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it will never stand up to the lies that
we heard to sell it.

———

SETTING BACK AMERICA’S
DEFENSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, in Wash-
ington, officials commonly use studies
and reports to legitimize various poli-
cies, and often the guidelines by which
these studies are established can force
a researcher into predetermined re-
sults. Traditionally, the Quadrennial
Defense Review, or QDR, has been
above this type of sincere process, as it
is a serious exercise intended to
produce a Pentagon strategic blueprint
for defending our Nation from future
threats. This year, however, I fear that
the new QDR guidelines will overtly
deemphasize conventional threats,
which would result in long-term set-
backs for our national defense.

I recognize the need to focus greater
attention on the current asymmetric
threat of terrorism and the need to
drastically rein in Federal spending
this year to decrease the budget def-
icit. However, it should not come at
the expense of our ability to defeat
well-established threats in the future.

Released on Monday, the Pentagon’s
2006 budget would cut off the procure-
ment of the F/A-22 Raptor after 2008.
With these cuts, several high-tech sec-
tors within our Nation’s defense indus-
trial base would be crippled, costing
America good-paying jobs, future inno-
vation and, most important, critical
military capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, under the proposed
budget, the Pentagon would buy just
179 F/A-22 Raptors, well short of the
original 381 proposed by the Air Force.
In exchange for nominal short-term
savings, the move would significantly
increase the cost of each aircraft at a
time when production would otherwise
be affordable through economy of
scale. Investing nearly $30 billion in re-
search and development in the world’s
best fighter jet and then buying less
than what the Air Force needs to guar-
antee future air dominance just does
not make sense.
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It is as if we discovered the cure for
cancer and then we skimped on the
lifesaving drugs.

Remarkably, the proposed cuts ap-
pear to have been made against the ad-
vice of the war planners, because Pen-
tagon bureaucrats are ignoring the Air
Force wartime requirement of the 381
F/A-22s, a number that the Secretary
accepted in the last QDR. The Pen-
tagon arrived at these pre-9/11 force
levels because the F/A-22 offers unique
capabilities against growing threats in
the western Pacific and elsewhere.
Also, a recent military exercise be-
tween the United States and Air Force
fighter pilots from India, called COPE
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India, proved beyond a doubt that the
new foreign-made fighters now out-
match our F-15s, F-16s, and F-18s.

Furthermore, these bureaucrats are
ignoring the impact that the proposed
F/A-22 cuts will have on future domes-
tic high technology production and de-
sign capacity. The American aerospace
industry stands to lose more than
40,000 jobs nationwide, with some 160
suppliers in 43 States. This dismantling
of our home-grown technology base
would come just when subsidized for-
eign competitors are jockeying to dis-
place United States manufacturing.
Once lost, these hard-acquired skills
will not easily return to our workforce;
and, in some cases, they will never re-
turn.

In the end, at stake are vital na-
tional interests: American technology
know-how, our global positions in the
aerospace industry, and, most impor-
tantly, the safety of our men and
women serving overseas. We must focus
our armed services on more than just
the asymmetries of a global war on ter-
rorism. We cannot ignore, Mr. Speaker,
a rising China, nuclear Iran, increas-
ingly unstable North Korea, and other
unconventional military threats that
may need to be faced by the capabili-
ties found in the F/A-22.

It is the job of any administration to
produce an annual budget that satisfies
the Nation’s immediate needs like the
war in Iraq. But we in Congress also
have a leadership responsibility to pre-
vent rash and unwise decisions des-
tined to actually increase spending and
cripple our ability to effectively defend
against future threats.

————

EQUAL TAXATION FOR ALL AMER-
ICANS WILL ENSURE SOCIAL SE-
CURITY BENEFITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOUSTANY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I had the
first of a number of town hall meetings
in my district last weekend on the
issue of Social Security. I had an over-
flow crowd and had to turn people
away, because people are confused and
anxious and they want some facts. So I
will try and explain a bit tonight what
I explained to them there.

There are two issues. One is the ideo-
logical or public policy issue of privat-
ization. The other is the financial and
fiscal stability of Social Security.
They are totally separate, as the Presi-
dent admitted last week during his
round of staged town hall meetings
around the country.

For the future stability of Social Se-
curity, here is what the concern is:
conservative projections by the actu-
aries of Social Security say that 40
yvears from now, we might only have
enough income coming into Social Se-
curity to pay 75 percent of promised
benefits. The Congressional Budget Of-
fice says 50 years from today, 80 per-
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cent of promised benefits. So there is a
problem that is out there. We should
resolve that.

I have proposed in the past three
Congresses legislation to do that; it is
done simply, to say that all Americans
who work for wages and salary should
pay the same amount of tax on all of
their earnings. Millionaires today pay
a tiny fraction of their income to So-
cial Security because after $90,000, no
one pays. Someone who earns $30,000 a
year pays 6 percent of their income. If
you lift the cap, you create so much in-
come for Social Security, that you
could exempt the first $4,000 of earn-
ings.

So under my proposal, everybody
who earns less than $90,000 a year gets
a tax break. The less you earn, the big-
ger the tax break. So that is one way of
resolving that.

The President has a different pro-
posal. He says we should cut benefits.
He is not sure which way he would
choose, but his commission chose a
method that would reduce benefits 40
years from today by 40 percent. So the
President takes a possible potential re-
duction in benefits 40 years in the fu-
ture of 25 percent, and he guarantees a
reduction in benefits today of 40 per-
cent. That is a heck of a way to solve
a potential possible future problem, by
guaranteeing people they will get less.

Then he says he wants to create pri-
vate accounts. Let me tell my col-
leagues what the President’s proposal
is for privatizing accounts. People
would be able to divert some of their
FICA tax into an account controlled by
the government with a limited range of
investments; the President said they
would be very conservative and very
limited, because he does not trust peo-
ple to invest conservatively; controlled
by the government, chosen by the gov-
ernment; and one would not be able to
borrow against it, unlike Federal em-
ployees with their TSP. You could not
withdraw it early, unlike Federal em-
ployees and other people with 401(K)s
and pay a penalty and withdraw it. And
at the end of your working life, the
government would say to you, this is
the President of the United States’
plan: well, that money you diverted
over there, we assume if Social Secu-
rity had kept your money, it would
have earned inflation plus 3 percent, so
we are going to subtract that from
what you earned with your invest-
ments. And if you did not earn more
than inflation plus 3 percent, the gov-
ernment will actually reduce your al-
ready-reduced Social Security benefit;
and if you manage to beat the market
and beat that, they will let you have
that money only after they force you
into this so-called plan, let me have my
money; the President’s idea of privat-
ization, the government controls it,
the government lends it to you, the
government borrows the money to lend
it to you, and then if you beat the mar-
ket, the government forces you to buy
an annuity from an insurance com-
pany. That is the President’s so-called
privatization plan.
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People say to me, I want to control
my money, I can do better. I say, well,
here is what the President is proposing.
Nobody is proposing that you can opt
out of Social Security and just invest
on your own. People forget that this is
one leg of a three-legged stool for re-
tirement, a guaranteed insurance plan,
Social Security, a defined benefit,
something that is getting harder and
harder to get, not adequate to live real-
ly comfortably on in retirement, but
something that will be there for you
when you retire; something that will
be there for your spouse and/or chil-
dren if you die before you retire; some-
thing that will be there for you if you
are disabled.

I had people coming to my town halls
and talk about their parents dying and
getting the survivor’s benefit; I had
people come to my town halls and talk
about becoming totally disabled and
getting that lifeline from Social Secu-
rity. Those things would not be avail-
able under a privatization plan. You
would get what was in your account
after the government took back the in-
flation plus 3 percent earnings against
your private account. That would be
all your heirs would get. Survivors
would get what you would get on dis-
ability, plus a minuscule, doubly-re-
duced Social Security benefit.

This is not well thought out. We need
to assure future generations Social Se-
curity will be there. We can do that by
taxing all Americans the same for their
Social Security benefit. That will more
than assure the future of the fund. In
fact, as I said earlier, my plan gives ev-
erybody who earns less than $94,000 a
tax break. We do not need to have peo-
ple gamble with the government con-
trolling their investments and then
take money back from them just before
they retire.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FITZPATRICK) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania
addressed the House. His remarks will
appear hereafter in the Extensions of
Remarks.)

—————

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the
House for 5 minutes at this time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

————

CONSIDERING ALL PLANS FOR
SAVING SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to speak tonight about Social Secu-
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rity and some of the debate that is
going on. I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Oregon for putting forth a
proposal, because I think it is impor-
tant for Democrats to put forth pro-
posals, because it seems like a number
of Members of Congress are still in de-
nial that there is a problem, and they
kind of argue a little bit about nomen-
clature. They might say, well, it is a
problem, but it is not a crisis. It is
kind of like this: if my house is on fire,
it is a crisis, but if I have termites eat-
ing away at the foundation, that is a
problem. Either way, you have to ad-
dress it.

I appreciate President Bush for some-
what following in President Clinton’s
footsteps and saying we have to ad-
dress this. President Clinton actually
did say that the Social Security situa-
tion was a crisis. I do not want to get
bogged down in that.

Here is what we know. In the year
2018, because of so many baby boomers
retiring, more money will be going out
of the system than is coming in. Real
simple. In the year 2042, everybody
seems to be agreeing that by then we
will have exhausted whatever money is
in there and, if we want to continue
the Social Security program, we have
to reduce the benefits by 27 percent.

Now, what the President has said is
that if you take that 12.4 percent and
you take 2 percent of it and put it into
a personal investment account similar
to the Thrift Savings Account that
most Members of Congress have, and I
know there are a lot of Democrats,
probably all the Democrats have it, I
know probably all the Republicans
have it, but if you let people have plans
like that, that it would out-perform
their Social Security.

The President is saying, we do not
want to increase taxes, we do not want
to cut benefits, we certainly do not
want to endanger survivor benefits or
benefits for children. There has been a
suggestion by the previous speaker
that those would be in jeopardy. That
is not the case at all.

But here is what my staff was able to
get me today on what that govern-
ment, the Thrift Savings Account
which so many Members of Congress
and most members of the Federal em-
ployment have. You go in there and
you select a certain amount of invest-
ments. You can choose between A, B,
C, or D. But in the G fund, for example,
the last 10 years, it has earned on aver-
age 6 percent. The C fund, it has earned
on average over the last 10 years, 11
percent. The F fund, which is a fixed
income investment, 6.9 percent over
the last 10 years. And the S fund, which
is a relatively newer fund, it has
earned about 5.3 percent since 2001.
There is also a newer “I” fund, but it
has only been up for 2 years.

Now, how can we as a society say to
a 2b-year-old just entering the work-
place that for the next 40 years, you
have to work and receive on your So-
cial Security benefits about 2 percent,
when you could have what your Mem-
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ber of Congress has: a fund where you
choose anywhere from a return of 5
percent to 11 percent, or more. And
these are 10-year averages, and if you
look at the lifetime of the stock mar-
ket versus the lifetime of Social Secu-
rity return, certainly you would be
making more money.

But why is the President doing this?
He is doing this because the Social Se-
curity program was started in 1935. At
that time there were 60 workers to
every one retiree. In the 1950s, there
were 16 workers to every retiree. And
today, there are three workers per re-
tiree, and soon it will be down to two
workers per retiree. And that is why we
have to take advantage of some of the
new products that are out there in the
financial investment world. A lot of
people say, well, why do we change this
program? Again, we change it because
that  worker-to-retiree ratio has
changed so much.

Now, I have a dad who is 87 years old,
a mom who is 80 years old, my wife, her
parents are both alive. They all get So-
cial Security, and they depend on So-
cial Security. What I am reassured by
is that for them, retirees and near re-
tirees, people aged 55 and up, there is
going to be no change. For the people
who are younger than them, it is a vol-
untary program.

But when I go on college campuses,
as I did last week in St. Mary’s, Geor-
gia, to Coastal Georgia Community
University, I say to them, how many of
you think Social Security will be there
for you, and zero hands go up. I say,
wait a minute, there are survivor bene-
fits, spouse benefits, other options that
are out there, other ways to get Social
Security money and still, they all say,
it is not going to be there for us.

We owe it to the next generation to
protect and preserve Social Security
and do something today. Every year
that we postpone it, it is another $600
billion deeper in the hole. We have to
address this.

I want to close with this, Mr. Speak-
er. I know I am out of time. I know
again my friend from Oregon says he
has a proposal; we need to look at it.
We need to look at all of the proposals,
Democrats, Republicans and Independ-
ents, and together we need to come to-
gether for what is in the best interests
of all generations of America.

————
PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE COMMITTEE ON INTER-
NATIONAL  RELATIONS, 109TH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, in accordance with
clause 2(a) of rule Xl of the Rules of the
House, | am submitting the Rules of Proce-
dure of the Committee on International Rela-
tions for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. On February 9, 2005, the Committee
adopted by non-record vote, a quorum
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