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I am told, and said: We are going to get 
at least 60 votes. 

Please, Mr. President. 
Their extreme plan would, within 25 

years, cut in half every Federal benefit 
on the books, including Social Secu-
rity, Medicare, Medicaid, military pay, 
veterans’ benefits, and much more. 
Meanwhile, it would erect constitu-
tional protections for hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in special interest tax 
breaks to oil companies, corporations 
that ship jobs overseas, and million-
aires and billionaires who are able to 
buy those yachts and corporate jets for 
which they get tax benefits. 

Republicans have demanded we pass 
this radical proposal before they will 
even consider cooperating with Demo-
crats to avert a default crisis that 
would rock the global financial mar-
kets. They are, in effect, holding this 
Nation’s economy hostage and demand-
ing the death of Medicare and Social 
Security as its ransom. But we all 
know their failed prescription will fail 
in the U.S. Senate. They do not have 
the votes to pass a plan that would bal-
ance the budget on the backs of seniors 
and middle-class families while pro-
tecting unfair tax breaks for million-
aires and billionaires. 

So we must move on, Mr. President. 
And I want to be very, very clear: 
There is simply no more time to waste 
debating and voting on measures that 
have no hopes of becoming law. We 
have no more time to waste playing 
partisan games. As the saying goes, in-
decision becomes decision with time. 
Our time is running out before this 
gridlock—this refusal by the other side 
to move even an inch toward com-
promise—becomes a decision to default 
on our debt. The markets are already 
reacting to our inaction. Every respon-
sible voice, including those of my Re-
publican colleagues—many of them, at 
least—has warned that much worse is 
to come if we do not take action and 
take it soon. That is a risk we cannot 
afford to take. 

So I ask my Republican colleagues 
again to join Democrats in seeking 
common ground. The American people 
have demanded it of us. Overwhelm-
ingly, they have said a national default 
is a serious problem—and that is an un-
derstatement—and that both parties in 
Congress must meet in the middle. 

We all know there are talks going on 
between President Obama and Speaker 
BOEHNER. I wish them well. We await 
their efforts. What I am told, there will 
be revenue measures in that. If that is 
the case, we know constitutionally the 
matter must start in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

I say to both the President and to the 
Speaker here on the Senate floor, rep-
resenting my Democrats—and I am 
confident many Republicans—be very 
careful. Show a lot of caution as this 
negotiation goes forward because any 
arrangement must be fair to all of 
America, not just the wealthy. 

Would the Chair announce the pro-
ceedings for this morning. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

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

f 

CUT, CAP, AND BALANCE ACT OF 
2011—MOTION TO PROCEED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to H.R. 2560, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Motion to proceed to the bill (H.R. 2560) to 
cut, cap, and balance the Federal budget. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
time until 10 a.m. shall be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two 
leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, in about 

an hour, we are going to vote on a 
package that was sent to this body by 
the House of Representatives. 

Let me first comment on the context 
within which we consider this legisla-
tion. I think it is very important to re-
mind our colleagues and remind citi-
zens across the country who are per-
haps watching and listening that our 
country is borrowing more than 40 
cents of every $1 we spend. That is 
unsustainable. It cannot be continued 
for long. 

I think all of us know that the cir-
cumstance we are in is extraordinarily 
serious. Here is what the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff told us just a 
year ago: 

Our national debt is our biggest national 
security threat. 

I believe that is the case. Our gross 
debt now is approaching 100 percent of 
the gross domestic product of the 
United States. We have not seen a debt 
that high since after World War II. It is 
extraordinarily important that we take 
on this debt threat. It is extraor-
dinarily important for our country’s 
future economic well-being that we 
change course. 

The legislation that has been sent to 
us by the House is one of the most ill- 
considered, ill-conceived, internally in-
consistent pieces of legislation I have 
seen in my 25 years in the U.S. Senate. 
It has all the earmarks of something 
that was hastily thrown together, real-
ly pasted together. 

This legislation includes an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United 
States. We are better than this. The 
Congress is better than this. Certainly, 
the country is better than this. Let me 
just be brief. 

The fundamental problems with this 
balanced budget amendment are as fol-
lows: One, it restricts the ability to re-
spond to economic downturns, having 
all the potential to make an economic 
downturn even more serious. It uses 
Social Security funds to calculate bal-
ance and subjects that important pro-
gram to the same cuts as other Federal 

spending, even though it is funded sep-
arately. It shifts the ultimate decisions 
on budgeting in this country to 
unelected and unaccountable judges. 
Finally, it requires a State ratification 
process that could take years to com-
plete. We need a long-term debt resolu-
tion now, not in the sweet by-and-by. 

The proposal before us has all of the 
potential to turn a recession into a de-
pression. Why do I say that? Because it 
would prevent Congress from taking 
urgent action to provide lift to the 
economy in the midst of a severe eco-
nomic downturn. 

Here is what Norman Ornstein, a dis-
tinguished scholar at the American En-
terprise Institute, said about this: 

Few ideas are more seductive on the sur-
face and more destructive in reality than a 
balanced budget amendment [to the con-
stitution]. 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 no-
where near what was needed but far better 
than doing nothing. Now imagine that sce-
nario with a federal drag instead. 

The Washington Post editorialized: 
Worse yet, the latest version [of the bal-

anced budget amendment] would impose an 
absolute cap on spending as a share of the 
economy. It would prevent federal expendi-
tures from exceeding 18 percent of the gross 
domestic product in any year. Most unfortu-
nately, the amendment lacks a clause let-
ting the government exceed that limit to 
strengthen a struggling economy. 

That has all of the potential to turn 
a recession into a depression. 

Two of this country’s most distin-
guished economists, Alan Blinder, 
former Vice Chairman of the Federal 
Reserve, and Mark Zandi, former con-
sultant, adviser to Senator MCCAIN in 
his Presidential campaign, evaluated 
the government response to the last 
downturn. Their conclusion: Absent 
that Federal response, we would have 
had ‘‘Great Depression 2.0.’’ The legis-
lation before us would have prevented 
that Federal response. 

They call this legislation cut, cap, 
and balance. They misnamed it. They 
should have called it ‘‘cut, cap, and kill 
Medicare’’ because that is precisely 
what it would do. Why do I say that? 
Because when I referred earlier to the 
inconsistency of this legislation, this is 
what I was referring to. They have two 
different spending caps in the legisla-
tion before us. In one part of the legis-
lation, they say the spending cap would 
take spending from 24.1 percent of GDP 
to 19.9 percent. That is in one part of 
the bill before us. In another part of 
the bill—the constitutional amend-
ment—they say the spending cap would 
be 18 percent of GDP. So I do not know 
who cooked this up, but you would 
think they would have at least gotten 
on the same page as to what is the lim-
itation on spending. 

What does it mean if you have a bal-
anced budget amendment with a cap of 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:35 Jul 22, 2011 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G22JY6.001 S22JYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
D

V
H

8Z
91

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 S
E

N
A

T
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-06T16:11:05-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




