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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There is 1 minute 45 seconds re-
maining.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, they
have a vendetta against clean energy. 1
guess they want to keep dependence on
foreign oil. I do not and my people do
not. We do not enjoy $5-a-gallon gas,
which is where it is heading maybe be-
cause of the unrest in the Middle East.
We need alternatives—clean cars, cars
that go 50, 60 miles a gallon or do not
need any gas at all. Oh, they cut that.

They cut Head Start. Our little kids
will not have Head Start. What are
they doing? It makes no sense. Every
dollar we put into early childhood edu-
cation saves $10. What are they doing?
And Pell grants.

There are so many other ways to pro-
ceed. Do you know, if we just looked at
the tax loopholes given to corporations
who ship jobs overseas, it is over $140
billion over 10 years? Let’s take a look
at that. Let’s take a look at the bil-
lionaires. Why do we have to ask little
kids to give up a slot in Head Start and
get that Head Start they need? Why do
we have to ask our teenagers to give up
on going to college? That is what their
budget does for no reason at all.

Let’s avert a government shutdown
by coming together. I am willing to
move in their direction. They have to
be willing to move to mine. Again,
they cut $100 billion off the President’s
budget. We cut $40 billion. Let’s meet
in the middle.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent for 30 more sec-
onds, and then I will yield to my
friend.

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

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, in
conclusion, let’s meet in the middle.
Let’s put this 2011 budget issue behind
us quickly. Let’s move on to long-term
deficit reduction and job creation. If we
fail, let’s not get paid for our work
here.

This afternoon I will be back to ask
unanimous consent: No budget, no pay.
Madam President, I yield the floor.

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

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I appreciate the comments of my
friend, the Senator from California. We
have to be serious about the country’s
debt. Admiral Mullen, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, says the debt
is our biggest national security threat.

Anyone in my State who looks at
what we are spending in Washington is
astonished. We are spending, this year,
$3.7 trillion. We are collecting $2.2 tril-
lion. The House of Representatives has
said: Let’s take a step—a serious step—
toward dealing with that debt. I ap-
plaud them for that. That number is a
number that we on the Republican side
try to support in the Senate. We might
have our own priorities within that re-
duced number, but we need to get seri-
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ous about the entire problem of Amer-
ica’s debt.

It also goes directly to the problem
of jobs we have in our country today.
The last Democratic Congress and the
President’s policies have thrown a big
wet blanket on private sector job cre-
ation in America. One of the biggest
parts of the wet blanket is the big debt.
According to economists, it costs us 1
million jobs a year. The big debt cre-
ates the potential for higher interest
rates. That makes it harder to create
jobs. It soaks up capital. It could be
used to create jobs. It creates uncer-
tainty. It creates a lack of confidence.

There is a lot of spirit in this Senate
to find a consensus on how to deal with
the debt. I want to be one who does
that. I look forward to a serious discus-
sion of those efforts.

———

A NEW MARSHALL PLAN FOR THE
MIDDLE EAST

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
in Jerusalem last week during a pri-
vate meeting with U.S. Senators, the
Prime Minister of Israel suggested cre-
ating a new Marshall Plan to help the
people of Middle Eastern countries who
are struggling to gain more freedom. I
was one of the Senators in that meet-
ing.

In one important way, Prime Min-
ister Benjamin Netanyahu’s proposal is
different from the plan that helped re-
build Western Europe after World War
II. Its funding would not come from the
U.S. Government but from private gifts
and foundations worldwide. Instead of
the money going for rebuilding bombed
out industrial plants and roads as it
did after World War II, it would more
likely be spent in the Middle East now
on schools, on health clinics, and on
clean water.

Fundamentally, though, the plans
are very similar. Both GEN George C.
Marshall in 1947 and Prime Minister
Netanyahu today proposed helping ad-
versaries as well as allies. Both aim to
relieve hunger, poverty, desperation,
and chaos. Both proposals are based
squarely on self-interest, as antidotes
to the spread of philosophies unfriendly
to democracy: communism in the case
of postwar Europe and militant Islam
in the Middle East today.

In both cases, applicants for the
money would write their own plans. In
1948, 16 nations met in Paris to develop
the Marshall plan. President Truman
then submitted it for approval to the
Congress. Most of the money was dis-
tributed by grants that did not have to
be repaid.

The first Marshall plan was short
term, from 1948 to 1952, and so should
be this new Marshall plan. The goal is
not to create dependencies but to help
people stand on their own.

There are some important differences
between the idea of the Marshall plan
after World War II and Prime Minister
Netanyahu’s proposal for the Middle
East. The new Middle East Marshall
plan would cost much less. The original
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Marshall plan spent between $115 bil-
lion and $130 billion in today’s dollars
over those 4 years. If a Middle Eastern
plan carefully distributed a few billion
dollars over 5 years it could have an
enormous impact.

The Marshall plan started out after
World War II buying food and fuel and
ended up rebuilding bombed-out indus-
trial plants, roads, and other infra-
structure. In addition to schools and
clinics, a Middle Eastern Marshall plan
is more likely to spend money on, for
example, a corps of young people who
are paid a subsistence wage to
strengthen their own country.

Marshall plan money went to 16 Eu-
ropean governments. Money for a Mid-
dle Eastern plan should probably be
distributed through non-governmental
organizations.

After World War II, there was a clear
effort to impose on Europe and Japan
the American model. We should have
learned by now that the path to democ-
racy in the Middle East is more likely
to be uniquely Middle Eastern. The
original Marshall plan was paid for
mostly by United States taxpayers.
Money for this new plan should come
from around the world, mostly from
private gifts.

The first Marshall plan was used
mostly for purchase of goods from the
United States. Today, those goods
would be purchased from around the
world.

What are the next steps? First, a coa-
lition of foundations should step for-
ward and announce its willingness to
consider proposals from Egypt and
other Middle Eastern countries that
would assist a transition to a more
democratic form of government.

Second, the first grants should be
quickly approved, probably to non-gov-
ernmental organizations already in
place. The original Marshall plan
moved slowly. In this age of instant
communication, freedom fighters ex-
pect immediate results. Some evidence
of improvement in their lives could
help sustain a movement toward de-
mocracy against the lure of militant
Islam.

An early State Department memo-
randum compared General Marshall’s
proposal to a flying saucer: ‘“‘Nobody
knows what it looks like, how big it is,
or whether it really exists.”” Prime
Minister Netanyahu’s proposal also is
usefully vague, with details to be filled
in later by applicants for grants. But
shouldn’t it be enough simply to pro-
pose helping people struggling for free-
dom based upon the hard-eyed belief
that their success will benefit other
Democratic countries, including the
United States and Israel?

———

TRIBUTE TO DAVID KEARNS

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
in Rochester, NY, today and tomorrow,
family and friends are celebrating the
life of David Kearns, who died a few
days ago at age 80.
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