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There was no objection.

—————

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

———

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

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

————

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to take my
special order at this time.

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

There was no objection.

———

SOCIAL SECURITY

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

Mr. HENSARLING. Madam Speaker,
I rise tonight to enter into a very im-
portant discussion that our President
has kicked off for the Nation, and that
has to do with strengthening and sav-
ing Social Security. Social Security
has historically been a vital program
in the history of America, saving many
seniors from poverty, giving them
peace of mind and giving them greater
security.

Madam Speaker, this is far more im-
portant than just a congressional de-
bate to me. It is something that is very
personal. You see, my parents are in
their seventies. Social Security is part
of their retirement. And I am com-
mitted to ensure that the Social Secu-
rity benefits that my parents have
earned, that they keep. But, Madam
Speaker, not only do I have a sacred
obligation to my parents, I have a sa-
cred obligation to my children as well.
My children are in diapers. Their world
consists of Barney and Big Bird. They
do not know about Social Security, but
if we do not take action now, Social
Security as we know it will not be
there for my children.

We have a number of challenges in
Social Security. We have the challenge
of demographics. When Social Security
was first created, there were over 40
workers supporting every one bene-
ficiary. By 1950, we were down to 16
workers for every beneficiary. And
today, Madam Speaker, just three
workers for every beneficiary. In addi-
tion, when Social Security was created,
the life span of the average American
was 60 years old. You could not even
retire and get your benefits until 65.
Thanks to the marvels of modern medi-
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cine, the life expectancy of seniors
today is 77, and increasing.

Another phenomenon we have, be-
cause we have fewer people paying into
the system, we have declining rates of
return. My grandparents enjoyed about
a 12 percent rate of return on their So-
cial Security. My parents will enjoy
about a 4 percent rate of return on So-
cial Security. I myself about 2 percent.
And if we do not reform Social Secu-
rity, my children will pay more into
Social Security than they take out.
Madam Speaker, that is simply not
fair.

Besides the declining rates of return,
we have a large, large deficit that we
are facing in the future. The cost of
doing nothing is profound. In the year
2008, the Social Security surplus begins
to decline and by the year 2018, Social
Security begins to go bankrupt. It be-
gins to pay out more money than it
takes in. That sea of red ink there,
Madam Speaker, adds up to $10.4 tril-
lion. Nobody knows what that is, but I
can tell you, that adds up to about
$35,000 for every man, woman and child
to save Social Security.
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If we do not do that, if we do not
write out that check today, future gen-
erations are looking at unconscionable
options. Number one, people who enter
the workforce today, by the time they
retire, if we do not take moves to
strengthen Social Security now, they
will be looking at having their benefits
cut by almost a full third. How many
seniors can afford to have their Social
Security benefits cut by almost a
third?

And if we are not looking at massive
benefit cuts, we are looking at massive
tax hikes. This same group of people,
people who enter the workforce today,
if we do not take movement today, ac-
tion today, they are going to be look-
ing at a 42 percent increase in their
payroll taxes. What will that do to
families in America? How many hun-
dreds of thousands of people will lose
their jobs because of that massive tax
increase?

But, Madam Speaker, there is a bet-
ter way. And that better way is to do
what the President has suggested, and
that is to create personal Social Secu-
rity accounts that take the best of tra-
ditional Social Security, our govern-
ment guarantee, our inflation control,
our social safety net, and add to it ele-
ments of the best of what company
pension plans offer, and that is real as-
sets that people own, giving workers
and families a chance to start their
own nest egg and pension grade invest-
ments that have proven over time to
have a superior rate of return and be
safe.

Madam Speaker, some say that this
is risky. I say it is risky to leave one’s
retirement security in Washington. Al-
ready Congress has raided the Social
Security trust fund over 59 times. They
have cut benefits a half dozen times.
They have raised taxes 20 times.
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Madam Speaker, we need to move to
personal Social Security accounts.
Working together, Republicans and
Democrats, we can save Social Secu-
rity for my parents. We can save Social
Security for my children. We can save
Social Security forever.

————

SMART SECURITY AND THE UN-
VARNISHED TRUTH ABOUT IRAQ

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker,
there are many truths about America’s
involvement in Iraq. My truth is that
our policies there over the last 2 years
have been both immoral and ineffec-
tive. With nearly 1,500 American troops
killed since the fighting began and an-
other 11,000 injured, the time has come
for a drastic change in our role in Iraq.

Leave aside, if my colleagues pos-
sibly can, the fact that the President
and his team misled us about weapons
of mass destruction. Forget for a mo-
ment, if they can, that they invented
out of whole cloth a link between Sad-
dam Hussein and the 9/11 tragedy.
Those lives were bad enough. But their
policies, the administration’s policies,
have also failed to achieve one of their
later stated objectives of securing Iraq.
The Bush administration is not only
dishonest; I believe they are incom-
petent.

Rather than liberating Iraq, the U.S.
invasion and occupation has trapped
the nation and its people in a cauldron
of violent civil strife. Our presence
there has not engendered gratitude but
bred resentment in the form of vicious
insurgency. It has emboldened Muslim
extremists who hate America now
more than ever. Neither Iraqis nor
Americans nor anyone else in this
world is safer because of this war in
Iraq.

In fact, a report came from the CIA’s
National Intelligence Council that con-
cluded Iraq has replaced Afghanistan
as the most fertile breeding ground for
terrorists. It turns out that the Bush
administration was right in their pro-
jection that we cannot separate Iraq
from the war on terrorism. What they
did not tell us is that invading Iraq ful-
filled those projections and strength-
ened the wrong side in the war on ter-
rorism.

Even since the Iraqi election, vio-
lence is making democracy a real long
shot; and our troops, charged with
somehow bringing order to the chaotic
situation, are sitting ducks. Perhaps
the President should ask the Iraqi peo-
ple how free they feel when they must
dodge bullets just to go to the market
or visit a neighbor, when they stand by
and watch mneighborhoods being de-
stroyed. Even in Afghanistan, which is
often cited as a Bush success, there is
evidence that the country is being run
by warlords and drug dealers.

To help the situation in Iraq, I have
introduced H. Con. Res. 35, legislation
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that will help secure Iraq by with-
drawing our troops, which will ensure
that America’s role in Iraq actually
does make America safer. So far 27 of
my House colleagues have joined me as
co-sponsors of this important legisla-
tion.

My plan for Iraq is part of a larger
strategy that I call SMART Security,
which is a Sensible, Multilateral Amer-
ican Response to Terrorism that will
ensure America’s security by relying
on smarter policies.

Madam Speaker, let me be clear. We
would not abandon Iraq and we should
not. There is still a critical role for the
United States in providing the develop-
mental aid that can help recreate a ro-
bust civil society, build schools and
water processing plants, and ensure
that Iraq’s economic infrastructure be-
comes fully viable.

Instead of troops, we need to send
scientists, educators, urban planners,
and constitutional experts to help re-
build Iraq’s fighting economic and
physical infrastructure and help estab-
lish a robust and democratic civil soci-
ety. We need to pursue a new approach,
and we need to do that because it has
become clear the military option is not
working. That is not the ideological
statement of someone who opposed the
war on principle, though I am that. It
is a sober assessment of the situation
in Iraq that is now shared across the
political spectrum. We must truly sup-
port our troops, and the right way to
do this is by bringing them home.

———

THE FARM BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CONAWAY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE) is recognized for
5 minutes.

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, recently
other members of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture and I met with
the Commissioner of Agriculture of the
European Union. She was not very
complimentary of our current farm
bill. She knows it keeps our farm econ-
omy very competitive with the Euro-
pean Union. Unfortunately, this com-
missioner’s sentiments mirror the sen-
timents of many Americans. Many be-
lieve that the farm bill is too expen-
sive, and I believe as we write a new
budget the farm bill will certainly be
on the chopping block.

But I think it is important that we
think about and remember a few things
as we go into this process. First of all,
in looking at the chart here, we can see
that the current farm bill, which went
into effect in 2002, actually was budg-
eted to cost $14 billion that year and it
cost $13 billion. In 2003 it was budgeted
to cost about 18.6 and it cost 12.1. In
2004, which we have just completed, the
projected budgetary cost was $17.5 bil-
lion, and it actually cost $10.1 billion.
So the net effect is that what was sup-
posed to cost roughly $50 billion has
cost us $35 billion. So the farm pro-
gram is one of the few Federal pro-
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grams that is way under budget and
has certainly given the taxpayer a tre-
mendous return on investment.

The other thing that we might want
to remember is that during this period
of time, we have had a tremendous
drought in the western part of the
United States. The drought map has
looked something like this for about
the last 5 years. So interestingly
enough, the emergency payments for
the drought have been included in
these farm bill expenditures. In the
past, in the previous farm bill, when we
had a drought or we had emergency
spending, it was always over and above.
But in these cases, part of this 13.2 and
part of that 10.1 was emergency spend-
ing for drought. So, again, this has
been a very efficient and a very lean
process, and we think that the farm
bill has served a great purpose in that
sense.

The other thing, Mr. Speaker, I
would like to point out is that we real-
ly do not subsidize our farmers any-
where near what some other nations
do. For instance, the average farm sub-
sidy per acre in the United States, ac-
cording to this farm program, is $38 per
acre. The European Union’s is $295 per
acre. So the ratio is about $7 European
Union for $1 in the United States.
Japan subsidizes their agriculture
$3,6565 per acre, a ratio of roughly 100 to
one.

So why in the world would Japan and
Europe subsidize agriculture to that
degree? I think part of the reason is
that 60 years ago during World War II,
they realized how important a food
supply was. Their food supply was deci-
mated, and when their populace has
been hungry, they begin to realize that
that is something they are going to
protect no matter what.

So in summary, Mr. Speaker, I would
just like to mention four things regard-
ing the farm bill. First of all, farmers
plan their operation based on the farm
bill. They are operating loans. Their
land payments they have is based on
the farm program, and if we start tin-
kering with it, if we start changing the
farm bill in mid-course, we really do
not do them justice. We will write a
new farm bill in 2007. If we want to
make changes, that is certainly the
time that we should do that. But we
should not do it now when they have
one set of assumptions and then have
that changed.

Secondly, we currently spend only 9
percent of our income in the United
States on food. This is by far the low-
est amount of money that people
spend, at least proportionate money,
that any civilized nation or any devel-
oped nation in the country, or in the
world, spends at the present time, only
9 percent.

And, thirdly, if we fail to protect our
food supply, we may see that what hap-
pens to the food supply would be the
same as what happened to our petro-
leum situation. We found suddenly one
day that we could purchase oil from
OPEC at $10, $11 a barrel. We began to
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quit exploring in this country, and we
began to purchase oil from OPEC. Now
we are really 60 percent dependent on
overseas sources, and about every 2 or
3 weeks we have to wait to see what
OPEC is going to do to see what is
going to happen to our fuel prices at
the pump. We do not want this to hap-
pen, certainly, to our food supply.

So the current farm bill is less expen-
sive than Freedom to Farm. It is work-
ing well, and I think we should think
long and hard before we make any mid-
course changes.

———

INTRODUCTION OF THE WITNESS
SECURITY AND PROTECTION ACT
OF 2005

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

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
on behalf of the countless communities
across this Nation that live under a
tyranny of fear due to witness intimi-
dation.

Our criminal justice system relies on
witnesses to provide essential evidence
to law enforcement in the administra-
tion of justice. Unfortunately, drug
dealers and other criminals employ
brutal tactics to silence witnesses, in-
cluding threats, vandalism, violence,
and even murder.

When cases crumble due to witness
intimidation, defendants that may be
convicted for their crimes are free once
again to violate the sanctity of our
communities. A National Institute of
Justice study concluded: ‘“Witness in-
timidation is a pervasive and insidious
problem. No part of the country is
spared and no witness can feel entirely
free or safe.”

A number of prosecutors interviewed
for this study ‘‘suspect witness intimi-
dation occurs in up to 75 to 100 percent
of the violent crimes committed in
some gang-dominated neighborhoods.”

With that said, we must acknowledge
that witness intimidation is a men-
acing cancer in our society that, if left
untreated, will continue to spread and
intensify, undermining the very foun-
dation of our criminal justice system.
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Mr. Speaker, witness intimidation is
eroding public trust in the govern-
ment’s ability to protect witnesses and
demoralizing needed community co-
operation to enforce the law.

Around the country, from urban cen-
ters to the heartland, reporting crimes
can be extremely dangerous and even
deadly. On February 4 of this year,
WGAL, Channel 8 reported a 10-year-
old named Katie Collman was found
dead in an Indiana creek. A suspect in
her killing confessed he wanted to in-
timidate little Katie after she wit-
nessed him producing or consuming
methamphetamine.

In the city that I call my home, Bal-
timore City, our State’s Attorney re-
ports that at least 256 percent of the
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