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For nearly a decade we have argued that 

Congress should reduce subsidies for banks 
that lend to students, and instead expand the 
direct-loan program, which provides about a 
quarter of student aid—or else reform the 
system to make it harder to manipulate. 
This scandal provides an excellent reason to 
look again at these questions. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask for an 2 addi-
tional minutes. 

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts asked 
unanimous consent to have the New 
York Times editorial from today print-
ed in the RECORD. It clearly laid out 
the case for what is happening today to 
taxpayers who are paying a tremen-
dous price. And who is losing? It is our 
students. 

We have to stop overcharging the 
American people. We still have time to 
do it this year and help students get to 
college at a time when we all know tui-
tion rates are rising. We need to give 
more to get more students there. 

I warn the Senate, the clock is tick-
ing. Every Member of the Senate has to 
decide if they stand with students and 
families and taxpayers, or if they are 
going to stand with the special inter-
ests. Millions of students and millions 
of families are waiting for this answer. 
We have to stop the special interest 
subsidy today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I un-

derstand we have a colleague who is on 
her way to the floor. I ask unanimous 
consent she be entitled to 5 minutes 
and that we have 5 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask the Chair to re-
mind me when I have 1 minute left. 

I ask the Senator from the State of 
Washington, does she not agree with 
me that this administration has the 
power to do something about this, and 
could do something about it today, this 
giveaway that is written about in the 
prominent national newspapers as a 
giveaway to the banks? Does she agree 
with me that the Department of Edu-
cation has said we don’t have the au-
thority, we don’t have the power, we 
don’t have the legal ability to do some-
thing about it? Yet we have the Gen-
eral Accounting Office report: 

Family education loan program, statutory 
and regulatory changes could avert billions— 

Hear that? Billions— 
. . . in unnecessary Federal subsidy pay-
ments. 

On page 8: 
We disagree with the department’s charac-

terization of their authority. 

It seems to me, if this President were 
interested in protecting middle-income 
families, in avoiding the kind of con-
tinued wasteful subsidy and giveaway 
to the banks, that the President, the 
Department of Education, this admin-
istration, could do something and do 
something today. 

Would the Senator be willing to ex-
press an opinion on that? 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts is abso-
lutely correct. The Department of Edu-
cation could end this today with a sim-
ple rulemaking procedure. Instead they 
are pointing fingers, saying Congress 
has to do it. Congress had the oppor-
tunity in the Appropriations Com-
mittee last week. They said, no, we 
have to wait for an authorization 6 
months from now. Every month that 
goes by we lose billions of dollars in 
taxpayers’ money and thousands of 
students don’t get access to college. We 
don’t need any more fingerpointing on 
this. 

I think the Senator would agree that 
we don’t need the Department of Edu-
cation pointing to Congress and Con-
gress pointing to the Department of 
Education. We need to stop this now. 
The Department of Education can do it 
by rulemaking and we can do it on any 
bill that comes before us. But we need 
to do it and we need to do it quickly. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator 
for her comments. 

On August 27, Sally Stroup, Assistant 
Secretary for Education, said, ‘‘I don’t 
think we have the legal authority to 
stop them.’’ 

They made no effort to try to stop 
them. Senator MURRAY is leading the 
fight in the Appropriations Committee 
to try to save the taxpayers and save 
middle-income families who are 
stretched with their tuition. Now we 
have the General Accounting Office 
saying they do have the power. 

I wonder if the Senator would agree 
with me that we see a whole pattern 
from this morning’s newspapers about 
how the administration is effectively 
right in the tank for the powerplants 
with regard to mercury, coal-fired pow-
erplants, and is now with the bank on 
student loans. We have seen it with re-
gard to the HMOs. I am wondering who 
is going to stand up for working fami-
lies and who is going to stand up for 
middle America. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Massachusetts is abso-
lutely right. This is outrageous. We 
have the Department of Education 
pointing fingers at Congress when they 
can make a ruling and stop this prac-
tice today. According to all accounts, 
the delay of this is costing billions of 
dollars. If we wait for Congress to act 
on reauthorization of the act 6 months 
or longer from now, taxpayers are 
going to lose $2.8 billion in interest 
payments. We are in the Senate where 
we know that access to Head Start is 
critical, we know access to college is 
critical, and we know that $2.8 billion 
sent to the bank today means students 
are not getting higher education. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, when 
we made the commitment of No Child 
Left Behind, we thought we were in-
cluding all children. When this body 
committed to Medicare, we didn’t say 
we are going to leave some senior citi-
zens out; we said all seniors. When we 

made a commitment to voting rights, 
we said voting rights for all Americans. 
When we made our commitment to all 
children in this country, we meant all 
children. 

There it is. This is not disputed. We 
are failing more than 4 million chil-
dren. That is unacceptable, particu-
larly when we find that this adminis-
tration is looking out for their special 
interests. 

I think we have an opportunity to 
change that on election day, and hope-
fully will. 

I thank the Senator. 
I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 5 minutes. 
f 

THE ECONOMY 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, yester-
day we heard a number of my col-
leagues talk about their view of the 
economy and their view of the fiscal af-
fairs of the country and their view that 
things are on a positive track. Today, I 
would like to respectfully offer the 
other side of the story and what I view 
as a very dangerous course the Nation 
is pursuing under the leadership of 
President Bush. 

Earlier this year, on August 30, the 
President was on the NBC ‘‘Today’’ 
show and the host asked him this ques-
tion: 

Let me ask you about deficits. This year, 
$445 billion. Ballpark, do you think that’s 
pretty good? 

President Bush: 
Yes. I do, I do. 

That is an odd sense of accomplish-
ment because that is the biggest deficit 
in the history of the United States. 
The deficit that is now estimated to be 
some $422 billion we know is going to 
be larger because we are funding some 
of next year’s defense money this year 
because of mounting costs in Iraq. But 
even at the $422 billion figure, that is 
the largest deficit in the Nation’s his-
tory, and by a big margin. 

Last year, under President Bush’s fis-
cal plan, we had what was then a 
record deficit of $375 billion. Now it has 
increased to $422 billion. But frankly, 
that understates how serious the situa-
tion is. 

By contrast, if you go back to the 
Clinton years, each and every year of 
the Clinton administration the deficits 
were reduced and held for a 3-year pe-
riod. We actually ran budget surpluses. 
This President has punched us back 
into deficit, and by a country mile. 

The Bush administration now claims 
that the deficits are coming down. This 
is the budget director, OMB, chosen by 
President Bush. He says: 

We continue to have deficits, even though 
they are coming down dramatically. 

I don’t know what his notion of com-
ing down is, but here is the record. The 
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deficits are not coming down. The defi-
cits are getting bigger. 

The last year of the Clinton adminis-
tration, the first year of the Bush ad-
ministration, which is a budget that 
the President inherited, the budget was 
in surplus by $127 billion. The next 
year, 2002, it went to $158 billion of def-
icit. That was the first year under the 
Bush administration. The next year, 
$375 billion of deficits, then the largest 
dollar deficit in our history. This year, 
it is $422 billion, and the President’s 
budget director says the deficits are 
going down dramatically. What is he 
talking about? The deficits are not 
going down. The deficits are going up. 

The truth is the official deficit, what 
is called the deficit by the press, what 
is called the deficit by this administra-
tion, badly understates how serious the 
fiscal condition is of the United States. 
The debt of our country is not going to 
increase by the advertised deficit of 
$422 billion. This may come as a great 
surprise and shock to many to find 
that the debt is going to increase by 
much more than the deficit. But the 
truth is the debt of the country is 
going to increase by over $633 billion 
this year. The reason for the difference 
is they are not counting the $150 bil-
lion—roughly $150 billion—they are 
borrowing from Social Security, every 
penny of which they have to pay back. 
It does not get counted in the deficit 
calculation. If you add in the money 
they are borrowing from Social Secu-
rity, which they have to pay back, the 
money they are borrowing from Medi-
care, which they have to pay back, the 
money they are borrowing from every 
other trust fund, which they have to 
pay back, the debt of the United States 
is going to increase this year by over 
$630 billion. That is a staggering sum. 

The Bush administration promised 
that deficits will be reduced in the fu-
ture. President Bush in Annandale, VA, 
on August 9 of this year said: 

So I can say to you that the deficit will be 
cut in half over the next 5 years. 

This is the same President who said, 
by the way, in his first year there 
would be no deficits. In his second 
year, reporting to Congress, he said the 
deficits would be small and short term. 
Both of those statements were wrong 
and wrong by a country mile. Then he 
said they would be small by historical 
standards. Wrong again; biggest defi-
cits we have ever had. Now he says 
don’t worry, I am going to cut the def-
icit in half over the next 5 years; wrong 
again. 

Don’t believe it because it is not 
going happen. The only way the Presi-
dent comes up with the claim that he 
is going to cut the deficit in half over 
the next 5 years is he leaves out whole 
areas of spending. He leaves out fi-
nance costs for the war. In his previous 
budget, he left out any war costs past 
September 30 of this year. He didn’t 
put money in his budget; none. 

Does anybody believe there is no war 
cost past September 30 of this year? 
That is what the President said in the 
budget he sent up here. 

He said there is no money needed to 
fix the alternative minimum tax past 
this year. Yet we know the alternative 
minimum tax, that affects 3 million 
people now and will affect 30 million 
people by 2010. That is the old million-
aire’s tax that has now become a mid-
dle-class tax. My friends, we all know 
Congress is not going to allow the al-
ternative minimum tax to affect 30 
million taxpayers. Yet the President 
provides nothing in his budget past 
next year—nothing. 

In fact, if you go back and you put 
back the items the President has left 
out—the money he is borrowing from 
Social Security that he has to pay 
back; it is not in his budget; if you put 
in the money needed to fix the alter-
native minimum tax or the money for 
the ongoing war costs—this is what 
emerges as a realistic analysis of what 
is going to get added to the debt and 
what the deficits are going to look like 
over the next decade. Actually, this is 
conservative because we have left out a 
lot of things that are also being done 
by this administration that will add to 
the debt. So this, too, understates how 
serious the situation will become. 

But even with this look, on just a 
limited number of items—the Presi-
dent’s request for additional tax cuts, 
the President’s need for additional 
funding for defense, the President leav-
ing out the cost of the alternative min-
imum tax—you can see we are not 
going to see a reduction in the deficit 
in the coming years under the Presi-
dent’s plan. No. The amount being 
added to the debt is going to increase, 
and increase, and increase. What we see 
is an ocean of red ink over the next 
decade. 

Let me show you some of the things 
the President has left out as he has 
structured his budget. As I have indi-
cated, on the tax cut, he only shows 
now in his budget the first 5 years of 
the effect of the tax cut. Before he sub-
mitted 10-year budgets; this year, just 
a 5-year budget. Why? Because he did 
not want to disclose to the American 
people what all of us know is the pat-
tern of his tax cuts. 

Past the 5-year budget window, the 
cost of these tax cuts explode. The 
President is hiding that from the 
American people with a 5-year budget. 
He is doing the same thing with the al-
ternative minimum tax, the same pat-
tern. The cost of fixing the alternative 
minimum tax explodes. He only pro-
vided for 1 year of addressing the alter-
native minimum tax in his budget. 

The war cost, it is the same pattern. 
The President has $25 billion he sup-
ported in a reserve fund for next year, 
money, by the way, he is not waiting to 
spend next year. He is spending it now. 
He is spending next year’s money this 
year. Even that dramatically under-
states what the Congressional Budget 
Office says the cost of the ongoing wars 
will be. He has $25 billion reserved in 
his budget. It was not in his budget, by 
the way. The budget he sent up had 
nothing in it. But when Congress said 

that is not realistic, he supported 
Congress’s move to put in a $25 billion 
reserve fund. But look what the Con-
gressional Budget Office says the real 
cost is going to be: over $300 billion. It 
is not in the President’s budget. 

Of course, the President has left out 
the money he is borrowing from Social 
Security. Mr. President, $2.4 trillion is 
being borrowed from Social Security 
over the next 10 years, every penny of 
which has to be paid back. He has no 
plan to do so. In fact, he has a plan to 
add even more costs by having a pri-
vatization of Social Security, or at 
least a partial privatization that would 
cost trillions of dollars more. From 
where is the money coming? From 
where is the money coming? It is all 
being borrowed. 

Is anybody paying attention to what 
this administration is doing to the fis-
cal policy of this country? Is anybody 
paying attention to what this means to 
our economic future? Is anybody pay-
ing attention to what it means to our 
future military strength? You cannot 
be strong militarily if you are weak fi-
nancially. This administration is 
digging a deeper and deeper hole for 
this country on the financial front. 

You remember, when the President 
unveiled his tax cuts, 3 years ago, he 
said he was going to have maximum 
paydown of the Federal debt. Do you 
remember that? He said he was going 
to pay off all of the Federal debt that 
was available to pay off. But look what 
has really happened. The debt is not 
being paid off. The debt is exploding. 
The debt that was $5.8 trillion in 2001 
we now anticipate will approach $15 
trillion by 2014, and, of course, all of 
this is happening at the worst possible 
time, right before the baby boomers re-
tire. 

Not only is the President borrowing 
every penny available to be borrowed 
from Social Security—and, by the way, 
he is doing the same thing with Medi-
care—he is also now borrowing from 
countries all over the world. It may 
surprise people to find out that, under 
this administration, the borrowing 
from Japan has risen to almost $700 bil-
lion. We borrowed $167 billion from 
China; $130 billion from the United 
Kingdom. We have even borrowed over 
$90 billion from the Caribbean banking 
centers. The Caribbean banking cen-
ters, we are in hock to them for over 
$90 billion. South Korea—who would 
have believed it, who would have be-
lieved we have borrowed over $60 bil-
lion from South Korea? That is the re-
ality. That is the hole that this Presi-
dent is digging. 

Just in the last 3 years, this is the in-
crease in foreign holdings of our debt. 
When the President came in in January 
of 2001, we owed $1 trillion abroad. Now 
we are up over $1.8 trillion in indebted-
ness to foreign countries, an 80-percent 
increase in our foreign indebtedness in 
just 3 years. 

If it was just what has happened so 
far I would not be so concerned, but it 
is the direction this President is taking 
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us that has to be of foremost concern 
because the President’s plan for the fu-
ture is more of the same and a whole 
lot more—a whole lot more debt, a 
whole lot more in deficits. This fun-
damentally threatens the economic se-
curity of the country. 

This chart I show you is not a chart 
made by me or my staff; this is from 
the Congressional Budget Office. It is 
their analysis, assuming an extension 
of the President’s tax cuts, the need for 
alternative minimum tax reform, 
maintaining current spending policies. 
Look where we are headed. This is 
what CBO says will happen to the defi-
cits and the debt of the country if, 
roughly, the President’s budget policy 
is pursued. 

In fact, this is just the deficit. I 
misspoke when I said debt. The debt 
chart would be much worse than this 
chart. This is just the deficit. This 
leaves out the money being borrowed 
from Social Security, this leaves out 
the money being borrowed from Medi-
care—trillions of dollars that are not 
in the President’s calculations at all. 

This is a course that makes no sense. 
This is what the CBO Director said, be-
cause some around this town say we 
will just grow out of this problem. This 
is what the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office says. By the way, 
this man came from the Bush adminis-
tration. He came directly from the 
President’s Council of Economic Advis-
ers. This is what he said: 

[T]his is a fiscal situation in which we can-
not rely on economic growth to cause defi-
cits to disappear. 

He is telling the truth. This is what 
the Federal Reserve Chairman said, 
Chairman Greenspan, who opposes def-
icit-financed tax cuts. Everybody 
knows Chairman Greenspan is a big fan 
of tax cuts but not deficit-financed tax 
cuts. This is what he says: 

If you’re going to lower taxes, you 
shouldn’t be borrowing essentially the tax 
cut. And that over the long run is not a sta-
ble fiscal situation. 

But that is exactly what this Presi-
dent is advocating, not just for this 
year, for every year for the next 10 
years. 

Mr. President, what is the outcome 
of this set of policies? I think the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve is 
warning us of where this is all headed. 
Back in February, he urged a cut in So-
cial Security. Future benefits must be 
curtailed. Now he has said, not only 
cut Social Security but cut Medicare, 
too. 

I hope people are listening. I hope 
people are paying attention because 
that is exactly where the Bush fiscal 
plan is leading. It is leading to cuts— 
dramatic cuts—in Social Security and 
Medicare. That is where this is all 
headed. Why? In part, it is because the 
tax cuts the President has gotten 
passed overwhelmingly go to the 
wealthiest among us; 68.7 percent of 
the benefits went to the top 20 percent. 
What is most startling is over a third 
of the benefits—right at a third, 33.1 

percent of the benefits—went to the 
top 1 percent, or the people earning 
over $337,000 a year. The people in the 
bottom 20 percent got virtually noth-
ing. Those in the middle class got pret-
ty modest relief. Those in the middle 20 
percent got 10 percent of the benefits. 
The top 20 percent got 68 percent of the 
benefits. The top 1 percent, over 33 per-
cent of the benefits. 

Mr. President, when our colleagues 
say everything is going well in the 
economy, they are living in a different 
economy than the one I am watching. 
Look at the difference on this chart. 
This is what has happened in the last 
nine recessions. The dotted red line is 
what has happened to job growth as an 
average of the last nine recessions 
since World War II. This black line is 
what is happening this time. Do you 
notice the difference? Something dra-
matically different is occurring be-
tween recoveries in the last nine reces-
sions and this one. At this stage of the 
recovery, we would expect to have, 
based on what has happened in the nine 
previous recoveries since World War II, 
5.5 million more private sector jobs 
than we have this time. 

Something is wrong. We have already 
seen 1.6 million jobs lost since January 
2001. These are the job loss numbers. 
We are still 1.6 million jobs below 
where we were in 2001. The Chairman of 
the President’s Council of Economic 
Advisers said we expect, sort of on av-
erage jobs in 2004 to be 2.6 million more 
than jobs in 2003. For that to happen, 
we would have to have monthly job 
growth of 1.725 million. But what we 
are getting is 141,000. That is a jobs gap 
of enormous proportion. The hard re-
ality is that the President’s record on 
jobs shows a loss of private sector jobs 
for the first time since back to the ad-
ministration of Herbert Hoover. 

The President hates that comparison. 
In some ways, it is unfair because Hoo-
ver presided over the Great Depression. 
That is certainly not the case now. We 
are not in a depression. We are not in 
a recession. But the fact is that every 
administration since Hoover has seen 
private sector job growth—every single 
administration, except this one. 

The President’s record on jobs, the 
President’s record on the economy, the 
President’s record on deficits and debt 
is the worst record of any President we 
have had, certainly in my memory, be-
cause he has taken a reckless fiscal 
course. We all know the story on man-
ufacturing jobs: 2.1 million manufac-
turing jobs were lost since January of 
2001. Now we get an economic report of 
the President in February of this year 
saying they ought to consider changing 
the definition of manufacturing jobs. 
The way out of this is not to create 
more manufacturing jobs, it is to 
change the definition of what is a man-
ufacturing job. Here is what the Presi-
dent’s economic report said: 

The definition of a manufactured product 
is not straightforward. When a fast food res-
taurant sells a hamburger, for example, is it 
providing a service or is it combining inputs 
to manufacture a product? 

Now, there are all kinds of ways to 
deal with a bad jobs record, but to try 
to redefine manufacturing as McDon-
ald’s manufacturing hamburgers is not 
going to sell. 

Mr. DODD. Will my colleague yield 
for a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I don’t 

want to interrupt the flow. The Sen-
ator is going through a lot of numbers 
and statistics, and we owe a debt of 
gratitude to Senator CONRAD for this 
analysis. I would like to come back to 
this deficit picture. I think these other 
numbers on jobs and so forth are in di-
rect relation to our fiscal policies. 
There is a correlation because of our 
inability—and I am posing a question 
to the Senator—or unwillingness to 
make the kind of important invest-
ments that any period of economic 
growth requires, which are obviously 
being adversely affected by the amount 
of debt we are accumulating. 

I don’t know if my colleague from 
North Dakota saw the same article I 
did yesterday, which was the lead story 
in the World Business section of the 
New York Times in which the IMF 
chief sees potential hazard in U.S. fis-
cal policies. I quote: 

‘‘We believe that such a large imbalance’’ 

Talking about debt and deficit. 
‘‘is a risk not only to the United States 

economy, but for the world economy’’ as 
well. 

There are implications of allowing 
this fiscal situation to get so out of 
hand so quickly. As I recall it, in Janu-
ary 2001, we were looking at 10 years of 
surplus of $5.6 trillion. We are told now 
that the projections over the next 10 
years of debt is somewhere around $3.5 
trillion. 

My question is, what are the implica-
tions for the younger generation? We 
have heard debate about death taxes. 
What about a birth tax here? What are 
the obligations of the children being 
born who are accumulating the debt 
that is occurring here? I wonder if he 
might comment on the IMF story and 
what it means for a child born in the 
21st century with this kind of debt, 
what sort of price tag have they been 
saddled with as a result of the mis-
management of our fiscal economy? 

Mr. CONRAD. It is interesting. This 
is the second warning the IMF has 
issued this year about the U.S. deficits 
and debt. This is the second time the 
International Monetary Fund has 
warned us and warned the world that 
growing U.S. deficits and debt threaten 
not only our own economic security 
but the world’s economic security. 
Why? Because as the United States ac-
cumulates more and more debt, at 
some point those dollars that we are 
sending—that are being borrowed by 
us, money that is coming from China 
and Japan and, amazingly enough, 
South Korea—can you imagine that we 
have borrowed $60 billion from South 
Korea. At some point, that money has 
to be repaid. How is it repaid? How can 
it be repaid? Well, we have to reduce 
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our standard of living in order to 
produce the funds to pay back the rest 
of the world. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I was 
stunned by those numbers. As I recall, 
I think you said that we have borrowed 
around $600 billion from Japan, about 
$150 billion from China, and billions 
more from other countries. To make 
the picture clear, that is like a bank 
holding a mortgage on your home. 
They hold the paper on America. They 
can call due those notes at any time, I 
presume, or within a reasonable time, 
and could insist upon us paying back 
those obligations. So, in other words, 
our economic well-being is in no small 
measure tied to the desires of nations 
that may not have the same goals as 
we do, either in economic or foreign 
policy. They hold the mortgage, in a 
sense, on our future; is that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. That is exactly cor-
rect. The foreign debt of the United 
States under this administration has 
gone from $1 trillion to 1.8 trillion, an 
80-percent increase in our foreign in-
debtedness. 

Mr. DODD. In 40 months. 
Mr. CONRAD. In 42 months. I was 

teaching back home in North Dakota 
at one of the universities, and I asked 
the students there: Does it make a dif-
ference, should you care, does it matter 
to you that we owe Japan almost $700 
billion? Does it matter we owe China 
over $160 billion? Does it matter that 
we have borrowed over $60 billion from 
South Korea? They said it matters. 

I said: How do you think it matters? 
They said: If there is a military con-

frontation of some kind, maybe that 
affects our ability to do things we 
might think is in the national interest 
because we owe them so much money. 

On trade, can we really call their 
hand when they are treating us un-
fairly in trade relationships when we 
owe them hundreds of billions of dol-
lars? And what are the consequences 
here if all of a sudden we do return to 
economic growth and we have borrowed 
all this money and we have to start 
paying it back, what is the effect on in-
terest rates here? 

That is what frightens the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. That is what 
concerns people such as Chairman 
Greenspan. That as we see rising inter-
est rates because of this enormous in-
debtedness, and we have to start pay-
ing more interest to keep getting peo-
ple to loan us money, that all of a sud-
den, the cost of servicing this debt will 
go up dramatically, it makes it much 
worse, and, more importantly, for the 
economy—because we have millions of 
people who have variable interest rates 
on their homes, on their cars, on their 
student loans—these interest rates will 
start going up dramatically because 
countries are less willing to continue 
to loan us money, and all of a sudden 
the economic strength of America is 
weakened. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if I may 
further add, that is just the exact point 
I wanted to raise with my colleague 

from North Dakota. We talk about ris-
ing interest rates, and we are talking 
about some tax cuts. As I understand 
it, when we begin to talk about an in-
terest rate hike, which we invariably 
are going to see, the actual cost of a 
college loan, a home mortgage, a car 
payment, or any other obligation 
which most middle-income families 
have to borrow to meet these obliga-
tions—we have watched higher edu-
cation costs go up more than 30 per-
cent; we have watched health care pre-
miums go up 45 percent; we have 
watched the price of gasoline go up 20 
percent; all under this President’s 
watch. To make those payments, it 
will actually exceed whatever tax cut 
we may be providing to that middle-in-
come family because of our inability or 
the unwillingness of this administra-
tion to actually be more responsible in 
managing the fiscal picture of this 
country, and average consumers are 
going to see interest rate hikes that 
are going to dwarf any tax cut they 
may get; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. CONRAD. None of us can predict 
with clarity what is going to happen 
with interest rates, although we know 
under this fiscal condition, interest 
rates are going to go up. Clearly, that 
is going to offset, if not completely 
eliminate, the advantage of some of 
the tax reductions we get. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. I know we are out of 
time. I ask for an additional 30 seconds 
to close. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
going to go right to the end of my 
charts. Real median household income 
has gone down under this President. 
That is a serious problem for this coun-
try, a serious problem for the middle 
class, and wages are falling behind in-
flation. This is something which should 
concern all of us because we see wage 
increases falling behind inflation. That 
is why people feel squeezed, and we 
have not seen anything yet if the fiscal 
policies of the country are not altered, 
if we do not begin to get back to fiscal 
balance to reduce the threat to the 
long-term economic security of our 
country. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent for 1 minute to conclude 
my comments. 

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

Mr. DODD. I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota for taking a little 
time to go over this issue. These are 
our choices. There are those who may 
think the path we are on is a reason-
able and sound one, that these numbers 
really do not make any difference. We 
hear that all the time: Deficits don’t 
matter. My colleague from North Da-
kota has laid out exactly why they do 
matter and why we are going to have 
to pay for these things and get our fis-

cal picture in shape, or we are going to 
pay an awful price. 

When we think of the IMF warning 
countries about their economic policies 
or fiscal policies, we are normally talk-
ing about third and fourth world na-
tions. Here is the head of the IMF now 
telling the greatest economy in the 
history of the world: You better get 
your act together; not only are you 
going to hurt yourself, but you are 
going to hurt the world economy. 

In a few days, Americans have a 
choice to make, and the choice the 
Senator from North Dakota laid out is 
a clear one. Politics is about the fu-
ture. What the Senator is talking 
about is the future. I am tired hearing 
about debates 40 years ago. Americans 
want to know what is going to happen 
to their kids and grandchildren, and 
the Senator from North Dakota laid 
out the scenario that if we do not make 
the right choices, it will cost us dearly. 

I thank the Senator. 
f 

THE TAX BILL 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we are 
shortly going to have before us a tax 
bill that will increase the debt of this 
country by, in some estimates, more 
than $1 trillion. This year’s deficit that 
the President acknowledges is $430 bil-
lion. Of course, as we have learned here 
today in the presentation of Senator 
CONRAD, the ranking member of the 
Budget Committee, that doesn’t take 
into consideration the cost of the war, 
nor does it take into consideration the 
fact that he is borrowing money from 
the Social Security trust fund. So the 
debt, of course, is closer to $600 billion, 
this year. 

Today we learn from any newspaper 
we pick up that one way the President 
is going to try to save a few bucks is by 
going after the poorest of the poor. He 
is doing this by changing housing sub-
sidies. I quote: ‘‘The Bush administra-
tion is changing the fair market rent 
to section 8 tenants. The Government 
pays tenants about 7 percent of this 
amount. Here’s a sampling in metro-
politan areas.’’ 

This sampling will cause the hair on 
the back of your head to come up. 
What has happened is, to help the 
President pay for all the things to help 
the rich of this country, corporate 
America, he is going after the poorest 
of the poor. The poor in Boston, section 
8 tenants, in a one-bedroom apartment 
will lose 5 percent; in a four-bedroom 
apartment, 27 percent. In Detroit, they 
will lose, in a one-bedroom apartment, 
6 percent; a four-bedroom apartment, 
21 percent. In New Haven, they will 
lose 4 percent on a one-bedroom, 21 per-
cent on a four-bedroom; in Trenton, 18 
percent on a four-bedroom; in Atlanta, 
16 percent; in New York City, 14 per-
cent; in Philadelphia, 13 percent. On 
and on with these slashes that affect 
the poorest of the poor. 

I hope the people around this country 
are seeing what has happened to the 
fiber of our country. We used to talk 
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