Social Security benefits and might not
receive them next week. We have 1.6
million seniors, people such as my
mom, who may not be able to see their
doctor and use their Medicare next
week.

Michigan has 700,000 veterans, men
and women who have bravely served
our country, and they expect us to
keep our promise to them as a country.
Those are the people I am thinking
about today as we are trying to find a
bipartisan compromise.

We have to solve this problem and we
need to get it done now and there is no
reason that cannot happen. I am hear-
ing from small business owners. I have
been on the phone today talking to
small business owners, the people
whom we need in Michigan to turn the
economy around. They are doing every-
thing they can to grow their companies
and to create jobs. But now they need
customers, and they have customers
who are saying they are afraid to make
a purchase, they are holding onto their
dollars, they are afraid to buy a house
or furniture.

Today, I talked to friend of mine in
northern Michigan, a prominent auto
dealer, who indicated he has people
who normally come in every 3 years
and buy a new car, and they are just
sitting because they do not know what
is going to happen. They do not know
what is going to happen in the econ-
omy. They do not know what is going
to happen to them and their families
and they are waiting. They are waiting
for us. They are waiting for Wash-
ington to get its act together and to
solve this problem and to move on to
the other challenges in front of us, par-
ticularly to focus on jobs.

Our recovery has already taken hits.
We saw that in the economic numbers
that came out this morning. Families
from Michigan have already taken the
one-two punch of higher food prices,
higher gas prices, and now we have peo-
ple talking seriously about letting the
country default which will lead to
higher interest rates for people trying
to raise their families, for small busi-
nesses trying to hire new employees.

The last thing they need—that any-
body needs—is higher interest rates. A
default would cripple the ability of our
companies to create jobs, and it is the
people who are already hurting the
most, the middle-class working fami-
lies, who will pay the biggest price,
once again. That is wrong.

Worst of all, that scenario would be
entirely self-inflicted by people on both
ends of this building who are not will-
ing to come together and work to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to resolve
this. There is absolutely no reason why
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this country needs to default on its ob-
ligations. There is no reason.

I am hearing from seniors in Michi-
gan who are scared that they might not
get their Social Security checks next
week. They are living check to check—
benefits they have worked their whole
lives to earn, and it is absolutely ridic-
ulous they would have to worry about
that in the greatest country in the
world and all because people in Wash-
ington cannot seem to sit down and
work this out.

For many seniors in Michigan, that
is all they have to live on. That is all
they have to pay their rent, to buy gro-
ceries, to pay for their medicine. They
are worried about how they are going
to live if this country goes into default.

I am hearing from veterans in Michi-
gan, many of whom were left disabled
after their service, who are angry, and
rightly so, that the country they
fought for might default on their pay-
ments for the first time.

I am hearing from young people who
are worried about their future and the
future of their generation if Congress
allows the full faith and credit of the
United States to come into question.

We all know it is critical to be able
to cut the deficit. We also need to grow
the economy. We need a full, balanced
package. But we understand the crit-
ical nature and the importance of cut-
ting this deficit that has been allowed
to accumulate over the last decade. We
have already cut spending. We will cut
more.

The bipartisan plan that will soon
come before us, and I wish to thank
Senator REID for his leadership in
bringing this forward and working so
diligently and our colleagues across
the aisle who have been working in the
Senate to create a bipartisan plan. But
the plan that will be before us cuts
spending by nearly $2.5 trillion, and it
does even more. It creates a second
step that is absolutely critical if we are
going to tackle the rest of the story,
the rest of the country’s challenges so
we can create a truly balanced ap-
proach to eliminating the deficit.

People in Michigan understand that
to do that, that includes cutting the
special subsidies and other special in-
terest spending through the Tax Code
and creating a fairer Tax Code, so that
reducing our deficit is not, once again,
put on the backs of middle-class fami-
lies and senior citizens who have al-
ready paid a heavy price.

This has to be balanced, long term,
fair, to solve the problem and allow us
to grow the economy and create jobs. I
so appreciate and have worked very
hard to make sure the plan in front of
us protects and maintains Medicare
and Social Security. This has been a
top priority for our majority.

The plan Senator REID will be offer-
ing does that. Most important, the
Senate plan creates certainty for the
economy and the markets until 2012.
People in Michigan do not want us hav-
ing this debate every month. They cer-
tainly do not want us having this over
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and over and over again and we know
because we have heard that the plan
which will come to a vote in the House,
unfortunately, will not have bipartisan
support, does not solve the problem,
does not stop us from being down-
graded in our credit rating, does not
put us in a situation for long-term
problem solving.

It keeps us stuck in the mud for
months over and over again by only ad-
dressing the debt ceiling for 4 months
or 6 months. We will be right back here
again stuck when we need to be able to
solve this and move on and focus on
growing our economy so businesses can
create jobs. People in Michigan have
had enough. I have had enough. They
have had enough.

One man called my office earlier
today. He said: I do not want to relive
this nightmare in a few months. I could
not agree with him more. We cannot be
in a situation where we are not cre-
ating economic certainty, solving this
problem, and then moving forward as a
country in a global economy. We have
a lot of work to do to be able to com-
pete around the world and make sure
our businesses are creating jobs here at
home.

Families and small businesses in
Michigan have been through enough. It
is time to get this done. We have to do
it together. It is about working to-
gether. It is about creating a bipar-
tisan plan, and it is time to get that
done. I know my colleagues in the Sen-
ate on both sides of the aisle know the
seriousness of this situation. I cer-
tainly know our leader does, and I am
grateful for his persistence and focus in
bringing people together to solve this.

We have a serious debt crisis that we
can and must solve, and the House
must join us in a bipartisan solution.
We also have a jobs crisis in our coun-
try. We need to resolve the current im-
passe and then focus like a laser on
growing our economy so companies can
create jobs, so we can get out of debt,
and we can stay out of debt