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strategic plan, and has not established values,
goals, expectations, and performance meas-
urements.”

We must continue to bring attention to the
documented environmental health disparities
suffered by low-income and minority commu-
nities throughout the country, raising aware-
ness so that together we might seek solutions.
| call upon the Office of Environmental Justice
Strategy to make this issue a priority as it was
designed to do more than 10 years ago.

This is a very real threat for my constitu-
ents. The EPA has announced that the entire
State of New Jersey is officially designated as
out of compliance with the agency’s health-
based standard for ozone. The entire State is
out of attainment for smog, and all counties
that are monitored for soot levels are also out
of attainment.

Studies have shown that New Jersey’s air
pollution levels cause 2,000 premature deaths
every year. At this rate, pollution ranks as the
3rd most serious public health threat in my
State. Only smoking and obesity kill more New
Jerseyans each year.

In addition, child asthma rates are on the
rise—especially in our cities—and the threat of
mercury pollution puts all of us at risk, but
most especially infants, children, and pregnant
women.

The Bush Administration’s efforts to weaken
protections established under the Clean Air
and Clean Water Acts have compromised the
long fought-for protections we have won since
the Inaugural Earth Day back in 1970. We
must stand firm in our objections to environ-
mental policy that favors industry at the ex-
pense of nature and public health, and we
must oppose irresponsible legislation, such as
Clear Skies, that claim to protect the environ-
ment even while it is attempting to degrade it.

As we celebrate Earth Day, | hope that all
of us can pledge to do more than just talk
about these issues and to commit to act in
support of those things which we speak about
so passionately today. We must dedicate our-
selves to full enforcement of the Clean Air and
Clean Water Acts. We must rid our lakes, riv-
ers, and streams of dangerous mercury pollu-
tion to ensure the safety of all Americans. We
must oppose any more delays and restore full
funding to the clean-up of toxic waste sites
that threaten the health and safety of our Na-
tions children. We must take seriously the
threat of pollution to public health and act to
alleviate the suffering of the urban minority
and low-income populations, as well as the 5
million American children who now suffer from
asthma.

These are big goals, but the stakes could
not be higher. We must protect our precious
natural resources and the health and safety of
all Americans, especially urban, minority, and
low-income populations who bear the brunt of
our failure to do so.

————
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the subject of my Special Order
today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PoE). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Washington?
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There was no objection.

SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KLINE) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to be here this evening to con-
tinue the discussion of Social Security,
what it is, where it is, what we think
the problems with it might be, and
what some of the solutions might be. I
know some of my colleagues have been
in a discussion on this important pro-
gram for the last hour or so, and they
plan to join me shortly.

I would like to start by laying out for
my colleagues the history of Social Se-
curity, what it was, what it has done
for Americans, and where it is today.
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Social Security, as most Americans
know, has been a terrific institution
that generations of Americans have re-
lied on. It is a system that I think
most of us would agree has to be pre-
served and protected for our children
and our grandchildren.

Mr. Speaker, my 84-year-old mother
has been drawing Social Security, and
she is at that point where it is her sole
source of income. She relies on it very
heavily as do millions of senior citi-
zens, and we certainly want to make
sure that all of those senior citizens
get every dime that they are expecting
to come their way. But we also need to
make sure that our children, and my
children are in their thirties, it seems
every day they age another year, an in-
dication of how old I am getting and
how rapidly, my children are in their
thirties and their children, my four
wonderful grandchildren, are 6, 5, 3 and
3. We need to make sure that as we
look forward to the future of Social Se-
curity that it is there for our grand-
children as well.

I think most Americans, but not all,
and most of my colleagues know that
Social Security does much more than
provide for a retirement, for assistance
in retirement. It provides spousal bene-
fits, survivor benefits, dependent bene-
fits, and disability benefits. I believe
that my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle would like to make sure that
those benefits, that that security, that
that safety net continues into the fu-
ture for our children and our grand-
children.

Social Security has traditionally
functioned as a pay-as-you-go system.
When President Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt brought us Social Security back
in 1935, it was a contributory social in-
surance program. What does that
mean? That means that workers put in
and workers receive benefits. All work-
ers pay in; all workers receive benefits.
It really was not designed as an invest-
ment program. It was not designed to
do anything other than provide some
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insurance for you when you reached
your retirement years. We have paid
for it by taking taxes from the wage
earner. When President Roosevelt
started the program, we took 1 percent
from the employee and 1 percent from
the employer. Two percent of the first
$3,000 earned was taken up in Social
Security taxes to pay for the benefits
of current and future retirees. Today’s
workers support today’s retirees
through a 12.4 percent tax, one dollar
in every eight, half of it paid by the
employer, half of it paid by the em-
ployee, on the first $90,000 they earn
each year. What a difference, 2 percent
to 12.4 percent. Two dollars in 100 to
one dollar in eight. The program has
changed.

It has changed in another funda-
mental way that I think that all of us,
Mr. Speaker, need to be aware of. As
late as 1950, and I will refer to the
chart here beside me, there were 16
American workers paying for every one
beneficiary. Today, we are down to 3.3
Americans working and paying taxes
for every beneficiary. Again, what a de-
mographic change in America, a demo-
graphic change in the United States,
for many reasons, life expectancies are
longer, and that is a good thing, we are
living longer, healthier lives, families
are smaller, and that trend continues.
So by 2035, 2040, when younger workers
retire, we will have only two Ameri-
cans working for every retiree. That is
a pretty tough load for younger work-
ers to shoulder.

What does that mean in terms of
money in the program? As I think most
Americans know, we have been taking
in those taxes, we have been paying out
benefits and taking the excess money
and putting it into a trust fund. I am
going to get to that trust fund and talk
about it in just a minute. But we need
to also be aware, I think it is impor-
tant for us to understand in the cur-
rent system how benefits are cal-
culated, because as we look to ways
that we might need to strengthen So-
cial Security, we need to understand
the current system; and I would like to
take just a minute to talk about how
that works.

The Social Security Administration
looks at every working American’s
working life, all the years that they
have worked. So if you, like me and
many Americans, you started off work-
ing with a paying job in the grocery
store or maybe the newspaper or some-
thing when you were 16 or 15 and you
work until your full retirement age,
which by the time younger workers re-
tire under the current system is not 65
anymore, it is 67, you could have been
working and paying Social Security
taxes for 50 years. The Social Security
Administration takes those 50 years
and they take your most productive,
your highest paid 35 years, and they
put it into a formula and, like every-
thing these days, they do not sit down
with a hand calculator, there is a com-
puter that has a formula that actually
weights the system so that you get a
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little bit higher percentage, if you will,
if you are a lower-paid worker and a
little bit less if you are higher paid;
but they put it into the mill, they take
those highest 35 years, they average it
out, an index is put to it, and you come
up with a number and that is your re-
tirement benefit. That is your monthly
check, which as our current retirees
know, that is adjusted for inflation
every year. That is how it works today.

I mentioned that with the increased
life expectancy and the smaller fami-
lies and the lower number of workers
per each retiree, we get into a cash
flow problem, that is, at some point we
are not going to be taking in as much
money as we are paying out if we get
to the point where there are only two
workers for each retiree.

Let us take a look at another chart
here. There are, I suppose, many ways
to do this. I have been holding some
town hall meetings back in my home
district, the Second District of Min-
nesota. One chart that I have often
shown shows that our costs are exceed-
ing our revenue. Another way of talk-
ing about it, and I have used this chart
as well in those town hall meetings, is
to show that in the near term, we are
taking in more money in FICA, more
money in Social Security taxes, that is
this dark little bump right here, than
we are paying out and that excess
money is being marked and put in spe-
cial Treasury bonds redeemable only
by the Social Security Administration,
the trust fund, to pay future benefits.

But the Social Security Administra-
tion, the trustees report annually as
they look forward to the projections
for upcoming years what the health of
Social Security is. Their latest report,
which came out about, oh, 6 weeks or
so ago, last month, said that in the
year 2017, just 12 years from now, right
here on this chart, that we are going to
start paying out more money in bene-
fits to retirees than we are taking in in
Social Security taxes. More money
going out than we are taking in. That
puts us into a cash deficit situation.

What are we going to do about that?
The Social Security Administration
also pointed out in that report that the
Social Security trust fund, those spe-
cial-issue Treasury bonds, will run out
of those bonds in the year 2041. So at
least on paper for a few years, we will
be able to pay those benefits out of the
Social Security trust fund by redeem-
ing those special-issue Treasury bonds.

The challenge for us here in this
House, in this Congress, is how are we
Americans going to redeem those bonds
in order to meet our obligation to re-
tirees? That is something we need to
think about, because the situation does
not get any better in the next 5 years
or 10 years or 15 or 20. It does not get
better. In fact, even when we have re-
deemed those bonds, as I mentioned
earlier, the Social Security Adminis-
tration says that by 2041, there are not
any bonds left to redeem, and so we are
back to that position, we are back to
this situation where we have two work-
ers for each retiree.
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Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that is a
situation that we have to address. It is
our responsibility to address it. The
need to address it is now, because there
is another little bump here that I think
is important to us. In just 3 more
years, the leading edge of the baby
boomers start to retire. You can see
the way the line changes that we have
less money coming in and more money
going out because those baby boomers,
and I have to admit that I am one of
them, baby boomers are going to start
to earn retirement benefits, take re-
tirement benefits. We start on a down
slope, and by 2017 we cross that line.
We need to decide what we are going to
do about that for the near term and for
the long term.

Those Treasury bonds, I have heard
some people say, I was in a town hall
meeting and some young man stood up,
he was about the age of my children,
actually perhaps a little younger, I
think he was around 30, and he said,
well, you know, I'm planning on not
having any Social Security whatso-
ever. There’s not going to be anything
there for me. I know that is a senti-
ment that is sometimes widely shared,
but let us be honest, that is not true.
Even under the current system, there
would be something there in Social Se-
curity. I think the administration is
forecasting now that because there are
only two workers for each retiree, that
there will be some money coming,
around 75 percent of what would have
been expected. That is a horrible re-
turn. It is a horrible rate of return for
a young man or a young woman who
pays into Social Security all their life
for the benefit of current retirees; and
when their time comes to retire, the
best that they can hope is 75 cents
back on the dollar that they were ex-
pecting. By the way, if they are going
to get the 75 cents on the dollar, that
assumes that they are going to live a
full life. It just seems to me that we
need to be able to do better for our
children and for our grandchildren.

I see that my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Arizona, has arrived. I
know he has been working on this for
many years and has a proposal of his
own, and I want to yield to him in just
a moment; but it is interesting to me
that when I have a town hall meeting,
and it does not matter if there are 50
people or 100 people, they tend to be
with the senior citizens who are very
interested in this subject, they under-
stand what it is, they receive Social
Security checks; but when I ask the
question, how many of you think that
we need to do something to fix Social
Security for our children and our
grandchildren, it is now almost every
hand in the air. When I first started to
ask the question weeks ago, not every
hand went up. But I think more and
more Americans understand as we con-
tinue this dialogue and as we continue
this debate, their understanding is that
there is a problem and we need to do
something to address it.

April 19, 2005

I yield to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE) who has done an
awful lot of work on this subject.

Mr. KOLBE. I appreciate the gen-
tleman from Minnesota for yielding,
and I thank him for taking this hour of
time here this evening to talk about
this issue. It is one which is of such
great importance, not just for the cur-
rent generation, not just for those who
have retired, but for the next genera-
tion, for those who will retire in the fu-
ture.
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I listened to him earlier talking
about some of the elements of this
problem. I think he has outlined them
very well.

The problem with Social Security is
relatively simple, or the problem that
we have with the current system of So-
cial Security is relatively easy to de-
fine. And that is that we have people
living longer, we have more retirees,
and we have fewer people coming into
the workforce to pay for them.

That chart that the gentleman has
up there, I think shows it so very well.
At one time, in 1950, we had 16 people
working for every person that was re-
tired. Today it is a little over three
people, and in a few years, a couple of
decades, it will be two working people
for everyone who is retired. That
means two working people at each
month have to pay sufficient taxes to
cover the benefit that one single person
is going to receive from Social Secu-
rity. It is not sustainable over the long
term, and it cannot go on in that fash-
ion. So we need to do something about
it. And I think the gentleman is right
for coming to the floor tonight to sug-
gest that this Congress needs to deal
with it.

I am really surprised and somewhat
frustrated and chagrined at some of my
colleagues on the other side who sim-
ply say there is not a problem, we do
not need to deal with this, we are not
going to try to fix this thing, we do not
have to fix this thing now, we can do it
sometime in the future. Every year
that we delay this becomes more cost-
ly.

As the gentleman noted, I started in-
troducing a bill 7 years ago with Con-
gressman Stenholm, now with the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. BoyD), and
our plan is still the only bipartisan bill
which has been introduced in Congress.
And when we began with that legisla-
tion, we had certain costs to it, but
each time, each Congress that we have
reintroduced it, we, of course, have had
to adjust, and we are closer now to the
dates of when revenues will be less
than the benefits being paid out, and
that just makes it more costly to fix.

It is not very far away. In fact, in one
sense a really critical date comes in
just about 2 fiscal years, in the year
2008, and that is when the revenues ac-
tually start to decline. At that point
we are going to have to be doing more
borrowing because Social Security is
going to be covering a bit less of the
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deficit that we have right now in the
general operating part of the budget.
But the critical year really is in 2017
where the lines cross, which the chart
that he has in front of him there shows.
At that point, the benefits being paid
out exceed the revenues which are com-
ing in, the taxes that are being paid in.
So Social Security has to go to those
bonds that it has.

The President went the other day to
Parkersburg, West Virginia, to take a
look at that, and I think we all know
what he saw there. A couple of filing
cabinets with a lot of paper in it. There
is nothing really in the trust fund.
There never has been anything in the
trust fund. It is not as though some-
body robbed it. It is as though it was
never created to be that way. The
money has simply always gone straight
into the Treasury and has been used to
cover other operating expenses with
the promise that some day the govern-
ment would redeem those IOUs and use
those to pay the benefits. When we
start redeeming those, it is going to be
very costly because we are going to
have to be doing borrowing, as the gen-
tleman knows very well.

That is why this is such a critical
problem and why we really need to deal
with this issue now and not wait, and I
really commend the gentleman for
coming to the floor to talk about this.

I am going to listen for a few more
minutes, and then I would like to par-
ticipate again because I think I have
some thoughts about the ways in which
we go about fixing this because there is
a fairly limited number of ways in
which we can go about fixing it.

I thank the gentleman for yielding to

me.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman very
much for his hard work on this impor-
tant subject and for joining in the dis-
cussion here this evening.

I would like to talk about that trust
fund again for a few more minutes be-
cause the gentleman is perfectly cor-
rect. The President went out to West
Virginia and took a look at the filing
cabinets where the bonds, special issue
Treasury bonds are being held, redeem-
able only by the Social Security Ad-
ministration, unlike other government
bonds that are issued. And we have to
redeem those things. In order to meet
our commitment to retirees when we
stop taking in as much money in So-
cial Security taxes we are paying out
in benefits, we are going to have to re-
deem those.

And they are very much like an I0U.
I do not mean to say that in a deroga-
tory way, but in this particular case
because of these special bonds and the
way they work, we, all of us in Amer-
ica, all of my colleagues, we have to re-
deem those bonds out of the general
fund. We borrowed it from ourselves;
now we have to pay it back to our-
selves. And sometimes in a town hall
meeting, someone says, That is easy,
just pay it back.

That is going to require a great deal
of sacrifice on the part of Americans as
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we look to see where we are going to
get the money to pay those back.

And more than that, as I mentioned
earlier this evening, even when we re-
deem those bonds and we pay it back so
that retirees get their benefits, by 2041
the Social Security Administration
says those bonds are going to be ex-
hausted. And I suppose we could spend
a lot of time on the floor of this Cham-
ber, as we are wont to do, to debate
whether that year is really 2040 or 2039
or 2042 or 2043. The point is, once we re-
deem those bonds, and it is a major
challenge for all of us to decide how we
are going to do that, those bonds are
gone and our children and our grand-
children will be receiving only 75 cents
on the dollar they expect.

So as the gentleman said earlier, it is
a problem that cannot be pushed off. It
is something that we have to address in
this House, in this body, quickly.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KLINE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, 1 appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding again.

First of all, I think we have suc-
ceeded in one very large way, and that
is that the American people, as the
gentleman pointed out, do now under-
stand there is a problem. He goes to a
town hall; I go to a town hall. He talks
to people, and people understand there
is a problem. Polling data shows that
80 percent of Americans now think
there is a significant problem with So-
cial Security, and Congress needs to fix
it.

So they are expecting us to do that,
and I think the fact that he has come
to the floor that there are a lot of pro-
posals, mine, a number of other pro-
posals that are on the floor that have
been suggested. The one that I have
with the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
BoyD), I might add, is a bipartisan ap-
proach to it.

But I think that people do under-
stand there is a problem and that we
need to fix it, because as the gentleman
pointed out, if we do not do anything,
those IOUs, even the borrowing from
the I0Us run out at a certain point,
and that is somewhere, we believe,
about 2041 is what the projections are
today; and when that happens, if we
have sat here all these years and done
absolutely nothing, there would be an
immediate 26 percent cut in benefits.
The gentleman probably will not be in
Congress. I know I will not be in Con-
gress at that point. He might be around
for a while longer. But at that point
there would be a political revolution in
our land if we had not done anything at
that point. So it behooves us to fix it
now while we have a chance to do it
when it is not as costly, and I think
that is what the gentleman has pointed
out here tonight, and I appreciate his
talking about this.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, the gentleman mentioned
that there are a number of proposals. I
found it interesting, as this discussion
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has moved forward and I was trying to
keep track of what those proposals in-
volved, that there were so many of
them that I simply could not keep
them organized in my head and decide
which ones had personal accounts,
which ones did not, how big the ac-
counts were, how they address sol-
vency.

So there is a wonderful young woman
on my staff, and I know the gentleman
understands how that works, we are so
dependent on the bright folks who
work with us, but she put together a
table, and I know people cannot see it
from here, but I will show it to the gen-
tleman, that has these plans going
across the top and the different aspects
of them. And right now there are up to
14, I think, on my chart here of dif-
ferent ideas that people have brought
forward to address this issue.

And I think that is a healthy thing as
we move into the debate. There will
come a time when we will need to have
a debate and have a bill or amendments
on the floor and move to a solution,
but I am firmly convinced that it is ab-
solutely critical that we do that sooner
rather than later.

In these plans, many of them, most
of the ones that I have on this chart
because it has been my colleagues from
this side of the aisle who have come
forward with the proposals for the
most part, and the gentleman men-
tioned he has a bipartisan bill that
they are looking at, but these pro-
posals include personal accounts as
part of the solution for the long-term
solvency of Social Security. And there
are differences in all of these, and I
know the gentleman was earlier this
evening in a roundtable discussion with
some other authors of bills as the pros
and cons of the different measures were
discussed, but I think there are some
things that are common that we all
need to keep in mind.

All of the proposals on my chart
here, which includes the outline that
the President had, have recognized
that we have retirees today and those
about to retire, Americans born before
1950 that will not be affected by what-
ever our proposal is. And I think that
is important for the peace of mind, I
think, of my 84-year-old mother and
her friends. They do not want to con-
template a change in the program,
even though many of these programs
virtually guarantee that everyone will
get a benefit very much like the one
they are getting, in some cases more of
a benefit. But we need to reassure all of
the seniors in our districts and our
family that they will not be hurt; their
program will not be changed. Their So-
cial Security check will not be affected
by the issues that we are debating here
in the House today.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KLINE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I think the
gentleman has made a very important
point, one that we need to stress, be-
cause there are a lot of people all over
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the place in various groups that are
not interested in seeing this problem
fixed. They have been trying to scare a
lot of seniors, and it is wrong to do
that because none of the plans, not one
of the plans that are on the table sug-
gest that there is going to be any
change in the benefits for those who
are retired today or for those who are
near retirement.

So I think it is very important, as
the gentleman said, that his 84-year-
old mother understand, and all our
other senior citizens understand, that
we are really not talking about chang-
ing any benefits for them.

We are talking about the next gen-
eration. We are talking about their
grandchildren, how could we fix it for
their grandchildren so that their
grandchildren will be able to say that
there is something in the Social Secu-
rity system that is going to be there
for me.

A person who is retiring today has
less than a 1 percent return on all the
taxes they have paid over the years up
to retirement in terms of what they
are going to get out of it between now
and their expected death. A person who
is coming into the workforce today at
the age of 21 will have a negative rate
of return. In other words, they will lose
money based on what they are going to
pay in taxes versus what they are going
to get in benefits. So it is a bleak sys-
tem for young people, and we need to
do something to strengthen it for
them.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, I very much appreciate the
gentleman’s comment that there are
some scare tactics out there, and that
is unfortunate because when I look at
all of these plans that are across here,
and it is the whole range, the gentle-
man’s plan, Senator GRAHAM’s plan,
the gentleman from Florida’s (Mr.
SHAW) plan, the President’s, the
AARP’s, and others, I do not think
that there are any of these plans that
want to do any harm to Social Secu-
rity for the long term. They do not
want to leave our children and our
grandchildren holding the bag.

They would like to make sure that
something is there, and it troubles me
when evil motives are attributed to
those who are working the best they
can, the hardest they can, to find a so-
lution to this horrific cash flow prob-
lem that we are facing and to the fact
that we are going to be down to two
workers for each retiree by the time
my children and grandchildren retire.

We need to work to find a solution
for that, and I, for one, am perfectly
willing to listen to proposals from my
colleagues on either side of the aisle,
and I believe those proposals, certainly
those on this page in front of me, come
from people who sincerely want to
make the system better.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman would yield once more, we can
take that issue off the table, then, that
we are not really talking about chang-
ing the retirement benefits for those
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who are retired today or near retire-
ment so we can clear that off the table.
Then we need to turn to the issue of
what is it we need to do to strengthen
Social Security and how do we do it,
how do we accomplish that?

I do not think the gentleman has his
chart down there, but there are really
only three things that we can do with
Social Security. One is we can raise
taxes, we can cut the benefits, or we
can increase the rate of return on what
one has in the account in their invest-
ment.

So it is one of those three things that
we can do, and that brings me to what
I want to talk about, if I might, why
personal accounts are important. I am
not going to talk specifically about my
legislation tonight, but I want to talk
about what is a key cornerstone, I
think, of most of the plans that are out
there, and that is the personal account.
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Why are personal accounts impor-
tant? Because ©personal accounts,

frankly, they do not fix the solvency of
Social Security; they do not fix it. You
have to do other things to make sure
that Social Security is solvent. But the
personal account is that link to the
next generation. It is the promise to
the next generation of young people
that there will be something in the So-
cial Security plan that will make sure
they do not have a negative rate of re-
turn. Because if you have a personal
account that grows, that can actually
grow, you are going to have a better re-
tirement than you would have other-
wise.

So the personal account is absolutely
important. It is important both eco-
nomically and politically. Economi-
cally, to ensure that the young people
have a better rate of return, have a re-
tirement that will yield them, really
yield them something, bring them
something. But politically it is impor-
tant because it is necessary if we are
going to shore up the support for So-
cial Security among young people.

Those who are opposed to doing any-
thing about this are very shortsighted,
in that they are risking losing political
support for a plan that we all know is
very, very important. The longer it
goes on and the rate of return is less
and less for people, there will be less
support for Social Security. We need to
do something to fix that, and that is
why personal accounts are so impor-
tant. I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing to me.

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for making that point. It
does seem to me to be unacceptable
that we are looking at a system that is
going to provide a 1 percent rate of re-
turn or a negative rate of return. I
think the gentleman, in an earlier dis-
cussion we were having on the floor,
made the point that in some cases it is
not only no return, but a horrific rate
of return, and I think his example was
the single parent. He used the example
of the single mother who is 57 or 58
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years old, we will use 57, my age, has a
couple of children, they are through
school, they have graduated high
school; and this woman started work
when she was 17, she has been paying
into the Social Security system, has
paid her Social Security taxes faith-
fully for 40 years, and then tragedy
strikes and she dies, and her family
gets nothing; a $255 death benefit I
think it is today for the thousands of
dollars that she has paid into the sys-
tem. It seems to me we ought to be
able to do better than that, and I think
that we can.

When we look at the proposals that
are out there, there are a wide variety
of them, as I mentioned earlier, and
the gentleman explained some of the
important reasons why a personal ac-
count needs to be an important part of
this. He said that a personal account
does not fix the solvency issue. I might
argue that if the personal account is
large enough, it will fix the solvency
issue, as these plans vary widely inso-
far as how much money is put into
these accounts. But, in any case, it is
part of addressing the solvency issue
because of the higher rate of return,
because of the higher growth, it puts
more money into the system and helps
us get at this problem of cash deficits.

It also takes money off the table,
money that is in a personal account
that cannot be used to fund other pro-
grams. I found in many town hall
meetings people would say, well, you,
Members of Congress, you spent the
money on other things. If it is in a per-
sonal account, it cannot be used to
fund other things; and as I mentioned
in the example of the 57-year-old man
or woman who dies early, in a personal
account, they can leave that money,
the money in the account is inherit-
able, they can leave it to their children
or their grandchildren, so they do get
something back for their 40 or more
years of paying into the system.

Well, the debate is an important one.
I am glad that it is engaged. I think
that it is important that we recognize
that we need to work together and try
to address these problems. These are
not uniquely Republican problems or
Democrat problems; these are the facts
of the program as it exists today, as it
has worked for the last 60 years. The
virtually inescapable change in demo-
graphics, again, that is not a Repub-
lican prediction or a Democrat pre-
diction, or an administration pre-
diction; those are the predictions of the
actuaries of the Social Security Ad-
ministration itself.

So we know that we are facing, we
are facing a problem with Social Secu-
rity. I am pleased to see that Ameri-
cans, apparently from coast to coast,
and certainly in my district in Min-
nesota, have recognized that we have
to do something.

I believe that as the debate goes for-
ward, we will see that there are some
clear benefits to including personal ac-
counts as part of, as part of the solu-
tion, because of the enormous potential
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for growth through the power of com-
pound interest investment in very di-
versified funds, which may or may not
include any stocks.

I know there is a fear out there some-
times when I am talking to my con-
stituents and they say, well, we do not
want to put it in the risky stock mar-
ket; what if we are about to retire and
the stock market crashes and we lose
all of our money. There are a couple of
things about that. Almost all of these
programs on this big chart include a
combination of traditional Social Se-
curity benefits and those in your per-
sonal account. Most of them require
that the funds in the accounts be in-
vested in very diversified accounts; and
most of them would encourage, if not
insist in some cases, that the money be
invested in virtually risk-free instru-
ments, bonds, or the like as one gets
closer and closer to retirement, so that
one’s retirement would not be affected
by any fluctuations in the market.

There are a wide range of approaches.
Those with personal accounts call on
that wonderful power of compound in-
terest to grow the money in the ac-
count and, therefore, grow the money
overall in Social Security and start to
address that solvency issue. There is
much debate still coming up. I look
forward to the continuing discussion.

I would like to just close by sort of
recapping for the benefit of all here
that there are some problems which we
have to address. Social Security’s fi-
nancing is unsustainable without
change. As I said, most Americans rec-
ognize that. We are taking in more
money than we are paying out in bene-
fits, but that is going to change. It is
going to change in 2017 when we start
to pay out more benefits than we take
in in taxes. That is rapidly approaching
us. The baby boomers start to retire in
a very, very few years. We need to get
at that system, fix the system so that
it will be there for not only my 84-year-
old mother, not only for my children
who are in their 30s, but for my four
wonderful grandkids as well and for all
of my colleagues’ grandkids.

—————

DEGREE OF SKEPTICISM SUR-
ROUNDING INVESTIGATION OF
OKLAHOMA CITY BOMBING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania). Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) is recognized
for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
on March 23, my office received an ex-
traordinary tip that a stockpile of ex-
plosives remained undiscovered by the
FBI in the home of Terry Nichols, one
of the two men convicted of the mass
murder of 168 Americans in the bomb-
ing of the Oklahoma City Federal
building. What made this tip even more
provocative were the informant’s
claims that the FBI had been contacted
weeks earlier and that nothing had
been done to recheck the location.
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On March 31 the FBI finally raided
the small-framed home of Terry Nich-
ols; and after 10 years of insisting that
the location had been thoroughly
searched for evidence, the FBI found a
yet-to-be discovered stash of bomb-
making materials, blasting caps and
the rest. That this discovery is rel-
evant to the Oklahoma City bombing
case is an understatement.

If nothing else, this episode justifies
a degree of skepticism about the claim
that all the relevant facts concerning
the Oklahoma City bombing have been
uncovered and/or disclosed. After serv-
ing for 8 years as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Space and Aeronautics
of the House Committee on Science,
this year I was pleased to be reassigned
to head the Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigation of the Com-
mittee on International Relations. Al-
ready we have conducted several hear-
ings into the scandal and malfeasance
involving the United Nations Oil-For-
Food program.

But as chairman of the investigative
arm of the Committee on International
Relations, I was asked by several peo-
ple whom I respect to direct my atten-
tion to the Oklahoma City bombing
and to a possible foreign connection.
That this mass murder of Americans
was accomplished by two disgruntled
veterans acting alone seems to be the
conclusion reached by those in author-
ity. However, there are some unset-
tling loose ends and unanswered ques-
tions that deserve to be considered be-
fore joining those affirming the official
explanation.

I promised to honestly look at the in-
formation available from official and
unofficial sources to determine wheth-
er or not a hearing of my sub-
committee would be justified in this
matter. I have yet made this deter-
mination. However, my limited per-
sonal inquiry has brought howls of an-
guish, even from friends who have
warned me, oh, you will hurt yourself
and be called a conspiracy nut even for
considering a hearing. Well, admit-
tedly, when listening to these howls
and people pulling out their hair, my
reaction inside has been, as Shake-
speare once said, ‘“Me thinks that thou
doth protest too much.” So I am and
have been proceeding on a personal in-
quiry into this matter. The day I walk
away from trying to determine the
truth of a matter of this magnitude be-
cause of possible personal attacks is
the day that I will lose respect for my-
self and for the system.

The Oklahoma City bombing was the
worst and most deadly terrorist attack
on Americans in our history up until
September 11, 2001. Those monsters
who built the ammonium nitrate fuel
oil bomb and detonated it next to the
Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in
Oklahoma City slaughtered 168 of our
fellow citizens. Nineteen of them were
children. The bomb went off at 9:02
a.m. April 19, 1995, 10 years ago today.

Of course, in situations like this, it is
unnerving to think that those we trust
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to defend us from mayhem and slaugh-
ter may not have done their jobs. I am
sorry, but that is what we found after
9/11. Our intelligence community had
let us down. The Oklahoma City bomb-
ing may or may not fall into that cat-
egory. The fact that Terry Nichols’
house, a central focus of law enforce-
ment officials, was not thoroughly ex-
amined, is one of those items that jus-
tifies a certain level of skepticism
about the other assurances by those in
power who were investigating this
monstrous crime.

Furthermore, I am not certain that
this site, Terry Nichols’ home, would
have been reexamined if it had not
been known that I was considering a
congressional hearing. So with a skep-
tical eye, we need to look into this
matter, consider the questions being
raised, and honestly assess the expla-
nations we are given. Honest, hard-
working, patriotic, responsible profes-
sionals led and were part of the inves-
tigation into the Oklahoma City bomb-
ing. My assumption is that all of them
were highly motivated and committed
to truth and justice. My experience
tells me, nevertheless, that even in
such situations, mistakes can be made
and a group-think mentality can pre-
vail.

No one could fault the great job that
was done by law enforcement right
away, of course. American law enforce-
ment, with the FBI in the lead, mobi-
lized an investigation and man hunt
that continued in high gear even after
initial quick results. Within days, Tim-
othy McVeigh was identified and, in-
credibly, had already been taken into
custody by the exemplary reaction of
Oklahoma Highway Patrolman Charles
Hanger.
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Having sought McVeigh for driving
without a license plate, Officer Hanger
noticed McVeigh was carrying a pistol
and arrested him on the spot. Good
work, Officer Hanger.

So when the FBI, with amazing
speed, traced remnants of the Ryder
truck rental used to transport the
crude, but powerful, bomb, Timothy
McVeigh was already in jail. And
shortly after this discovery, another
man was connected to the bombing,
Terry Nichols, McVeigh’s buddy who
had helped in the purchase of the bomb
materials and was involved in planning
this monstrous crime.

Today at the 10th anniversary of this
horrific crime, this terrible blood-let-
ting, America needs to know that our
government has followed every lead
and that all of the significant facts are
known and have been thoroughly eval-
uated.

There begins the first of a number of
disturbing questions, questions that re-
main unanswered or are obscured by a
fog of indecisive rabble, official rhet-
oric. Obfuscation may be too harsh a
way to put it, internal official ambi-
guity might be a more distinctive
phrase. Maybe.
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