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Department of Defense completes a 
comprehensive review of the repeal. 
The President, the Secretary of De-
fense, and the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs—once that review is done under 
the bill—must certify to Congress that 
they can implement the repeal while 
maintaining readiness, effectiveness, 
and unit cohesion. This provision obvi-
ously has received a great deal of at-
tention. I believe that proceeding in 
this way—very cautiously—will allow 
the DOD to examine all the implica-
tions of repealing this policy while 
moving forward with this change. 

It is clear that this Defense bill is a 
key piece of the legislation for our 
military. For 48 consecutive years, the 
Senate has completed work on a De-
fense authorization bill. This year, a 
year when we have forces engaged in 
ground combat as we speak, is not the 
year for the Senate to suddenly say: 
No, we are not going to pass this kind 
of legislation. 

I urge the Senate this afternoon on 
this vote to allow us to proceed to the 
discussion and the amending of the De-
fense bill. 

Mr. President, how much time is re-
maining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 51⁄2 minutes remaining. 

f 

COLOMBIA 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also wish to share some obser-
vations of a recent visit I made to an-
other troubled part of the world. In Co-
lombia, I witnessed a country trans-
formed. I went there with our four-star 
commander, General Fraser of the U.S. 
Southern Command. We went to a 
former FARC base in southern Colom-
bia, the little village of La Macarena. 
It is now a headquarters for the special 
operations forces of the Colombian 
military. 

It is interesting, this place out in the 
middle of the jungle, a violent narco-
trafficking insurgency that had com-
pletely controlled this territory and 
had intimidated and terrorized the peo-
ple. The FARC leadership used to hold 
press conferences under a large tree 
that is now in the middle of that Co-
lombian military base. 

There are actually vacationers from 
around the world that are coming to a 
nearby stream that used to be the va-
cation destination for FARC leaders 
and their friends. Well, those days of 
the FARC controlling that part of Co-
lombia are over. In recent years, the 
Colombian military has killed, cap-
tured, disarmed hundreds of FARC 
fighters, and those who remain are on 
the move. 

The FARC is not defeated, but they 
are certainly diminished. Just before 
General Fraser and I arrived, the mili-
tary carried out another daring hos-
tage rescue, raiding a FARC camp and 
freeing four Colombian hostages. Some 
of those had been in captivity for well 
over a decade. I met with the President 
of Colombia. He was the Defense Min-

ister a couple years ago, before he was 
elected President, when they pulled off 
that miraculous deception that rescued 
the three American hostages who had 
been there for years in captivity with 
the FARC. Two of those three Amer-
ican hostages were from Florida. 

So the Colombians, with U.S. assist-
ance, have transformed their military 
into a 21st century counterinsurgency 
force, and it has been very effective. 
They are even sending their forces now 
to help train the Mexican security 
forces, where there is so much trouble 
brewing. 

Since the time is drawing nigh, I will 
share at a later date the troubles that 
Mexico faces. It is substantial, with the 
narcotraffickers basically penetrating 
all levels of the Mexican Government 
but especially the local and State gov-
ernments of Mexico. It is of enormous 
importance to the United States that 
we have success with our neighbors, 
our friends to the south, to be able to 
get control of their country just like 
the Colombians did as they diminished 
the FARC. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Tennessee. 
Mr. CORKER. I ask unanimous con-

sent to be recognized for up to 20 min-
utes, to be followed by Senator COLLINS 
for 7. 

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

Mr. CORKER. If the Chair will let me 
know when I have 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will be notified. 

f 

NATIONAL DEBT 

Mr. CORKER. Mr. President, I wish 
to talk about our Nation’s indebted-
ness. I know very few people watch 
these presentations. But to my friends 
on the other side, before they turn 
their monitors off, this is not a par-
tisan presentation. Hopefully, it is a 
presentation to cause us, together, to 
look at our Nation’s indebtedness from 
a different viewpoint and, hopefully, 
when we get to real business in Janu-
ary, we will focus on this in a way that 
brings us together and does not sepa-
rate us. 

I wish to start by looking at where 
our country is today as it relates to 
debt to our gross domestic product. 
Most countries in the world look at the 
amount of debt they have as a country 
in relation to the gross domestic prod-
uct the country has. That is the sum of 
all the output. 

For a lot of businesspeople who may 
be tuned in today, it is not unlike a 
company that looks at its revenues and 
compares the amount of debt the com-
pany has to those revenues or gross 
profits. So, today, our country’s debt- 
to-GDP is at 62 percent debt to gross 
domestic product. 

I think most of us understand the 
problem we have as a country today is 

that we are very rapidly moving to 146 
percent of debt to GDP within the next 
20 years. I would like to point out the 
reason this dot is here. That is where 
Greece was when the European Union 
had to come in and bail it out. It was 
at 120 percent of GDP. I do not wish to 
compare our country to Greece. Greece 
is very different. I was just there vis-
iting with the Prime Minister, their Fi-
nance Minister, and several bankers. 
There is much about their economy 
that is very different than ours. 

But I do think it is important to look 
at the fact that they were at 120 per-
cent of debt to GDP when they had to 
be bailed out by European Union mem-
bers. We are quickly moving beyond 
that over the next 20 years. 

This is a slide I hope everybody who 
may be tuned in will focus on and re-
member. There are three important 
components. It begins by looking at 
the revenues, which is the blue line. 
The spending is the red line. There are 
three elements of this that I would like 
for people to focus on, if they would. 

For those people who think Repub-
licans and Democrats cannot work to-
gether, I do wish to point out a period 
of time when we had a Democratic 
President and a Republican Congress, 
and the line actually passed. We had 
revenues that were higher than our ex-
penditures. I do want to say that the 
fiscal issues during that time were far 
different than the ones we have today. 

Where we are today, in 2010, is far dif-
ferent. We have a huge gap between 
spending and revenues. People might 
say: Well, during a recession, maybe 
there are some extraordinary things 
that may occur. Maybe the spending 
rises tremendously, maybe revenues 
drop. Here is the problem. Here is the 
part of the slide I hope almost every-
body will focus on into the future; that 
is, that gap never goes away. 

Where we are today is at 1.47 more in 
spending than we have in revenue. The 
problem is, where we are as a country 
is that this gap never goes away. In 
2020, we still are spending $1.25 trillion 
more than we are taking in. 

In Tennessee, the average household, 
in most recent data, earned about 
$43,000 a year. If they used the kind of 
logic we are using today in Wash-
ington, the average Tennessee house-
hold would spend $74,000. In other 
words, the average Tennessee house-
hold would borrow 40 cents for every $1 
they spend. Fortunately, that is not 
what is happening in Tennessee, or at 
least not with most families. 

I think when you look at a problem, 
you need to sort of look at trends that 
have taken place. If you look back at 
1970, 62 percent of what we spent as a 
country was on what is called discre-
tionary spending, things such as de-
fense, highways, and education. Only 31 
percent of what we spent at that time 
was on mandatory spending, things 
such as Medicare, Social Security, 
Medicaid and only 7 percent on inter-
est. 
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But if we fast forward to today, obvi-

ously that pie chart has changed dra-
matically. Today, we are spending, in 
2010, 56 percent of what we take in on 
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity. Only 38 percent is going to discre-
tionary spending: defense, highways, 
and education and, again, 6 percent in 
interest payments. 

However, if you fast forward on the 
present trend, you see mandatory 
spending actually becomes crowded 
out. It is 49 percent of what we expend 
in 2035. By that time, because of the 
large amount of borrowing that is tak-
ing place, 25 percent of what our budg-
et will be made up of is interest pay-
ments, something that has absolutely 
nothing to do with making our country 
stronger. As you can see, only 26 per-
cent of our spending would then be on 
things such as defense, highways, edu-
cation, things entitled ‘‘discretionary 
spending.’’ 

This year we spent $187 billion on in-
terest payments, which greatly dwarfs 
what we spent in the area of transpor-
tation, $69 billion; homeland security, 
$49 billion; Department of Education, 
$45 billion. The problem is, if you fast 
forward to 10 years, this is a timeframe 
that is not way out into the future. 
This is something most Americans can 
focus on; that is, a decade from now. In 
10 years, $916 billion will be going out 
of the Federal coffers to pay interest; 
again, hugely dwarfing the expendi-
tures on transportation, on homeland 
security, and education. 

I used to borrow a lot of money in my 
business. I built and owned buildings 
around our country. It was always im-
portant to know whom I was borrowing 
money from and to have a proper rela-
tionship with them. It is also inter-
esting to look at our country and 
where we are borrowing the money we 
are spending. If you go back and look 
at 1960, Americans loaned the Amer-
ican Government money. 

Our parents—maybe some of you in 
the audience—loaned the money to the 
Federal Government by buying Treas-
ury bonds. As a matter of fact, back in 
1960, only 5 percent of the money we 
borrowed in this country came from 
foreign holders. But if you look at 
today, the picture is very different. As 
a matter of fact, today, 47 percent of 
the public debt we borrow is held by 
foreign holders. 

Look, I understand about inter-
national trade and global transactions 
and certainly support that. I have been 
a part of that in the past. The reason I 
point this out is that, again, a big part 
of what we are borrowing is from oth-
ers. China holds almost 10 percent of 
our debt. 

I think most of you saw recently 
where they slightly depressed the 
amount of holdings they had in the 
United States, dropping it from about 
$870 billion to $844. 

I do wish to point out something that 
former Treasury Secretary Paulson 
talked about in a book he recently 
wrote about the crisis. I used to talk 

with him sometimes on the weekends. 
Obviously, he was working 7 days a 
week, as do I and most of us in this 
body. I talked to him for a great deal of 
time. 

I remember him telling me during 
the time of the crisis that he was con-
cerned about China. He was concerned 
about China. In the book, he talks 
about feeling that there was a scheme 
that Russia was trying to get China to 
engage in, to get them to stop buying 
our securities, during the period of 
time that we were most destabilized, in 
order to put greater pressure on our 
country during a time of great turmoil. 

Obviously, that did not happen. But 
all of us say, I think it is important, 
when you are moving into a range of 
having more indebtedness than you can 
handle, it is very important to know 
and understand you are borrowing 
money from people who may not have 
the same interests that we as a country 
have. 

This is something you do not see 
often in this body, but I hope every-
body will focus on this slide. The fact 
is, there is plenty of blame to go 
around. We do a great job in this body, 
especially a few weeks before an elec-
tion, of pointing fingers at each other, 
talking about whose fault it is that our 
country is in the situation it is in. But 
as it relates to our country’s indebted-
ness, I can assure you there is plenty of 
blame to go around. 

What I learned in my business, where 
I spent most of my life, whenever we 
had an ox in the ditch, it did not do a 
lot of good to try to point fingers at 
how we got there. It was better to try 
to focus on how we solve that problem. 
I certainly knew that as mayor of the 
city of Chattanooga. 

I can tell you, in this body, as soon as 
we begin devolving into pointing fin-
gers, we quickly move away from solv-
ing some of the major problems we 
have as a country. 

I think as we look at trying to deal 
with this issue, it is good to look at the 
way things have been. Over the last 50 
years, our government has spent about 
20.3 percent of our GDP. Over that 
same period, the revenues into the Fed-
eral Government have been about 18 
percent. There are economists on both 
sides of the aisle who say as long as the 
economy is growing, we can continue 
that in perpetuity. Coming from the 
background I come from, this is not a 
comfortable situation. I would rather 
see us take in the same amount of 
money we expend, but certainly there 
are academicians and economists on 
both sides who have different points of 
view. 

What is the right amount of spend-
ing? I think everybody is aware that 
President Obama has put together a 
deficit reduction commission. It is 
chaired by two individuals. One of 
those is Erskine Bowles, chief of staff 
to Bill Clinton. He is a Democrat. He 
ran for the Senate from North Caro-
lina. I talk to him extensively on the 
phone. He certainly has a lot of sound 

ideas. The other is Alan Simpson, 
former Senator from Wyoming. They 
are chairing a deficit reduction com-
mission the President has put together. 

A great breakthrough occurred re-
cently when Erskine Bowles said he be-
lieves the Federal Government ought 
to spend about 21 percent of our coun-
try’s GDP. Our average over the last 50 
years has been 20.3 percent. Our reve-
nues over the same period have been 18 
percent. 

Bob Corker, because he is more con-
servative on that front, or would like 
to see balance—a balance a lot of peo-
ple on both sides would like to see—my 
number might be 18 percent. Erskine 
Bowles has thrown out the number of 
21. But to me, somewhere between 18 
and 21, there is a deal. I want to say to 
everybody that I am open to negotia-
tion. I would love for us to agree as a 
country as to what percentage of our 
gross domestic product we all agree is 
the right number for us in Washington 
to be spending. If we can focus on this 
first, page 1, we can move away from 
many of the issues that separate us. 

This is something on which I hope ev-
erybody who may be tuned in will 
focus. The fact is, I don’t think we 
have thought about this deficit issue as 
something that is anything more than 
academic. We have thought about it as 
something that will affect a Congress 
down the road, maybe our neighbor, 
but not us. In order to get to Bob Cork-
er’s number over the next decade, 
which is a period on which most of us 
can focus, we would have to cut spend-
ing by $6.7 trillion. That is a lot of 
money. To get to the number Erskine 
Bowles has thrown out—for which I am 
open to negotiation—over the next dec-
ade we would have to cut $3.4 trillion 
in spending. To get where we have been 
over the last 50 years over the next 
decade, we would have to cut $4.5 tril-
lion in spending. 

The reason I point this out is, this is 
a huge number. Even by Federal Gov-
ernment standards, these numbers are 
draconian. 

I realize this is something that is 
probably not attainable. To get $6.7 
trillion in cuts we would have to cut 
$670 billion a year over the next 10 
years. To put that in perspective so 
people can digest it, this is more 
money than we spend each year on 
Medicare. This is more money than we 
spend each year on defense with two 
wars. The type of cuts it would take to 
get to where we have been as a country 
for the last 50 years, those cuts are dra-
conian. I don’t think we as a Congress 
have quite come to terms with that. 

What we need to do is fundamentally 
change the way we do business in 
Washington. I don’t care what side of 
the aisle one may sit on or what gim-
micks each side of the aisle may put 
forth to look at trying to constrain 
spending. All of us know we have abso-
lutely no construct to contain spend-
ing. We are operating this year without 
a budget. We have had problems with 
spending for decades. There is nothing 
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here that causes us to focus on it in the 
right way. Again, both sides have had 
great problems in this regard. 

What we need to do as a body, as a 
Senate, is to create a construct that 
forces us to cap spending and 
incentivize growth. I plan on offering 
legislation later this year. I realize this 
is a political season and nothing seri-
ous will be taken up. What I want to do 
as a body is to focus on the amount of 
spending we deal with in Washington 
as a percentage of our gross domestic 
product, as I have been discussing, and 
to develop a construct that causes us 
over time to move to that cap. I realize 
we will not be able to do it overnight, 
but it seems to me if we can adopt that 
kind of thinking where we look at gov-
ernmental spending as a percentage of 
GDP—Erskine Bowles, who is working 
right now as head of the deficit reduc-
tion commission, has made a major 
contribution by throwing out a num-
ber, and I am open for negotiation—to 
me, if we can focus on that kind of con-
struct, then it is in everybody’s inter-
est to hope the gross domestic product 
grows. 

As the gross domestic product grows, 
as our economy grows, and the types of 
issues we face as they relate to cutting 
spending are less difficult to deal with, 
we would be unified toward getting to 
a point that is appropriate as it relates 
to spending so our indebtedness does 
not put us in the same kind of situa-
tion in which Greece found itself. But 
at the same time, after we have done 
that, then we could agree on policies 
that actually incentivize growth be-
cause as the economy grows, it is easi-
er to deal with this issue. 

I will come to my conclusion. The 
fact is, this is becoming a cliche. I real-
ize it is said over and over again, but 
we are, in fact, the first generation of 
Americans in a situation where we 
likely, if we don’t change our course of 
action, will leave the country in lesser 
good shape than we found it. As a mat-
ter of fact, we will leave the country in 
worse shape. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. CORKER. I appreciate the cue. 
The fact is, I don’t think there is 

anybody in this body who would con-
sciously wake up and spend every day 
of their life taking lavish vacations, 
going to nice hotels, eating out at 
night, running that up on a credit card, 
and then leaving that for their heirs to 
pay. There is nobody in this body who 
would consider doing that. But that is 
exactly what we are doing right now in 
Washington because of the way we are 
handling our fiscal affairs. We are run-
ning up a tab that our grandchildren, 
some of the children in this audience 
who have come in as students, will be 
left to pay. 

I believe in American exceptional-
ism. I think we are, in fact, the great-
est country that ever existed and ever 
will. I think the role we play in this 
world creates all kinds of gains as it re-

lates to citizens’ ways of life through-
out the world. I would hate to see us as 
a country end up so diminished not 
only because of the tremendous impact 
it would have on our citizens—we have 
seen what has happened with this fi-
nancial crisis and the distortions it has 
created throughout the economy, the 
hardships it has created for so many 
Americans—but I would hate for us to 
be so diminished because of our indebt-
edness, so diminished so that we had to 
talk to lenders about those austerity 
measures we had to take as a country 
for them to continue to loan us money, 
for us to be so diminished that we did 
not continue to play the exceptional 
role we play in the world, the excep-
tional role we play in continuing to 
raise up Americans’ dreams and wishes 
and continue to allow them to actually 
pursue. 

I plan on offering legislation. I have 
a nine-page bill. I know there are no 
bills around here that get seriously 
considered that are nine pages. Others, 
I know, will weigh in. But I sure hope 
to work with people on both sides of 
the aisle. I plan on offering legislation 
later this year or the first of the next 
Congress. I hope we as a Congress will 
deal with this issue in an appropriate 
way. I am looking to work with people 
on both sides of the aisle. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Maine. 
f 

DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor to discuss the Defense au-
thorization bill and the don’t ask, 
don’t tell provisions included in it. Let 
me begin by making my position crys-
tal clear: I agree with the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ADM Mike 
Mullen, that the don’t ask, don’t tell 
law should be repealed. It should be re-
pealed contingent upon the certifi-
cations of the President, the Secretary 
of Defense, and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff that its repeal 
would not have an adverse impact on 
military readiness, recruitment, and 
retention. Those are exactly the provi-
sions included in the Defense author-
ization bill. 

My view is that our Armed Forces 
should welcome the service of any 
qualified individual who is willing and 
capable of serving our country. The 
bottom line for me is this: If an indi-
vidual is willing to put on the uniform 
of our country, to be deployed in war 
zones such as Iraq and Afghanistan, to 
risk his or her life for our country, 
then we should be expressing our grati-
tude to those individuals, not trying to 
exclude them from serving or expel 
them from the force. 

That is why during consideration of 
this bill in May, I supported the com-
promise provisions that were put forth 
by Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator 
LEVIN. At a previous Senate Armed 
Services Committee hearing, I asked 
Admiral Mullen if there was any evi-

dence at all that allowing gay and les-
bian troops to serve had harmed mili-
tary readiness in those countries that 
allow their service now. At least 28 
countries, including Great Britain, 
Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, 
and Israel allow open service by lesbian 
and gay troops. We have no greater al-
lies than Great Britain, Australia, Can-
ada, and Israel. None of these coun-
tries—not one—reports morale or re-
cruitment problems. At least nine of 
these countries have deployed their 
forces alongside American troops in 
Operation Iraqi Freedom, and at least 
12 of these nations are allowing open 
service and are currently fighting 
alongside U.S. troops in Afghanistan. 

There is a cost involved to end our 
current policy. According to a 2005 
GAO report, American taxpayers spend 
more than $30 million each year to 
train replacements for gay troops dis-
charged under the don’t ask, don’t tell 
policy. The total cost reported since 
the statute was implemented, accord-
ing to GAO, has been nearly $200 mil-
lion. That doesn’t count the adminis-
trative and legal costs associated with 
investigations and hearings, and the 
military schooling of gay troops such 
as pilot training and linguist training. 

We are losing highly skilled troops to 
this policy. According to the GAO, 8 
percent of the servicemembers let go 
under don’t ask, don’t tell held critical 
occupations defined as services such as 
interpreters. Three percent had skills 
in an important foreign language such 
as Arabic, Farsi or Korean. 

More than 13,000 troops have been 
dismissed from the military simply be-
cause of their sexual orientation since 
President Clinton signed this law in 
1993. Society has changed so much 
since 1993, and we need to change this 
policy as well. 

But let me say that I respect the 
views of those who disagree with me on 
this issue, such as the ranking member 
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator MCCAIN; and I will de-
fend the right of my colleagues to offer 
amendments on this issue and other 
issues that are being brought up in 
connection with the Defense authoriza-
tion bill. 

There are many controversial issues 
in this bill. They deserve to have a 
civil, fair, and open debate on the Sen-
ate floor. That is why I am so dis-
appointed that rather than allowing 
full and open debate and the oppor-
tunity for amendments from both sides 
of the aisle, the majority leader appar-
ently intends to shut down the debate 
and exclude Republicans from offering 
a number of amendments. 

This would be the 116th time in this 
Congress that the majority leader or 
another member of the majority has 
filed cloture rather than proceeding to 
the bill under an agreement that would 
allow amendments to be debated. 

What concerns me even more is the 
practice of filling the amendment tree 
to prevent Republican amendments. If 
that is done on this bill, it will be the 
40th time. 
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