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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

INCREASING THE PUBLIC DEBT 
LIMIT—Continued 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time? 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise to 

discuss the extension of the debt limit. 
First of all, I thank my colleague from 
Montana for his great courtesy in al-
lowing me to go first, because we have 
a hearing in the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee, so I thank my colleague from 
Montana for this courtesy. 

Before us is a proposal to extend the 
debt limit by $800 billion. I will oppose 
that expansion of the debt limit be-
cause there is no plan to reduce the 
deficits and the increase in the debt we 
are now facing. 

I think it is a mistake for this body 
to extend the debt limit by $800 billion 
without a plan to get the deficits under 
control, to get the debt under control. 
Instead, what we are doing here is writ-
ing another blank check and saying to 
this administration: Go ahead, con-
tinue to run record budget deficits. 
Continue to increase the national debt. 
Do not worry about a plan to reduce 
this increasing dependency on foreign 
governments, on foreign citizens. For-
get about fiscal responsibility. 

An $800 billion increase in the debt. 
Now, make no mistake, we need to ex-
tend the debt limit. We have to pay the 
bills of the United States. So there is 
no question that we need to extend the 
debt limit. The question is, by how 
much. The question is, should we not 
only do it with a plan to reduce this de-
pendency on borrowing. 

I believe the answer to those ques-
tions is absolutely. We ought to insist 
that there is a plan to get the deficit 
under control. We ought to insist there 
is a plan to reduce the buildup of debt. 
We ought to insist that this adminis-
tration and this Congress face up to 
the mounting challenges facing this 
Nation. 

To review the dramatic change in our 
fiscal condition, in January of 2001, we 
were told we could expect over the next 
10 years nearly $6 trillion in surpluses. 
Now we are told, just 3 years later, 
nearly 4 years later, instead of trillions 
of dollars of surpluses, we can expect 
trillions of dollars of deficits, over $3 
trillion deficits. That is a change in 
our fiscal condition in 4 years of $9 tril-
lion. If that does not cry out for a re-
sponse, if that does not cry out for this 
Congress and this administration to 
come up with a plan to address these 
burgeoning deficits and debt, I do not 
know what would require a response. 

If we look at the last 4 years, we can 
see that in 2001 the Federal Govern-
ment ran a surplus of $127 billion. In 
2002, that had turned to a $158 billion 
deficit. In 2003, that deficit had ex-
ploded to $377 billion—the biggest def-
icit in dollar terms in our Nation’s his-

tory—and now in 2004, another record 
deficit, a deficit of $413 billion—record 
red ink and no plan to address it. 

The President has told us, told us re-
peatedly, that he has a plan to cut the 
deficit in half over the next 5 years. Do 
not believe it. Do not believe it any 
more than the claims the President 
made that there would be no deficit if 
we adopted his fiscal plan. The Presi-
dent told us—in fact, the President as-
sured us—that we could count on a 
record paydown of the debt if we adopt-
ed his fiscal plan. Well, we did, and he 
was wrong because not only have we 
not had record paydown of the debt; 
what we have had is a dramatic in-
crease in the debt. As we look ahead, 
here is what we see the deficit looking 
like over the next 10 years. I do not see 
any cutting of the deficit in half. The 
only way the President gets to his 
claim that he is going to cut the deficit 
in half is he leaves out things. He 
leaves out war costs. He leaves out the 
need to address the alternative min-
imum tax. He leaves out the effect of 
his own tax proposals. 

If we take all of those into account— 
making the tax cut permanent, which 
the President has recommended; his de-
fense buildup; the alternative min-
imum tax reform; and ongoing war 
costs—this is what we see, as the defi-
cits going forward, in the amount that 
is actually going to get added to the 
debt every year. This is an ocean of red 
ink facing this country. Part of the 
reason, as I have indicated, is that the 
President, I am afraid, hid from the 
American people the true effects of his 
policies. 

One way he has hidden it is he has 
changed from 10-year budgeting to 5- 
year budgeting. Here is why I believe 
he did that. This shows the cost of ex-
tending the tax cuts as the President 
has proposed. This dotted line on this 
chart shows the end of 5 years. But be-
yond the 5 years, the effect of the 
President’s tax proposals explode in 
cost. That is the nature of the Presi-
dent’s tax proposal. The cost explodes 
outside the 5-year budget window, just 
beyond the view of those who are re-
sponsible for making budgets for this 
country. The result is that the red ink 
the President has promised to reduce 
will explode right beyond the 5-year 
budget window. 

It is not just with respect to the tax 
cut proposal, but we see the exact same 
pattern with the alternative minimum 
tax. The alternative minimum tax is 
the old millionaire’s tax, which is now 
affecting 3 million taxpayers. In the 
next 10 years, it will affect 30 to 40 mil-
lion taxpayers. It has to be dealt with. 
The President only provides funding to 
address this crisis for 1 year. 

But look at the pattern of cost. 
Again, right beyond the 5-year budget 
window, right beyond this dotted line, 
which represents the next 5 years, the 
cost of fixing the alternative minimum 
tax absolutely explodes, at a cost of 
over $600 billion. The President does 
not have that in his budget. 

Nor does he have the true cost of the 
war effort. We have had $25 billion put 
in a contingent reserve for fiscal year 
2005, but we know that is a fraction of 
the cost. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice tells us that the true ongoing cost 
of war is over $315 billion. None of it is 
in the budget, other than the $25 bil-
lion. None of this $315 billion, other 
than the $25 billion down payment, is 
reflected in these numbers in which the 
President assures us he is going to cut 
the deficit in half. 

I am told the Pentagon is about to 
propose, the administration is about to 
propose an additional $70 to $75 billion 
in a war cost supplemental some time 
early next year. 

I think this hiding of the true finan-
cial condition of the country is wrong, 
and I think it is reckless. 

The President told us when we adopt-
ed his fiscal plan: I can fully protect 
Social Security. I won’t be taking So-
cial Security money and using it for 
other purposes. Wrong again. The 
President is taking every dime that is 
available to take from Social Security 
over the next decade—$2.4 trillion—and 
using it to pay for other things. Mr. 
President, $2.4 trillion, every dime of 
which has to be repaid, and the Presi-
dent has no plan to do so. 

It is not just there that we see the 
problem. We also see that the Presi-
dent has a plan to privatize parts of So-
cial Security. Most of the estimates 
are they would cost some $2 trillion in 
transition costs. Again, the President 
has no plan to pay for it other than to 
borrow the money to do it. More bor-
rowing, more deficits, more debt: no 
plan to address the issue. These deci-
sions have real consequences. 

We can see all of this is happening at 
the worst possible time, right before 
the baby boomers start to retire. The 
baby boom generation is out there. It 
is not a projection. They have been 
born. They are alive today. They are 
going to retire. They are going to be el-
igible for Social Security and Medi-
care. 

This is what it looks like when you 
plot the increase on a graph of those 
who are going to be eligible for Federal 
benefits. Right now, we have around 40 
million people who are eligible, but 
over these next years the number is 
going to double. This is the dramatic 
demographic timebomb that is out 
there with the baby boom generation. 

When we look at the long-term impli-
cations—this is not a projection by this 
Senator or a projection by the Demo-
crats; this is a projection by the Con-
gressional Budget Office—the long- 
term budget outlook in terms of the ef-
fect on deficits, what they show is 
some improvement over the next cou-
ple of years but then an explosion of 
deficits and debt if the President’s pro-
posals are adopted. 

We have record deficits now, the big-
gest in dollar terms in our history, and 
they pale in comparison as to what is 
to come if the President’s proposals are 
adopted. There is no response. There is 
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no response from the Congress of the 
United States. There is no response by 
this administration to these growing 
deficits and debt. It is just more of the 
same, business as usual, steady as she 
goes. That is a risky course for this 
country. 

We remember so well the President 
telling us there would be maximum 
paydown of the debt if we adopted his 
fiscal plan. Instead of maximum 
paydown of the debt, we see the debt 
exploding. 

The gross debt of the United States 
was less than $6 trillion when he took 
office. We now see, by 2014, that debt 
will approach $15 trillion—a stunning 
reversal in the fiscal condition of the 
country. In just these 3 years, there is 
an increase in the debt limit of $2.2 
trillion under President Bush; an in-
crease, in 2002, of the debt limit of $450 
billion; in 2003, of $984 billion; and now 
another $800 billion. Mr. President, $2.2 
trillion, after we had, from 1998 to 2001, 
no increase in the debt limit, none. 

Now, the President describes these 
policies as compassionate conserv-
atism. I do not know where the con-
servatism comes in. I do not know 
what is conservative about exploding 
the debt of the Nation. I do not know 
what is conservative about running up 
record deficits—and not just at a time 
of economic slowdown but even now, as 
the economy is recovering, deficits as 
far as the eye can see. 

The result of these policies, the re-
sult of this increase in deficit and debt 
is soaring Federal interest costs. From 
the estimate in January of 2001 that 
the interest cost over the next 10 years 
would be some $600 billion, now esti-
mates are that the interest cost to the 
Federal Government over that same 
period will be $2.4 trillion, from an in-
terest cost projection of $600 billion to 
$2.4 trillion. That interest does not 
build a bridge, does not construct a 
highway, does not finance an aircraft 
carrier or a tank. That is money just 
to service the debt. 

These massive increases in deficits 
have enormous implications, not only 
for our finances but for our economic 
strength. Deficits and debt will ulti-
mately slow economic growth. This is a 
quote from the CBO Director, Douglas 
Holtz-Eakin, before the Senate Budget 
Committee last year. 

Mr. Holtz-Eakin is an appointee of 
the Republican majority in the Con-
gress. He came from the President’s 
own economic advisory staff. He said 
this: 

To the extent that going forward we run 
large sustained deficits in the face of full 
employment, it will in fact crowd out capital 
accumulation and otherwise slow economic 
growth. 

Mr. President, that is why these deci-
sions matter. This is not just numbers 
on a page. This isn’t just graphs. This 
is not just pictures on a chartboard. 
These decisions have a real impact on 
the economic health of this Nation, on 
the creation of jobs, on the develop-
ment of economic opportunity, on the 

future economic prospects of our Na-
tion and, fundamentally, of the eco-
nomic strength of America. 

I don’t believe we can be militarily 
strong if we are financially weak. This 
President has us on a course to finan-
cial weakness. Make no mistake about 
it, these higher interest rates will bur-
den families. For the typical American 
family, a 1-percent increase in interest 
rates will raise the payment on a 30- 
year home mortgage of $150,000 by 
$1,200 per year. When the Federal Gov-
ernment has to borrow more money, 
that puts it in competition with the 
private sector for borrowed funds. 
When that happens, that forces up the 
cost of borrowing. The more demand 
for money, the more interest costs 
have to go up. That is true especially 
at a time of economic recovery. 

Mr. President, these decisions have 
real consequences in the lives of real 
people. I believe paying down debt is 
also a moral values issue. The Presi-
dent said himself in 2001: 

Future generations shouldn’t be forced to 
pay back money that we have borrowed. We 
owe this kind of responsibility to our chil-
dren and grandchildren. 

On this issue, the President was 
right. We should not pass on these 
debts to future generations. But that is 
now precisely what the President is 
doing—again, not at a time just of eco-
nomic slowdown; we have now got a re-
sumption of economic growth. Yet the 
President proposes more and more def-
icit, more and more debt. I think it is 
a mistake. I think it is a mistake for 
this body to extend the debt limit in an 
almost unlimited way, by $800 billion, 
without any requirement for a plan to 
address these burgeoning deficits and 
debt. 

The deficits we are running are not 
just budget deficits, they are also trade 
deficits—approaching over $650 billion 
in the most recent year. Not only are 
we running a budget deficit of over $400 
billion, we are also running a trade def-
icit of over $650 billion, or in that 
range. 

Where is the money coming from in 
these massive deficits? Well, we are 
borrowing the money, as I indicated, 
from the Social Security trust fund— 
some $2.4 trillion over the next 10 
years. We are also borrowing from 
countries all around the world. We 
have borrowed over $700 billion from 
Japan. We have borrowed over $170 bil-
lion from China. We have borrowed $100 
billion from the so-called Caribbean 
banking centers. I think many in 
America would wonder what is going 
on here. We are borrowing money from 
Caribbean banking centers? We have 
borrowed over $60 billion from South 
Korea. Who would have believed it? 
Growing up in North Dakota, I would 
never have believed we would be out 
with a tin cup borrowing money from 
countries such as South Korea. 

Mr. President, here is what has hap-
pened under this President in terms of 
foreign holdings of our debt. They have 
increased by 83 percent in just less 

than 4 years of this administration. 
Prior to this administration, total for-
eign holdings of U.S. debt were just 
over a trillion dollars. In less than 4 
years, that has now increased by over 
80 percent. We are now approaching $2 
trillion of foreign-held debt. 

Mr. President, who cares? What dif-
ference does it make? I have had a 
chance to go and teach classes in my 
home State at the universities and col-
leges. I have asked them what dif-
ference does it make if we are deeper 
and deeper in debt to other countries? 
Well, the response of those students 
has been overwhelming and clear. They 
have said: Of course, it makes a dif-
ference. How does it change any rela-
tionship if you are borrowing money 
from people? It makes you dependent 
on those people. It means you are less 
able to challenge them on unfair trade 
practices. It means you are less able to 
confront them if we are faced with a 
military confrontation. 

I noticed with great interest a New 
York Times article of Tuesday, October 
19, headlined, ‘‘Private Investors 
Abroad Cut Their Investments in the 
U.S.’’ It indicated that ‘‘Asian central 
banks bail out America, a nation of 
spenders rather than savers.’’ 

The U.S. economy is now increas-
ingly dependent on a handful of foreign 
central banks for our economic sta-
bility and security. This is a vulner-
ability for our country. To more and 
more owe money to foreign nations and 
foreign central banks puts them in a 
stronger position with respect to 
America’s economic future and puts us 
in a weaker position. 

In that article, it indicated: 
New data accentuated how dependent the 

United States has become on purchases of 
dollar securities by the Chinese and other 
Asian governments with links to the dollar. 
‘‘Foreign central banks saved the dollar from 
disaster,’’ said Akhraf Laidi, chief currency 
analyst of the MG financial group. He said, 
‘‘The stability of the bond market is at the 
mercy of the Asian purchases of U.S. treas-
uries.’’ 

We are at the mercy of foreign cen-
tral banks, of Asian central banks. I 
don’t think that is where we want to 
be. I don’t think that is where we want 
to be as a nation, dependent on foreign 
central banks. In that same article, the 
New York Times indicated that a large 
amount of foreign-held debt could lead 
to economic turmoil. Here is what it 
said: 

A disorderly situation would occur if for-
eign money dried up suddenly when the 
United States still needed it. 

Let’s think about where we are head-
ed here. 

Then, the adjustment in the American sav-
ings might happen involuntarily. Interest 
rates would rise sharply, and the dollar could 
fall abruptly. This could induce a sharp eco-
nomic contraction, even stagnation. 

Mr. President, what are we doing 
here? There is absolutely no response 
from this Congress or this administra-
tion to this gathering financial threat. 
No response. The only response is: 
Let’s go borrow more money. Let’s in-
crease the debt more. 
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This article appeared in the Wall 

Street Journal on November 8, head-
lined, ‘‘Dollar Lacks Backers as Deficit 
Worries Dominate.’’ 

This article asks the question: 
What is going to prop up the sliding dollar? 

It went on to say: 
Despite unexpectedly strong job creation 

and another jump in the stock market, the 
dollar dropped against key currencies . . . 
breaking through the record low against the 
euro set nine months ago. 

Currency strategists say the dollar’s in-
ability to capitalize on news of 337,000 jobs 
created in October reveals the market’s 
skepticism about whether a second term for 
President Bush will reverse deficit spending 
and a reported current-account deficit— 

That is our trade deficit— 
the broadest gauge of the nation’s balance of 
payments. 

We are here, steady as she goes, head-
ed right for a potential fiscal crisis, 
and there is no response. 

Here is what happened to the value of 
the dollar against the Euro since 2002: 
The dollar has dropped 30 percent 
against the Euro in that time. This is 
a warning. This is a warning, I say to 
my friends. People are losing con-
fidence in the fiscal policy of the 
United States. This has potentially 
ominous consequences that I think we 
all understand. 

The CBO Director believes deficits 
can no longer be blamed on just a weak 
economy. He said: 

Policy choices will determine where we go. 
We will not grow our way out of this. It is no 
longer the case that we can blame every-
thing on the economy. 

I talked about the budget deficit. 
Here is the U.S. trade deficit. Same 
pattern: explosive growth in our defi-
cits, both budget and trade, requiring 
more and more foreign borrowing, 
making us more and more dependent 
on the decisions of foreigners as to our 
economic stability and strength. 

Today in the Washington Post, Rob-
ert Samuelson, an economist, wrote an 
article headlined, ‘‘The Dangerous Dol-
lar.’’ He points out the risks to our 
country of what could happen if there 
was continuing flight from the dollar 
and a collapse in its value. He points 
out the risk to this country and says: 

No one knows what will happen. The mas-
sive U.S. payments deficits could continue 
for years, with foreigners investing surplus 
dollars in American stocks and bonds. Grad-
ual shifts in currency values might reduce 
the world’s addiction to exporting to the 
United States. Or something might cause a 
dollar crash tomorrow. In that case, massive 
intervention by government central banks 
. . . might avert a calamity. Or it might not. 
We’re in uncharted waters. If we hit a shoal, 
it will be bad for everyone. 

The warning is clear. The risks are 
there. The question is: Do we just stay 
on this current course, or do we re-
spond to this growing threat? I think it 
is inappropriate to extend the debt of 
the United States by $800 billion with-
out a plan to reduce this dependency 
on foreign capital. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Again, I thank my colleague, Senator 

BAUCUS, the ranking member of the Fi-

nance Committee, for his courtesy in 
allowing me to speak first so that I 
may make a hearing going on in the 
Capitol complex. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is here today to respond to the ad-
ministration’s request once again to 
increase the statutory limit on the 
Federal debt. More fundamentally, we 
are here in response to a warning. Like 
a proximity alert on an aircraft, the 
debt limit warns the Government is 
headed for a crash. We need to change 
course. 

Unless we change course, the admin-
istration’s fiscal policy will consign 
American families to a lower standard 
of living. Unless we change course, 
American workers will have lower in-
comes than they would otherwise have, 
and the dollars they earn will be worth 
less than they otherwise would have 
been worth. 

Unless we change course, millions of 
Americans will live poorer lives. That 
is what we are really debating today 
when we debate the debt limit, and 
that is why I shall vote against the 
bill, to signal that we must change 
course. 

Narrowly speaking today, we are con-
sidering the ceiling on Federal debt, 
the cap that the law places on bor-
rowing by the Federal Government. 
The legislation before us would raise 
the debt ceiling to $8.184 trillion. It 
would increase the debt ceiling by $800 
billion. 

As this chart to my left shows, it will 
be the third largest increase in the his-
tory of the country. This chart indi-
cates debt limit increases since 1982, 
and in roughly 1990, it was $915 billion, 
and then the highest was $984 billion, 
and this $800 billion is the third highest 
increase in the debt ceiling. Unfortu-
nately, this large debt ceiling increase, 
and particularly the recent increases, 
are becoming all too common. 

Just last year we were forced to raise 
the debt ceiling by a record $984 billion. 
Almost $1 trillion in additional Federal 
borrowing, that limit was raised in 1 
year. In just the year before that, the 
debt ceiling had to be increased by $450 
billion. That is more than $2.2 trillion 
in debt in just 3 years. In contrast, 
prior to those 3 years, there had been 
no increase in the debt ceiling for 5 
years. 

An increase of $800 billion of debt 
that is requested in this legislation be-
fore us means $2,700 more debt for 
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica, and a total of $8 trillion in total 
debt means about $25,000 of debt for 
every man, woman, and child. That is a 
$25,000 burden on each of us, our chil-
dren, and our grandchildren. 

I believe that each of us who runs for 
public office and serves has a moral ob-
ligation, and that obligation is to leave 
this place in as good a shape or better 
shape than we found it. It is that sim-
ple. As this President and this Con-
gress keeps piling up more and more 

debt, clearly we are leaving this place 
in worse shape than we found it. We are 
putting a huge additional obligation 
and burden on our successors and upon, 
more importantly, the people we rep-
resent and, even more importantly, 
those who follow the people we rep-
resent. That is not the moral, correct 
thing to do. My judgment is that it is 
not only not responsible, it is irrespon-
sible. 

This chart shows per capita total 
Federal debt outstanding. This is per 
capita, on a per person basis in Amer-
ica. It has steadily been rising from 
1997 from close to $20,000 to more than 
double, to $25,000 being asked for today. 

Today’s increase also will not be the 
end of large increases in the debt ceil-
ing. It will not be the end because be-
fore the next year runs out, we will 
need to raise the debt ceiling once 
again. 

The reason for these record increases 
in the debt ceiling is the record Fed-
eral budget deficits that our Govern-
ment is running. 

To clarify for those who may be un-
sure about the terminology here, the 
term ‘‘deficits’’ obviously means an-
nual deficits that this Government 
runs, and the term ‘‘debt’’ means the 
accumulation of all the deficits. That 
is why the deficits sound a little less. 
It is some $400 billion, whereas the 
total publicly held debt is over $8 tril-
lion. 

I must add to this, I don’t want to 
lay the blame totally in the hands of 
the President, but the President sub-
mits budgets to the Congress. Congress 
tends to work with the budgets that 
the President submits. Every year the 
President submits a budget and Con-
gress does work around the edges, 
maybe add a little, subtract a little, 
but it is Presidents, not Congress, in 
the main, who actually determine the 
amount of either surplus or the 
amount of deficits that are actually en-
acted. It is primarily the Presidents. 

Since the current administration 
took office, there have been record an-
nual surpluses that have turned into 
record annual deficits. In the fiscal 
year 2001—that is the transition year 
between the two administrations—the 
Federal Government ran a surplus of 
$127 billion, a surplus. We actually ran 
a surplus of $127 billion in fiscal year 
2001. For the next year, 2002, the first 
full fiscal year in the current adminis-
tration, the Government ran a deficit— 
not a surplus but a deficit—of $158 bil-
lion. In the next fiscal year, the Fed-
eral Government ran a record deficit of 
$377 billion. Last year, in fiscal year 
2004, there was yet another record def-
icit of $413 billion. 

This chart basically outlines what I 
just said; namely, we start with a re-
duction in Federal debt. That is the 
total. Beginning about 2001 it starts 
skyrocketing back up again. 

These record deficits are even more 
painful when they are compared with 
the record annual budget surpluses 
that preceded them. In fiscal year 1998, 
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the Government ran a surplus of $69 
billion. This was a record budget sur-
plus at the time and the first budget 
surplus since fiscal year 1969. 

In fiscal year 1999, this was another 
record surplus, $126 billion. That was 
followed by yet a third record surplus 
of $236 billion in fiscal year 2000. So we 
had 3 years of growing surpluses. So in 
just 4 years, the Government has 
moved from a record surplus of $236 bil-
lion to a record deficit of $413 billion, 
which is quite a dramatic swing of 
about $650 billion in our annual Federal 
budget outcome just over a 4-year pe-
riod of time. 

That is why we are here today. That 
is why we have to, in a technical level, 
raise the debt ceiling. It is because we 
are running record budget deficits. It is 
that simple. 

In contrast, when we were running 
budget surpluses, the Government was 
doing what it should do. It was begin-
ning to pay off the debt held by the 
public. That is what took place the sec-
ond half of the previous administra-
tion. So between 1998 and 2001, our Gov-
ernment paid off about $450 billion 
worth of debt. Indeed, when the current 
administration took office, there was 
serious talk that all debt held by the 
public would be paid off within about 10 
years or so. I think we all remember 
that. Gosh, if we totally pay off our na-
tional debt—is that possible? People 
were saying it would be bad if we paid 
off our total national debt. But we 
were on the glidepath at that time, a 
few years ago, to pay off the national 
debt, and there was very serious talk 
about what would we do when we got 
down to zero national debt. How soon 
we forget. 

What a sad turnaround we experi-
enced. The turnaround can clearly be 
seen in this chart here which outlines 
the dramatic change. Our national debt 
was steadily coming down as we had 
annual deficits and we were using the 
deficits to pay off the national debt. 
That is what happened in 2001. Then in 
2002 and 2003 and beyond it is just the 
opposite. 

Is this going to continue, this trend? 
Unfortunately, if we are objective 
about this, I think the answer is yes. 
The President claims he will cut the 
deficit in half in 5 years. Indeed, Sen-
ator KERRY campaigned for the Presi-
dency and said he would cut the deficit 
in half in 5 years. But I must say, to be 
totally candid, those estimates are a 
little rosy. That is not going to hap-
pen. 

For example, the independent non-
partisan Concord Coalition projects a 
deficit of about $450 billion 5 years 
from now. That will be higher than last 
year’s record. Don’t forget the Concord 
Coalition is known by most Members of 
Congress as being a fair, objective, non-
partisan organization looking at these 
matters very closely and very fairly 
and accurately. 

Ten years from now the Concord Coa-
lition projects the deficit will be an as-
tronomical $734 billion. The Concord 

Coalition says it is going to get worse, 
much worse, with each passing year 
and the total deficit, they say, for the 
next 10 years will be almost $5 trillion. 
That means the Federal borrowing for 
the public will be $5 trillion in 10 years, 
and the debt ceiling will have to be 
raised by $5 trillion as well just to ac-
commodate that increase. 

Some may ask, Does it matter if Fed-
eral Government borrowing increases 
by $5 trillion? Does it really matter? 
Mr. President, it does. It really mat-
ters. 

When the Federal Government bor-
rows money from the public, it threat-
ens two bad results. First, the Federal 
borrowing could compete with bor-
rowing by businesses and consumers. 
What does that mean? That means that 
interest rates would go up. They have 
to go up. They are competing for the 
supply of money. Borrowing by busi-
nesses for new investments would have 
to go down. Borrowing would have to 
go down, all things being equal, and 
with fewer business investments, eco-
nomic growth would, therefore, decline 
relative to what it could be. 

High interest rates are killers. High 
interest rates, more than almost any-
thing else, are a drag on the economy. 
It really slows the economy down and 
could deepen any recession that might 
occur. 

Conversely, very low interest rates 
help businesses borrow, help home-
owners buy homes, et cetera. It is very 
good for economic growth. In addition, 
because of this crowding out effect, our 
future standard of living could be lower 
than otherwise it would be. 

Moreover, the rise in interest rates 
caused by increased Federal borrowing 
would make household purchases by 
credit more expensive. The increased 
costs would cause households to have 
less purchasing power and, therefore, 
would have to buy less. You may have 
to postpone or maybe not be at all able 
to buy that new refrigerator, to buy 
that new stove, that TV set, whether it 
is a plasma TV or regular TV, whatever 
it might be. The increased cost would 
cause households to have much less 
purchasing power. 

For example, an increase in mortgage 
rates of just 2 percentage points would 
increase home buyers’ annual pay-
ments on a $200,000 home by about 
$1,700. Potential home buyers would de-
cide whether to buy these homes or, in 
the alternative, reduce other pur-
chases. In either case, the home buy-
er’s standard of living would be lower. 

The second bad outcome that the ad-
ditional Federal borrowing could cause 
is that Americans would owe more to 
foreigners. Foreigners would increase 
their holdings of U.S. assets. What does 
this mean? This would lower our future 
standard of living, as the earnings from 
American assets would have to go to 
foreigners, not to Americans. Thus, 
when the Federal Government borrows 
more, the standard of living of the 
American families suffers. It is zero 
sum, axiomatic; it by definition has to 
happen. 

There is another danger from added 
Federal borrowing as well. If for-
eigners, especially foreign central 
banks—that is the governments, for-
eign governments—buy a significant 
portion of our debt, our U.S. economy 
will be subject to serious jolts, particu-
larly if these lenders decided to sell off 
that debt precipitously. At the very 
least, they will have a little hold on us 
as they increase their holdings of 
American Treasurys, American securi-
ties—which is what they buy mostly 
these days, partly because it is more 
liquid, which means they could get rid 
of them much more easily, more quick-
ly. But they have a little hold on us, a 
little leverage on us in any trade nego-
tiation, any political negotiation, any 
foreign policy negotiation with these 
countries. Whether it is China or Japan 
or wherever, there would be a little 
edge because this country might hint 
that, gee, maybe we might start pull-
ing out our purchases, sell the U.S. 
Treasurys we have unless you Ameri-
cans go along with something we want. 
I am not saying it will be a huge fac-
tor. It may be a huge factor. I am say-
ing it will be a factor we would not 
want to have to deal with. 

Suppose the U.S. dollar declines fur-
ther. It has come down about 30 per-
cent in the last couple of years against 
the Euro. When the Euro was first an-
nounced, the dollar was fairly strong 
compared to the Euro. Now it has fall-
en about 30 percent. As Federal debt 
and interest payments from our na-
tional debt are denominated in U.S. 
dollars, what happens? The value of 
those assets starts to drop. That is 
what is happening. The U.S. dollar, 
compared with other currencies, is 
starting to fall significantly. 

What happens then? Foreigners, in-
cluding foreign central banks, might be 
afraid the dollar will go further. That 
is the trend. It is going down. Why is it 
going down? Because of the huge defi-
cits and debts. A little less confidence 
in America. The more it goes down, 
then central banks in other countries 
will ask, do they want their dollar-de-
nominated assets, as U.S. Treasury, to 
decline further? Probably not. So what 
are they going to do about that? Sell. 
Sell before they fall. Once they start to 
sell, what happens? The fall is greater. 

That is the danger we are facing. I 
am not saying this is actually going to 
happen. Nobody knows if this is going 
to happen. There is a school of thought 
that there is so much savings in the 
world this will not happen. But we all 
know it is getting more and more risky 
and more likely this will happen. 

If we exercise a little common sense 
as we run our household, we know 
there comes a point we cannot con-
tinue to borrow. There comes a point 
when the bank says no. There comes a 
point when we have to be more respon-
sible as a household. The same is true 
here. There comes a point when the 
bank says—in this case it is foreign 
banks, or in this case the taxpayers— 
Enough is enough. 
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We do not know there will be a huge, 

precipitous decline. We do not want 
there to be a precipitous, huge decline. 
If there is, we do not want to know 
when it is because we do not want it to 
happen, but we do know if we are irre-
sponsible and turn a blind eye to all of 
this, it is much more likely to happen 
and we will pay the consequences and 
rue the day when we, at an earlier 
date, did not take the necessary steps 
to correct this. 

There is a real danger that foreign 
banks, as they look at their hole card, 
may sell off some of the Federal debt 
they now hold. Half of the foreign hold-
ings are held by central banks. That 
would cause a spike in interest rates. 
Why? Because as they begin to sell, 
what does the U.S. Government have to 
do? It has to raise interest rates to 
keep the companies in America securi-
ties. Raise interest rates, and we will 
have all the other consequences I men-
tioned earlier—higher mortgage inter-
est rates, consumer interest rates go 
up, companies cannot borrow as much 
because the banks are charging them 
much more. This is not some fringe 
possibility; this is real. 

Why do I say it is real? Why am I 
very concerned about this? Let me 
quote the former Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve, Paul Volcker. He said 
quite recently he thought there is a 75- 
percent chance of a currency crisis in 
the United States within 5 years. Those 
are odds we do not want to have to deal 
with. 

One of the hardest things to do is 
managing economic affairs early before 
you get in real trouble. It is so easy to 
postpone and put off. It is a bit of an 
abstraction right now. We do not know 
what will happen. It does not hit Amer-
icans right in the gut. It is not like 
raising taxes or lowering taxes which 
people feel immediately in their house-
hold budgets. I can guarantee if these 
problems do occur, and all the evidence 
indicates it is very likely to occur un-
less we take some very serious steps 
today, it is going to hit Americans so 
hard in the gut, it will have such an 
impact on Americans that this country 
is going to have a very serious prob-
lem. 

Something else we should consider is 
the international competitiveness we 
Americans face with other countries 
worldwide, irrespective of our current 
deficits and trade deficit—which is 
humongous, which we will have to pay 
for sooner rather than later—with 
other countries. Take China, for exam-
ple. We graduate in the United States 
of America about 65,000 engineers a 
year. Engineers can build new products 
and help make America strong. Guess 
how many engineers China graduates 
each year. Over 300,000 yearly. Are they 
brighter or dumber than our engineers? 
No, they are smart, progressive young 
men and women. And they are hungry. 
For those who have been to China re-
cently, it is stunning to see the degree 
to which the Chinese people are hun-
gry. They are going to compete very 
aggressively on the world market. 

We are in a sense almost fiddling 
while Rome is burning. That is, not 
only not paying attention to our fiscal 
problems but also not paying attention 
to the competitiveness we have around 
the world; that is, not making sure we 
have more trained engineers who can 
do better worldwide. We will find our-
selves not too many years from now in 
a real pickle. I am saying, right now, 
start taking measures so we do not 
have huge problems we otherwise 
would have. 

I mentioned earlier central banks, if 
this trend continues, might decide to 
change their holdings and Federal debt 
for political reasons. Not only eco-
nomic, but also for political reasons. 
For example, a foreign government 
might be involved in a trade dispute 
with the United States. This foreign 
government would know it could roil 
markets for the U.S. Federal debt and 
U.S. economy if a central bank sold a 
large portion of its holdings of U.S. 
Federal debt. It knows that. So what 
does it do? That government or coun-
try might hint around or might threat-
en to sell off, roil international mar-
kets, with an adverse effect on U.S. 
currencies, undercutting the United 
States’ position in that trade dispute. 

At the end of September this year, 
foreigners held about $1.9 trillion of 
our debt, close to $2 trillion of the 
total. Japan alone held $720 billion. 
China was next with $174 billion. More-
over, of $1.9 trillion of total debt held 
by foreigners, foreign central banks 
held $1.1 trillion. That is significantly 
more than half owned and controlled 
by central government banks. That is 
the government banks in those coun-
tries which, therefore, are in a great 
position of control. Those total 
amounts are nearly double the totals of 
3 years ago. This has accelerated dra-
matically, almost double, over the last 
3 years. Total debt held by foreigners is 
now 43 percent of all debt held by the 
public. Pretty close to half of all our 
national debt is held by foreigners—not 
by Americans, but by foreigners—and 
foreign central banks hold a full 30 per-
cent of all such debt, one-third. 

That is significant. Before I got in 
the Government, I worked for the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission and 
I can remember back then the control-
ling interest was 10 percent. We are 
talking about 30 percent here. That is 
much more than a controlling interest 
in an entity’s financial position. 

The forecast for future Federal defi-
cits and borrowing does not look good. 
I must add, this is not the worst of it. 
It gets worse. President Bush, for ex-
ample, has made it clear he wants to 
pursue a plan for partial privatization 
of Social Security. Under that plan, 
part of a worker’s and employer’s So-
cial Security payroll taxes we divert 
into new private savings accounts for 
the workers. That sounds good, but 
what does that mean? That means 
there would be less revenue left in the 
Federal budget for other spending. The 
Federal Government would have to 

borrow more money to cover the dif-
ference. That adds even greater pres-
sure on the Federal debt and greater 
upward pressure on interest rates. 

For many of the various partial pri-
vatization plans being proposed, these 
revenue losses would not be small. 
They would be more than significant, 
between $150 and $200 billion a year in 
each of the next 10 years. The losses 
would be even larger in subsequent 
years. These revenue losses, these addi-
tional revenue losses, and the associ-
ated increases in interest costs on top 
of that, would raise annual deficits to 
previously unimaginable heights. For 
example, the annual deficit projected 
by the Concord Coalition for 10 years 
from now would rise to over $1 trillion. 
That is in addition. Federal debt would 
rise by an additional $2 to $3 trillion in 
the next 10 years to a total of about $7 
to $8 trillion of new borrowing during 
that period. That is on top—that is in 
addition—$8 trillion today, double in 10 
years. 

So we should take two lessons from 
this dismal picture. The first is we 
need to exercise true fiscal discipline. 
That is just common sense. Americans 
sit around that kitchen table very 
often—maybe it is weekly, maybe it is 
monthly—trying to make ends meet. 
Some cannot keep spending more than 
they take in each year. Most cannot. 
No one can continue that indefinitely 
because at some point the banks just 
won’t lend people any more money. 
They will insist that existing loans be 
paid off. 

We have bankruptcies. We have chap-
ter 11. We have chapter 7. The point of 
all that is to stop the hemorrhaging, to 
pay off creditors to try to get the eco-
nomic houses of Americans and compa-
nies back in order. I am not saying we 
have to declare bankruptcy. That 
would be something else, wouldn’t it, if 
the United States of America declared 
chapter 11 and tried to reorder all the 
creditors. It is unimaginable, but if 
that were to happen, just think what 
would happen to the value of the dol-
lar, what the value of the U.S. dollar 
would be then. 

In the world of borrowing China and 
Japan now play the role of the banks. 
They are our bankers. They hold 30 
percent of our debt and foreign individ-
uals own another, what, roughly 23 per-
cent of our debt. All of this will force 
the United States at some point to 
begin to live within its means—at some 
point. And it could happen suddenly. 

Remember not too many years ago 
when the financial markets just col-
lapsed. The first was in 1987, I remem-
ber, and the stock market just went 
whoosh. Back in the Asian currency 
crisis not too many years ago things 
went haywire immediately. The deck 
of cards totally collapsed. It doesn’t 
take much, and it is usually unforesee-
able. It is usually some little event 
which is not predictable but which hap-
pens which triggers this selloff and col-
lapse. 

We do not want that to happen, and 
it will not happen, it is less likely to 
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happen if we today begin constructing 
a path where we do live within our 
means. This increase in the national 
debt today obviously signals just the 
opposite. There is no plan at this point. 

So I say we would be far better if we 
were to eliminate our annual deficits 
on our own rather than having for-
eigners force us to that point. We can 
take concrete steps to reduce our Fed-
eral budget deficits. We can enact 
tough but reasonable caps in spending, 
renewed each year, and we can insti-
tute a requirement that all new tax 
cuts and new permanent spending be 
fully paid for. We can do that if we 
have the common sense and if we have 
the moral courage to do so as we are 
expected to do by the people who elect 
us. We could do all this without resort-
ing to gimmicks. 

This town, this country, this Govern-
ment has been full of too many gim-
micks—the lockbox for Social Secu-
rity. There are a lot of gimmicks this 
President has proposed. We have al-
most reached the end of our string of 
gimmicks. We have reached the point 
of reality. We have to do what is right. 
We can enact a tough requirement that 
new tax cuts and new permanent 
spending be fully paid for. That was in 
place actually, as you recall, from 1990 
until the spring of 2003. This require-
ment helped the budget turn from def-
icit into surplus. We should restore 
that. We should restore that quickly. 

The second lesson we need to learn is 
that we should not enact the partial 
privatization of Social Security. There 
are a number of important reasons to 
stay clear of this. For example, these 
plans would likely cut total retirement 
income for many beneficiaries, have 
the effect of cutting income, not in-
creasing it. Even this lowered income 
would be subject to great risk in the 
private market. Social Security, it 
may not pay hugely but it is stable. It 
is there. You can count on it. 

I know a lot of young people say it 
won’t be there. I disagree with that. I 
say it is going to be there. Why do I say 
that? I say that because with each 
passing year there are more and more 
voters who are seniors. There are more 
and more people who are age 55 up to 60 
who really care about Social Security. 
I have forgotten the exact date. I saw 
one estimate that by about the year 
2030 half of all voters will be age 60 or 
over. I do not know if that estimate is 
true. It was made by a reputable per-
son—I won’t mention his name today 
but it is someone we all know who is 
quite reputable. 

But in addition to that, partial pri-
vatization would dramatically increase 
Federal borrowing. It would increase 
annual Federal budget deficits and it 
would increase the Federal debt. This 
would further lower both our current 
and our future standard of living. It 
would also make the U.S. economy 
even more vulnerable to recession and 
it could put the U.S. Government in a 
vulnerable position, even more so in its 
relationships with foreign govern-

ments. These fiscal dangers alone are 
sufficient reason to reject the partial 
privatization of Social Security. 

Clearly, we should look for new vehi-
cles to increase savings. We should 
look for more ways to assure that our 
seniors are more secure in their retire-
ment. We could bolster Social Secu-
rity. We could find more private sav-
ings vehicles. We could help our pen-
sion system. But the partial privatiza-
tion of Social Security will have the ef-
fect of lowering the benefits to those 
currently 50, 60, 62, or 63, unless there 
is a massive enough additional bor-
rowing by the Federal Government. 
And that is the low estimate, $1 tril-
lion over 10 years, and the higher esti-
mate is $2 trillion. That is in addition. 

I ask from where is that money going 
to come? Can we really borrow that 
much more compared to what we have 
already borrowed? We cannot. 

So we need to respond to the debt 
limit. I started out saying really tech-
nically this is an increase in the debt 
limit, which is required by statute, but 
more fundamentally the issue being 
raised today is how much more can 
this Government go into hock? That is 
really the question. And how quickly 
can we get ourselves out of it? 

We need to respond to the warning of 
the debt limit increase. We need to 
change course. We need to prevent that 
crash. We still have time. We should 
heed Paul Volcker’s warning of a 75- 
percent chance of a currency crisis in 
the United States in 5 years. I think I 
know what he is talking about. He may 
not be right, but if Paul Volcker says 
that, we should listen. We should take 
his warning very seriously. We should, 
obviously, act with a sense of urgency 
and do what we can to avoid that dan-
gerous result. We should change course 
now. We should wait no longer. With 
next year’s budget, we have an oppor-
tunity. 

The President, in his submission to 
Congress this January, February, 
whenever it is, in working with the 
Congress, can begin to chart a proper 
course, begin to chart a course or begin 
to actually honestly get our Federal 
budget deficit under control. We have 
that opportunity. We have that obliga-
tion. The time is now. The time is Jan-
uary when the President submits his 
budget and the next months when the 
Congress works with the President as 
we begin to get our Federal fiscal 
house in order. 

We have to change course so Amer-
ican families can hope for a better 
standard of living in the future, so 
American workers can have good jobs 
with good incomes and we have a 
strong dollar with real value in the 
international trade. We need to change 
course to make all that happen so fu-
ture generations of Americans lead 
richer lives. 

I will end with the statement I men-
tioned in the beginning. We have a 
moral obligation to leave this place in 
as good shape or better than we found 
it. It is an obligation we have—I assert 

whether environmental matters, 
whether Federal budget—to inspire 
confidence and togetherness in our peo-
ple. I urge us very much to take the 
course of action that we well know is 
correct. 

Mr. President, I now yield 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, who is a real leader in the 
fight for fiscal responsibility. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). The Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Montana not 
only for his leadership in the body but 
for his words about the fiscal situation 
our country faces. I particularly thank 
him for his emphasis on the need to re-
turn to those important fiscal budget 
rules, the pay-go rules that guided us 
so well for so many years. I hope and 
trust this will be the first of many 
times he will address the body about 
the need to get back to that discipline. 
I intend to do the same here today. I 
think very few things are more impor-
tant to our country than to return to 
the fiscal discipline we actually accom-
plished on a bipartisan basis during the 
1990s after the very reckless policies of 
the 1980s. 

Today we are again forced to con-
sider legislation to raise the Nation’s 
debt limit. It is obvious to anyone but 
those who refuse to see that we are 
here because of the grossly reckless fis-
cal policies that have been advanced by 
the administration and Congress over 
the past 4 years. 

The last 4 years have seen a dramatic 
deterioration in the Government’s abil-
ity to perform one of its most impor-
tant and fundamental jobs, and that I 
do not need to tell the Presiding Offi-
cer about because he is a stalwart on 
this issue; and that is, the balancing of 
the Nation’s fiscal books. 

We are all familiar with the history. 
In January of 2001, the Congressional 
Budget Office projected that in the 10 
years thereafter, the Government 
would run a unified budget surplus— 
surplus—of more than $5 trillion. Al-
most 4 years later, we are staring at al-
most a mirror image of that estimate— 
a 10-year, $5 trillion surplus—except 
that instead of healthy surpluses, 
under any reasonable set of assump-
tions, we are now facing immense defi-
cits. 

We absolutely cannot afford to con-
tinue to run up these massive deficits. 
Doing so causes the Government to use 
the surpluses of the Social Security 
trust fund, and use them for other Gov-
ernment purposes, rather than to pay 
down the debt and to help our Nation 
prepare for the coming retirement of 
the baby-boom generation. 

Every dollar we add to the Federal 
debt is another dollar we are forcing 
our children to pay back in higher 
taxes or fewer Government benefits. So 
today’s vote to raise the debt limit ba-
sically ratifies the actions taken by 
the administration and the Congress to 
stick future generations with an im-
mense credit card bill. 
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That is what we are doing when the 

Government, in this generation, choos-
es to spend on current consumption 
and to accumulate debt for our chil-
dren’s generation to pay. It does noth-
ing less than rob our children of their 
own choices. We make our choices to 
spend on our wants, but we saddle them 
with the debts they must pay from 
their tax dollars and their hard work. 

Obviously that is not right. This has 
to stop. We have to rein in the fiscal 
policies that have forced today’s vote. 
That means making some tough spend-
ing cuts. It means putting a stop to the 
inexcusably reckless tax policies of the 
past 4 years. And it means putting 
some meaningful, tough, and sustain-
able budget enforcement mechanisms 
in place that return us to what the 
Senator from Montana was talking 
about and what I mentioned at the be-
ginning of my remarks. 

Earlier this year a bipartisan major-
ity in this body supported just such a 
mechanism. The amendment I offered 
during the Senate’s consideration of 
the budget resolution would have rein-
stated the pay-as-you-go rule for taxes 
and mandatory spending that served 
our Nation so well during the 1990s. It 
was adopted by a bipartisan majority. I 
salute the Presiding Officer for his 
courage in siding with me and others 
across party lines to try to institute— 
actually reinstitute—those pay-as-you- 
go rules that we had a pretty good bi-
partisan consensus about during the 
1990s. 

I actually believe it would have 
passed the other body but for some 
heavyhanded maneuvers by House lead-
ership. Instead, the administration’s 
election year agenda steamrolled over 
efforts to return some fiscal sanity to 
our budget process. 

I also believe there are many in this 
body who did not support my amend-
ment but who know, in their heart of 
hearts, that reinstating the pay-go rule 
is simply the right thing to do. They 
know how essential it is to impose 
some self-restraint on congressional 
appetites. I suspect we would have got-
ten an even bigger majority vote if not 
for the exertion of some of the strong 
pressure on Members that is more com-
mon more often in the other body. 

We need a strong budget process. We 
need to exert fiscal discipline. This 
Congress failed to do so, and left the 
Nation worse off for their failure. 

When we look at this fiscal mess, it 
boils down to a lack of restraint and a 
lack of judgment. Wisconsin families 
face tough choices about their budgets 
every day, and they shoulder tough fi-
nancial burdens. But they do not throw 
up their hands and keep spending. They 
have to make the choices that need to 
be made; and they do it. They do not do 
it because it is easy. They do it because 
they have to. They have to; and so do 
we. 

We have to get our house in order, 
like so many Americans do every day. 
Reinstating pay-go and adopting some 
other strong budget reforms should be 

among the highest priorities of the 
next Congress. We should return to the 
rules by which Congress played for the 
decade of the 1990s. We should elimi-
nate the loopholes carved in the pay-go 
rule as part of the budget resolution 
adopted in 2003. Those loopholes only 
facilitated more damage to the Federal 
budget bottom line. 

Reinstating the pay-go rule by itself 
will not balance the books. But it will 
make it harder for this body to make 
the deficit worse. It does not make it 
impossible, it just makes it harder, and 
that is exactly as it should be. 

Given our current budget position, 
we ought to make it harder to make 
the deficit worse. We ought to require 
60 votes if we are to pursue tax policies 
or new mandatory spending that is not 
fully paid for. I do not think that is too 
much to ask. And those rules worked 
well just a few years back. 

We know this debt limit bill is going 
to pass. It was made necessary by irre-
sponsible budget policies that were 
pushed by the administration and aided 
and abetted by Congress. This ought to 
be the last debt limit bill we ever con-
sider, but unless we change things, it 
won’t be. We have to change things on 
this pay-go rule and beyond or we will 
simply be in the same position time 
and time again. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleagues 
and I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we all 
owe a debt of gratitude to the Senator 
from Wisconsin for his long-time con-
cern about budget deficits. I can think 
of no one in the Senate who has been a 
more articulate advocate of getting our 
house in order. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for the 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The remarks of Mr. JOHNSON are 
printed in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Morning Business.’’) 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. There is not a lot of 
time left on the debt limit for debate. 
I urge Senators who want to speak to 
come over now because, otherwise, I 
will yield back the remainder of our 
time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I see the Senator from 
Florida on the floor. I yield 5 minutes 
to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished former 
chairman, now ranking member, of the 
Finance Committee, my friend, the 
Senator from Montana, for the time. 

I wanted to share with the Senate 
that, for the third time in as many 
years, I find myself wondering how in 
the world can we continue to be in such 
a fiscal posture that we find ourselves 
in. We are constantly reminded by the 
administration how rosy our economic 
outlook is, and there are some eco-
nomic indicators that say that. On the 
other hand, we hear from the Depart-
ment of the Treasury that if the debt 
ceiling is not raised, the Government is 
in danger of defaulting on our loans. 

By the way, where are a number of 
those loans? A huge amount of those 
loans to the U.S. Government are from 
the banks of Japan and China, of all 
places. In the 108th Congress alone, we 
have had to increase the statutory 
maximum debt the Government can 
carry by over $2.2 trillion. 

The last time we engaged in this ex-
ercise a year or year and a half ago, in 
May of 2003, we needed the single larg-
est increase to the debt limit in U.S. 
history. That was almost a trillion dol-
lars—$945 billion. That lasted us only 
until today. Now the Treasury is ex-
plaining that they have resorted to 
‘‘extraordinary measures’’ just so they 
can meet their current obligations. 

So here we go again. Three times we 
have done this in 3 years. Let me put it 
in context. From 1996 to 2001, the debt 
limit was increased by a total of only 
$400 billion, in relative terms. Today, 
we are asking that be doubled in the 
increase of the debt limit. 

There certainly are new expenses we 
are now facing, such as terrorism and 
the war in Iraq, which have put a tre-
mendous strain on our budget. But 
these are not new expenses. We ought 
to be doing a better job of anticipating 
those needs and budgeting accordingly 
and not digging ourselves deeper into 
debt. 

Instead, the huge budget deficits year 
after year have put us on a reckless fis-
cal path that will take us decades to 
undo. And guess who is going to pay off 
that debt we keep adding to the tune of 
half a trillion dollars a year. It is going 
to be our children and our grand-
children who are going to have to pay 
off that debt. 

I keep hearing a lot of folks here who 
want this to happen. They keep claim-
ing they have a conservative fiscal 
record, but I think the truth is that the 
‘‘tax cuts and spend’’ mantra is not fis-
cally conservative. It is fiscally reck-
less. 

There will undoubtedly be more ex-
penses that we face—emergencies from 
natural disasters, such as the four hur-
ricanes that hit my State, and the 
floods in the Midwest. That is part of 
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the reason for having a Federal Gov-
ernment, to respond to those emer-
gencies. There are going to be neces-
sities, such as the imminent retire-
ment of the baby boomers, the unstable 
situation in trying to stabilize Iraq, 
and the terrorist threats all across the 
globe. We cannot continue to ignore 
those needs on our balance sheet. 

Today’s debt limit increase is some-
thing I have a great problem with sim-
ply because of the way of the fiscal pol-
icy that has been thrust into the run-
ning of our Government. I do not want 
to see this as an annual exercise. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware, Mr. CARPER, such time as he 
might consume. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Montana for yielding. 

There was a lot of talk before the 
election about potential October sur-
prises. Perhaps there should have been 
more talk about potential November 
surprises, for that is what we are pre-
sented with this afternoon. 

There was a great deal of rhetoric 
during the campaign about cutting our 
Nation’s budget deficit in half. There 
was too little straight talk, however, 
about the reality that our debt con-
tinues to rise. 

We have heard a good deal of talk 
since the election about mandates, vot-
ers’ mandates and fulfilling campaign 
promises. If the majority in Congress is 
seeking a mandate for its economic 
policies, they would not have withheld 
the results of those policies until after 
the election. 

As far as campaign promises go, I do 
not recall anyone promising in this 
year’s campaign that Congress’s first 
act after the election would be to ap-
prove an increase in our Nation’s in-
debtedness to more than $8 trillion. 
That is exactly what Congress is about 
to do this afternoon before the sun sets 
in Washington, DC. 

As the most profligate Presidential 
term and the most profligate session of 
Congress in our Nation’s history draw 
to a close, the bills, meanwhile, are 
coming due. Bills, like facts, are very 
stubborn things. No amount of rhetoric 
can make them go away. While it was 
inappropriate to hide from the public 
the true extent of our Nation’s growing 
indebtedness until after the election, it 
is somehow fitting this vote would 
come today. There is a symbolism in 
the fact that one of the last acts of the 
108th Congress will be to place this 
country deeper in hock to our creditors 
around the world. There is also signifi-

cance in the fact that this act will be 
undertaken just a day before the open-
ing of the Clinton Presidential Library 
in Arkansas. 

The opening of the Clinton Library 
reminds us that when Bill Clinton left 
office 4 years ago, America had a budg-
et surplus. That surplus was sufficient 
to secure the future solvency of Social 
Security and Medicare and to put our 
country on course to be completely 
debt-free for the first time in any liv-
ing person’s memory. 

That is the legacy of President Clin-
ton. I am sorry to say the legacy of the 
108th and the 109th Congresses will be 
one of undoing in 4 short years the dec-
ade of work and sacrifice that went 
into balancing our Nation’s books and 
strengthening our Nation’s finances for 
the 21st century. 

Let me say, credit for the budget sur-
pluses that we were beginning to gen-
erate as a country 4 years ago is not 
entirely due to one President or to one 
party. But the fact is that he did pro-
vide a strong measure of the leadership 
that helped get us to the place we were 
just 4 short years ago. 

As a result of that rapid unraveling 
of fiscal restraint, our financial posi-
tion is far more precarious than it was 
just 4 years ago. With a large and grow-
ing budget deficit, we are stretched 
thin in our capacity to meet the great 
challenges that inevitably confront us 
as a great people. New terms and new 
Congresses are times for new begin-
nings—and for those of you who know 
me, I am an eternal optimist. I have no 
desire to dwell on the past. I, like most 
of us, am determined to look forward. 
My hope is that given the opportunity 
for a new beginning, we will chart a 
new course in the new year to come. 

In truth, we have no other choice, at 
least no other good choice. Sustaining 
a protracted global war on terrorism 
requires discipline. Keeping the prom-
ise of Social Security and Medicare en-
tails responsibility. Ensuring that 
these challenges do not exhaust our ca-
pacity so that we are still in a position 
to improve our schools and invest in 
our children and their future demands 
sacrifice. Discipline, responsibility, 
sacrifice—these are values that are fa-
miliar to families in small towns 
across Delaware and across America 
and, frankly, in big towns, too. They 
are the values by which our families 
live each and every day, or at least at-
tempt to. Our State and local govern-
ments share the values of our people 
when it comes to handling their peo-
ple’s money because, unlike the Con-
gress, our State and local governments 
are required to share those values. Our 
State and local governments are re-
quired to live by two simple rules: Live 
within your means and pay as you go. 
We used to live by those rules here in 
Congress, but we have literally let 
those rules expire. 

In hindsight, it is clear that by let-
ting these simple rules expire, and with 
them the values of discipline, responsi-
bility and sacrifice, we have unleashed 

a frenzy of spending and borrowing. It 
is equally clear that this laxity in Con-
gress now threatens America’s eco-
nomic vitality and even our national 
security. 

Personally, I do not believe pundits 
who say fiscal recklessness is inevi-
table. Nor do I believe those who say 
bitter and polarizing partisanship is in-
evitable. They may be inevitable, but I 
don’t believe it. I am ready to meet in 
the middle with anyone from the other 
side who is interested in bringing re-
sponsibility and discipline to the Halls 
of Congress and the part of America 
outside the Congress that is within this 
beltway. I am interested in working 
with any and all of my colleagues who 
want to work to reform and to improve 
the budget process in a way by going 
back to the future, going back to some 
of those values and some of the prac-
tices that got us to a place where we 
had a balanced budget, including the 
notion that if a Senator wants to in-
crease spending, he has to come up 
with an offset—lower spending some-
place or to raise revenues someplace. 

If we want to cut the revenues from 
the Treasury, we have to come up with 
an offset. Either raise revenues some-
place else or cut spending to offset the 
loss to our Treasury from our tax cuts. 
Surely we can find a common cause 
and make sure the decisions we make 
in Congress truly represent the values 
by which those we represent live their 
lives. We can do this. We should begin 
by restoring the old rules that require 
us to live within our means and, as I 
said earlier, pay as we go. 

If we do that, perhaps we can save 
ourselves the embarrassment we feel 
today. Perhaps we can save ourselves 
from standing once again on the preci-
pice of adding another billion, another 
hundred billion, or another trillion dol-
lars to the debt we are loading on the 
backs of our children and on future 
generations of Americans. 

Sitting here before me today are 
young people. They are pages. They 
come here to this Capitol when they 
are juniors in high school. They are the 
same as our oldest son. Someday some-
body is going to have to pay for the 
debt we, the Congress, are accumu-
lating at the request of the administra-
tion, the debt load whose ceiling we 
will raise later today. We do not just 
print money when we run deficits 
around here, we borrow money. We 
don’t just borrow money from people 
who buy savings bonds, we don’t just 
borrow money from people who buy 
Treasury securities, notes and bonds, 
we borrow money from people all over 
the world. 

We have become a huge debtor to 
some unlikely nations: China, Japan, 
South Korea, and a number of others. I 
am not talking about deficits of a cou-
ple of billion dollars or even tens of bil-
lions of dollars, but hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars. They expect to be paid 
interest on that debt. We have to pay 
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interest on that debt or default. Even-
tually they are going to want to be re-
paid the principal of the money they 
have loaned to us. 

My friends, if we are not careful, we 
are going to reach a tipping point 
where the amount of our indebtedness 
becomes so great, so significant, so 
alarming to other nations around the 
world they are going to be reluctant to 
loan us more money unless we show 
some ability to better manage our fi-
nances. 

When they see the threat to our abil-
ity to repay our debt go up and we be-
come a riskier investment, those other 
countries around the world are going 
to ask us, if we want to be able to get 
credit, to pay more interest on our 
debt and to raise the interest rates. If 
we don’t want to do that, we are not 
going to be able to roll over—renew— 
our debt. 

On the other hand, if we pay the 
higher interest rates which we are 
going to be inevitably faced with, that 
has a dampening effect on our eco-
nomic recovery. 

Someday these young pages, along 
with my children and their generation, 
are going to have to repay these debts. 
It is not fair to them. 

I will close with this. Does anybody 
in the Chamber have an idea of what 
the interest payment on our national 
debt is today? About $1 billion. Just 1 
day—not 1 week, 1 month—just 1 day. 
It is not principal, it is just interest. 
And we have to pay it today, tomor-
row, and the day after that. In raising 
our debt ceiling today, that $1 billion 
interest payment is not going to go 
down, it is going to go up. 

We can do better than this. Begin-
ning in January we have to. With that 
having been said, I yield my time and 
thank my colleague from Montana for 
yielding to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COR-
NYN). The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator. I thank the Senator from Mon-
tana for the opportunity to use a few 
minutes to describe what I see as the 
latest in a series that is rather discour-
aging for America. It is fair to say, 
using that expression that has been 
coined around the country over a num-
ber of years: Mr. President, there we go 
again. For the third time in 3 years, 
President Bush has gone over the limit 
on our Nation’s credit card. So now the 
President is asking Congress to raise 
his limit. That is often an expression 
used at gaming tables in Las Vegas and 
Atlantic City and other casino estab-
lishments. I don’t know whether that is 
what we have here. Is this a casino 
where we are willing to bet table 
stakes, everything that we have, be-
cause we are out of control? 

I want to say to President Bush that 
this solution may work for you, but ev-
eryday Americans don’t have the lux-
ury of simply saying: You know what, 

give me a little more credit so I can 
continue to deal with this so irrespon-
sibly. Banks simply will not agree to 
increase people’s credit limits when 
they rack up dollars and debt on their 
card. That is what President Bush is 
asking members to do today. We are 
the bank’s chief lending officers and he 
wants us to raise his credit limit. 

Simply put, what we are seeing in 
this administration is credit card eco-
nomics. It is totally irresponsible and 
among the most reckless administra-
tions in the history of this country 
with their fiscal management. 

Why are we in this mess? Because 
President Bush and the Republican ma-
jority in the Congress decided they 
wanted to give the wealthiest in Amer-
ica a big tax cut. A portion of the 
President’s tax cut goes to people like 
myself who are in the highest percent-
age of wage earners. 

I had a successful business career. I 
was lucky I did what I did in the com-
puter industry many years ago when 
America presented all kinds of oppor-
tunities for me to work and create 
something of lasting value. 

The top 1 percent of the wage earners 
are receiving this tax cut that equals 
$100 billion every single year. That is 
almost a third of the total cost of oper-
ating. The worst part about this moun-
tain of debt we are being asked to au-
thorize is it is going to be on the backs 
of our children and grandchildren. Who 
among us would say, I want to live 
high on the hog, so here, kids, here 
grandchildren, you pay the bill while 
we go ahead on this spending kick? 

President Bush simply wants to leave 
this debt burden to future generations. 
I don’t want to do it. 

If colleagues vote to raise this debt 
limit, they are voting to saddle every 
child in this country with an imme-
diate debt burden of $27,764. 

I look at the wonderful young people 
we have, known as pages, who get a 
taste of government from their experi-
ence here, spending a term in their 
high school years. Each page will owe 
$27,000 as a result of what we are doing 
here today. It raises the debt limit 
above $8 trillion for the first time ever 
in our history. 

It is sometimes hard to get a grasp 
on numbers like that, so let me try to 
put that in perspective. I cannot imag-
ine what $8 trillion is like. We are not 
talking about stacks of $1 bills. It is 
two-thirds of the value of the entire 
New York Stock Exchange. That is 
how much we are in debt. If we want to 
pay it off right now, we have to hand 
over two-thirds of our stock market. It 
is irresponsible. It is impossible to 
comprehend. 

The deficit is a real problem that af-
fects our lives and our Nation’s econ-
omy. When President Bush took over 
and got a resounding endorsement from 
people across the country for his sec-
ond term, we were in a position of sur-
plus. I was on the Budget Committee. I 
was fairly senior on the Budget Com-
mittee on the Democratic side. We 

struggled and we pushed and President 
Clinton encouraged us and he twisted 
arms of both parties—not just the 
Democrats, but the Republicans—and 
we got a balanced budget in place. We 
had over $200 billion in surplus in the 
year 2002. 

Now we are looking at a debt just for 
this year that could be somewhere in 
the $600 billion range; $488 billion. But 
including the cost for the extra bor-
rowing, it will be somewhere around 
$600 billion in debt. When President 
Bush took over we had an almost $300 
billion surplus. That is quite a change. 

Tomorrow, there is an official dedica-
tion ceremony for the Clinton Presi-
dential Center. What a difference be-
tween the economic policies of those 
days and current times. President Clin-
ton understood the importance of fiscal 
discipline. Right now, there is no con-
cept of it whatever. What we have now 
is a deficit attention disorder. We look 
at this credit card and we see what has 
been asked: Through November of 2004, 
$7.384 trillion. 

I was the ranking member of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee in 1997 when we 
negotiated the historic Balanced Budg-
et Act that produced surpluses for the 
first time in three decades. What we 
were looking for was a $5 to $7 trillion 
surplus in 10 years. 

There is no fiscal discipline. We are 
running the biggest deficit in history. 
Because of the 1997 balanced budget 
agreement, the surpluses it produced, 
we were able to pay down $600 billion in 
debt. We were on a path to pay off pub-
lic debt by the year 2008. Now, because 
of the reckless tax cuts that President 
Bush and the Republican controlled 
Congress have pushed through, instead 
of being debt free, we are going to be at 
least $10 trillion in debt by 2008. No one 
on the other side can seriously argue 
that we will be better off $10 trillion in 
debt. 

The Republican plan is to borrow and 
spend, saddle future generations with 
the responsibility for paying the bills. 
That is a terrible abuse of the financial 
future of our country. I don’t think re-
sponsibility of our children should be 
just a Democrat or Republican value. 
It should be an American value. We 
cannot abandon it. 

We all know in our homes and fami-
lies, if we spend more than we take in, 
if we spend more than our salaries, we 
have to be able to borrow to keep our 
families afloat. That is what the 
United States of America is doing right 
now, borrowing to keep us afloat, put-
ting us ever deeper in debt, and trans-
ferring that obligation from ourselves 
to future generations. My children, my 
grandchildren, and other people’s chil-
dren and grandchildren will have to 
shoulder part of that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, elections 

obviously are an extraordinary oppor-
tunity to listen to the American peo-
ple, to learn, to debate, and to test our-
selves and our ideas. This election was 
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no different. It was an honor to live out 
a great debate in our country in which 
we talked about the kind of nation we 
want to live in and what our respon-
sibilities are to each other and, of 
course, to future generations. 

Whatever lessons you learn about a 
campaign—and there were many—at 
the core, obviously, are issues. Those 
issues did not go away on November 3 
no matter the results. 

We are here in the Congress with fun-
damental responsibilities to continue 
the fight for those things Americans 
care about and that matter to the long- 
term health and welfare of our Nation. 
I intend to continue to fight on those 
issues as hard as I did in crisscrossing 
this great country of ours. 

At the heart of every issue I heard 
about from Oregon to Florida, Iowa to 
Ohio, and every State in between, 
whether it was affordable health care 
or good jobs or taxes or energy inde-
pendence or America’s role in the 
world and her respect, above all, Amer-
icans continually expressed their un-
derstanding that our ability to meet 
all of those needs rises and falls with 
our economy, with the strength of our 
economy, the quality of the jobs that 
we create in America, the kind of in-
vestments we make in the lives of our 
children, and the quality of the jobs of 
the future. All of those choices ride on 
the fiscal choices we make as a govern-
ment. 

Those are lessons we have learned 
the hard way over the course of the 
last century or more. That is why I be-
lieve, as do others who have spoken in 
this Chamber during the course of the 
day, we need to deal candidly and im-
mediately with some sense of urgency 
with the debt and the debt limit of the 
United States. We have a fundamental 
responsibility to restore fiscal respon-
sibility rather than merely voting 
again to raise the debt limit as if there 
is an endless credit card at the expense 
of the American people. 

Americans struggle to balance their 
budget. I heard about those struggles 
all across this country, people who can 
barely afford to pay their bills, people 
who have seen their health care go up 
64 percent, their tuition go up 35 per-
cent, gasoline prices go up, cost of pur-
chasing drugs go up, and their wages 
are down. The American people are 
struggling to be able to pay their bills. 
Congress is not exhibiting the similar 
kind of struggle or even effort. The 
American people sit down at their 
kitchen tables and they try to play by 
the rules every single day. Congress 
seems ready to write new rules when-
ever it wants. We used to understand 
the responsibility to future genera-
tions. In the 1980s, Washington dug an 
enormous hole, a deficit hole, and it be-
came apparent to all on Wall Street 
and all of the corridors of fiscal respon-
sibility and power in America that we 
needed to make a better set of choices. 
So we made tough choices in the 1990s 
to dig ourselves out of that hole. And 
now here we are again, in 2004, back 

again with a new hole, deeper, with 
more grave consequences than at any 
time in American history. Neither Con-
gress nor the administration has been 
willing to face up to that reality, even 
as the consequences grow and stare us 
in the face. 

Let me put that in perspective. In 
less than 4 years, a 10-year $5.6 billion 
budget surplus was turned into a $2.4 
trillion debt. That is the worst fiscal 
turnaround in our Nation’s entire his-
tory. Since raising the debt limit last 
year, the Government has run up more 
debt than all of the Presidents from 
George Washington through Ronald 
Reagan. In fact, almost three-quarters 
of the entire debt of the United States 
of America in our 228-year history has 
been run up during the course of the 
last three Republican administrations. 
Taxpayers have been left with a record 
deficit in both of the past 2 years, up to 
a record $413 billion for 2004. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office, we 
are going to run $300 billion deficits 
every single year for the next decade, 
and that is without including one of 
the President’s new proposals made in 
the course of the last year of the cam-
paign. So the United States is oper-
ating a borrow-and-spend Government, 
continuously stretched by demands for 
more tax cuts and by more spending. 
When there is not enough money to 
pay for those choices, which are vol-
untary choices, they simply go into 
debt and put the tab on the national 
credit card and they send the bill to 
our kids. It is an economic policy of 
borrow and spend, and it simply cannot 
be sustained. After the new debt limit 
passes this week, and it will, the ad-
ministration will have added $2.1 tril-
lion to the debt limit in less than 4 
years. That amounts to more than 
$7,200 for every man, woman, and child 
in the United States, and all of that 
money must eventually be paid back, 
or at least partially paid back in sig-
nificant amounts with interest. 

The interest payments alone are 
staggering and depriving us of choices 
that we ought to be making for long- 
term investment in our country itself. 
The Government may spend it today, 
but Americans ultimately will pay the 
bill. That means a child born today is 
going to enter the world owing more 
than $17,000 when our last and expected 
debt is totaled up. As everybody 
knows, our children grow up with a set 
of expectations about their future that 
are now impacted extraordinarily by 
the choices we are making on their be-
half, and whether it is a choice to buy 
a car or home or save for their own 
families or save for college, all of those 
are going to be impacted negatively by 
the unwillingness of Congress to be re-
sponsible at that moment. Their abil-
ity to save will be eaten away by their 
share of what this Government is going 
to have already spent in debt. This 
could be called a birth tax, a birth tax 
that is dumped on the back of every 
American child unwillingly. 

I think, and I think most persons be-
lieve, to saddle our children with this 

debt is wrong. As Republican Pete 
Peterson said, the ultimate test of a 
moral society is the kind of world it 
leaves to its children. And I think 
about that concept as we are about to 
slip our own kids and grandkids a 
check for our free lunch. I say we are 
failing the moral test. That is Repub-
lican Pete Peterson speaking. 

And it is not just the mountain of 
debt that is the problem. It is also 
where the money comes from. To pay 
our bills, America now goes cup in 
hand to nations such as China, Korea, 
Taiwan, and the Caribbean banking 
centers. China now holds $172 billion of 
our Nation’s debt. Korea holds $63 bil-
lion, Taiwan holds $56 billion, and the 
Caribbean banking centers hold more 
than $191 billion. Since 2001 alone, the 
share of U.S. Treasury debt held by for-
eigners has risen to 42 percent from 30 
percent. It is increasingly dangerous 
for so much of our Government and our 
standard of living to be dependent on 
foreign capital. If foreign investors 
were to suddenly decide to stop financ-
ing our borrowing habits or to see 
weakness in the American economy, it 
could have a spiraling impact on our 
own economy, international currency 
markets would be shaken, and our 
economy would quickly follow. If those 
investors began to withdraw their cap-
ital, our financial markets would 
plummet and interest rates would 
climb. That will make everything 
American families need, from a home, 
to a car, to appliances, to education, 
all of it, more expensive. It will make 
it harder for businesses, and especially 
small businesses, to raise capital and 
invest in jobs and economic growth. 

What is more, with so much of our 
debt owned by other nations, U.S. dip-
lomatic and trade negotiators face in-
creased difficulty in making demands 
of major creditor nations. How do you 
go to a country that holds so much of 
your debt while your economy is close-
ly linked to theirs and start to make 
the powerful argument about nuclear 
proliferation or human rights, democ-
ratization, and other issues that are of 
importance and great consequence to 
our country? 

It is only a matter of time before 
America learns the hard way that debt 
is more than a financial liability, it 
weakens America’s security, and it 
weakens our diplomacy and our trade. 
Our budget mismanagement, the neg-
ligence of borrow-and-spend policies, 
leaves us vulnerable to the priorities of 
foreign creditors. And that is 
unhealthy and irresponsible. 

So what do we do about that? Well, 
we can argue over the cause of the 
problem, of what made this borrow- 
and-spend institutionalized approach 
the reality it is today. But I think it is 
more important for us now to try to 
find a solution; that is, to work to find 
economic policies that are going to 
create opportunity and demand respon-
sibility. 

When I first came to the Senate in 
1985, the Federal deficit was soaring, 
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out of control, just like it is today. 
And in the 1980s, the National Debt 
Clock in New York City became a sym-
bol for a Federal deficit and a debt that 
were out of control. Back then, many 
Democrats thought we could continue 
to spend and to spend without having 
to pay the bill. And back then most Re-
publicans claimed that if you gave 
huge tax cuts to the wealthy, they 
were somehow going to pay for them-
selves. 

At the same time, we were lucky to 
have leadership from a group of re-
formers on both sides of the aisle, peo-
ple such as Republican Senators War-
ren Rudman and Phil Gramm, and Sen-
ator FRITZ HOLLINGS on the Demo-
cratic side. They pushed for a deficit 
reduction plan that had real teeth in 
it. They continued that fight until it 
was finally won. 

The choice was tough. Fiscal sanity 
was won by exactly one vote in both 
Houses of Congress. But finally, in 1997, 
we finished the job by passing a his-
toric bipartisan balanced budget agree-
ment. It not only balanced the budget 
for the first time since 1969, but it ex-
tended the life of Medicare, it expanded 
health care for children, and it cut 
taxes for middle class Americans. 

Four years ago, the numbers on the 
National Debt Clock were spinning 
backwards. Today, in New York, the 
National Debt Clock has now been 
turned back on, and the numbers are 
rising faster than you and I can follow. 
As Senator HOLLINGS retires from the 
Senate, I think we need more of that 
kind of effort that was offered in the 
1980s and 1990s in order to find the com-
mon ground that he and Senator Rud-
man brought to this debate almost 20 
years ago. It is time again to follow 
that example. 

There are a lot of ideas out there. We 
can end tax cuts that do not create 
jobs but do create enormous debt. We 
can find incremental savings by 
streamlining Government itself. We 
can reduce or eliminate programs that 
we simply cannot afford. We could es-
tablish a commission to independently 
evaluate and eliminate corporate sub-
sidies. But more important than any 
individual proposal is that the White 
House and Congress make a funda-
mental commitment to end this policy 
of borrow-and-spend economics. 

We need to make economic oppor-
tunity and fiscal responsibility a com-
mon goal. And we have to live by some 
rules, rules such as a budget that re-
quires us to pay for what we spend, 
rules that give the debt limit meaning. 
Today the debt limit is fanciful. It is 
just a number on a piece of paper, and 
Congress raises it any time it wishes. 
It is no limit at all. I believe we can do 
these other things. We could make 
these other choices if we set clear na-
tional priorities, if we make the tough 
decisions, not just about the programs 
of others but about our own proposals. 

We have to do this because it is crit-
ical to any credible economic plan and 
to the creation of new, good-paying 

jobs. An America that ignores our na-
tional debt and the deficit will be an 
America that invites inflation and re-
cession. An America that pays for new 
initiatives and follows real budget 
rules will be an America that creates a 
new era of prosperity and opportunity 
for all Americans. We know how to do 
this. We did it in the 1990s. Now it is 
time to return our Government to that 
fiscal responsibility and to invest in 
the future and to create new jobs in 
America that pay more than the jobs 
we are losing overseas, and to raise the 
standard of living for American work-
ers. 

I will not vote for a borrow-and-spend 
economic policy when there are better 
alternatives. 

Over the last year, in the cities and 
towns that I was privileged to travel in 
all across our Nation, I have been re-
minded again and again of the hopes of 
the American people and of families 
that play by the rules and do what is 
right for their kids and try to do what 
is right for aging parents and for a So-
cial Security system and a Medicare 
system that are under increasing pres-
sure and strain. 

Those Americans are faced with 
tough choices every day. They expect 
us, similarly, to make tough choices. I 
think Washington ought to live by the 
same rules they do. None of these 
choices are about numbers and about 
dollars and statistics alone. They are 
really about the responsibility we have 
as one generation to another and, most 
importantly, the responsibility we 
have vested in us as Members of the 
Congress and the need to try to work 
together and find the unity, as we did 
in the 1990s, to come up with a solution 
that acts in the interests of Americans 
and that does not avoid that funda-
mental responsibility. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we reserve whatever time 
there is for the leadership. I do not 
know if the Senator from Michigan 
wants to speak now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
proceed for up to 15 minutes from the 
time under the control of the Demo-
cratic manager. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. STABENOW. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. President, I rise to join my col-
leagues and I appreciate the eloquence 
of the Senator from Massachusetts in 
speaking about the serious challenges 
that face our country. And I rise today 
to oppose the legislation in front of us 
that would raise the debt limit. 

This bill will enable this Congress to 
incur the largest national debt in the 
history of our country. I remember in 
1997 coming to the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. I was in my first term, 

and I had the opportunity, within 6 
months of being elected, to vote on bal-
ancing the budget for the first time in 
30 years. That was one of my proudest 
votes as a Member of the House and re-
mains one of my proudest votes as a 
Member of Congress. 

When it comes to fiscal irrespon-
sibility, though, at this time, this ad-
ministration has broken all records 
and turned the clock back from that 
historic moment in 1997 when we bal-
anced the budget for the first time in 
30 years. They have rolled back the 
clock now to a huge fiscal mess with 
redtape and red ink as far as the eye 
can see. 

Despite inheriting the largest 10-year 
surplus in the history of our country, 
this administration turned a $5.6 tril-
lion surplus into a $3.5 trillion deficit. 
That is a lot of money. This $9.1 tril-
lion turnaround is the largest we have 
ever seen. It is absolutely historic and 
extremely disturbing to all of us. 

Also, in fiscal year 2004, this adminis-
tration was responsible for the largest 
deficit in the history of the country— 
$413 billion, the largest deficit in the 
history of the country. 

To make matters worse, the Presi-
dent is proposing even more debt over 
the next 10 years. So we have in front 
of us an effort to raise the debt ceiling 
instead of efforts to, in fact, lower the 
debt. And there are proposals on the 
horizon that will increase the debt 
even more. Proposals to make tax 
breaks for the privileged few perma-
nent will add approximately $1.2 tril-
lion more to the debt. 

The administration’s Social Security 
privatization scheme would cost some-
where between $1 trillion and $2 tril-
lion more. 

We need to take heed and the admin-
istration needs to take heed of the old 
saying that when you are in a hole, the 
first thing you need to do to get out of 
it is to stop digging. 

We are in the middle of a war in Af-
ghanistan and in Iraq. We must provide 
our troops with whatever they need. 
Unfortunately, every time Congress 
has considered proposals to pay for 
these war costs, the leadership and the 
administration has pulled out all the 
stops to defeat them, preferring not to 
budget for the war, still incurring the 
costs; and we have the resulting def-
icit, rather than planning and budg-
eting to make sure our troops have 
what they need. 

Congress now has no budget dis-
cipline requirement. There has been a 
bipartisan proposal pending in Con-
gress, which I support, to enact the 
pay-as-you-go system of budget dis-
cipline. This passed earlier this year as 
an amendment to the Senate budget 
resolution. It was dropped then in con-
ference committee and, as a result, this 
Congress never passed a final budget 
resolution. Therefore, Congress can go 
on cutting revenue, having spending in-
creases that are not budgeted, with no 
discipline whatsoever. 

These massive deficits are pushing 
interest rates higher. This means that 
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American families will have to pay 
more for mortgage payments and car 
payments and student loans. Talk 
about a hidden tax. Every time we see 
increases in interest rates, we are tak-
ing more money out of the pockets of 
our middle-income taxpayers, working 
families, those who are trying to have 
the American dream, to have a home 
for their families, send kids to college, 
buy a new automobile, and pay for 
other costs that involve borrowing. 
Those interest rates are a direct tax on 
our families, and particularly hit hard 
are those in middle America. 

If we don’t have the fiscal discipline 
to be able to bring this deficit down 
and bring this budget back into bal-
ance, as we did in 1997, we will continue 
to see the hidden tax of interest rates 
hitting our families and our businesses. 

Worst of all, fiscal recklessness 
means that, as adults, our children will 
be hit with the needed tax increase to 
pay our bills. In fact, every child born 
in America today effectively has over a 
$20,000 bill handed to them to pay for 
the country’s national debt. Our na-
tional debt really ought to be called a 
birth tax on our children and grand-
children. 

These large deficits are bad for our 
economy and they do not represent 
real American values. American fami-
lies know they need to pay their bills. 
We need to pay our bills. We all do. We 
sit down with our families to figure out 
how to pay the bills. They cannot pass 
an increase in their own personal debt 
limit every time they want to spend 
more, which is what the Senate is 
doing today. 

Families have to live within a budg-
et. They must make tough choices 
every month. They often must decide 
between things such as new school 
clothes for the children, saving for a 
college education, or buying the medi-
cine they desperately need for their 
families. Parents are responsible for 
their household budgets. They pay 
mortgages and tuition either by work-
ing another job or doing without some-
thing. In other words, families must 
borrow responsibly, live within their 
means. In other words, they must play 
by the rules. We should be doing the 
same. 

Unfortunately, the Republican ma-
jority does not think the Congress 
should have to play by the same rules 
as families. This is dead wrong. I be-
lieve it is hypocritical for us to talk 
about families needing to make tough 
choices in balancing their budgets if we 
are not willing to balance our own. 

An increasing national debt also vio-
lates one of our most important val-
ues—that we want our children to be 
better off than we were. We want to 
leave them a better country than we 
inherited. Parents all over America 
care about this and do this every day. 
They work hard to pay for their chil-
dren’s college so they can be success-
ful, to build a business so they can pass 
it on to their children; they build a lit-
tle nest egg so that when they pass on, 

their children will get a small inherit-
ance to help raise their own children 
and be able to have the American 
dream. 

These are true American values. 
They are our responsibility, playing by 
the rules, thinking about others other 
than yourself. 

Instead of making life better for our 
children, we are doing just the opposite 
by focusing on raising the debt limit 
rather than paying down the debt. We 
are leaving them a country that is 
worse off financially, and we are sad-
dling them with a debt that will have 
consequences for them throughout 
their lifetimes. Again, they will have 
to pay our bills. That is not the way it 
should be in the greatest country in 
the world. 

Our President talks about an owner-
ship society, where Americans are fi-
nancially independent and responsible. 
We need this same principle applied to 
this administration’s fiscal policies. 

Unfortunately, what the President’s 
ownership society really means is that 
our children will own all of the na-
tional debt. This is immoral, I believe. 
I believe it does not reflect our values 
as Americans. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this legislation. You know, it is 
kind of like a ‘‘get out of jail free’’ card 
for a fiscally irresponsible situation 
here, led by our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle and this administra-
tion. 

I believe we need to stay and take 
whatever time it takes in order to 
make the tough decisions to deal with 
the budget and spending priorities. We 
need to focus on the real values and 
real priorities of the people we rep-
resent, the families who are out there 
trying to balance their budgets and 
make ends meet and provide for their 
families every single day. They are 
making tough choices. They are mak-
ing even tougher choices because of the 
decisions that are made here. I believe 
that continuing a situation that will 
only raise interest rates on families 
and on businesses, which is really a 
tax, is not what we ought to be doing 
in the Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, last 
year, I stood with several of my col-
leagues in the Senate and voiced con-
cerns that the effort to increase the 
debt limit by nearly $1 trillion was the 
wrong fiscal course to take this Na-
tion. Indeed, I did not oppose the debt 
limit increase because of any ideolog-
ical opposition to doing so. In fact, dur-
ing my husband’s administration, we 
raised the debt limit permanently on 
two separate occasions. 

But what was different then was that 
we had a solid plan to balance the 
budget, and thereby begin paying down 
our Nation’s debt. That plan worked. 
We had the largest budget surpluses in 
the history of this Nation and we re-
tired nearly half a trillion dollars of 

our Nation’s debt while creating jobs, 
growing our economy and lifting mil-
lions of Americans out of poverty. 

With the current administration’s 
agenda, there is no plan for restraint or 
moderation, nor is there any solid 
framework for paying down our Na-
tion’s debt. During these next four 
years, we know we will be making a 
huge investment for the war in Iraq 
and Afghanistan and we know that we 
will continue to make significant and 
increased investments in homeland se-
curity, education and health care. 
Faced with these growing budgetary 
pressures, I am amazed that the same 
passion used to champion and imple-
ment this administration’s agenda over 
the last four years has been entirely 
muted when it comes to fiscal restraint 
or responsible choices to balance the 
budget or pay down our national debt. 

This certainly wasn’t the case during 
the 90’s when, even though we were 
making solid progress in reducing the 
deficit and the national debt, we were 
warned that our national debt would 
‘‘threaten future generations, threaten 
the future of our children, threaten our 
Social Security system and threaten 
our ability to lead the way in the glob-
al economy of the 21st century.’’ 

Last year, when I opposed the last 
debt limit increase, I said that absent 
any plan from this administration to 
address the growing deficit and explod-
ing debt, we would be here again. Here 
we are one year later, about to pass the 
third increase in 4 years, having per-
manently increased the debt ceiling by 
over $2.2 trillion or $8,100 for every 
man, woman and child in the United 
States. However nothing from the ad-
ministration in terms of a plan to re-
duce the debt or making responsible 
choices has changed. Indeed, the only 
thing that has changed since the last 
debt increase is that our budget deficit 
has deteriorated by $50 billion. 

Given the reckless fiscal course 
taken over the last several years, and 
little evidence to indicate a shift from 
that course, I cannot, in good con-
science support another step that 
passes along the burdens of this gen-
eration to the next because of our fail-
ure to address these problems today. 
Raising this debt limit while embrac-
ing policies that further exacerbate the 
deficit is in essence a ‘‘children’s tax,’’ 
a burden borne not by this administra-
tion or this Congress, but by our sons, 
our daughters, and our grandchildren.∑ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of S. 2986, a bill to increase 
the Federal debt limit. 

I support this increase because it is 
necessary to preserve the full faith and 
credit of the U.S. Government. 

Without an increase in the debt 
limit, our Government will face a 
choice between breaking the law by ex-
ceeding the statutory debt limit, or 
breaking faith with the public by de-
faulting on our debt. Neither choice is 
acceptable. 

To understand why we are here today 
seeking to increase the debt limit, it is 
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necessary to explain a few things about 
the Federal debt. 

Under current law, there is a statu-
tory limit on the amount of debt that 
can be issued by the Federal Govern-
ment. This limit which now stands at 
$7.384 trillion applies to virtually all of 
the debt issued by the U.S. Govern-
ment. 

There is only one debt limit, but 
there are two types of debt—debt held 
by the public and debt held by the var-
ious Government trust funds. 

The amount of Federal debt held by 
the public is determined by the Gov-
ernment’s annual cash-flow. When 
total spending exceeds total taxes, the 
Government has a budget deficit. 

To finance this deficit, the Govern-
ment borrows from the public by sell-
ing debt, such as Treasury bills, notes, 
and bonds. 

We will hear a lot of criticism that 
President Bush’s tax cuts are respon-
sible for our rising public debt. But the 
facts show otherwise. 

When President Bush took office in 
2001, the Federal debt limit was $5.95 
trillion. 

The debt limit was increased to $6.4 
trillion in 2002 and to $7.384 trillion in 
2003. 

Assuming we increase the debt limit 
again today, it will be $8.184 trillion. 

Thus, the Federal debt limit will 
have increased $2.234 trillion since 
President Bush took office in 2001. 

However, the tax cuts that have been 
enacted since 2001 total less than $700 
billion through the end of the most re-
cent fiscal year, and that includes the 
interest cost as well. 

Thus, the President’s tax cuts ac-
count for less than 30 percent of the in-
crease in the Federal debt limit. 

The rest of the increase in public 
debt is due to the recession, the war in 
Iraq, and homeland security. 

In addition to the debt held by the 
public, the Federal debt limit also ap-
plies to the debt held by various Gov-
ernment trust funds—such as Social 
Security and Medicare. 

Whenever a trust fund program col-
lects more than it spends, the surplus 
is invested in special issue Treasury se-
curities. These special securities count 
toward the debt limit. 

However, it is important to under-
stand the amount of debt held by the 
trust funds does not reflect the Govern-
ment’s unfunded obligations. 

For example, the Treasury Depart-
ment reports that the total amount of 
Federal debt held by all of the trust 
fund programs is just over $3 trillion. 

However, the Social Security and 
Medicare trustees report that the un-
funded obligation of Social Security 
and Medicare is more than $72 trillion. 

Given these facts, it should be obvi-
ous to everyone that the Federal debt 
limit provides a misleading and inac-
curate picture of the Government’s fu-
ture liabilities. 

Efforts to use the statutory debt 
limit to control Government debt and 
deficits cannot succeed because it ig-
nores the long-term budget problem. 

Indeed, even Federal Reserve Chair-
man Alan Greenspan has suggested the 
debt limit has outlived its usefulness 
and should be replaced with a more ac-
curate and useful alternative. 

I would welcome the opportunity to 
work with my colleagues to develop 
such an alternative. 

However, pending the outcome of 
such an effort, I would strongly urge 
every Senator to support this bill. 

Testimony of Chairman Alan Green-
span in the Federal Reserve Board’s 
semiannual monetary policy report to 
the Congress before the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, February 11, 2003: 

In the Congress’s review of the mecha-
nisms governing the budget process, you 
may want to reconsider whether the statu-
tory limit on the public debt is a useful de-
vice. As a matter of arithmetic, the debt 
ceiling is either redundant or inconsistent 
with the paths of revenues and outlays you 
specify when you legislate a budget. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
cannot in good conscience support this 
request to raise the national debt limit 
to $8.1 trillion. Rather than raising the 
debt limit by $800 billion, we should be 
taking concrete steps to lower our 
budget deficit and reduce our national 
debt. 

If today’s increase is adopted, Presi-
dent Bush will have raised the Nation’s 
debt limit by more than $2 trillion. In 
other words, just 4 years into the job 
he has raised the debt limit more than 
any President in U.S. history. 

The Federal budget deficit reached a 
record $422 billion for fiscal year 2004, 
according to the latest estimate by the 
Congressional Budget Office. 

Over the next 10 years the Presi-
dent’s budget will create $2.3 trillion in 
additional debt for our Nation. This is 
a stunning turnaround from 4 years 
ago, when the budget showed: a $127 
billion budget surplus, and a projected 
10-year surplus of $5.7 trillion. 

This is a mind-numbing $8.0 trillion 
turnaround in just 4 years. 

Given these numbers, it is not sur-
prising that the debt limit has been 
raised twice in the past 2 years—by $450 
billion in 2002 and by $984 billion in 
2003. 

At the same time he is raising the 
debt limit, President Bush is promising 
to ‘‘cut the deficit in half over the next 
five years.’’ But his numbers don’t add 
up and he has provided no clear path to 
achieve this goal. 

In contrast, in 1998, following nearly 
30 years of deficits and a 17-fold in-
crease in Federal debt from $365.8 bil-
lion to $6.4 trillion, we paid off $448 bil-
lion of the Nation’s publicly held debt. 

For the first time in more than a 
generation, some of the funds which 
would have gone to pay interest on the 
debt were instead spent actually pay-
ing down the debt. 

I see no similar path being offered by 
President Bush and now deficits and in-
terest costs are growing once again. 
Net interest payments on the Federal 
debt will increase sharply, from $159 

billion in 2004 to nearly $350 billion by 
2014. 

Not surprisingly, when this Nation 
runs a budget deficit, the government 
must borrow money from other sources 
to balance its books. 

What would surprise many, however, 
is that we largely borrow this money 
from foreign countries—like China and 
South Korea. And the degree to which 
this administration has borrowed from 
foreign nations is shocking. 

Over the past 4 years, the U.S. has in-
creased its borrowing from Japan to 
the tune of $700 billion; by $167 billion 
from China, $130 billion from Great 
Britain, and $60 billion from South 
Korea. 

When President Bush came to office 
we owed $1 trillion to foreign coun-
tries. We now owe more than $1.8 tril-
lion. We are ceding control of our Na-
tion’s destiny for a quick payoff to 
wealthy taxpayers and this debt limit 
increase bill simply enables that dis-
turbing behavior. 

The Committee for Economic Devel-
opment, an independent, nonpartisan 
organization of 250 business and edu-
cation leaders, estimates that if we 
stay on our current course, the deficit 
will rise from 3.5 percent of GDP today 
to: 6.2 percent of GDP in 2020, and 21.1 
percent of GDP in 2040. 

Deficit growth of this nature would 
absolutely crush any hope this Nation 
has of addressing so many of our press-
ing problems, like better homeland se-
curity, shoring up Social Security, and 
fully funding No Child Left Behind. 
Deficits do matter, and unless we face 
up to them, they could seriously harm 
our Nation’s economy. Here is why 
first, deficits mean increased spending 
on interest instead of priorities. 

In the short term, deficits can help 
stimulate the economy or pay for 
emergency spending. But in the long 
term, they limit our Nation’s ability to 
fund much needed priorities. This 
means less money for education, less 
money for environmental protection, 
and less money for health care. 

Second, deficits lead to interest rate 
increases. We have been fortunate in 
recent years: interest rates and infla-
tion have remained low. But as we have 
seen in the past few months, as the 
economy picks up, the downward pres-
sure on interest rates are being re-
lieved and the impact of deficits are 
starting to be felt. This is adding huge 
expenses to variable home mortgages 
and auto loans. 

An increase of just 1 percent adds 
$2,000 per year to the cost of a $200,000 
home mortgage. This is more than the 
majority of American taxpayers re-
ceived from the President’s latest tax 
cut. 

Third, deficits prevent us from ad-
dressing the looming Social Security 
and Medicare crises. This is an issue 
that we can not continue to avoid. The 
retirement of the baby boomers will 
place a tremendous strain on our social 
safety net. In fact, if we do not address 
the problem, the Medicare trust fund 
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will go broke by the year 2019, and the 
Social Security trust fund by 2052. 

Our Nation was poised to deal with 
these crises at the end of the Clinton 
administration. 

Not only have we failed to shore up 
the Social Security and Medicare trust 
funds, but we are also tapping the So-
cial Security trust fund to pay our 
bills—to the tune of $164 billion last 
year alone. 

So what do we do? One possibility is 
to simply continue along our current 
path and pass our problems on to our 
children and grandchildren. In fact, the 
debt limit increase that we are debat-
ing today enables the President to bor-
row from future generations and sends 
the message that we are unable to mus-
ter the political will necessary to pay 
today’s obligations today. 

So I strongly believe that the time 
has come to chart a different course, 
and make the tough choices that the 
President and this budget resolution 
avoid making. 

We must adopt a balanced approach 
to both taxes and spending and return 
to a program of fiscal sanity. 

This is what we did when I first came 
to the Senate over a decade ago. At 
that time, a small, bipartisan group of 
Senators came together to get our fis-
cal house in order: Democrats worked 
to bring spending under control; and 
Republicans pledged not to push for ad-
ditional tax cuts. 

Today, we must come together again 
to address the deficit and restore our 
Nation’s economic security. 

On taxes, I believe that we must 
move to make our Tax Code more equi-
table, not make the President’s tax 
cuts permanent. To make the Presi-
dent’s cuts permanent at a time when 
the Nation is running historically high 
budget deficits represents the height of 
fiscal irresponsibility. 

The Tax Policy Institute estimates 
the cost of making these tax cuts per-
manent would cost $1.8 trillion over 10 
years—$1.8 trillion at just the time 
that baby boomers will start retiring 
and Social Security and Medicare need 
to be stabilized. 

The tragedy of our current cir-
cumstance is that, given the surpluses 
he inherited, President Bush should 
have the resources available to devote 
additional spending to healthcare, edu-
cation, and the environment. But the 
wrong policies, at the wrong time, 
combined with the war on terror, esca-
lating the 2001 tax cuts, and then ex-
tending many of them, have contrib-
uted toward the largest budget deficit 
and largest national debt in the coun-
try’s history. And now, the fact of the 
matter is that we are going to need to 
tighten our belts and bring spending 
under control. 

I have no problem holding the line on 
spending, but believe that it must be 
done in the context of a more respon-
sible approach to tax policy. 

Finally, we need to take a good, hard 
look at Social Security and Medicare, 
and start addressing some of the deeper 

structural problems with these pro-
grams now—before they fall into crisis. 

These are not easy answers. But hold-
ing off on additional tax cuts, bringing 
spending under control, and dealing 
with Social Security and Medicare is 
the only path to long term fiscal order, 
a balanced budget, and a healthy and 
vibrant economy. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
fact that we are being asked to raise 
the debt ceiling to $8.0 trillion is fur-
ther proof of the nation’s bankrupt 
economic policy. It will be the third in-
crease in the last 2 years, collectively 
raising the debt limit by more than $2.2 
trillion. There is still no credible plan 
in place to bring the mushrooming 
deficits under control. 

President Bush’s massive tax cuts for 
the wealthy have helped to turn the 
record surpluses he inherited into 
record deficits. The $5 trillion surplus 
projected 4 years ago has turned into a 
$3 trillion projected deficit. If we con-
tinue to follow the administration’s 
misguided economic course, the federal 
debt could rise to more than $14 tril-
lion in the next 10 years, and there will 
be large annual deficits as far as the 
eye can see. 

Over the long term, deficits that 
large will cripple the ability of the pri-
vate sector to obtain the capital need-
ed for companies to grow and create 
new jobs. They will also cripple the fed-
eral government’s ability to make the 
needed investments in education, 
health care, and scientific research 
which are crucial to the nation’s long- 
term wellbeing. 

These projected deficits do not even 
tell the whole story because they do 
not focus on borrowing from Social Se-
curity. The proposed Bush budget 
would raid the Social Security Trust 
Fund for nearly $2.5 trillion over the 
next 10 years. These are dollars which 
workers pay each year in payroll taxes 
to finance their retirement. It is wrong 
to take that money out of Social Secu-
rity and use it to finance the daily op-
erations of government. In essence, So-
cial Security is being used to fill a 
piece of the huge revenue gap left by 
the administration’s excessive and 
unaffordable tax cuts. 

Mortgaging the future in this irre-
sponsible manner has not even brought 
American families a temporary pros-
perity. On the contrary, it has in-
creased the financial burden on them. 
Their jobs are less secure. In fact, 2.5 
million manufacturing workers have 
already seen their jobs disappear over 
the last 4 years. 

The cost of health insurance has 
soared more than 50 percent; and, as a 
result, 5 million fewer workers receive 
health coverage. 

Tuition at public colleges has risen 
by 28 percent, pushing higher education 
beyond the reach of more and more 
students. 

Workers wages have grown at the 
slowest rate in more than 2 decades, 
and minimum wage workers have not 
had any increase at all in 7 long years. 

As a result of the disastrous eco-
nomic policies of this administration, 
4.3 million more Americans are living 
in poverty, and the household debt of 
the average family has increased by 
one-third. 

What is the Bush administration’s re-
sponse? How does the President pro-
pose to remedy these very serious prob-
lems? More tax breaks for the same 
wealthy people who were the primary 
beneficiaries of his earlier cuts; trans-
ferring a larger share of the tax burden 
from those who live off their accumu-
lated wealth to those who live from 
paycheck to paycheck. If the tax pro-
posals in the President’s budget are en-
acted into law, they would add more 
than $2.0 trillion more in debt over the 
next 10 years. 

American families cannot afford 
more of the same. The financial 
squeeze is getting steadily tighter. 
Working men and women are the ones 
paying the price for Washington’s eco-
nomic mistakes. 

Hopefully, in the new Congress, we 
will start to seriously address these 
critical issues with members from both 
sides of the aisle and the administra-
tion working together to get our eco-
nomic ship of state on a better course 
before it hits the rocks. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I am 
deeply troubled by the pending legisla-
tion, which would raise the federal debt 
limit by $800 billion. The fact that we 
are considering this legislation illus-
trates how deeply the policies of this 
administration have plunged us into 
deficits and debt, and yet, the Presi-
dent continues to push for more of the 
same: tax cuts for the wealthiest 
Americans, which are not paid for and 
which will continue to run up deficits 
and debt as far as the eye can see. I am 
very concerned that if the President 
continues to pursue this reckless fiscal 
policy, our Nation’s long-term eco-
nomic strength will be seriously com-
promised. 

Despite the fact that the President 
signed into law the largest debt limit 
increase in our country’s history only 
18 months ago, the Treasury Depart-
ment has now informed us that it will 
need to borrow even more to keep the 
government functioning. The legisla-
tion we are considering today would 
allow federal debt to grow to $8.184 tril-
lion, truly a staggering sum. 

When President Bush took office, he 
promised that his fiscal policies would 
include ‘‘maximum possible debt re-
tirement.’’ At that time, the Congres-
sional Budget Office was projecting 
that our net debt to the public would 
decline to $36 billion by 2008, when this 
President leaves office. Now, instead of 
achieving ‘‘maximum possible debt re-
tirement,’’ the President is asking for 
historically high debt increases. In 
fact, the CBO is now projecting that 
publicly-held debt will rise to $5.6 tril-
lion in 2008—almost 40 percent of our 
GDP. Gross Federal debt, which in-
cludes our commitments to Social Se-
curity and Medicare, will be almost $10 
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trillion by the time this President 
leaves office. 

These figures demonstrate how seri-
ously our economic situation has dete-
riorated under this administration. Let 
me just emphasize that point with one 
further example. When the president 
took office, he inherited a 10-year sur-
plus estimated at $5.6 trillion. Now, 
when you factor in some of the costs 
we know are coming, such as the con-
tinuing costs of the war in Iraq and the 
cost of reforming the alternative min-
imum tax, plus the cost of some of the 
President’s proposals, such as making 
his tax cuts permanent and continuing 
his defense buildup, the projections are 
for a $3.5 trillion deficit over that same 
period, a reversal of $9.1 trillion. That 
is a seismic shift in our position. 

Much of this shift is a direct result of 
the fiscal policies pursued by the Presi-
dent during his first term. For exam-
ple, consider this year’s budget deficit. 
When President Bush took office, the 
CBO was projecting a surplus for 2004 of 
$397 billion. Instead, we have a deficit 
this year of $413 billion—a shift of $810 
billion. More than one-third—37 per-
cent—of this reversal is directly attrib-
utable to the tax cuts this President 
has enacted, tax cuts that primarily 
benefitted the wealthiest Americans. 
And the President is seeking to in-
crease our debt burden by permanently 
extending many of these tax cuts, ut-
terly ignoring the fact that these mas-
sive tax cuts for the rich have led to 
budget deficits so large that they could 
jeopardize our future economic 
strength. 

In part, my concern for our economic 
future stems from a change in the 
United States’ international economic 
position. Two decades ago, the United 
States was a creditor nation inter-
nationally, by about 10 percent of our 
GDP. Now, because of the deterioration 
of our position over those intervening 
two decades, we are a debtor nation, to 
the tune of about 22 percent percent of 
our GDP. Our status as a debtor nation 
has worsened considerably since Presi-
dent Bush took office: between Janu-
ary 2001 and July 2004, foreign holdings 
of U.S. Treasury debt increased by 79 
percent. The large budget deficits that 
have appeared during the last 4 years 
have made us inordinately dependent 
on the influx of capital from abroad in 
order to sustain ourselves. 

What will happen to the United 
States if foreign buyers of our debt de-
cide to make their investments else-
where? As the Washington Post ex-
plained in an article on October 19, 
2004: 

Foreign governments and individuals hold 
about half of the $3.7 trillion in outstanding 
U.S. Treasury bonds, for example, and the 
government has been heavily dependent on 
continued overseas bond purchases to fi-
nance the roughly $1 billion a day it has to 
borrow to pay its bills. Foreign lending and 
investment are also needed to finance the 
country’s roughly $50 billion monthly trade 
deficit, while foreign capital has been a key 
prop to U.S. stock prices. A turn in overseas 
attitudes toward the United States could rip-

ple deeply through the economy, depressing 
the market, raising interest rates and push-
ing down the value of the dollar. 

There are already signs that this is 
beginning to happen. The Treasury De-
partment reported in October that net 
monthly capital flow from the rest of 
the world into the United States fell in 
August, for the sixth time this year. As 
reported last week by the Wall Street 
Journal, 

Since Election Day, the dollar has fallen 
1.4 percent to an all-time low against the 
euro. . . . The catalyst for its most recent de-
cline was President George W. Bush’s re-elec-
tion last Tuesday. Investors perceive his 
policies as likely to aggravate the steep U.S. 
budget deficit. 

What is more, if it were not for the 
currency manipulation that many of 
our Asian trading partners are engaged 
in, the dollar would be significantly 
lower than it already is against those 
currencies as well. If this trend con-
tinues, the United States could be in 
for a period of significant economic 
contraction. 

As I said 18 months ago, during the 
debate on the last debt limit increase, 
the United States’ international finan-
cial position reminds me of Tennessee 
Williams’s Blanche DuBois in ‘‘A 
Streetcar Named Desire,’’ who said: ‘‘I 
have always depended on the kindness 
of strangers.’’ That is what has hap-
pened to the United States in the inter-
national economic scene. We have dete-
riorated into a debtor status so that we 
are now dependent upon the kindness 
of strangers. That is not where the 
world’s leading power should find 
itself. 

This dramatic change in our eco-
nomic situation comes at a time when 
the United States is facing a demo-
graphic tidal wave as the baby boom 
generation approaches retirement. 
When President Bush first took office, 
that retirement was almost a decade 
away. But time has run out. The first 
of the baby boomers will begin to retire 
in 2008, on this President’s watch. Un-
fortunately, rather than prepare for 
the obligations we know are coming, 
this President has squandered every 
opportunity to save for the future. 

Moreover, his policy of deficit-fi-
nanced tax cuts makes us less able to 
make needed investments today. Every 
increase in the government’s debt 
means we are siphoning off resources 
that could be used for other purposes 
simply to pay the interest on that 
debt. Net interest payments on our 
debt are expected to consume more 
than $1 trillion over the next 5 years. 
Instead of making investments in edu-
cation, in health care, in transpor-
tation, we are paying billions of dollars 
in interest costs that would not have 
existed in the absence of the reckless 
fiscal policy of the last 4 years. 

Not only do these policies jeopardize 
our current and future economic 
strength, they place a tremendous bur-
den on our children and grandchildren 
who will have to pay off this debt. By 
cutting taxes for the wealthiest, the 

President is really raising taxes on ev-
eryone, including our children and 
grandchildren, by leaving them with 
the responsibility for paying off this 
enormous debt. 

It is unfortunate that this Adminis-
tration has demonstrated such a sin-
gle-minded focus on cutting taxes, re-
gardless of the very serious change in 
our economic situation and our coun-
try’s current and future needs. The fact 
that the President is calling for still 
more tax cuts at the same time the 
Congress is being asked to add $800 bil-
lion to the Federal debt ceiling is be-
yond reckless—it places in jeopardy 
our future economic strength and the 
economic security of all Americans. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot 
support raising the limit on our na-
tional debt to $8.184 trillion without 
taking other steps to restore fiscal re-
sponsibility. The fact that this is the 
third debt increase in three years high-
lights the irresponsibility of the fiscal 
policies of this administration. These 
policies have taken the nation from 
two years of record surplus—when we 
were paying down our debt—to this ad-
ministration’s record deficits and debt. 
A crippling burden is being passed to 
our children and grandchildren, and 
the economic security of our nation is 
threatened as a result. 

The three recent increases in the 
debt limit reflect an astounding in-
crease of more than $2.2 trillion. And 
unless we make a significant change in 
our fiscal policies, the outlook for 
avoiding future increases doesn’t look 
any brighter. The Congressional Budg-
et Office, CBO, forecasts that our gross 
Federal debt, which includes debt the 
Government owes to the public plus 
funds owed to federal trust funds like 
Social Security and Medicare, will 
climb from its 2003 level of $6.8 trillion 
to $13.3 trillion in 2014. And this shock-
ing estimate doesn’t even include the 
costs of continued military operations 
in Iraq and Afghanistan that we all 
know are coming. Nor does it take into 
account the substantial cost of con-
tinuing to provide relief for middle- 
class families from the alternative 
minimum tax, which, when applied to 
them, produces totally unfair results. 

The fiscal burden such massive debt 
puts on us and our children is stupen-
dous. By 2014, each American citizen’s 
share of the debt will be $42,903. Paying 
off a debt of this size will require either 
extraordinary tax increases or signifi-
cant cuts in critical government pro-
grams like homeland security and edu-
cation. Furthermore, we will have to 
spend an increasing amount of our pre-
cious dollars on interest payments. 
Even under the CBO’s conservative es-
timates, net interest payments on the 
public debt will rise from $159 billion in 
2004 to $348 billion in 2014. Every family 
who has worked to balance its own 
budget knows that making interest 
payments diverts scarce resources from 
other priorities. Making these interest 
payments means fewer resources are 
available for many of our national pri-
orities, including shoring up the Social 
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Security and Medicare trust funds at a 
time when those programs’ costs are 
about to skyrocket as members of the 
baby boom generation begin relying on 
payments from those Funds to support 
their retirement. 

Our rampant borrowing also threat-
ens the economic security of our Na-
tion as we are forced to go deeper into 
debt to foreign countries. Since Janu-
ary 2001, the share of U.S. Treasury 
debt held by foreigners has risen to 42 
percent from 30 percent, and 90 percent 
of the new debt has been purchased by 
foreigners. This large amount of for-
eign debt leaves our nation vulnerable 
to the priorities of foreign creditors. 
For example, if foreign investors ever 
decide, for economic or political rea-
sons, to stop financing our debt, U.S. 
and international markets could be 
thrown into turmoil. This provides 
other countries with leverage during 
trade or other negotiations with us. 

Our economic security is also threat-
ened by the prospect that a larger debt 
will lead to higher long-term interest 
rates. This means it will be more ex-
pensive to buy a house, pay for college 
or pay off credit card debt. This threat 
is made more serious by the recent in-
crease in indebtedness of American 
households. Since the beginning of 2001, 
mortgage debt has increased by 44 per-
cent and now stands at $7 trillion. 
Home equity loans have jumped by 54 
percent and installment debt, including 
credit card debt, has risen 17 percent. 
Americans have taken on these new 
debts largely in an attempt to main-
tain their living standards in a strug-
gling economy. Since much of this pri-
vate debt is set at variable rates, any 
increase in interest rates will have a 
severe and immediate impact on these 
families. 

So before we raise the debt limit 
today, we should commit to pursuing 
more responsible fiscal policies to pre-
vent the need for future increases. We 
should reinstate pay-as-you-go rules to 
require that in addition to paying for 
all spending, we pay for all tax cuts as 
well. This concept is common sense for 
most families, who work to live within 
their means by balancing what goes 
out with what comes in. 

We should also revisit this adminis-
tration’s irresponsible and unfair tax 
cuts that have driven us so deep into 
this deficit ditch. It is reckless and ir-
responsible that the top five percent of 
households in our country, whose aver-
age income is over $250,000 a year, re-
ceived almost half of these tax cuts. 
Restoring responsibility and account-
ability is essential to the economic and 
fiscal health of our nation. Simply 
raising the debt limit without taking 
other steps to restore fiscal responsi-
bility won’t lead to that result. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I see the 
Senator from Iowa on the floor. Does 
he wish to speak now? 

Mr. HARKIN. As long as the floor is 
open, I might as well speak now. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 
10 minutes to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend from Montana. I will not 
take a lot of time. I wanted to talk a 
little bit about the measure in front of 
us, raising the debt limit yet one more 
time on the American people. 

I liken it really to this right here. I 
will take it out of my billfold. It is a 
credit card. You see, what the Repub-
licans have done is they have put 
America on a credit card. What they 
are doing is sort of like: spend and pay 
later, feel good. There was an adver-
tisement once for a credit card com-
pany that said you can have it all. 
That is what the Republicans are tell-
ing us: You can have it all. We are 
going to put America on a credit card 
society. We can have tax cuts for the 
wealthy and the most privileged and 
we will put it on a credit card. We can 
continue the war in Iraq, brought on by 
exaggerations and misinformation to 
the tune of about $6 billion a month 
now. That is what we are spending in 
Iraq. I think it will $200 billion by the 
end of this fiscal year. Put it on a cred-
it card. Put it on the credit card. And, 
boy, does it feel good. We can have ev-
erything. We can have it all. That is 
what Republicans are telling us. All 
you have to do is go in debt, put it on 
the credit card, put it on the country’s 
credit card. We all know what is going 
to happen. When you are running up 
the credit card, boy, it feels good. 

Who is getting all the advantages of 
this credit card, though? The wealthi-
est among us who got all these big tax 
cuts, and they are now shopping at 
Neiman Marcus. Check it out. High-end 
stores, the high-end catalogs are doing 
very well. People are buying expensive 
trinkets, expensive watches, yachts, 
and everything else. They made out. 

Guess where it is coming from. It is 
on your credit card, America. It is on 
your credit card. And who will be pay-
ing? Working families. And now they 
want us to extend the credit card limit 
one more time. 

You see, they bumped against the 
limit on the credit card, so now they 
are saying we have to extend the limit. 
That is what all this is about. You have 
to put it in real-life terms. This is a 
real-life credit card. You know what 
your limit is, you know what your in-
come is, and you know what happens if 
you exceed your credit card limit and 
you cannot pay it. What happens? What 
happens when you cannot meet the 
payments? You either declare bank-
ruptcy and go to bankruptcy court, or 
your creditors come after you. They re-
structure you. They deny you certain 
things so that you can start to pay off 
your credit card debt. 

Guess who is now taking our credit 
card debt. The top countries holding 
our credit card debt are Japan, China, 
South Korea, Taiwan, Germany, Hong 
Kong, Switzerland, OPEC—the oil pro-
ducing and exporting countries have a 
lot of our debt—China. I do not mean 
to castigate China. I happen to like the 
Chinese people. I think we ought to 
trade with China, although in a more 

balanced way. But what happens when 
they become a big creditor and we are 
their debtor? What happens to trade 
deals down the road? 

Put yourself and your family in this 
position. What happens when you are 
the debtor and you have a creditor? 
Who tells whom what to do? Does the 
debtor tell the creditor what to do? 
Your creditor tells you what you have 
to do to get out of debt. 

So what is going to happen a few 
years from now when we are having a 
trade deal with China, when we are try-
ing to hammer it out and the Chinese 
do not like exactly how we are dealing? 
What happens when they are keeping 
the value of their currency artificially 
low? The debtor tends to pull their 
punch when dealing with the creditor. 
And we have been pulling our punches 
in this situation. 

This is not some fancy kind of thing. 
I have heard some speeches on the floor 
today about the debt limit. Look, this 
is family. This is the American family 
we are talking about, and the Repub-
licans are selling us out to creditors 
around the world. And now that we 
have bumped up against the limit on 
our credit card, they say we are going 
to raise the limit one more time. We 
can put more debt on our credit card: 
$800 billion more. Think of it as an-
other $11,000 for a family of four. 

Two things are happening. First is 
you have to pay interest, right? When 
you have debt on your credit card, you 
pay interest on that credit card debt. 
You pay it every month or you start 
paying interest on the interest. Guess 
what. You will have to pay it. That is 
what is happening to our national debt. 
We raise the limit on our credit card, 
and every month we have to pay inter-
est or what it build and build. 

How much interest? Every man, 
woman, and child in America will, by 
2009, be paying $1,000 a year in taxes 
just to pay the interest on the national 
debt; $4,000 for a family of four, every 
year, just to pay the interest on the 
debt. And, Mr. President, that is not 
one tax that can be cut. You cannot 
cut that tax. That has to be paid. The 
interest has to be paid on the debt— 
$4,000 a year for a family of four. 

I have heard a lot of talk around here 
this year and in previous years—and 
now I hear the President of the United 
States talking about it again—about 
the death tax, otherwise known as the 
estate tax, which is if you have a big 
estate, over $1.5 million dollars, before 
you pass it on, you have to pay taxes 
on the amount over that sum. They got 
to calling it this fancy death tax, like 
you are taxed because you die. You are 
not taxed because you die, you are 
taxed because you have large holdings 
that have built up, a lot of which you 
have not paid taxes on, that you can 
pass on to other generations in your 
family. They call it a death tax. 

I think we ought to start talking 
about the birth tax. That is what is 
happening on the floor today. Increas-
ing our national debt is putting a birth 
tax on every child born in America. 
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Think about it. For a child born in 

America 5 years hence, during that 
child’s first year of life, his or her 
share of the interest payment on the 
publicly held debt will be $1,000. No one 
is talking about it. We ought to be 
talking about it because that is what it 
is—a birth tax on every child born in 
America. You have to pay $1,000 a year 
interest on the national debt to pay for 
the tax cuts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 5 more minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is what it is. It is 
a birth tax. Every child born has to pay 
$1,000 in interest on the debt that first 
year. 

Where did the money go? Lots went 
to the wealthiest in our society who 
are now shopping at Neiman Marcus 
and buying fancy cars. Trickle-down 
economics. All you have to do is give 
more to the wealthiest in our society, 
and it will trickle down. Nonsense. 
What is trickling down is the interest 
on the debt that our families have to 
pay. That is all that is trickling down. 

Here it is right here on this chart, 
the debt each American owes, per cap-
ita, Federal debt outstanding. This 
year, $25,398 each American owes on 
the Federal debt outstanding, and now 
we are asking one more time to raise 
the credit card ceiling. One more time 
we will raise it, putting American fam-
ilies more in hock to the Chinese, the 
Japanese, the United Kingdom, the 
Caribbean banking centers, South 
Korea, Taiwan, Germany, Switzerland, 
and the oil producing and exporting 
countries, the top 10 countries holding 
our national debt. 

This is not rocket science. All it is, 
pure and simple, is giving more to 
those who already have a lot in our so-
ciety. It is spending, as I said, on a 
needless war in Iraq to the tune of $6 
billion a month, not counting the trag-
ic loss in American lives and innocent 
Iraqi lives. Yet, with all of that we do 
not even have enough money to fund 
education. We are putting to bed, so to 
speak, our education appropriations 
bill. Guess what. In the Omnibus Ap-
propriations bill we will consider on 
the floor of the Senate this week, fund-
ing for Title I spending, for the poorest 
schools, is $8 billion short of the au-
thorized level. We have had to cut title 
I spending for the poorest schools, for 
the kids in the lowest income areas of 
America today. 

So we do not have enough money for 
kids and education, for poor schools. 
We don’t have enough money to make 
sure we have a decent health care plan 
for the poorest in our country and our 
children. Our middle-class kids grad-
uate from college with debt up to their 
eyeballs because they can’t afford to go 
to college. Our environment is being 
ravaged, our transportation system is 
falling apart—drive down any highway, 
thank you—yet we are asked to raise 

the national debt one more time on 
this credit card so the most privileged 
in our society can continue their 
spending spree. It is time to get us off 
the credit card. 

A simple fact, simple truth: Repub-
licans can’t be trusted with your 
money. That is the simple fact. It hap-
pens every time. They simply think all 
you have to do is run up that credit 
card, give tax cuts to the wealthy, and 
everybody will be fine. 

Someone said earlier today the re-
sponsible thing to do was to vote to in-
crease the debt limit. I am sorry. I am 
sorry. That is not the responsible 
thing. That is one more irresponsible 
action. 

I wouldn’t mind voting to raise the 
debt limit if it were coupled with a bill 
that was true tax reform, that made 
the wealthiest in our society pay their 
fair share, that provided for good edu-
cation and health care for our people. 
Then you could say we had a fair deal. 
This is not a fair deal. We are raising 
the debt so the most privileged in our 
society can have more. We are raising 
the debt limit so countries like China 
can have a noose around our neck. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask for 60 more sec-
onds and I will conclude. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield the Senator 60 
more seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. It is a shame we have 
come to this. It is time to rip up the 
credit card. It is time to take the cred-
it card away from the Republican ma-
jority here and from the President of 
the United States. It is time that we 
have a fair deal for the people of this 
country and not impose a new birth tax 
on every child born in America to pay 
this interest on the national debt. It is 
unfair. We ought to turn it down and 
come back with a fair deal for the 
American people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLEN). The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank my colleague 
from Montana and my colleague from 
Iowa. I listened carefully to his com-
ments. 

We are here debating the proposition 
of increasing the debt limit by $800 bil-
lion. We have come through a time in 
the 1990s when we were actually run-
ning budget surpluses. We were paying 
down the debt. Now we are stacking 
debt on top of debt on top of debt. This 
is the most reckless fiscal policy I have 
ever seen. I didn’t vote for it. I don’t 
feel responsible for things I didn’t vote 
for. 

Let me say that if this Senate passes 
an increase in the debt limit and does 
nothing about the underlying fiscal 
policy that has created it, then this 
Senate ill serves the American people. 

The President says: You know, we 
have had an economic slowdown, a re-

cession, war, and terrorism. Yes. So 
have other Presidents. That is all true. 
But it seems to me it probably would 
have augured well for this administra-
tion, then, to recognize that things 
have changed and therefore fiscal pol-
icy must change. We are spending $5 
billion a month every month in Iraq 
and Afghanistan—$4 billion in Iraq, $1 
billion in Afghanistan. We are not pay-
ing for one penny of it. It is all being 
charged. 

This administration says we are 
fighting a war. Yes, we are fighting a 
war and guess what, this administra-
tion doesn’t ask anyone to pay for it. 
They say we want to give big tax cuts 
mostly to people at the upper income 
level. What kind of fiscal policy is 
that? 

Part of this increase in the debt 
limit, I suppose, is to accommodate 
something that was done last year on 
the floor of the Senate. It says, you 
know what we have to do now? We have 
to reconstruct the country of Iraq. We 
want the American people to ante up 
$20 billion to reconstruct the country 
of Iraq. I offered an amendment. I said: 
I don’t think we ought to do that. Iraq 
has the second largest oil reserves in 
the world. I had soldiers tell me they 
stood in indentations in the sand and 
got oil on their boots. I think the Iraqi 
people ought to pump oil and sell it at 
$45 a barrel. They will have more 
money than they know what to do 
with. But this administration believes 
the American taxpayer should pay for 
the reconstruction of Iraq and the Sen-
ate should raise the debt limit to make 
this happen. It is just one domino in 
this line, but it is a hood ornament of 
failure. 

The question is, When will this place 
and when will this administration 
come to its senses? I am not saying one 
side is all right and the other side is all 
wrong. But I am saying this: This fiscal 
policy was constructed at the White 
House at a time when they said we 
have so much surplus we don’t know 
what to do with it. Let’s start giving it 
back. Some of us stood on the floor of 
the Senate and said we ought to be a 
bit conservative. What if something 
happens we did not anticipate and 
things change? A war? A terrorist at-
tack? An economic slowdown? 

The President says, no, don’t worry 
about that. The future is bright. 

So we put in place tax cut after tax 
cut after tax cut and we are now chok-
ing on red ink and the President 
doesn’t seem to care much at all. He 
doesn’t address it, talk about it, or 
think about it. I think it’s true to the 
admonition in Bob Woodward’s books 
about the President saying I don’t 
want second guessers around me. Once 
we decide to do something, that is 
what we do, and I don’t want to talk 
about it. It seems to me when you have 
a fiscal policy that created an ava-
lanche of debt for this country, the 
thing you ought to do—it is like the 
old southern saying about the law of 
holes. When you find yourself in a hole, 
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stop digging. Maybe we ought to stop 
digging. Maybe this administration 
ought to describe the fiscal policy that 
stops making this hole deeper. But 
that is not what this is about today 
and I regret that. 

There is so much to talk about. We 
are talking about the budget deficits 
and the accumulated debt. By the way, 
every penny of the Social Security sur-
plus is being spent. 

This administration makes the case 
that what matters is debt held by the 
public. 

No, no, that is not what matters. It is 
not just debt held by the public. It is 
debt held by the public and debt instru-
ments that exist in the Social Security 
accounts which we are going to have to 
repay. All of that represents an obliga-
tion that this country must meet and 
it is growing and mushrooming in a 
way that is dangerous for the future of 
this country. Everybody knows it ex-
cept the President, apparently, and 
those in this Chamber who have de-
cided this President’s fiscal plan is 
moving us in the right direction. 

You know the old saying in the west-
ern movies: Are you going to believe 
me or your lying eyes? 

The fact is, we understand what is 
happening here. We see it. Only in this 
town, where we make an industry out 
of creating euphemisms, can we have 
enough sugar to sugarcoat this non-
sense. This is awful. This fiscal policy 
is injuring this country in a very dra-
matic way. We ought to take a step 
right now on this debt ceiling limit and 
decide we are going to tell this admin-
istration we demand a change in fiscal 
policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me ask for two ad-
ditional minutes, if the Senator from 
Montana has it. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield 2 minutes to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 

from North Dakota for his great state-
ment. He is very perceptive. 

One thing I did not mention, but as 
he alerted the Senate, we are now 
being told we will not be able to meet 
our obligations under Social Security 
if we continue down this path. There-
fore, what we need to do is somehow 
privatize Social Security and put it out 
on the stock market, like Enron stock, 
for future beneficiaries. 

I ask my friend from North Dakota 
to address that further. He touched on 
it. Now we are going into debt further 
and further and we have huge tax 
breaks for the wealthy, for the most 
privileged among us, and we are being 
told we will not have enough money to 
pay our obligations under Social Secu-
rity. 

Is that what is happening now, I ask 
my friend from North Dakota? 

Mr. DORGAN. The response to that is 
this administration is spending every 
single penny that comes into the So-
cial Security trust fund. They want to 

fight the war and do all these things 
and no one has to pay for it. Don’t 
worry. Be happy. Dance down the side-
walk and be oblivious to what is hap-
pening. 

We have the largest budget deficit in 
the history of this country and one 
that, incidentally, all the experts say 
you cannot grow out of. But we have 
our colleagues saying, we will just 
hang around, thumb our suspenders, 
and grow out of this. I guarantee we 
will grow out of it, they huff and puff. 

Nonsense. And they know it is non-
sense. 

In addition to the biggest budget def-
icit in the history of this country, we 
have the biggest trade deficit in the 
history of this country, as well. I worry 
that one of these days the currency 
traders are going to look at this and 
say, as an electronic herd, we are mov-
ing elsewhere. When they do, the col-
lapse of this dollar will have enormous 
consequences. 

I ask this President to provide some 
leadership in a fiscal policy that moves 
us in a constructive direction. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I appreciate the discus-

sion with the Senator from Iowa and 
the Senator from North Dakota. 

I ask unanimous consent 20 minutes 
be reserved for the use of Senator BYRD 
when he is able to come to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum, not charged to the minor-
ity side but charged to the majority 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 

time do I have under the order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is entitled to 20 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I will 

try to do my speech in less than 20; not 
much, perhaps, but at least less. 

Mr. President, as I begin my remarks 
today, I am reminded of the brutally 
candid statement by David Stockman, 
President Reagan’s Budget Director in 
December 1981, when it became clear 
that the Reagan tax cuts would cause 
massive deficits in the Federal budget. 
In response to a reporter’s queries, Mr. 
Stockman quipped that ‘‘None of us 
really understands what is going on 
with all of these numbers.’’ 

I wonder how many of us today un-
derstand what is going on with all of 
these numbers. We certainly do not act 
as though we do. This administration 
has plunged the Federal Government 
deeply into debt, deeply into debt, Mr. 
President, deeply into debt, which, un-
less policies change, will mean deficits 

at historically high levels for the fore-
seeable future. Former congressional 
deficit hawks, many of the very same 
people who for years decried deficit 
spending, seem perfectly content to go 
along for the ride. 

This week, the Senate is poised to 
vote to increase the statutory debt 
limit—it will take place within the 
hour—for the third time in just 3 years. 
The $800 billion increase that we con-
sider today follows a record $984 billion 
increase signed by President Bush in 
May 2003 and a $450 billion increase 
signed by President Bush in June 2002. 
In less than 3 years, under the Bush re-
gime, the debt limit will have soared to 
the alarming level of $8.2 trillion, with 
no end in sight to the spending and 
borrowing. 

How long would it take to count a 
trillion dollars, Mr. President, at the 
rate of $1 per second? It would take 
32,000 years. If you want to know what 
a trillion dollars sounds like and is, 
that is it. To count a trillion dollars, 
at the rate of $1 per second, would take 
32,000 years. 

Since January 2001, the gross Federal 
debt has increased $1.2 billion per day. 
It has increased $50 million every hour 
of every day. Today, every man, 
woman, and child in the United States 
owes $25,206.29 on the debt. In fiscal 
year 2004, U.S. taxpayers owed $322 bil-
lion in interest—in interest? Yes, in in-
terest on the publicly held debt. These 
are interest payments that do not edu-
cate one child, that don’t buy one 
tank, that don’t provide health care for 
one senior citizen. Skyrocketing budg-
et deficits and an ever-increasing, de-
structive national debt have become 
not merely facts of life in America 
today but a way of life for tomorrow 
and tomorrow and tomorrow, and for 
the years to come. 

Lawmakers may faithfully tout the 
Bush administration’s line that the 
White House is serious about cutting 
the Federal deficit, but the American 
people have yet to see anything that 
would give them reason to take such 
claims seriously. Irresponsible spend-
ing does not reflect the values of most 
Americans who must struggle with 
their own family budget and foot big 
Federal bills by paying taxes. Oh, how 
sweet the sound—taxes. 

For the last 4 years, we have been op-
erating under Bush budgets. We have 
been operating under Bush tax cuts. We 
have been operating under Bush spend-
ing bills. The result has been a Bush 
deficit of $413 billion for the fiscal year 
2004. 

How much is a billion dollars? We are 
talking about $413 billion. We are talk-
ing about $413 for every minute since 
Jesus Christ was born. Think of that. 
We have the largest deficit in U.S. his-
tory and an estimated $2.3 trillion in 
accumulated deficits over the next dec-
ade. 

The White House will try to blame 
deficits on the war on terror. There 
happens to be two wars going on, I re-
mind my colleagues, not just one—one 
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in Afghanistan and the Bush war in 
Iraq. 

Let’s look at the whole picture. 
President Bush reportedly will request 
an additional $75 billion early next 
year for the war in Iraq. That is the 
Bush war. That request follows $203 bil-
lion already appropriated for Iraq and 
Afghanistan, bringing our total com-
mitment to $278 billion for Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. The corporate tax bill that 
the President signed into law in Octo-
ber will cost $18 billion in the coming 3 
years to pay for special interest tax 
breaks, further increasing budget defi-
cits in the short run. 

The White House’s own budget office 
is leaking word that the budget deficit 
will increase, not decrease, next year 
when the President submits his budget 
to the Congress. 

The President’s Social Security pri-
vatization proposal is projected to cost 
a trillion dollars in the coming decade, 
and the President’s tax and spending 
proposals will likely add hundreds of 
billions of dollars more to our Nation’s 
budget deficits. That is to say nothing 
of our mounting trade deficits that 
have cost an untold number of Amer-
ican workers their jobs, or the multi-
trillion-dollar deficits in the Social Se-
curity and Medicare Programs that 
threaten senior citizens and their re-
tirement and health benefits. 

The Bush administration and the 
Congress have not had the courage to 
address this mounting debt, and to de-
bate policy changes which might help 
to bring these deficits under control. 

It is hard to believe that only 2 
weeks after an intense Presidential 
election campaign in which both sides, 
Republican and Democrat, pledged to 
reduce the size of the deficit, the Sen-
ate’s first order of business upon re-
turning is to completely ignore those 
campaign promises and pass this debt 
limit increase, without a debate, real-
ly, about the ways to reduce our Na-
tion’s huge deficit. 

In his victory speech, George Bush 
pledged to work with Democrats to 
unite the country, didn’t he? Well, I 
can think of no better way to dem-
onstrate the commitment behind that 
pledge than drawing on both parties’ 
avowed aversion to these budget defi-
cits and initiating a constructive, bi-
partisan effort to move to eliminate 
them. We know how to do it. We have 
done it before. We have done it in a bi-
partisan manner. We have done it suc-
cessfully, without budget gimmicks, 
without constitutional amendments. 
For Heaven’s sake, let’s don’t start 
down that road of constitutional 
amendments to balance the budget. We 
can do it without constitutional 
amendments, without granting impe-
rious Presidential powers—just using 
plain common sense. 

In 1990, President George Herbert 
Walker Bush and the 101st Congress ne-
gotiated budget enforcement tools and 
demonstrated the courage to imple-
ment them. Every budget guru in 
Washington, from Federal Reserve 

Chairman Alan Greenspan to Comp-
troller General David Walker to former 
Directors of the Congressional Budget 
Office, agreed that those tools worked 
extraordinarily well in bringing our 
Nation’s deficits under control. 

Both Republicans and Democrats 
voted this year to restore pay-as-you- 
go rules, requiring new mandatory 
spending and new tax cuts to be offset. 
Hallelujah. President Bush endorsed 
those budget enforcement mechanisms 
in his fiscal year 2004 budget. Halle-
lujah. But he has now flip-flopped and 
wants to exclude tax cuts from the re-
quirement that they be paid for. 

But here we stand in the midst of re-
newed pledges by both parties to work 
together to address our Nation’s chal-
lenges, and on this issue where so much 
common ground exists we are unable to 
muster the political courage to talk 
about the wolf at our doorstep. 

So we will pass this statutory debt 
increase and then put it out of our 
minds until we are forced to raise it 
again. We all should know the folly of 
this tactic, and as the chickens come 
home to roost in the years ahead, the 
American people will surely remind us 
of it. It is morally reprehensible to de-
ceive the voter by claiming that defi-
cits don’t matter. 

These destructive debt figures rep-
resent a threat—yes, a threat—to the 
Social Security system—and don’t you 
forget it—a threat to affordable health 
care for working Americans, a threat 
to the promise of a college education 
for our Nation’s youth, a threat to the 
financial underpinnings of our econ-
omy, what one editorial in the Wash-
ington Post described as ‘‘the cold- 
hearted actuaries of doom.’’ 

Economists across the political spec-
trum are growing increasingly con-
cerned about the effect of these mount-
ing budget deficits on our economy. 
The U.S. dollar continues to lose value 
against the Japanese yen, the Euro-
pean Euro, and the Canadian dollar. In-
vestors may soon rather hold the cur-
rencies of other nations than our own, 
and this spells great trouble in boxcar 
letters, trouble for our country in for-
eign policy as well as domestic respon-
sibility. Republicans and Democrats in-
creasingly view our Nation as becom-
ing too dependent—too dependent—on 
foreign investment and with good rea-
son. 

According to the Treasury Depart-
ment, foreign holdings—get that, for-
eign holdings—foreign holdings com-
prise half of our Nation’s privately held 
public debt, with much of that debt 
owed to countries such as China and 
Korea and entities such as OPEC and 
the Caribbean banking centers. To 
these foreign holders, American tax-
payers paid $322 billion in interest pay-
ments last fiscal year on money bor-
rowed to finance our Government’s op-
erations. 

Please understand, it is hard to scold 
China about its human rights policies 
when we are in debt up to our eyeballs 
to such foreign entities. With a $413 bil-

lion deficit last year, the administra-
tion must borrow the equivalent of the 
entire budget for the Department of 
Defense, from where? From foreign 
countries. That means that the Bush 
administration cannot pay our soldiers 
in Iraq who are fighting the Bush war, 
and Afghanistan where a war is going 
on that I support fully, without having 
to go hat in hand—hat in hand—to 
other countries for a loan and handing 
the U.S. taxpayer a hefty interest pre-
mium to boot. 

It is great political rhetoric to claim 
that America does not have to ask the 
permission of other nations to defend 
itself or do anything else for that mat-
ter, but when we rely so heavily on 
other nations to help pay our way in 
the world, our haughty claims of inde-
pendence are just so much bluff. Unfor-
tunately, the rest of the world knows 
what we will not admit; that is, we are 
beholden to foreigners to pay our way. 

Make no mistake about it, the threat 
of budget deficits to our economy is 
real, and we cannot afford to ignore it 
any longer. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. I yield 
back that time. Perhaps I do not have 
it to yield back, but I shall not use it. 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. THOMAS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
that all time be yielded back on both 
sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask for 
the vote and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is on the passage of the bill. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, on this 

vote, I have a live pair with the Sen-
ator from New York, Mrs. CLINTON. If 
she were present and voting, she would 
vote ‘‘nay.’’ If I were permitted to vote, 
I would vote ‘‘yea.’’ I, therefore, with-
hold my vote. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) is nec-
essarily absent. 
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I also announce that the Senator 

from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) is absent 
attending a funeral. 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. REID) is paired with the Sen-
ator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON). 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New York would vote nay and the 
Senator from Nevada would vote aye. I 
therefore withhold my vote. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) would each vote 
no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SUNUNU). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 213 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (SC) 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Miller 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Ensign 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham (FL) 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR—1 

Reid 

NOT VOTING—3 

Biden Clinton Leahy 

The bill (S. 2986) was passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 2986 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. INCREASE IN PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT. 

Subsection (b) of section 3101 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘$7,384,000,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$8,184,000,000,000’’. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
following statement was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD.) 
∑ Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I was not 
able to participate in today’s debate 

and vote on the extension of the na-
tional debt limit. I was attending the 
funeral of a great civil rights leader in 
Delaware, Jane E. Mitchell. Had I been 
here to vote, Mr. President, I would 
have cast a symbolic vote against an 
extension of the debt limit. Today’s fis-
cal mess, the transformation of his-
toric surpluses into record deficits, is 
not an accident. It is the inevitable 
outcome of policies that consistently 
ignored evidence and experience. 

When we launched out on a course of 
tax cutting, with expanding domestic 
and international obligations and re-
sponsibilities, many of us in Congress 
argued that we could not afford to do 
everything, that we needed a fiscal pol-
icy that matched our revenues with 
our expenditures. Some tax cuts, espe-
cially for the middle class, were need-
ed, tax cuts that could have revived job 
growth and aided economic recovery. 
Instead, we have a policy that calls for 
permanent tax cuts that overwhelm-
ingly favor those who are already well 
off. When twice the administration 
asked us to appropriate funds for our 
military actions in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, I stood here on the Senate floor 
and said that we should pay for those 
obligations with smaller tax cuts for 
our wealthiest taxpayers, and not just 
pass the bill on to all our children. 

We are here today because that ad-
vice was ignored, those hard choices 
were ducked, and the bill for our deci-
sions will be sent to our children and 
grandchildren, in the form of the addi-
tional debt we will authorize today. It 
did not have to be this way, Mr. Presi-
dent. In the next Congress, the threat 
of massive deficits, which have made us 
increasingly dependent of foreign lend-
ers to stay afloat, will still be with us. 
My symbolic vote against raising the 
debt limit would have been a protest of 
the policies that have brought us to 
this point, and a demand that we 
change course.∑ 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MANDATORY COUNTRY OF ORIGIN 
LABELING 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss an issue of importance 
not only to South Dakota producers 

and ranchers, but to producers and 
ranchers all across America. 

The issue involves a program that 
would not only provide positive bene-
fits for our agricultural producers, but 
ensure consumer choice in the grocery 
store aisle and on the dinner table. 

There are efforts underway, unfortu-
nately, to gut the mandatory country- 
of-origin labeling law that was incor-
porated into the 2002 farm bill, a farm 
bill signed into law by this President, 
and which should be supported by this 
administration. I rise today to express 
concern that the fiscal year 2005 omni-
bus appropriations measure may con-
tain provisions which would weaken or 
replace mandatory country-of-origin 
labeling with a voluntary country-of- 
origin labeling program. 

As you will recall, last year the Sen-
ate overwhelmingly supported a resolu-
tion that Senator DASCHLE introduced 
instructing conferees to strike any lan-
guage which would delay the imple-
mentation of a mandatory labeling pro-
gram. The omnibus conference recessed 
hastily, and consequently no oppor-
tunity existed to debate and vote on 
that matter. In any event, the fiscal 
year 2004 agriculture appropriations 
bill, the vehicle for the fiscal year 2004 
omnibus, contained language delaying 
country-of-origin labeling by 2 years 
for all covered commodities with the 
exception of farm fish and wild fish. 
This language was adopted by only a 
small margin in the House. I rise today 
to urge my colleagues in the Senate to 
convey their support for this measure 
and the importance of mandatory 
country-of-origin labeling. 

It is no secret that this administra-
tion has voiced its support for resump-
tion of trade of live Canadian cattle, 
and it is only a matter of time before 
our producers feel the economic impact 
of this decision. When USDA opens the 
floodgates, and if our mandatory label-
ing program is gutted, consumers will 
have no way of determining where 
their meat comes from. And I worry 
that the Canadian border will reopen 
before we have resumed trade relations 
with some of our key export markets. 
That presents a dangerous situation for 
our producers, and I fail to see why the 
administration would continue to 
cheer large agribusiness while the bur-
den of our faltering export markets is 
borne by the individuals feeding this 
great Nation. 

Country-of-origin labeling retains 
support from over 80 percent of Amer-
ican consumers, and recently about 95 
consumer and producer groups, rep-
resenting over 50 million Americans, 
wrote Congress to express their support 
for a mandatory food labeling program. 
They also conveyed their opposition to 
any effort to turn this program into a 
voluntary program in the 2005 omnibus 
appropriations measure. Country-of-or-
igin labeling has overwhelming bipar-
tisan support, and the majority of our 
trading partners have already imple-
mented a country-of-origin system in 
their respective countries. It is time to 
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