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as our economy flourishes, this is what
Social Security can be in the future—
just as secure, but it can contain real
savings for the first time.

That is all we are asking today. Let’s
not cut benefits. We don’t want to cut
benefits. Let’s not raise taxes. The
problem with Social Security is that
the foundation does not include real
savings, and that is what we are pro-
posing. Let’s save Social Security with
real savings.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority is now recognized for 2% min-
utes to close.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
thank you and my colleagues very
much. This is an important debate, and
I appreciate being able to participate
in it.

The President’s privatized accounts,
we know, will do three things, and that
is why my colleagues and I are opposed
to the privatized accounts.

First of all, they will greatly in-
crease the national debt. In fact, do
you know what folks are going to own
with this? Seventeen thousand dollars
more in debt for every man, woman,
and child in the United States. That is
what they are going to own. It is a lot
more debt and a lot higher interest
rates as a result of this plan. This is a
bad idea.

The other thing that doesn’t make
any sense to me is that right now So-
cial Security, which is retirement—and
we do have a secured obligation to
make sure that we pay it, but it is re-
tirement, disability, and it is a life in-
surance policy. For that we pay about
a half a percent in administration. On
average we are told that it could be up-
wards of 20 percent, maybe 10, maybe
25, but we are told by the experts, 20
percent in order to administer an annu-
ity or other kind of private account.

One of the things I find interesting is
that among folks who are really push-
ing for this idea around here are those
folks who would be paid to administer
these accounts. I understand we now
have something like five financial serv-
ices lobbyists for every one Senator
now here on Capitol Hill. Certainly
there are folks who will make a lot of
money from this, but it is wrong. This
system works right now and we pay a
half a percent.

The final thing I would say is it is es-
timated that the average person over
20 years, the average retiree, will lose
$152,000 under the approach the Presi-
dent is talking about. This is wrong.
This is not better for people. This is, in
fact, worse.

I agree with my colleagues, and in
fact let me also say I would welcome
folks going to my Web site or any of
my colleagues’ Web sites to learn more
about Social Security and the facts. We
do need to be working together, not
only to secure Social Security for the
future past 2052, but we also need to
work on those other ideas that create
opportunity for people. One of my
great concerns is that one-third of the
cuts proposed by the President in the
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budget are in education. That is oppor-
tunity. That is the opportunity for
ownership in the future. Why don’t we
focus on jobs and health care and those
things immediately that need to be ad-
dressed?

We welcome those debates as well
and we welcome working with our col-
leagues to keep the security in Social
Security.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The major-
ity has 2% minutes to close. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank my col-
leagues from Illinois and Michigan, and
my colleague from South Carolina and
my colleague in the chair on this de-
bate. I think it was a good and spirited
debate. Hopefully, we added a little
light to the issue. Let me try to focus
a little bit.

The Senator from Illinois used a
quote: We are not in it alone. If you are
a 20-year-old today, you are feeling
pretty lonely because there are only
two of you going to be paying for every
one retiree. When FDR said that, there
were 42, and he could say we are not in
it alone. You are pretty close to being
in it alone today, and that is why we
need a different system, a system that
prefunds, that actually uses the
money, the surplus today, and saves it
for future retiree benefits.

We are not taking money out of the
system. We are putting the money, in-
stead of for the Government to spend
and giving an IOU to replace it, we are
putting it in real assets that will be
real benefits when real workers really
retire.

Second, I want to comment on the
cost of administering the program. The
cost of administering the program has
been estimated by the Congressional
Budget Office, not at 20 percent—I can
maybe understand the difference—it is
20 basis points. That is .2 percent, not
20 percent. It is 20 basis points, which
is .2 percent of the amount of money.
So I believe that is a dramatic dif-
ference. It is actually less expensive to
administer this system than to admin-
ister the current Social Security sys-
tem.

The other thing I would like to men-
tion, if we can go to the next chart,
three times we asked the question,
How are you going to fix the Social Se-
curity system? The only answer we got
was to repeal the Bush tax cuts which,
of course, does nothing to the Social
Security system because that money is
not paid to the Social Security system.
So repealing the Bush tax relief would
simply put more money in the general
fund, but it would have no impact at
all, no actuarial impact at all on the
Social Security system. So when the
Senator from Illinois said we had to
make difficult choices in 1983, that
may have been the case in 1983, but so
far we have not heard word one of the
difficult choices that the other side
would like to present to the American
people.

Several Republicans have come for-
ward with plans, plan after plan after
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plan of details of how we are going to
save this program, and all we have got-
ten from the other side is sniping at
the plan that we put forward and no
answers. If we do not solve the prob-
lem——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SANTORUM [continuing]. Of
what the promised benefits are, we are
looking at taxes of 18 to 20 percent if
we wait until 2041 or later. That is not
a plan fair to future generations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

——
ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. SANTORUM. I ask unanimous
consent there now be a period for
morning business with 10 minutes
equally divided between Senators
CORNYN and DURBIN, and following the
use or yielding back of the time, the
Senate stand in adjournment as under
the previous order.

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

The Senator from Texas.

————
COURTHOUSE VIOLENCE

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, thank
you. I appreciate the opportunity for
Senator DURBIN and me to speak for a
few minutes.

The purpose for my rising is to follow
up on some remarks I made yesterday,
Monday, on the floor of the Senate.
The full transcript of those remarks,
which has to do with judges and recent
decisions of the U.S. Supreme Court is
available, of course, in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, but it is also available
on my official Web site for anybody
who would care to read it.

As a former judge myself for 13 years,
who has a number of close personal
friends who still serve on the bench
today, I am outraged by recent acts of
courthouse violence. I certainly hope
no one will construe my remarks on
Monday otherwise. Considered in con-
text, I don’t think a reasonable listener
or reader could.

As I said on Monday, there is no pos-
sible justification for courthouse vio-
lence. Indeed, I met with a Federal
judge, a friend of mine in Texas, this
past week to make sure we are doing
everything we can to help protect our
judges and courthouse personnel from
further acts of violence. And like my
colleague from Illinois, I personally
know judges and their families who
have been victims of violence and have
grieved with those families. But I want
to make one thing clear. I am not
aware of any evidence whatsoever link-
ing recent acts of courthouse violence
to the various controversial rulings
that have captured the Nation’s atten-
tion in recent years.

My point was, and is, simply this: We
should all be concerned that the judici-
ary is losing respect that it needs to
serve the interests of the American
people well. We should all want judges
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who interpret the law fairly—not im-
pose their own personal views on the
Nation. We should all want to fix our
broken judicial confirmation process.
And we should all be disturbed by over-
heated rhetoric about the judiciary
from both sides of the aisle. I regret
that my remarks have been taken out
of context to create a wrong impres-
sion about my position, and possibly be
construed to contribute to the problem
rather than to a solution.

Our judiciary must not be politicized.
Rhetoric about the judiciary and about
judicial nominees must be toned down.
Our broken judicial confirmation proc-
ess must be fixed once and for all.

Thank you, Mr. President.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in morning business.

First, let me commend my colleague
from Texas. I think his remarks yester-
day were subject to interpretation
which he obviously does not want them
to be, and I think he has clarified his
position, and I am glad he has.

Some of the quotes in the newspapers
were difficult to resolve, and they
seemed inconsistent with my knowl-
edge of him, his service on the court of
Texas, and his service with me in the
Senate Judiciary Committee. I think
he would understand, as I do, that I
have a personal interest in this issue.

I recommended the nomination of
Joan Lefkow to the Federal bench in
Chicago. On February 28, a bitter plain-
tiff in a medical malpractice lawsuit
murdered her husband and her 89-year-
old mother. Judge Lefkow had dis-
missed that individual’s lawsuit. She
was not engaged in judicial activism.

This tragic incident in my home
State has been a wake-up call about
the need for more judicial security. I
met with the Director of the U.S. Mar-
shals Service to discuss it, and sent a
letter to the Senate Appropriations
Committee today urging that we allo-
cate more funds to protect our judges.

In mid-March, at a trial for rape in
Georgia, a man took a gun, killed a
deputy, a court reporter, and a judge
presiding over the rape trial.

In both of those tragedies, the killers
were driven not by political philosophy
but by inner demons. Neither of these
incidents appear to be politically moti-
vated in any way whatsoever. They
were horrible deeds committed by de-
ranged men.

A recent New York Times article in-
dicated that 10 State and Federal

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

judges have been murdered since 1970.
None were related to the judges’ poli-
tics or ideology. Rather, the murders
were committed by embittered or men-
tally ill litigants in emotion-laden
cases, many of which involved notions
of self-esteem.

I hope Senator CORNYN’s clarification
now will make it clear to everyone who
has followed this debate that we need
to respect our judiciary and its inde-
pendence, even when we disagree with
their decisions. I disagreed strongly
with the decision of the Supreme Court
in Bush v. Gore after the 2000 election.
But never, ever did it cross my mind,
nor should it have crossed the mind of
anyone feeling as I did, that you should
take it out on the judges. They are
doing their duty. I may disagree with
them, but to suggest that they should
pay a price for it is wrong.

Notwithstanding what I consider to
be a very positive statement made by
the Senator from Texas clarifying his
position, I am afraid there is another
member of Congress from his State
who has made even more troubling re-
marks during the past week. Congress-
man ToM DELAY is the majority leader
in the House. In response to the death
of Terri Schiavo, the House majority
leader from Texas said:

We will look at an unaccountable, arro-
gant, out-of-control judiciary that thumbed
their nose at Congress and the President.

He went on to say:

The time will come for the men responsible
for this to answer for their behavior, but not
today.

Mr. DELAY was asked whether the
House would consider impeachment
against the judges involved in the
Schiavo case, and he said:

There’s plenty of time to look into that.

This is not an isolated statement by
Congressman DELAY. He has said
things such as this time and time
again. He has said:

It’s a sad day for America . .
system failed Terri Schiavo.

According to the New York Times, he
said:

Congress for many years has shirked its re-
sponsibility to hold the judiciary account-
able. No longer.

Earlier this year, Mr. DELAY publicly
condemned members of the Ninth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals for “‘writing laws
instead of interpreting laws.”’

When he was asked a few years ago
about Federal judges by a reporter, he
said:

. The legal
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I woke up one day realizing the judiciary
had turned themselves into a regulatory
branch.

We can impeach judges who get drunk, so
why not impeach those who get drunk with
power?

In 1997, in reference to Federal
judges, he said:

As part of our conservative efforts against
[this] judicial activism, we are going after
judges.

DELAY also said the House Repub-
lican leadership was prepared to go
after activist judges ‘‘in a big way.”

Then he went on to say in the Hous-
ton Chronicle:

For too long we’ve let the judicial branch
act on its own, unimpeded and unchallenged.
And Congress’ duty is to challenge the judi-
cial branch.

He went on to say in the Houston
Chronicle in 1997:

I want to bring one (an impeachment) to
prove my point. And I want to make sure
that one sticks.

He said he and other Republicans had
a ‘‘whole, big file cabinet full” of
judges who may be candidates for re-
moval.

This type of intemperate rhetoric,
sadly, does great harm to the reputa-
tion of our judiciary, and the relation-
ship between the legislative branch and
the judicial branches.

I have felt as strongly, I am sure, as
he has about decisions made by judges,
but those of us in positions of leader-
ship should be careful about the words
we use, and that the actions we threat-
en are entirely consistent with the law
at every moment. What we have heard
from Congressman DELAY when it
comes to judges crosses that line way
too often.

I think we understand that deranged
people, for reasons beyond political
speeches, beyond differences on polit-
ical issues, will do tragic things, and
often that violence is visited on public
servants doing their duty as judges
serving America.

I yield the floor.

———

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate stands
in adjournment until 9:30 a.m., Wednes-
day, April 6, 2005.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 7:50 p.m.,
adjourned until Wednesday, April 6,
2005, at 9:30 a.m.
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