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Fifteen million Americans are out of
work. More than 3 million of those jobs
have been lost since the stimulus was
passed. So with all due respect for the
Democrats’ economic theories, the $1
trillion stimulus, endless government
spending, and bailouts do not appear to
have worked.

We have tried their way. Now it is
time to try what businesses and fami-
lies are asking us to do. Ask any busi-
ness owner in America what we could
do to help them start hiring again, and
they will tell you the best thing we can
do is give them certainty about their
taxes.

The DREAM Act does not create
jobs. Filibuster rules do not create
jobs. Wasting time on votes to raise
taxes will not create jobs.

Right now, House Democrats are get-
ting ready to send us a bill on taxes
they know will not pass in the Senate.
This is a purely political exercise. Just
consider what a number of Senate
Democrats have said about this issue.
Here is what one of their newest Mem-
bers said just a few weeks ago:

I would extend them—

Referring to tax cuts—

for everyone.

Here is another one from September:

I don’t think it makes sense to raise any
federal taxes during the uncertain economy
we are struggling through.

The first comment was from Senator
CooONS. The second comment was from
Senator LIEBERMAN.

Another said:

I support extending all of the expiring tax
cuts until . . . the nation’s economy is in
better shape, and perhaps longer, because
raising taxes in a weak economy could im-
pair recovery. Continuing all of the tax cuts
could provide certainty for families and busi-
nesses. . . .

That was Senator BEN NELSON.

I don’t think they ought to be drawing a
distinction at $250,000.

That was Senator JIM WEBB.

The economy is very weak right now. Rais-
ing taxes will lower consumer demand at a
time when we want people putting more
money into the economy.

That was Senator EVAN BAYH.

Raising taxes during an economic
downturn, one said, ‘‘would be counter-
productive.” That was Senator KENT
CONRAD.

So what is the problem? It seems to
me we have solid bipartisan agreement
on the right thing to do for the econ-
omy and for job creation. Who is hold-
ing it up, and what do they have
against helping businesses and creating
jobs?

It is time to focus. We have tried the
tax-and-spend route. It has not worked.
Why don’t we listen to the voters?
Let’s fund the government while reduc-
ing spending and prevent a massive tax
hike on every American taxpayer.

Look, we have bipartisan support for
this in the Senate and bipartisan oppo-
sition to raising taxes on anyone. As
the President said earlier this week,
after our meeting at the White House:
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I think everybody understands that the
American people want us to focus on their
jobs, not ours. They want us to come to-
gether around strategies to accelerate the
recovery and get Americans back to work.

I agree with the President. Why don’t
we get this done?

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence 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.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam 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.

———
NEW START TREATY

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, a
number of my colleagues and I are
coming to the floor today to discuss a
critical national security issue that
Senator KERRY has already referenced
in his remarks on the Senate floor. It
is an issue that requires strong bipar-
tisan action by the Senate; that is, the
ratification of the New START treaty.

As we enter into the last weeks of
the 111th Congress, there is no doubt
we have some significant work remain-
ing on a number of important prior-
ities. But we have come to the Senate
floor today to say that national secu-
rity and the threat posed by nuclear
weapons also requires our urgent con-
sideration this year.

After more than 20 Senate hearings,
more than 31 witnesses, 900 questions
and answers, and nearly 8 months of
thorough consideration—including ad-
ditional time during the August recess
for the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to consider the treaty—it is
now time to vote on New START.

The treaty is squarely in the na-
tional security interests of the United
States. It reduces the number of nu-
clear weapons aimed at American cit-
ies and allows for the return of critical
onsite inspections lost when the pre-
vious START treaty expired. Ratifying
the treaty would reestablish American
leadership on nuclear security and give
the United States increased leverage to
curb nuclear proliferation around the
globe.

This treaty in no way interferes with
our ability to have a safe, secure, and
reliable nuclear arsenal. In fact, in re-
sponse to Senate concerns, the Obama
administration has committed unprec-
edented amounts of money to ensure
this modernization piece. Just yester-
day, the three directors of America’s
nuclear labs wrote in a letter that they
were ‘‘very pleased” with the adminis-
tration’s commitment and believe this
commitment provides ‘‘adequate sup-
port to sustain the safety, security, re-
liability and effectiveness of America’s
nuclear deterrent.”

Another concern that has been raised
is the effect the New START treaty
may have on some of our closest NATO
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allies. As chair of the Senate Foreign
Relations Subcommittee on Europe, I
am intensely focused on meeting our
NATO security commitments and de-
fending and protecting our allies in
NATO and beyond. I agree we need to
remain vigilant in support of our allies,
especially those in Central and Eastern
Europe that border Russia and have
strong, legitimate security concerns.
But a failure to ratify this treaty could
result in deteriorating U.S.-Russian bi-
lateral relations and adversely affect
the security of our partners in Europe.

I was pleased to see, just last week,
at the NATO summit in Lisbon that all
28 NATO allies expressed their unani-
mous support for Senate ratification of
the New START treaty. New START is
in America’s interests, and as our al-
lies in Europe have stated clearly, New
START is also in their interests.

Finally, a failure to ratify this treaty
could have serious negative effects on
our ability to meet the nuclear chal-
lenge posed by Iran. The failure to rat-
ify the START treaty would undercut
America’s ability to marshal inter-
national support and exert increasing
pressure on Iran. As we heard Senator
KERRY reference earlier this morning,
just today in the Washington Post five
former Secretaries of State of the past
five Republican administrations made
a compelling case linking this treaty
and the threats posed by Iran and
North Korea.

The consensus is clear. New START
is in our national security interests,
and we should not wait any longer to
ratify this treaty. Our military and our
intelligence communities do not want
us to wait. Our allies abroad and count-
less foreign policy experts, Republican
and Democrat, across the political
spectrum do not want the Senate to
wait. The American people do not want
us to wait.

We should follow in the footsteps of
the Senate’s strong bipartisan arms
control history and ratify the New
START treaty this year.

Madam President, I yield the floor to
my colleague from Pennsylvania, Sen-
ator CASEY.

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

Mr. CASEY. Madam President, I
commend my colleague from New
Hampshire, Senator SHAHEEN.

I am proud to join my colleagues this
morning in support of the New START
accord. Next Sunday will mark 1 year
since American inspectors were on the
ground in Russia. We need to vote on
the resolution of ratification for this
important treaty because it will indeed
make America safer. Without ratifica-
tion of this treaty, we are less safe and
less secure. We have to maintain what
we have always maintained in this
country as it relates to our arsenal: a
safe, secure, and effective nuclear arse-
nal. This treaty is consistent with that
goal.

The agreement provides for predict-
ability, transparency, and stability in
the U.S.-Russian nuclear relationship.
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Former National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration Administrator Linton
Brooks put it best when he said:

Transparency leads to predictability; pre-
dictability leads to stability.

It is that stability that we seek. The
opportunity to examine Russian nu-
clear forces helps to limit the sur-
prises, mistrust, or miscalculation that
could result from a lack of informa-
tion. By building trust with regard to
our respective nuclear arsenals,
progress on other important issues
such as the war in Afghanistan and our
policy as it relates to Iran becomes
more likely.

Some have asked whether we have
lost any valuable elements of the origi-
nal START treaty’s inspection regime.
In June of this year, I chaired a hear-
ing in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee that addressed this very issue.
We examined the implementation of
the treaty with respect to both inspec-
tion and verification and how the trea-
ty would be executed in Russia and the
United States.

Critics point out that under the
original START treaty, the United
States was permitted 25 data update,
reentry vehicles, and facility inspec-
tions a year, while under New START
the United States can inspect 18 facili-
ties annually not 25. However, in a pre-
vious hearing on the New START trea-
ty, Admiral Mullen noted that when
START entered into force there were 55
Russian facilities subject to inspection,
but now there are only 35 Russian fa-
cilities subject to inspection.

I would also assert that the inspec-
tion regime has also changed to reflect
the current security environment, an
enhanced relationship with the Russian
Federation, and more than a decade of
experience in conducting START in-
spections. The inspection regime is
simpler and cheaper than what was
conducted under the first START trea-
ty. We conduct fewer inspections under
this treaty because there are fewer
sites to inspect. Yet, proportionally,
the number of inspections concluded
under this treaty has increased not de-
creased. During that same hearing, Dr.
James Miller, Principal Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy said:

Inspections will help the United States
verify that Russia is reporting the status of
its strategic forces accurately and com-
plying with the provisions of the New
START Treaty. Inspections will not be shots
in the dark. Using information provided by
requiring data exchanges, notifications, past
inspections, and national technical means,
we can choose to inspect those facilities of
greatest interest to us. Then, through short-
notice on-site inspections, our inspectors can
verify that what the Russians are reporting
accurately reflects reality.

So said the Under Secretary of De-
fense, Mr. MILLER.

After more than 20 hearings by the
Senate Committees on Foreign Rela-
tions, Armed Services, and Intel-
ligence, and comprehensive delibera-
tion, it is time to vote on New START.
We have examined all sides of the
issue. We heard from Republican ex-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

perts and Democratic experts alike. We
have heard from former Secretaries of
State and experts in international rela-
tions. The U.S. military leadership uni-
formly supports this treaty. More than
900 questions were submitted from the
Senate to the administration on New
START, and the administration an-
swered every single question.

I wish to close on a historical note.
On October 1, 1992, the first START
treaty was ratified by the Senate by a
vote of 93 to 6. As the debate on the
treaty wrapped in this room, the Sen-
ate majority leader at the time, George
Mitchell, commended President Bush
for his role in negotiating the agree-
ment. He read a letter from Acting
Secretary of State Lawrence
Eagleburger which encouraged ratifica-
tion.

This expression of bipartisanship at
that time was made remarkable by the
fact that the Senators assembled would
soon return home to campaign in the
1992 election. That election was 1
month away and Democrats and Re-
publicans came together and supported
ratification.

We all remember the contentious na-
ture of that election, similar to the pe-
riod we are living through now. Yet
even within that environment, both
parties came together to do the right
thing for national security. We have to
do this again. It is critically important
that this treaty be ratified.

With that, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, it
is my privilege to rise to join with my
colleagues from New Hampshire and
Pennsylvania and Colorado in support
of the New START treaty, the New
Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.

I bring a bit of a personal perspec-
tive, a bit of affection for this issue, for
this reason: When I was in graduate
school, I was studying to take on issues
of world economic development, issues
of international poverty. I had worked
in Latin America. I had worked in
India. I traveled through Central
America. I spent some time in west Af-
rica. I thought global poverty was a
very important issue that could be
worth investing my career in.

But as I came out of graduate school,
I had an opportunity to switch tracks
and work on nuclear issues as a Presi-
dential fellow for Caspar Weinberger in
the Reagan administration. This was a
complete change of direction and one I
didn’t anticipate. But I went through
that door and worked on strategic
issues because the greatest threat to
our planet was the successful manage-
ment of nuclear weapons, strategic nu-
clear weapons, an enormous threat
that needed to be smartly managed. I
felt that engaging in that discussion,
being part of that effort, was a very
valuable matter in which to put my en-
ergy.

So I spent 2 years at the Pentagon
working on strategic nuclear issues
and then worked for Congress, the Con-
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gressional Budget Office, as a strategic
nuclear policy analyst during the 1980s.
It gave me a bit of a closeup view and
a view particularly of the Reagan ad-
ministration, working with Mikhail
Gorbachev—Reagan and Gorbachev—
working on these issues. One related
issue—though not a strategic issue, it
certainly had strategic implications—
was the theater nuclear arms negotia-
tions that resulted in the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty.
Back then it was called the zero op-
tion. It created intrusive inspection re-
gimes to ensure that both nations were
complying with the treaty. That, of
course, was the hallmark of Reagan’s
philosophy that we ‘‘trust but verify.”

More than the specifics of that trea-
ty, I wish to note that it passed 93 to 5.
That treaty, similar to most strategic
arms treaties, passed with wide bipar-
tisan support. When it comes to the
safety of our Nation, when it comes to
minimizing the threat of nuclear dev-
astation, we have set aside red and
blue, we have set aside Republican and
Democrat, and we have done what is
right for our Nation.

Certainly, the threat involving nu-
clear weapons is as serious today as it
was in 1987 when President Reagan
signed the INF treaty or when it was
ratified in 1998.

Now the Senate must decide whether
to ratify the New START treaty. New
START limits both the United States
and Russia to 1,650 deployed strategic
warheads, a significant reduction from
the 2002 Moscow Treaty. It limits both
parties to 700 deployed strategic deliv-
ery vehicles. These reductions continue
to reduce both nations’ oversized nu-
clear arsenals, a dangerous legacy of
the Cold War, while allowing the U.S.
military to preserve a flexible strategic
deterrent.

The new treaty improves our stra-
tegic relationship with Russia. The
new treaty reinforces the U.S. global
leadership in nonproliferation.

Verification is a key element in New
START, consistent with President Rea-
gan’s philosophy of ‘“‘trust but verify.”
With the expiration of START a year
ago, U.S. officials have been without
their ability to conduct onsite inspec-
tions in Russia for the first time in a
decade and a half, and that increases
the nuclear threat.

The new treaty allows both parties to
verify compliance through data ex-
changes, through onsite inspections,
and through reconnaissance satellites.
Both countries must maintain a data-
base listing the types of locations of all
accountable warheads and delivery ve-
hicles. Each delivery vehicle is as-
signed a unique identifier, which is
used to track it from the moment of
production through its various deploy-
ments and to its dismantlement. U.S.
inspectors can verify using short no-
tice, onsite inspections.

This treaty is critical in safeguarding
nuclear material and preventing pro-
liferation of weapons and it is critical
for our relationship with Russia and
our authority on nuclear issues.
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Let me quote one expert:

The principal result of nonratification
would be to throw the whole nuclear negoti-
ating situation into a state of chaos.

That quote comes from GEN Brent
Scowcroft, who was the first President
Bush’s National Security Adviser, or
let’s listen to this expert:

A rejection of [this treaty] would indicate
that a new period of American policy had
started that might rely largely on the uni-
lateral reliance of its nuclear weapons, and
would therefore create an element of uncer-
tainty in the calculations of adversaries and
allies. And therefore, I think it would have
an unsettling impact on the international
environment.

That is Dr. Henry Kissinger.

Today there is an article in the
Washington Post: “Why New START
Deserves GOP Support.” This is writ-
ten by Dr. Kissinger, George Shultz,
James Baker, I11, Lawrence
Eagleburger, and Colin Powell. These
are Secretaries of State for the last
five Republican Presidents joining to-
gether in a detailed analysis of the New
START and why the Senate should rat-
ify this treaty.

There are some who may say it is not
an issue of the substance but, rather,
we just need more time to consider the
provisions. Consider this: The treaty
was signed on April 8 of this year. The
treaty went through extensive and
thorough hearings and briefings on the
Foreign Relations Committee. The
committee favorably reported it out
with bipartisan support on September
16. In the 34 weeks since the treaty was
signed and the 10 weeks since it was re-
ported from the Committee on Foreign
Relations, every Member of our body
has had an opportunity to read the tes-
timony, to explore the content, to con-
sult with the experts, to consult with
the administration, and to reach a con-
clusion. In fact, we have had more op-
portunity to review this treaty than
the 100th Congress did for the Inter-
mediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty
under Ronald Reagan.

Finally, I think it is useful to hear
President Reagan’s thoughts on nu-
clear weapons. In 1985, he said this:

There is only one way safely and legiti-
mately to reduce the cost of national secu-
rity, and that is to reduce the need for it.
And this we are trying to do in negotiations
with the Soviet Union. We are not just dis-
cussing limits on a further increase of nu-
clear weapons. We seek, instead, to reduce
their number. We seek total elimination one
day of nuclear weapons from the face of the
Earth.

Well, this treaty does not eliminate
nuclear weapons, but it does reduce
them and it does, in the eyes of expert
after expert after expert—Democratic
experts and Republican experts—make
our Nation more secure. So there can
be no better reason to ratify it as soon
as possible.

I thank the Chair.

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

Mr. BENNET. Madam President, I
rise to support timely ratification of
the new Strategic Arms Reduction
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Treaty, often called New START. New
START accomplishes critical goals for
our national security. It reduces Rus-
sia’s deployed nuclear warhead stock-
pile by 30 percent. It reduces the num-
ber of deployed and nondeployed
launchers to 800. It limits the number
of deployed missiles and bombers to
700—fewer than half the number of the
original START treaty.

It also establishes a stronger system
of onsite inspections, allowing us to
physically count individual warheads.
This is the safest way to ensure that
we have an accurate understanding of
Russia’s nuclear weapons force. Never-
theless, the Senate has failed to take
action on what should be non-
controversial—a treaty with bipartisan
support that will make our country
safer. Today, I wish to talk about the
consequences if we fail to ratify New
START.

Right now, with no treaty in place,
our country has virtually no ability to
monitor Russia’s nuclear weapons. The
previous START treaty expired on De-
cember 5, 2009, almost a year ago
today. Since that time, our inspectors
have been shut out of Russia’s facili-
ties. We have been making national se-
curity decisions in the dark.

By contrast, the comprehensive veri-
fication system proposed under New
START allows our military to make
better, safer decisions about our na-
tional security. Without these verifica-
tion measures in place, we will lose
track of Russia’s nuclear arsenal. We
will spend more money to obtain less
reliable information. Delaying ratifica-
tion makes no sense for our national
security or for this Nation’s wallet.
Failure to ratify New START does not
just undermined our short-term na-
tional security interests, it weakens
our long-term relationship with Russia
and countries all around the world. In
a post-9/11 world, strong relationships
and shared intelligence have never
been more critical as we defend against
emerging threats.

We rely on Russia’s support to help
us contain one of the biggest threats to
our national security and to the
world’s security: Iran’s progress toward
a nuclear weapon. In fact, earlier this
year, the United States brokered an
agreement with Russia and China that
imposes new U.N. sanctions against
Iran to limit its weapons production.
Our failure to move forward on New
START would make these efforts more
difficult.

The goal of preventing Iran from ob-
taining nuclear weapons requires a
solid United States-Russia relation-
ship, and that relationship begins with
New START.

We have had ample time to study the
treaty: 20 formal hearings, countless
briefings, 900 questions submitted for
the record. All Senators have had time
to express opinions and register con-
cerns. The experts, both Republicans
and Democrats, tell us it is time to rat-
ify the treaty. In fact, LTG Brent
Scowcroft, National Security Adviser
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for Presidents Ford and George H. W.
Bush, has said:

The principal result of nonratification
would be to throw the whole nuclear negoti-
ating situation into a state of chaos.

He is not alone in this considered
view.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the majority has ex-
pired.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent to extend our
time until 10:20 and to then allow for 5
minutes for the Republicans at the
other side of their time.

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

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BENNET. Madam President, I
will wrap up in the next couple of min-
utes.

He is not alone in this considered
view. Listen to the bipartisan wisdom
calling on the Senate to ratify this
treaty: former Secretaries of State
George Shultz, James Baker, Henry
Kissinger, Colin Powell, Madeleine
Albright, and Warren Christopher;
former Defense Secretaries James
Schlesinger, William Cohen, William
Perry, Frank Carlucci, and Harold
Brown; former National Security Ad-
visers Brent Scowcroft, Stephen Had-
ley, and Sandy Berger. Patriots all,
committed public servants who take it
as an article of faith that partisanship
ends at our water’s edge, as do most
Coloradans and most Americans. When
it comes to New START, I believe the
Senate will as well.

President Reagan began negotiating
the first START treaty with the Soviet
Union in 1982—right in the middle of
the Cold War. Even today, all these
years later, we remember Reagan’s
brilliant phrase ‘‘trust but verify.”
Many believed the Cold War would
never end. So much has changed since
the fall of the Soviet Union: the rise of
global terrorism, the growing threat of
Iran, the integration of our global
economy, and the realization that
when one economy falls, all are in dan-
ger.

As you know, I have just finished a
long and tough campaign, and I can
tell you that Coloradans are patriots
before they are partisans. They are
parents before they are Republicans
and Democrats. And they are neighbors
before they are foes. We need to re-
spond, and the Senate should ratify
New START now.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I
join my colleagues who have taken the
floor this morning to urge a timely
ratification of the START treaty. We
have now been 1 year without a com-
prehensive verification regime to un-
derstand Russia’s strategic nuclear
forces. Since the end of the Cold War,
we have had a verification system in
place because we need to know what
Russia is doing. We are at risk by not
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having a comprehensive verification
regime in place. The ratification of
New START will allow us to have that
verification system in place, and it is
in our national security interest.

We have had plenty of opportunity to
understand exactly what is involved in
the New START Treaty. For 7 months,
the Senate has been considering the
ratification. We have had over 20 hear-
ings. I am honored to serve on the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee. We
have had numerous hearings and oppor-
tunities, both in closed sessions and
open sessions, to understand exactly
why this ratification is in the security
interest of the United States.

I point out that this is New START.
We already had a Strategic Arms Re-
duction Treaty with Russia that ex-
pired at the end of last year. That trea-
ty was ratified by a prior vote of 93 to
6. So we have great interest. We know
what is involved, and we have had
strong, bipartisan support for the rati-
fication of START. The United States
needs transparency to know what Rus-
sia is doing and to provide confidence
and stability. We need that confidence
and stability to contribute to a safer
world.

The ratification of New START al-
lows the United States to continue to
be in the leadership internationally,
not only to deal with arms reduction
but also with nonproliferation issues.
That is particularly important today
as we get international support to pre-
vent Iran from becoming a nuclear
weapon state. Russia has helped us in
that regard. The ratification of this
treaty is a continued movement toward
isolating Iran’s nuclear ambitions.

As other colleagues have pointed out,
military leadership and bipartisan po-
litical leadership has supported this
ratification.

I urge my colleagues to ratify New
START. It is in our national security
interest.

I yield the floor.

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

———

DREAM ACT

Mr. VITTER. Madam President, I was
truly disappointed to learn that Sen-
ator REID intends to bring up a new
version of the sweeping amnesty pro-
posal, known as the DREAM Act. Dis-
guised as an educational initiative, the
DREAM Act will provide a powerful in-
centive for more illegal immigration
by granting amnesty to millions of ille-
gal aliens.

The bill, which is unaffordable for
taxpayers in many different ways, is a
bad idea and comes at the worst pos-
sible time. As of recently, there are
now plenty different versions of the
DREAM Act on the legislative cal-
endar, with different moving parts and
revisions, but at the end of the day, it
doesn’t matter which one you focus on;
they all have the same core, which is
amnesty for a significant number of il-
legal aliens.
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Also with that amnesty would come
very significant taxpayer-funded bene-
fits for these folks, including instate
college tuition. In these difficult eco-
nomic times, it is an insult to legal,
tax-paying citizens that President
Obama and his allies in the Senate
want to use their hard-earned money
to pay for educational benefits for ille-
gal aliens.

The struggling economy has in-
creased the demand for enrollment in
public universities, as a growing num-
ber of families are unable to afford
other education. At a time when many
Americans cannot afford to send their
own children to college, this bill would
clearly allow the government to pro-
vide Federal student loans to illegal
aliens who will displace legal residents
competing for taxpayer subsidies. I am
opposed to this proposal because it
would unfairly place American citizens
in direct competition with illegal
aliens for scarce slots in classes at
State colleges. The number of those
coveted seats is absolutely fixed. So
every illegal alien who would be admit-
ted as a result of the DREAM Act
would take the place of an American
citizen or someone who is legally in
our country. It makes no sense to au-
thorize Federal and State subsidies for
the education of illegal aliens when our
State schools are suffering, as higher
education budgets are being slashed,
admissions curtailed, tuitions in-
creased.

Enactment of the DREAM Act would
be bad policy under any circumstances,
but in the current economic climate, it
would be a catastrophe for States fac-
ing already strained budgets. The
DREAM Act will continue amnesty to
millions of illegal aliens who entered
the United States as minors and meet
loosely defined ‘‘educational require-
ments.”” Specifically, the bill grants
immediate legal status to illegal aliens
who have merely enrolled in institu-
tions of higher education or received a
high school degree or diploma.

The sponsors say several things to
try to mitigate this basic fact, but it
doesn’t.

First of all, they have described the
beneficiaries in this legislation as kids,
boys and girls. In reality, the DREAM
Act allows illegal aliens up to the age
of 30 to be eligible to receive amnesty
and qualify for Federal student loans.

Second, HARRY REID and the bill’s
proponents argue that this new version
of the DREAM Act has been narrowly
tailored. I don’t believe the American
public would be convinced that drop-
ping the age of eligibility from 35 to 30
transforms the core of this legislation
or changes anything at its core.

Third, the new and improved DREAM
Act also requires that illegal aliens
seeking relief undergo a background
check and submit biometric and bio-
graphic data. Again, that doesn’t
change the core of the bill, which is
about amnesty for millions of illegal
aliens, thereby putting them in a posi-
tion to compete for important tax-
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payer-funded benefits with U.S. citi-
zZens.

Furthermore, the new version of the
DREAM Act expands the waiver au-
thority of the Secretary of Homeland
Security, thereby negating any addi-
tional requirements for eligibility. The
bar for eligibility is already extremely
low, but even what little is required
can be waived whenever that Secretary
decides to do so.

The American people have made it
very clear—crystal clear—that they
want to see the government fulfill its
responsibility to enforce the laws and
to take steps to control illegal immi-
gration, not to reward bad behavior
with amnesty and taxpayer-funded ben-
efits.

Amnesty and economic incentives
only encourage more illegal immigra-
tion. This is certainly not the answer
to our current, ongoing immigration
crisis. It will only worsen our economic
crisis. I am really outraged that any
elected lawmaker would consider this
proposal, particularly now, particu-
larly when our States and fellow citi-
zens are struggling to deal with eco-
nomic hardship and budget cuts.

The DREAM Act also includes no cap
on the number of those who will be eli-
gible to receive this amnesty. The eco-
nomic ramifications would be profound
and are simply unacceptable.

Finally, there is absolutely no pay-
for in this legislation, while it is be-
yond argument that the act will in-
crease costs on the Federal taxpayer.

So, bottom line, this bill is abso-
lutely increasing the Federal deficit
and the Federal debt—we don’t know
by exactly how much. To help answer
that question, I am writing the Con-
gressional Budget Office today and ask-
ing for an immediate score of the new-
est version of the DREAM Act. What-
ever the number is—and it is important
that we get that number—let me un-
derscore that it is beyond debate that
there is significant cost to this bill,
without any pay-fors. That means the
DREAM Act will also increase the Fed-
eral deficit and the Federal debt.

As chairman of the Border Security
Caucus, I will be fighting this measure
every step of the way, doing everything
I can to stop what is clearly, at its
core, an amnesty proposal. I invite all
Members of the Senate, Republicans
and Democrats, to listen to the Amer-
ican people who have been speaking
about this loud and clear and to heed
their call and say no to amnesty and
turn to what should be our clear pri-
ority, which is enforcing the laws on
the books, enforcing the clear laws
against illegal immigration.

With that, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Madam Presi-
dent, 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.
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