
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S13127 October 26, 1999 
bonds between the ‘‘old-timers’’ are 
strong and newcomers can sometimes 
feel intimidated. Ultimately, I didn’t 
take John Chafee’s office, but I gladly 
accepted his friendship. When I last 
spoke to John, during a short conversa-
tion in this Chamber late last week, he 
talked about his son, Lincoln, and the 
possibility that son would replace fa-
ther in the Senate. I think he took 
great pride in the thought of his family 
carrying on his tradition of public serv-
ice. 

I was moved by the words of John 
Chafee’s staff in a statement they col-
lectively issued on Monday. It said, in 
part: ‘‘His sense of public spirit was in-
fectious, and we have all learned a 
great deal from him. But more impor-
tant than any lesson in civics is the ex-
ample he set for all of us about how to 
conduct our lives: listen to both sides; 
do what’s right; always look for the 
good in people; and, even if you don’t 
prevail, be of good cheer.’’ 

Mr. President, John was a tireless ad-
vocate for his constituents, a man who 
sought agreement in the often-acri-
monious atmosphere of Washington, a 
man who brought meaning to the idea 
of giving one’s word and standing by 
one’s principles. And he was consist-
ently of good cheer. I was proud to 
serve with him, and proud to consider 
him a friend. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today to celebrate the life and legacy 
of a dear friend and colleague, Senator 
John Chafee. 

I was deeply saddened yesterday to 
hear of Senator Chafee’s passing. The 
Chafee family lost a dear husband, fa-
ther and grandfather. My thoughts and 
prayers go out to Virginia, his chil-
dren, and his grandchildren. The Sen-
ate lost one of our most principled and 
reasoned colleagues. Senator Chafee 
will be greatly missed here. The people 
of Rhode Island, whose needs and con-
cerns guided his actions on a daily 
basis, lost an admired Senator. His im-
pact will be felt in Rhode Island for 
generations to come. Our country lost 
a tireless leader who consistently 
fought for what he believed in, and for 
that, I am deeply saddened. 

Senator Chafee was the kind of Sen-
ator that this country needs. In times 
of increasing partisanship, John Chafee 
always reached across the aisle to form 
alliances, to build compromises, to get 
things done. He let principles, not poli-
tics, be his guide. And that enabled 
him to be an unbending bridge between 
both sides that we have so desperately 
needed. 

Senator Chafee’s politics was the 
kind of politics this country needs. He 
inspired voters on both sides of the 
party line with his honest, independent 
politics. Senator Chafee always be-
lieved that persistent honesty and 
unshakeable integrity were the corner-
stones of public life. His was always 
the quiet voice of reason. 

And Senator Chafee was the kind of 
person this country needs. John Chafee 
devoted his life to public service—as a 

Marine, as a State legislator and mi-
nority leader in the Rhode Island 
House, as Governor of Rhode Island, as 
Secretary of the Navy, and as a United 
States Senator. He and his wife Vir-
ginia raised a beautiful family, and in-
stilled in them the values of public 
service and integrity. I am proud to 
have worked with such a distinguished 
man. 

We will always celebrate, and never 
forget, the work that was born of his 
public service, his commitment to his 
family, and his commitment to his 
principles. Senator Chafee’s work here 
in the Senate has had a tremendous 
impact on our nation. He leaves a re-
markable legacy. 

We will always celebrate Senator 
Chafee’s leadership on the Clean Air 
Act. We will always celebrate his fight 
to strengthen the Safe Drinking Water 
Act. We will always celebrate his hard 
work in authoring the Superfund pro-
gram. The air we breathe and the water 
we drink is cleaner and safer because of 
his landmark efforts. 

We will always remember his unwav-
ering advocacy for a woman’s right to 
chose. We will always remember his 
fight to enact the Family and Medical 
Leave bill. We will always remember 
his important work to curb gun vio-
lence in America. Our families are 
stronger, our constitutional rights 
have been protected, and our streets 
are safer because of his steadfast devo-
tion to these causes. 

In these ways and more, Mr. Presi-
dent, we will always remember and cel-
ebrate his quiet strength, his unwaver-
ing commitment to the people of his 
state, and to his own principles. Sen-
ator Chafee has had an indelible impact 
on our policy and our politics, on our 
culture and our country. And for that, 
we will always be grateful. 

f 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 12:30 
having come and gone, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:46 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:14 p.m., whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
HAGEL). 

f 

AFRICAN GROWTH AND OPPOR-
TUNITY ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I under-

stand the Senator from Montana wish-
es to speak. I know there are a number 
of other Senators who wish to speak on 
the Social Security issue. 

Mr. President, what is the regular 
order? Do we have an hour? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is on the motion to proceed under 
cloture to H.R. 434. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be given 15 
minutes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to 
object, my understanding is there is no 
time constraint. We are on the motion 
to proceed; is that correct? 

Mr. GREGG. There is an hour. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each 

Senator is limited to no more than 1 
hour. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Asking further clari-
fication, is that on the motion to pro-
ceed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
motion to proceed. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that following the 
Senator from New Hampshire, I be al-
lowed to speak for 20 minutes as in 
morning business. 

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

The Senator from New Hampshire. 
f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my concern about the 
President’s latest Social Security pro-
posal as outlined in his recent radio ad-
dress. I hope Congress will resolve to 
oppose this proposal unless it can be 
significantly modified, and it does not 
appear the President wants to modify 
it. 

I am greatly disappointed with the 
decision by the President to bring for-
ward this proposal. I had hoped to work 
with the President in a bipartisan man-
ner to resolve the Social Security 
issue. There are a number of us in the 
Senate who are willing to go forward in 
a bipartisan manner on this issue. For 
example, Senator KERREY, Senator 
BREAUX, Senator GRASSLEY, and I have 
introduced a comprehensive Social Se-
curity reform bill. I have been pleased 
with this bipartisan effort, at least in 
the Senate, but I have been extremely 
disappointed by the White House’s con-
tinued partisan approach toward the 
Social Security problem and especially 
their most recent proposal, which is, to 
say the least, a sham proposal. My goal 
today is to make absolutely clear for 
my colleagues just why this proposal 
does not work. 

This is not an easy task because it is 
a complicated and confusing issue, but 
it is something that must be done. Re-
grettably, I think the complicated and 
confusing nature of the proposal was 
intentionally created in that concept 
so the people would not understand it, 
so it would be confusing, and so that, 
therefore, by glossing over it with 
terms such as ‘‘saving Social Secu-
rity,’’ they could attempt to hide the 
underlying documents and energy of it, 
which is to basically undermine Social 
Security. 

Thus, it is vitally important that we 
all understand exactly what is at 
stake. So I am going to go back to ba-
sics and try to simplify this as much as 
I can. 

In its simplest terms, the Social Se-
curity system has enough money to 
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pay benefits today but does not have 
enough money to pay the projected 
benefits in the future, beginning in the 
year 2014. That is the entire problem. 

What will we do in the year 2014 
under the current law? We will have to 
raise additional money through the in-
come tax, through the general revenues 
of the Federal Government. The gap 
between benefits promised and the So-
cial Security taxes will get bigger and 
bigger every year. It will be $200 billion 
annually by the year 2020 and $666 bil-
lion annually by the year 2030. Under 
the current law, we will simply keep 
raising revenues every year until the 
Federal Government has paid every-
thing it owes to the Social Security 
system in the year 2034. 

When we reach that point, we declare 
insolvency, the Government of the 
United States, and the benefits would 
have to be cut, and Social Security 
would basically go into a tailspin. 
These funding gaps are so large, it 
would be unfair to a future generation 
to wait until that time and do the dras-
tic cuts in benefits or radical increases 
in taxes which would occur in order to 
pay for the system. That is why so 
many of us have been calling for a com-
prehensive reform, a reform that will 
begin now, when we have time to work 
on the system and to make it work. 

What has the President proposed? 
The President has proposed that as 
part of any lockbox legislation we ac-
company the lockbox with a provision 
that will transfer interest payments to 
the Social Security system. It is vital 
that my colleagues understand two 
things: This proposal would do nothing, 
absolutely nothing, to fund the future 
Social Security benefit; in fact, it 
would undermine the Social Security 
system by giving the false assurance of 
improvement. Secondly, this proposal 
would formally commit tens of tril-
lions of dollars in new income taxes, 
simply through some accounting 
sleight of hand. That means that fu-
ture generations, our children, our 
grandchildren, would get a tax increase 
as a result of this President’s proposal 
which would run into the trillions of 
dollars. 

To understand why, let me first show 
my colleagues this quote from the 
President’s budget of last year. It was 
tucked away on page 337 in the analyt-
ical perspective section. Some budget 
analyst must have experienced an at-
tack of truth in budgeting and included 
the language. It is definitive. 

Trust Fund balances are available to fi-
nance future benefit payments and other 
trust fund expenditures—but only in a book-
keeping sense . . . They do not consist of 
real economic assets that can be drawn down 
in the future to fund benefits. Instead, they 
are claims on the Treasury that, when re-
deemed, will have to be financed by raising 
taxes, borrowing from the public, or reducing 
benefits or other expenditures. The existence 
of large trust fund balances, therefore, does 
not, by itself, have any impact on the Gov-
ernment’s ability to pay benefits. 

That last sentence is the clearest ex-
planation of what the problem is. No 

matter how large the trust fund stated 
number is, it does nothing to pay down 
the benefits, if there are not assets to 
back it up which can be drawn on with-
out raising taxes. 

I hope every Member of Congress un-
derstands this. I hope the American 
people understand it. If we use our 
power to artificially inflate the bal-
ance of the trust, it does not do the 
beneficiaries one bit of good. If we de-
cree that it is a $1 trillion or a $10 tril-
lion or even a nothing number in the 
trust fund, it has exactly the same fi-
nancial impact. It has no impact on the 
outyear benefit structure. So the Presi-
dent’s proposal to credit the trust fund 
with the interest savings will have no 
impact at all on the structure of the 
system and the liability which the 
American taxpayer will have to pay to 
support the system in the outyears. 

What it would do, however, is give a 
false impression that we have taken 
some substantive action. And that, of 
course, is the goal of this President— 
politics over substance. We already 
have a problem of understanding. Al-
ready the Social Security system’s 
problems are papered over by the dec-
laration of actuarial solvency through 
the year 2034. This disguises the fact 
that the real problem for us and for the 
next generation begins in the year 2014. 
What the President is effectively say-
ing is that we should now paper over 
the problem even further, that we 
should wait until the year 2050. 

Earlier this year, the Comptroller of 
the United States, David Walker, testi-
fied before the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. He was speaking about the 
President’s proposal of earlier this 
year, but his comments are equally 
valid regarding the most recent pro-
posal he has put forward. He said: 

. . . it is important to note that the Presi-
dent’s proposal does not alter the projected 
cash-flow imbalances in the Social Security 
program. Benefit costs and revenues cur-
rently associated with the program will not 
be affected by even one cent. 

In other words, the proposal the 
President is putting forward has abso-
lutely no impact on the ability to pay 
the benefits that are going to be re-
quired to be paid to maintain the So-
cial Security system in the outyears. 

Moreover, he went on to say: One of 
the risks of the proposal is that the ad-
ditional years of financing may very 
well diminish the urgency to achieve 
meaningful changes in the program. 
That would not be in the overall best 
interest of the Nation. It would be 
tragic, indeed, if this proposal masked 
the urgency of the Social Security sol-
vency problem and served to delay the 
much-needed action. 

In other words, even though this pro-
posal would not do anything for Social 
Security, it would make the represen-
tation to the public that we had. This 
would become a license for irrespon-
sibility. It would break the faith of the 
Social Security beneficiaries by rep-
resenting that the problem had been 
solved for another 50 years, even 

though we have taken absolutely no 
real action. 

Here is a chart that shows the work-
ings of the Social Security system in a 
simplified form and represents the 
problems we confront. On the left of 
the chart, we can see the projections 
under the current law. On the right- 
hand side of the chart, we can see pro-
jections under the President’s proposal. 
There is absolutely no difference. The 
President’s proposal has no effect on 
the problems of the system. Current 
law problems which caused the system 
to go into insolvency are going to exist 
in the same form if we follow the Presi-
dent’s proposal. 

The numbers are startling. We term 
it insolvent in the year 2040 because 
the cost is so high. Under the Presi-
dent’s proposal, it is a $1.1 trillion in-
crease in the year 2040 on the taxpayers 
of America, which, in my opinion, rep-
resents an insolvency event, if we fol-
low the President’s proposal. 

What is the President’s argument? 
He is arguing that his program pro-
vides for additional reduction in public 
debt and that we can justify these addi-
tional income tax liabilities by the fact 
that the public debt has been reduced 
and debt service has also been reduced. 
But, once again, the reality is different 
from the claim. If you study the Social 
Security actuary’s memo in the Presi-
dent’s plan written last Saturday, Oc-
tober 23, you would find the following 
information. I hope the press will pick 
up on this. Transfers are not contin-
gent on actual amounts of reductions 
of debt held by the public. Transfers 
are assumed to be as indicated, regard-
less of the effect on the budget bal-
ances. 

Now, it may well be the President 
will yet propose a way to require that 
only a reduction in public debt will 
trigger the transfers he has suggested, 
but that is not what his current pro-
posal says. His current proposal only 
issues this new debt and these new li-
abilities and does not make them in 
any way contingent upon public debt 
being reduced. This is not a plan to re-
duce public debt. It is a plan to issue 
new debt. It creates new income tax ob-
ligations, regardless of what happens 
with the overall budget balance. It has 
nothing to do with straightening out 
the Social Security system by reducing 
public debt. It is simply an increase in 
income tax obligations as a result of an 
increase in debt obligations of the Fed-
eral Government. 

One other point: The President be-
lieves it is appropriate to reward So-
cial Security by giving it the interest 
savings from the reduced public debt. 
Current law already credits Social Se-
curity with interest, as if we had saved 
the surplus, whether we do or do not. 
This is current law. What the President 
is proposing is that we give a second 
round of transfers to the Social Secu-
rity system. We are already crediting 
Social Security with interest saved. 
That is what produced the finding that 
the system is sound until the year 2034. 
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The President is simply proposing 

that we arbitrarily issue a second 
round of credit, not justified or contin-
gent upon anything happening in pub-
lic debt reduction, and increase the in-
come tax obligations to the program. 
Remember, again, all the taxes the 
President is talking about pouring into 
this program as a result of this ac-
counting process gimmickry are in-
come taxes; they are not payroll taxes. 

So we are shifting the burden, under 
the President’s proposal, of the Social 
Security system from being a payroll 
tax system to being an income tax sys-
tem, from going to a system where the 
people who receive the benefit under 
the retirement process and pay for it 
during their working lives are now re-
ceiving a benefit from the general rev-
enue fund and the income tax fund 
versus the payroll tax fund. That is a 
huge change in the basic philosophy of 
the way we have supported the Social 
Security system. The President does 
this with his proposal, which is to cre-
ate a new accounting mechanism. 

So the practical effect of the Presi-
dent’s proposal is to do absolutely 
nothing in the way of resolving the 
fundamental problems that confront 
Social Security. The practical effect of 
the President’s proposal is to create an 
accounting gimmick that makes you 
feel as if you have done something. The 
practical effect of the President’s pro-
posal is to undermine the momentum 
for fundamental, fair, effective Social 
Security reform in exchange for a po-
litical statement that may get you 
through the next election but which is 
going to create major crises for the 
system in the outyears. 

The President’s proposal fails any 
form of accounting test. The Presi-
dent’s proposal fails any form of a rea-
sonable review. The President’s pro-
posal, most importantly, fails the next 
generation and the generation behind 
it because what it does is transfer onto 
their backs, for the sake of a political 
statement today, a tax burden that 
will amount to trillions of dollars. It is 
an action that is absolutely inappro-
priate and which I hope this Congress 
and the American people will reject. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Peter 
Washburn, a fellow with the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee, be 
allowed floor privileges during the in-
troduction of the Good Samaritan leg-
islation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Montana is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. BAUCUS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1787 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized to 
speak for up to 15 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

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

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I 
want to address the subject of Social 
Security, as my colleague from New 
Hampshire has so eloquently addressed 
a few minutes ago. It is a matter about 
which we are all concerned. We all 
agree that something is going to have 
to be done about it because the num-
bers simply don’t work. We all know 
that the money needed to pay to more 
and more retirees is not going to be 
sufficient because we are not going to 
have a sufficient number of people pay-
ing into the trust fund. We are going to 
have more and more retirees and fewer 
and fewer workers in the future. The 
numbers simply are not going to add 
up. 

We all recognize that a day of reck-
oning is coming, and many of us have 
been struggling to try to decide what 
to do about it. It seems as if there are 
really only three choices. 

One is to raise taxes. We pay for So-
cial Security with Social Security 
taxes, FICA taxes. We could raise them 
astronomically on future workers. 

The second is to cut benefits, which, 
of course, nobody wants to do. 

The third choice is to have some kind 
of fundamental restructuring and re-
form. I think more and more people 
have concluded that is what has to 
happen. 

A lot of people, including myself, 
think we have to have some system 
whereby the worker can invest some of 
that money in those FICA taxes for 
something that will have a much great-
er return than they are getting today. 

We were hoping that before the Presi-
dent left office, there would be some 
leadership from the President in mak-
ing some of the hard choices we all 
know are going to have to be made. 
Any one of those choices I have just de-
scribed is not an easy political choice 
to make. It will never be made unless 
we get some leadership from the Presi-
dent, at which point I think a lot of 
people will fall in line. 

We have, on a bipartisan basis in the 
Senate, already been trying to work to-
ward that end. Frankly, I don’t think 
the political risks are as great as a lot 
of people think. I think we should tell 
the people the truth and do something, 
go ahead and do it. There is not a lot of 
risk to that. Most people believe other-
wise. But we will have to have Presi-
dential leadership under any cir-
cumstances. 

The President has come forth with a 
plan which does not really do those 
three things I mentioned before in 
terms of the alternatives, but he seeks 
to basically put the problem off to an-
other day. It is a good strategy in a 
year before an election because it 

avoids the problem while pretending to 
solve it. But it certainly doesn’t do 
anything to solve it. 

I think we can reach agreement on 
that with a pretty wide consensus on a 
bipartisan basis in this body because 
too many Democrats and Republicans 
have been working together and con-
cluding that the approach that has re-
cently been suggested by the President 
is something that just won’t work. 

Here is the basic situation. Right 
now, mandatory spending programs 
such as Social Security and Medicare 
consume two-thirds of our Federal 
budget. In 1980, it was 53 percent; 1990, 
63 percent; today, 66.5 percent. By 2030, 
if no changes are made, mandatory 
spending, including Social Security 
and Medicare, will eat up 100 percent of 
Federal revenue. 

We know we cannot go down that 
route forever. At the same time, we are 
facing a demographic time bomb that 
will place unprecedented new burdens 
on the Federal budget. The number of 
Americans over the age of 65 will more 
than double between now and 2030. 
Also, during the same period, the work-
ing age of Americans will only increase 
by 25 percent. This means there will be 
fewer people paying into the system to 
support many more beneficiaries. Most 
everyone, myself included, argues that 
more people living longer is not a bad 
problem to have. But it will place tre-
mendous strain on the Social Security 
Program and on our Federal budget, 
neither of which is particularly well 
equipped to deal with it. 

I cannot agree with the President 
when he said in his radio address that 
his proposal to transfer general rev-
enue credits—getting away from the 
FICA self-financing system that we 
have now, but dipping into general rev-
enue credits, coming in from income 
taxes because we have a surplus now, 
that to transfer these credits into the 
Social Security trust fund is ‘‘the first 
big step toward truly saving Social Se-
curity.’’ 

Let me first point out the general 
revenues the President wants to trans-
fer to Social Security come from the 
very same projected budget surplus he 
said we could not count on for tax cuts. 
Now he is using those same uncertain 
surpluses to so-called save Social Secu-
rity. The President cannot have it both 
ways. 

I will quote from testimony of David 
Walker, Comptroller General, testi-
fying before the Finance Committee in 
February. The Senator from New 
Hampshire quoted Mr. Walker saying 
‘‘this does not represent a Social Secu-
rity reform plan.’’ I will not quote all 
of his statement at this point, but an 
additional statement he made was that 
‘‘the changes to the Social Security 
Program will thus be more perceived 
than real,’’ talking essentially the 
same as the President’s plan. Although 
the trust funds will appear to have 
more resources as a result of the pro-
posal, in reality nothing about this 
program is changed. He concluded that 
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