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The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. KUYKENDALL).

O

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 26, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN T.
KUYKENDALL to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

O

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

O

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE IN
KOSOVO

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, last
month the May 15 edition of Newsweek
ran an article regarding Kosovo and
the damage assessment data that was
gathered by NATO and the United
States Air Force. While some of the ac-
cusations in the article raised concerns
on both sides of the issue, | believe, Mr.
Speaker, it misses the point, and, that
is, the outstanding job accomplished by
our men and women of the United
States Air Force.

What many fail to realize is that the
Air Force was practically engaged in a
major theater war. Thirty-eight thou-
sand sorties were flown during the 78-
day operation with two aircraft lost to
enemy fire. At the beginning of Oper-
ation Allied Force, the average number
of sorties flown per day was 200. That
number increased to 1,000 by the end of
that conflict. Furthermore, the United
States expended over 23,315 munitions
with the United States Air Force ac-
counting for 91 percent of that amount.
That in itself, Mr. Speaker, is a logis-
tics success story.

Over 20,000 Air Force personnel were
deployed in Operation Allied Force.
The operation also included 13 percent
of Air Force fighter aircraft, 16 percent
of bombers and 28 percent of tanker
aircraft. At the same time, United
States Air Force equipment and per-
sonnel were deployed to Northern
Watch in Irag, Southwest Asia, Central
and South America, and various Pa-
cific operations. In fact, Mr. Speaker,
we have over 260,000 military personnel
in over 100 countries. Our military has
been deployed more times during this
administration than the entire Cold
War period.

I am concerned that the Newsweek
article chose not to highlight the
major effort in which the United States
Air Force engaged over those 78 days,
but the outstanding performance con-
tinued after hostilities ceased as Air
Force officials delved into an in-depth
analysis of the warfare data.

This article in Newsweek dated May
15, this year, attempts to persuade the
reader that NATO, the Pentagon and
United States Air Force officials pur-
posely misstated the number of tanks,
artillery and armored personnel car-
riers destroyed in Operation Allied
Force. However, the author based his
assertions on a so-called suppressed re-
port. In reality, his information was
likely provided by way of an initial
ground survey conducted by NATO
itself.

This initial survey documented ac-
tual on-site findings of damaged or de-
stroyed equipment. But let me empha-
size a point here. This survey was con-
ducted after 78 days of aerial combat
operations where the battlefield, of
course, can drastically change from
day to day. Furthermore, it is common
practice for any army to remove as
much as possible of its equipment and
damage from the battlefield as soon as
possible.

Let me emphasize that this data
project was conducted by NATO itself,
with the support of the United States
Air Force. Obviously since the Air
Force conducted most of the offensive
operations, its involvement was crucial
to gathering accurate data. The project
was also designed as an assessment of
weapons targeting, their impact and ef-
fectiveness, and, of course, not just
counting armor damage.

The data released by NATO was the
result of a thorough methodology com-
posed of ground survey, mission re-
ports, cockpit videos, satellite and
other imagery and, of course, intel-
ligence reports. This data also had to
factor in decoy use, multiple strikes on
a target, and, of course, unconfirmed
strikes. As a result, the data released
was in fact more conservative than ini-
tial battle damage assessments. That is
precisely the point of this in-depth
analysis, to get an accurate picture of
what happened so you can learn and
adapt for future conflicts.

The Newsweek article does raise a
few questions, but if one looks at the
entire picture of this operation, that
person will see the Herculean effort
shouldered by the United States Air
Force. In the end, the Serbs retreated.
The Air Force mission was accom-
plished, which, of course, is the real
message for all Americans, that the Air
Force did its job and did it well.

We can be proud of these men and women
and their commitment to serve their country
and fight for a people whom they did not
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know. | commend the United States Air Force,
and all the other armed services in support of
Operation Allied Force.

a

IN OPPOSITION TO H.R. 4680, RE-
PUBLICAN PRESCRIPTION DRUG
BENEFIT BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, later
this week the Republican leadership
will bring to the floor a bill purporting
to be a new prescription drug benefit
for America’s senior citizens. In re-
ality, it is a bill which is fatally
flawed, providing a political fig leaf for
Republicans while providing false hope
to the senior citizens we all represent
who are feeling increasingly pinched by
ever rising prescription drug costs.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican bill fails
both in its structure and its scope, and
it as well as any plausible alternative
as proposed by Democrats is subject to
an artificial monetary constraint im-
posed by the Republicans in their budg-
et resolution which is both disingen-
uous and hypocritical.

In their desire to do anything but
create a real prescription drug benefit
under Medicare, the Republicans’ Rx
proposal creates a Rube Goldberg
structure that involves subsidizing in-
surance companies to do what they do
not want to do while creating a new
government bureaucracy in Medicare.
The Republican plan is modeled after
the Medicare Choice structure of entic-
ing private insurers to take over the
administration and delivery of benefits
in lieu of Medicare for a profit. It pays
insurers to create a prescription drug
plan, but, while it limits the coverage,
it does not limit the premiums that
can be charged to senior citizens. And
it empowers this new bureaucracy, the
Medicare Benefits Administration, to
increase the taxpayer subsidy to the
insurance companies if they are unable
to develop a plan which meets both the
basic structure and is affordable. Thus,
monthly premiums to seniors are al-
lowed to rise far higher than the $40 a
month assumed by the authors of this
flawed bill, and insurers are entitled to
higher taxpayer subsidies if they can-
not make enough money.

Mr. Speaker, your own press sec-
retary told the New York Times this
Sunday that the insurance market for
prescription drugs for senior citizens
would develop because under your lead-
ership’s plan it would be, quote, awash
in money. For the record, Mr. Speaker,
that is the taxpayers’ money. The fact
that the Congressional Budget Office
scored this proposal at all is astound-
ing given the open-ended nature of the
program. But perhaps they see some-
thing the Republican sponsors missed
or are not telling us; that is, the pro-
gram will not cost too much because
health insurance companies do not like
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it and will not do it. And like Medicare
Choice, once you start restricting the
Federal subsidy, profits dry up and in-
surance companies pull out. Just wit-
ness the exodus from Medicare man-
aged care after the 1997 Balanced Budg-
et Act restricted the ever increasing
adjusted average per capita cost.

The Republican leadership’s prescrip-
tion drug plan were it to ever be en-
acted into law would fail because it is
designed in such a way that senior citi-
zens will not be able to afford the pre-
miums and insurance companies will
not be able to make a profit. Moreover,
it spends taxpayer dollars to subsidize
insurance companies to do what they
do not want to do and what Medicare
can do and that Congress will ulti-
mately restrict.

Mr. Speaker, | hope that the Repub-
licans give an opportunity for a fair
substitute that brings the benefit of
prescription drugs to America’s senior
citizens.

a

SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, | want to take a couple of minutes
to talk about one of America’s most
important programs and that is Social
Security. Looking at this chart, we see
the pie graph of all of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s $1.8 trillion Federal spend-
ing. The bottom piece of pie represents
Social Security. Social Security now is
20 percent of everything that the Fed-
eral Government spends. Medicare is at
11 percent, and both programs are
growing very rapidly in terms of out-
lays. Senior programs now utilize over
50 percent of total Federal spending.
Because of the demographics, because
of the fact that individuals are living
longer and because of the slowing down
of the birthrate over the years the
problem is exacerbated. When the baby
boomers retire we will have this excep-
tionally large number of individuals
born shortly after World War 11 retire.
They will change status from paying
tax into the Social Security System to
retirees that take out, along with the
fact of increasing life span that is
going to additionally complicate the
challenges of keeping Social Security
and Medicare solvent.

In this morning’s Washington Post, a
news piece quoted Vice President GORE
as saying that Governor Bush’s plan, if
he does what he says and protects all
current retirees against having any cut
in benefits, it would take 14 years off
the already short life, and Social Secu-
rity would go bankrupt by 2023. This
statement is false. Most every bill in-
troduced in the House and Senate in
fact do make sure there is no reduction
in retirees benefits. To the contrary,
the Vice President is suggesting that
we take the Social Security surplus
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and pay down the debt held by the pub-
lic. That means, if you will excuse the
analogy, using one credit card account
to pay down another credit card ac-
count. Mr. GORE is suggesting, taking
the Social Security Trust Fund surplus
money and using that money to pay
back another debt, a debt held by the
public. But that does nothing to solve
the long term solvency. At such time
there is less Social Security tax rev-
enue coming in than is required to pay
benefits, in about 2014, the debt starts
increasing again and as you see on this
chart, debt soars, and we leave our kids
and grand kids a huge mortgage. That
is why it is so important that we have
some structural changes to keep Social
Security solvent.

I hope what the Vice President was
quoted in the newspaper was not a cor-
rect quote, because the statement has
been repeatedly demonstrated as false
by the Social Security actuaries them-
selves.

There are several plans. In fact, most
of the plans that have been introduced
in the Senate, most of the plans that
have been introduced in the House are
plans that reflect what Governor Bush
has suggested. That is they actually
make sure that we do not cut benefits
for existing retirees and we do not cut
benefits for near-term retirees. 1 will
give a few examples. The Senate bipar-
tisan Social Security plan introduced
in the Senate by six Senators; the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KAsIcH’s) plan;
and my Social Security proposal con-
tains no changes to the benefit levels
of current retirees and all of these pro-
posals have been certified by the Social
Security Administration as keeping
Social Security solvent. So to play
light with such an important program
I think does a disservice. It would have
been my hopes that President Clinton
and Vice President GOReE would have
taken the opportunity in the last 2
years to move ahead with plans and
proposals to keep Social Security sol-
vent. With White House leadership, we
could have done that this year. It is
going to take the leadership of a Presi-
dent to bring Democrats and Repub-
licans together to make sure that we
save this important program. Simply
by creative financing such as adding
“1.0.U.s” to the trust fund, that does
not honestly deal with the fact that
there is going to be less revenues com-
ing in than what is needed to pay bene-
fits is a disservice because it does not
solve the problem.

Briefly, | want to go over my Social
Security proposal, the Social Security
Solvency Act for 2000. It allows work-
ers to invest a portion of their Social
Security taxes in their own personal
retirement accounts. | start at 2.5 per-
cent. It may be appropriate that gov-
ernment defines limits on how you in-
vest that money to make sure they are
safe investments. It won’t take much
investment wetdown to make sure that
it brings in more money than the 1.7
percent that economist predict workers
can expect as a return on the payroll
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