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roads, schools, defense, food safety, en-
vironmental protection—all of it, every
single penny is borrowed money. We do
not have a dime to spend above and be-
yond the dimes we have to spend by
law. If that is not a fiscal crisis, I do
not know what is.

The Democrats’ solution to this cri-
sis is simple: raise the debt limit—raise
the debt limit—so we can maintain the
status quo. In fact, the chairman of the
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers said in a speech yesterday that it
would be ‘‘quite insane’ to do anything
about the deficit while increasing the
debt ceiling. That from the chairman
of the President’s Council of Economic
Advisers yesterday.

The problem with that is it is not a
solution. It is the avoidance of a solu-
tion, and that is not what the Amer-
ican people want. The American people
spoke loudly and clearly in November.
They want to see changes around here.
Washington is mortgaging their future
and their children’s future by spending
too much. They did not speak out last
November because they expected Re-
publicans to come here and raise taxes.
They sent Republicans here to get our
fiscal house in order, and that is what
we intend to do.

Americans are still outraged that
Washington did not do something to
prevent the last financial crisis—a cri-
sis most people did not see coming.
Failing to prevent one that every one
of us knows is coming is, of course, to-
tally inexcusable.

So my message has been clear: Fail-
ing to do something about the debt
would be far worse in the long run than
failing to raise the debt limit, and that
is why I am repeating my plea to the
Democrats this morning: The time to
avert this crisis is right now. The win-
dow is closing. We cannot raise the
debt ceiling, as the President has re-
quested, without major spending cuts
now.

Some have suggested we use triggers.
Well, the triggers have already been
pulled. What good is a fire alarm that
goes off after the building burns down?
Agreeing to a trigger is to deny this
crisis. We need to face this problem
now—not tomorrow, not after the
President leaves office, not after the
markets collapse, not after hell breaks
loose, not after we lose another 3 mil-
lion jobs and the housing market col-
lapses again—now, right now. Anything
less would be a dereliction of duty and
a signal to the world that America does
not have the will to fix its problems.
Republicans refuse to accept that.

That has been my message all along.
That is a message we will be taking
down to the White House later this
morning.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business for debate only until 1 p.m.,
with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each, with
the first hour equally divided and con-
trolled between the two leaders or
their designees, with the Republicans
controlling the first 30 minutes and the
majority controlling the next 30 min-
utes.

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be recognized for
the duration of my remarks.

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

———

USE OF TORTURE

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the suc-
cessful end of the 10-year manhunt to
bring Osama bin Laden to justice has
appropriately heightened the Nation’s
appreciation for the diligence, patriot-
ism, and courage of our Armed Forces
and our intelligence community. They
are a great credit and inspiration to
the country that has asked so much of
them and, like all Americans, I am in
their debt.

But their success has also reignited
debate over whether the so-called en-
hanced interrogation techniques of
enemy prisoners, including water-
boarding, were instrumental in locat-
ing bin Laden and whether they are
necessary and justifiable means for se-
curing valuable information that
might help prevent future terrorist at-
tacks against us and our allies and lead
to the capture or killing of those who
would perpetrate them. Or are they,
and should they be, prohibited by our
conscience and laws as torture or cruel,
inhuman, and degrading treatment.

I believe some of these practices—es-
pecially waterboarding, which is a
mock execution, and thus to me indis-
putably torture—are and should be pro-
hibited in a nation that is exceptional
in its defense and advocacy of human
rights. I believe they are a violation of
the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005,
the Military Commissions Act of 2006,
and Common Article Three of the Ge-
neva Conventions, all of which forbid
cruel, inhuman, and degrading treat-
ment of all captured combatants,
whether they wear the uniform of a
country or are essentially stateless.

I opposed waterboarding and similar
so-called enhanced interrogation tech-
niques before Osama bin Laden was
brought to justice, and I oppose them
now. I do not believe they are nec-
essary to our success in our war
against terrorists, as the advocates of
these techniques claim they are.

Even more importantly, I believe
that if America uses torture, it could
someday result in the torture of Amer-
ican combatants. Yes, I know al-Qaida
and other terrorist organizations do
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not share our scruples about the treat-
ment of enemy combatants, and have
and will continue to subject American
soldiers and anyone they capture to
the cruelest mistreatment imaginable.
But we must bear in mind the likeli-
hood that someday we will be involved
in a more conventional war against a
state and not a terrorist movement or
insurgency and be careful that we do
not set a standard that another coun-
try could use to justify their mistreat-
ment of our prisoners.

Lastly, it is difficult to overstate the
damage that any practice of torture or
cruel, inhuman, and degrading treat-
ment by Americans does to our na-
tional character and historical reputa-
tion—to our standing as an exceptional
nation among the countries of the
world. It is too grave to justify the use
of these interrogation techniques.
America has made its progress in the
world not only by avidly pursuing our
geopolitical interests, but by per-
suading and inspiring other nations to
embrace the political values that dis-
tinguish us. As I have said many times
before, and still maintain, this is not
about the terrorists. It is about us.

I understand the reasons that govern
the decision to approve these interro-
gation methods, and I know those who
approved them and those who em-
ployed them in the interrogation of
captured terrorists were admirably
dedicated to protecting the American
people from harm. I know they were
determined to keep faith with the vic-
tims of terrorism and to prove to our
enemies that the United States would
pursue justice tirelessly, relentlessly,
and successfully, no matter how long it
took. I know their responsibilities were
grave and urgent, and the strain of
their duty was considerable. I admire
their dedication and love of country.
But I dispute that it was right to use
these methods, which I do not believe
were in the best interests of justice or
our security or the ideals that define
us and which we have sacrificed much
to defend.

I do not believe anyone should be
prosecuted for having used these tech-
niques in the past, and I agree that the
administration should state defini-
tively that no one will be. As one of the
authors of the Military Commissions
Act, which I believe prohibits
waterboarding and other ‘‘enhanced in-
terrogation techniques,” we wrote into
the language of the law that no one
who used them before the enactment of
the law should be prosecuted. I do not
think it is helpful or wise to revisit
that policy.

Many advocates of these techniques
have asserted their use on terrorists in
our custody, particularly Khalid
Sheikh Mohammed, revealed the trail
to bin Laden—a trail which had gone
cold in recent years but would now lead
to his destruction. The former Attor-
ney General of the United States, Mi-
chael Mukasey, recently claimed that
““the intelligence that led to bin Laden
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