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take part
evening.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for a very well-prepared and
well-documented statement.

I would like to close with a couple of
quotes. The first is I would like to
quote President Clinton at Georgetown
University on February 9 of 1998. This
is an exact quote. He said, ‘“So that all
of these achievements, the economic
achievements, our increasing social co-
herence and cohesion, our increasing
efforts to reduce poverty among our
youngest children, all of them are
threatened by the looming fiscal crisis
in Social Security.’” The looming fiscal
crisis in Social Security. I could not
express it better.

President Bush, in this hall on Feb-
ruary 2, just a couple of weeks ago
said, ‘‘One of America’s most impor-
tant institutions, a symbol of the trust
between generations, is also in need of
wise and effective reform. Social Secu-
rity was a great moral success of the
20th century, and we must honor its
great purposes in this new century.
The system, however, on its current
path is headed towards bankruptcy.
And so we must join together to
strengthen and save Social Security.”
We must join together to strengthen
and save Social Security.

We have been made a steward of this
great country, the greatest country
that has ever been on the face of this
Earth, in keeping the promise of Social
Security far into the future and giving
millions of seniors the dignity, the
peace that they so richly deserve.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful for this
time in which we can present this most
important message, this message that
crosses generations, the Greatest Gen-
eration to the youngest generation. It
is time for this Congress to come to-
gether. I am disappointed that we have
not seen participation in this effort
from the other side of the aisle. Per-
haps it will be coming, because Ameri-
cans deserve nothing less from their
elected representatives, Democrats and
Republicans, than to save this most
important program to keep our Kkids
and our grandkids in their senior
years, and make it so that they can
live in dignity and not in poverty.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, | want to thank
Chairman SHAW for leading this important ef-
fort to highlight the problems facing the current
Social Security system.

Since the creation of the Social Security
program, older Americans continue to count
on guaranteed benefits to support them in
their retirement. Social Security benefits must
be there for every American who pays into the
system. The President and the Republican
Congress are committed to making sure So-
cial Security is there for the worker who re-
tires, is there for the widow who needs that
extra source of income, and is there for the
disabled who need that helping hand each
month. | want to make sure these benefits
continue for future generations of Americans.

in this discussion this
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To ensure the continued solvency of the So-
cial Security program Congress and the Presi-
dent must fact the facts that by 2018—less
than 15 years from now the program will begin
to pay out more in benefits than it currently
collects. The outlays will be more than the rev-
enues coming in. How can my Democratic
friends ignore this reality? Fifty-five years ago,
there were 16 workers for every one Social
Security beneficiary. Today, there are three
workers for every one beneficiary. The num-
bers don’'t improve from here on out. If we
postpone the inevitable and do nothing to re-
form the current system, today’s worker will be
left with a Social Security program that has
nothing to pay out. While some policymakers
may hope that a magic wand miraculously res-
cues the current system from future bank-
ruptcy, the reality is that Congress and the
President must work together now, make nec-
essary reforms, and save Social Security. That
is what we were elected to do—make deci-
sions and implement policies that help Ameri-
cans now and in the future. To not do so is
frankly irresponsible.

My Democratic colleagues argue that we
don’t need to do anything to reform Social Se-
curity. Many suggest that the magic elixir for
Social Security is repealing the sensible tax
cuts Congress and the President signed into
law over the past four years and stashing the
money in the Social Security Trust Fund. Tax
increases will not rescue Social Security. This
approach, which they have used to fund every
one of their policy proposals, will restrain the
economic growth we have experienced over
the past several years. Since the Republican
Congress passed the 2001 Jobs and Growth
Tax Relief Act, the U.S. economy has re-
bounded, millions of new jobs have been cre-
ated, and business investment is the best its
been in seven years. Repealing these tax cuts
will hurt the U.S. economy and in turn, do
nothing to save Social Security.

| urge my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to put every idea and all the options on
the table so we can begin to examine how to
preserve and protect Social Security for to-
day’s seniors and future beneficiaries.

———
0 1945

HONORING THE BOY SCOUTS OF
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOUSTANY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.
Con. Res. 6, which is on the agenda of
the United States House of Representa-
tives today, expressing the support of
the United States Congress for the Boy
Scouts of America.

Mr. Speaker, I also rise as a lifetime
Scouter and a very proud Eagle Scout.
As a matter of fact, this week marks
the 95th anniversary of the incorpora-
tion of the Boy Scouts of the America.
It was February, 1910 that the Boy
Scouts of America were incorporated in
New York. They stood for a set of val-
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ues. They stood for something. They
stood on a set of principles, teaching
young men to be trustworthy, loyal,
helpful and friendly.

If you think about it, there are not
many organizations around today who
were around 95 years ago that stand for
the same things today that they stood
for back at the time of their inception,
back at the time of their incorpora-
tion, teaching young men to be cour-
teous, kind, obedient, cheerful, thrifty,
brave, clean and reverent to God. That
is what the Boy Scouts of the America
stand for. It is what they have always
stood for.

The Department of Defense, the
United States military, have always
been encouraged by the United States
Congress. Of course, the Congress pro-
vides one of the very few congressional
charters to the Boy Scouts of America.
The Congress has always supported the
Boy Scouts.

They have always encouraged the De-
partment of Defense to support the Boy
Scouts of America, as well. As a matter
of fact, this coming year, the Boy
Scouts will hold a quadrennial national
jamboree at Fort A.P. Hill in Virginia,
not too far from the Nation’s Capital.

This resolution encourages the De-
partment of Defense to continue sup-
port of the Boy Scouts of America. I
believe it is the sense of Congress and
also the sense of the citizens of the
United States of America that we con-
tinue to support the Boy Scouts.

———
30-SOMETHING DEMOCRATS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it
is always an honor to come before the
House and also the American people in
this great democracy of ours to address
issues that are facing our Nation right
now.

I must say that earlier today we had
an opportunity, the Democratic Caucus
meeting and afterwards, having com-
ments with not only the media, but
other members of our caucus about the
needs of Social Security.

It is important that we make sure
that Social Security is secured for
years to come. We know that a number
of Americans count on and look for-
ward to Social Security being a part of
their lives not only in retirement, but
also in their everyday lives. We have 48
million Americans that are involved in
Social Security right now, and they are
not all retired. Many of them are in
school. Many of them are middle-aged
individuals.

Tonight we are going to have a num-
ber of Members from the 30-Something
Working Group, which I must add, Mr.
Speaker, started in the last Congress,
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in the 108th Congress. I cochair that
working group with the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), and we are going
to have a number of Members who are
very, very concerned about the prin-
ciples that not only the President but
the majority side have put together as
the way to save Social Security.

I will be sharing a few of my com-
ments along the way, but I want to
make sure that my colleagues have
enough time to share their concerns
about what is happening, and the lack
thereof that should happen, to make
sure that Social Security is not only
here for those that are enrolled now,
but those that will be enrolled in the
future.

We know that every American par-
ticipates in the Social Security pro-
gram. We also know the average ben-
efit of the person receiving Social Se-
curity now is $955 a month. I think it is
important that we pay very close at-
tention.

Now, here in this Chamber last week,
and I would say, around this time, the
President came into a joint session of
the Congress on the State of the Union
and said that Americans over the age
of 55 do not have to worry about the
changes that he would like to make to
the Social Security plan.

I must say that that brought
amounts of concern throughout the
country not only with me and Members
of Congress on both sides of the aisle,
but many Americans. It was almost
saying that if you are 55, do not worry
about it; if you are under 55, trust us.
And I can tell you that when we start
dealing with generational Social Secu-
rity, or one generation against the
other, I think that is very dangerous.
Social Security was never designed to
deal with one segment of the popu-
lation, giving them certain benefits,
and another segment, not giving them
benefits.

But I just want to mention a few
guiding principles that we should think
about here tonight. Number one, we
should try to make sure that we have a
Social Security plan, that we are not
borrowing from the Social Security
trust fund. The Social Security trust
fund is there to make sure that when
we have a rainy day, or when we have
a shortfall, we are able to go to that
trust fund.

What the President and the majority
side are proposing now, they are saying
that we are going to help save Social
Security, but at the same time we are
going to take us $2 trillion more into
debt over the next 10 years. There has
to be a better way to make sure that
we deal with the Social Security issue.

Social Security is not at a crisis
point. I have heard many Members,
through press clips and press accounts
and even here on this floor, say that
there is a crisis, that there is a fire,
that Social Security is going bankrupt,
it is going belly up. That is not true.
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And I hope that through a bipartisan
debate and a bipartisan plan, and I am
not talking about one or two members
of the Republican Caucus, I am talking
about this entire Congress because we
all have Social Security recipients that
are our constituents that are counting
on us to be able to make sure that So-
cial Security is solvent for many years.

Mr. Speaker, I will suspend on my
comments right now, but I have my co-
chair here, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN). He is a distinguished mem-
ber in his own right.

We have the privilege of serving on
the Committee on Armed Services to-
gether and even on the same sub-
committee. It has been indeed a pleas-
ure working with him. He is also on the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce and Committee on Veterans’
Affairs. And he is a well-studied gen-
tleman that I hold in high regard.

Earlier today I was talking with the
gentleman about what we share with
not only the American people, but also
with our colleagues, that this Social
Security issue is so important that we
are willing to take the debate not only
here on this floor, but also take the de-
bate out to America.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, it is
good to be back with the 30-Something
hour. I think it has never been more
crucial to our generation than the de-
bate that we are having here on Social
Security.

Let me first say, before I get into the
Social Security debate, that I believe
that Social Security is just one of the
major issues that this Congress is fac-
ing and one of the main issues that our
generation is facing. But while this de-
bate is going on and while you watch
the news and we are talking about So-
cial Security or we are talking about
the war in Iraq, the President has sub-
mitted his budget to Congress. And if
you want to talk about generational
fairness, like our good friends who were
here earlier in the first special order
hour, talking about generational fair-
ness, just look at the budget that was
submitted to this Congress if you want
to talk about generational fairness.

We are going to increase the Pell
grant by $100 a year for 5 years when
tuitions all over the country have dou-
bled over the past 4 or 5 years. That is
not generational fairness. Cutting food
stamps, which primarily go to children,
is not generational fairness. Cutting
Medicaid, which goes to poor children,
is not generational fairness.

So we can have this debate, we can
bring our talking points here and
march the party line and say exactly
what we are told to say when we come
to the floor and when we go on the talk
shows; and you can hear it over and
over.

Our colleagues on the other side are
good, not always accurate, but good.
But when you hear generational fair-
ness, think about cuts to Medicaid,
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think about cuts to food stamp pro-
grams, think about the miserly in-
crease in the Pell grant program, $100 a
year.

I think if we wanted to make young
people a priority in the Congress of the
United States, we would increase Pell
grant more than $100 a year if we want-
ed to be fair to every generation. So
while this debate is going on here with
Social Security, there is this other
thing happening with the budget, and I
urge our friends at home to pay close
attention to what is happening.

One of the gentlemen over there said
that it has been 70 years since Social
Security; 70 years ago Elvis was born,
70 years ago, which was my favorite,
the Great Depression was here. And I
thought that was kind of funny because
here we are having a debate about put-
ting the Social Security system into
the stock market, and one of our col-
leagues is quoting how much the world
has changed since the Great Depres-
sion.

Well, I am sorry, but if you had your
money in the stock market, you had
your Social Security in the stock mar-
ket and we had another Great Depres-
sion, there would be a lot of issues that
we would need to talk about. But be-
fore we get into the Social Security, I
want to kind of lay a little bit of a
foundation on how this whole thing
works and what the generalities are of
the President’s proposal, because we do
not know all the facts just yet.

What is happening here is, in order to
run the Social Security system, the
worker puts in a little over 6 percent of
their wages and the employer matches
that 6.2 percent, and it goes into the
Social Security trust fund.

Now, what the President is saying he
wants to do is for the worker to take
that portion, and that portion of the 6.2
that the worker puts in is debatable as
to what that side is agreeing on should
happen, but they all agree that they
want to put a portion of that 6.2 per-
cent into the side private accounts
that would go into the stock market.

I think on the face of it, when you
hear it and you are 20, 25, 30, 35, 40
years old, it sounds like a good idea.
Here is the problem we face when you
do that: The money that you would
normally be putting into the Social Se-
curity system, your 6.2 percent that
you are now diverting over into a pri-
vate account, that means that your
money you are normally putting in is
not going into the Social Security sys-
tem for your parents or your grand-
parents. In other words, the system
will not have the money in it to han-
dle. So the number that is floating
around just for the transition cost to
go from the system we have now to the
personal accounts system is $2 trillion.

Now, we are already running a $500
billion deficit this year. So we are
going out and borrowing money and
paying interest on it because we are



1964

spending money we do not have. Now
we are saying that if we implement
this Social Security program, you will
have, the government will have to go
out and borrow at least $2 trillion, with
a “‘t”’, $2 trillion, from China and Japan
which is where we are borrowing our
money from now to fund the $500 bil-
lion. We have to go out to China and
Japan and get another $2 trillion and
pay interest on that.

You are going to have a tax increase
because we are going to have to borrow
$2 trillion in addition to the $500 billion
that we are already running with our
deficit this year. So there will be a tax
increase in order to fund this system,
the transition costs, and that is if the
numbers are right, if the $2 trillion
numbers are right.

Now, we know that before with the
war we were told weapons of mass de-
struction, we were told we would be
greeted as liberators, we were told that
we would use the oil money for recon-
struction. It will not cost the taxpayer
any money. That never happened. We
are $300 billion into this.

Then, with the prescription drugs, we
were told it was only going to be $400
billion; then 2 months later it was $550
billion. Then we find out today $1.2
trillion is the real number.
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So we do not even know if $2 trillion
is the real number to do the transition
costs of the system. We are borrowing
money, $2 trillion, increasing taxes;
and that is not enough to keep the sys-
tem going.

There will also be a 40 percent benefit
cut because all this money is starting
to go. I am 31. If T stop putting my
money in, that is less going in. My
mother will have a benefit cut or peo-
ple in my mom’s generation will have a
benefit cut of 45 to 50 percent because
of that money that is not going in.

I am getting my taxes raised; we are
borrowing money from China and
Japan. Our benefits will be cut for my
mom and her generation and my grand-
parents and their generation.

In addition to that, if this is not
enough to convince my colleagues this
is a bad proposal, the investors on Wall
Street that are running your personal
account, they are not going to do it for
charity. They are not going to do it for
free. They are going to charge, and
what they charge in Chile where they
have a system just like this is 20 per-
cent.

So any benefit you may get in your
personal account will be eaten up by a
tax increase, by benefit cuts, and by
the user fee that you are going to have
to pay to the investor who is going to
invest your money, all the while risk-
ing the greatest social insurance pro-
gram in the history of the country.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman very much, and I
just want to say I think that he said
something that was very important.
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If the $2 trillion number is not right,
because as my colleagues know, under
this Medicare prescription drug benefit
that the administration put forth in
the last Congress, we were told one
number and that was wrong, and then
it was revealed that the numbers were
suppressed and the actual number is
higher. Just today, looking at the news
reports, that number is even higher,
and so as these mistakes are made, fu-
ture generations and even the present
generation is put at risk financially.

I can tell my colleagues one thing
that is fact. We do know who will ben-
efit from this privatization scheme,
which is $940 billion, Wall Street, to
put these public dollars in open water,
to gamble.

The other issue that I thought the
gentleman really laid out was the fact
there are no guarantees that the ben-
efit level will stay where it is now.
Matter of fact, we are pretty much
guaranteed that benefits will be cut,
even for those who do not take part in
the privatization accounts, and so I
think it is important for us to continue
to share that with the American peo-
ple.

Once again, I just want to say that
Social Security is going to be solvent
for another 47 years; and also, we have
48 million Americans that are now re-
cipients of Social Security, and it has a
lot to do with local economies, a lot of
our disabled and very frail individuals.
This is what they count on as a source
of income.

I must add that we still do not have
a Social Security plan. We are just
talking about principles now, guiding
principles; but one thing that the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI),
the minority leader, shared not only
with the Nation but shared with many
of us here, Democratic guiding prin-
ciples to make sure that we do not in-
crease the deficit in any Democratic
plan that is put forth, a plan that does
not send us further into debt; that
every dollar will be paid for and not
borrowed that will continue to make
the problem worse.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentleman would yield, this is real-
ly the first thing that we need to do.
No matter whether we are talking
about Social Security or the budget or
whatever, first thing we need to do in
this country is plug the hole, balance
the budget immediately, and stop bor-
rowing money from Japan and China,
now. We need to do this immediately.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
we also have one of our colleagues,
matter of fact, one of our classmates
that came in with us, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT), who is past
rules chairman in the Georgia senate
and now serves here in the Congress on
the Committee on Agriculture and also
on the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. He is going to be sharing some
words with us on Social Security, and
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it is always a pleasure working with
him and being with him, and we look
forward to his comments.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman very much, my
distinguished colleague from Florida
(Mr. MEEK) for yielding.

I certainly want to congratulate him
and of course my distinguished col-
league from Ohio; and we are at a
crossroads in America, and we need to
pay very, very close attention to what
is happening.

I want to talk for just a few moments
some plain, kitchen-table talk because
these are Kkitchen-table issues. These
are issues of substance. It is how your
tax dollars are being spent with the
budget. It is also how we are going
about to fix the most effective, most
meaningful government program that
has ever been created in Social Secu-
rity; and when I get to the Social Secu-
rity part, I want to stress an emphasis
on young people and African Ameri-
cans because there have been some
very significant misleading statements
and bad information that is being put
out.

First, let me just say a few words, if
I may, on this budget, because it is
very, very problematic.

First, the Draconian cuts in discre-
tionary spending do not reduce the def-
icit. In fact, the deficit continues as far
as the eye can see. This budget is not
honest because it omits many impor-
tant priorities, thus negating President
Bush’s promise to cut the deficit in
half by 2009.

Further, this budget has the audacity
to raise taxes on our veterans. As
Shakespeare’s Julius Caesar said to
Brutus, “Et tu Brutus, yours is the
meanest cut of all.”” I am here to say,
in this budget, the meanest cut is to
our veterans, when we need to be doing
more for our veterans, not less, and
certainly not raising taxes on our vet-
erans, as this budget does.

Veterans, wake up. I have got so
many veterans in my district down in
Atlanta, Georgia. I just spoke to the
American Legion in Jonesboro, Geor-
gia, and they said, David, you have got
to do more for the veterans, and I said
we would.

Then I come back here and see that
this budget that President Bush has
submitted raises the taxes on our vet-
erans, and then this budget also hurts
our farmers by cutting back on badly
needed farm programs. Our veterans,
our farmers, no two groups of people
stand for what is right and good about
this country more than our veterans
and our farmers. That is how we got
started, with our farmers; and that is
how we sustain and grow our freedom
in America and around the world for
the price that our veterans paid.

This budget is not balanced. In fact,
this budget creates a new record deficit
of $427 billion for fiscal year 2006. This
administration’s budget continues a
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record of deficits and rising debt over
the last 4 years. For the third year, the
administration’s budget creates a new
record deficit, while offering no plan to
restore the budget to balance.

The $5.6 trillion 10-year surplus in-
herited by this administration from
the Clinton administration, which
should have been used to strengthen
Social Security, instead has been used
and squandered and replaced by a def-
icit of $4 trillion over the same period
from 2002 to 2011.

One goal of the deficit reduction ac-
complished during the Clinton admin-
istration was to save for the retire-
ment of the baby boomers. We have had
our eye on this problem for a long
time. This is not just a problem coming
and all of the sudden this administra-
tion finds that it has all the wonders in
the world. We Democrats have been
grappling with this problem of Social
Security and the baby boomer genera-
tion coming for a long time, but we
vowed that we will solve the Social Se-
curity problem without cutting bene-
fits and without raising taxes and
without robbing the Social Security
trust fund of $2 trillion to set up pri-
vate accounts.

Instead, this administration has run
up mountains of new debt which just
passes the bill for today’s policy
choices on to our children and our
grandchildren.

Under the administration’s policies,
the annual burden of the Federal debt
on the typical American family will
more than double over the next 10
years, with each family’s share of the
Federal interest payments on the debt
rising from just over $2,000 per year to
around $5,000 per year. This is not the
kind of legacy we should be leaving to
our future, to our children. This debt
transfer is essentially a birth tax.

This budget is not honest. Several of
the President’s top priorities are omit-
ted from this budget. What surprises
me is that these projects that he is
omitting from his budget this week
were signature points in his State of
the Union speech last week. These
omitted policies, including debt serv-
ice, add $2 trillion to the 10-year def-
icit.

Not included in this budget are tran-
sition costs for privatizing Social Secu-
rity. If we are going to privatize Social
Security and set up the account, we
have got to have $2 trillion. Where is
that in the budget? How is the Presi-
dent going to pay for it?

By delaying the start of the Presi-
dent’s new Social Security plan until
2009 and then phasing in over 3 years,
the budget manages to avoid showing
most of the costs, but they are going to
be substantial. Social Security actu-
aries have estimated that the cost
would be about $750 billion over the
2009 to 2015 period alone.

Also not included in the budget are
funds for the operations in Iraq and Af-
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ghanistan. Listen, we are at war. We
have got our troops over there. We
asked for $81 billion for them. It is not
even in this budget. I ask my col-
leagues, is that responsible? Just
think, the additional $81 billion being
asked for this year for our soldiers, for
their armor and for the military are
not even in this budget; and according
to the Congressional Budget Office,
costs for operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan could run as high as $400 bil-
lion more than the budget includes.

Another thing, the alternative min-
imum tax which protects middle-in-
come taxpayers is not in the budget,
$640 billion.

Then the veterans, my heart goes out
for our veterans. They will not be able
to even go into a hospital without first
of all paying a fee of $250. This budget
imposes a $250 annual enrollment fee
for veterans without service-connected
disabilities who also have incomes
above the VA means-tested levels, and
the budget also increases pharmacy co-
payments for our veterans from $7 to
$15, over 100 percent. Veterans, wake
up. Get on the phone and call your
Congressman and see what they are
doing to our veterans in this budget.

Both of these veterans taxes were
proposed in the last two budgets; but
we in Congress rejected them and I as-
sure my colleagues, under Democratic
leadership we will reject them again
this year.

This Federal budget should be an
honest blueprint for the spending prior-
ities of the government. However, this
budget is not honest. It is passing our
obligations, responsibilities, and chal-
lenges to our children and grand-
children; and that is immoral. Let us
stand up for the honesty and goodness
of our Nation and reject this budget.

I want to talk for just a moment on
the Social Security; but as we can see,
it is very difficult for us to even before
we get to the Social Security, we have
got to explain to the American people
what is happening with this budget and
the unmerciful cuts.

Despite what the President claimed
in his State of the Union speech, his
proposal to privatize Social Security
hurts everyone. His plan will cut guar-
anteed Social Security benefits by
more than 40 percent in the coming
decades, risky private accounts which
will cut retirement, disability and sur-
vivor benefits of millions of Americans
and will not help Social Security; but
it will begin the process of dismantling
it.

O 2015

And somewhere I really believe that
that might be the intention.

Social Security needs a solid source
of funding, not a plan that makes the
problem worse by draining $2 trillion
away from this important program and
forces Americans to borrow millions of
dollars from foreign governments, as
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my friend from Ohio pointed out. Why
do we want to mortgage this country
to China, to India, to Japan, to Saudi
Arabia? Because all of our debt is being
handled by them; 90 percent of our new
debt is in the hands of foreign govern-
ments. And just the interest alone that
we are paying them is more than what
we in our own country pay for national
security.

America, wake up. Social Security
needs a solid source of funding and not
a plan that will make it worse. This
President insists he is undertaking this
drastic dismantling of Social Security
for the good of our young people. Well,
young people, I want you to listen to
me tonight. And if you know any oth-
ers, please get other young people on
the phone. Go to the phone and call
them and get them to listen to this de-
bate tonight.

The gentlemen from Georgia, Ohio,
and Florida want to set the record
straight for our young people, because
this administration wants Americans
to believe that private accounts are a
great deal for those under age 55. The
President is wrong. Privatizing Social
Security not only does not help, it is a
hindrance to the financial security of
young people, for several reasons:

First, these private accounts, young
people, listen to me, these private ac-
counts will not be monies that will be
handed to you so that you will be free
to invest however you see fit. There
will be a few plans chosen for you and
handled for you, plans that are com-
plex, have restrictions and liabilities
on them. And then there is the annuity
issue that needs to be addressed.

Again, I hope that most young Amer-
icans will begin to think about how
their lives would change if their par-
ents did not have Social Security on
which to depend. In fact, without So-
cial Security, their parents would like-
ly have to rely on them for a portion of
their income. And caring for aging par-
ents is difficult enough for adult chil-
dren without the added burden of hav-
ing to replace income from promised
Social Security benefits which were
lost through the President.

Young people must realize that the
problems inherent in privatizing Social
Security are there, and they must re-
ject them.

Now, finally, I must say how dis-
appointed and how disturbed I was
when President Bush said this. He said
since black men die sooner than
whites, Social Security is a bad deal
for them, and that private accounts is
a good deal for them. Now, I like Presi-
dent Bush personally, and I assume he
is a decent man. I have to assume also
that he must be getting some very bad
information.

I agree with columnist Paul
Krugman, who noted recently that
President Bush has blatantly manipu-
lated the facts and made false asser-
tions all in the hope of convincing Afri-
can Americans that this is a good deal
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for them. The claim that black people
get a bad deal from Social Security be-
cause of a shorter life expectancy is
wrong. And Mr. Bush’s use of this false
argument is doubly shameful because
he is exploiting the high childhood
mortality rate and the high black
youth mortality rate to promote his
privatization plan instead of trying to
remove the deep inequities that remain
and that black people face in our soci-
ety every day.

Blacks’ low life expectancy is largely
due to high death rates in childhood
and young adulthood. It is because of
the lack of health insurance and other
health disparities. What the President
is talking about is like cutting your
legs out from under you and then con-
demning you for being a cripple.

What really is shameful about Mr.
Bush’s exploitation of this disparity is
that it is taken for granted. The per-
sistent gap in life expectancy between
African Americans and whites is but
one measure of the deep inequalities
that remain in our society, including
highly unequal access to quality health
care. We ought to be trying to diminish
that gap, especially given the fact that
black infants die three times more
often than whites.

In conclusion, my colleagues, let me
just say that the President is wrong on
this Social Security issue and the pri-
vate accounts. We have a problem with
Social Security, but that problem must
be solved in a way that stands for what
is good and what is right in America.
And what is good and right in America
is that we protect and strengthen So-
cial Security. And you do not do it
with the private accounts.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. ScoTT), and I can
tell him that I concur with many of his
comments. It was a thoughtful presen-
tation.

And just to reinforce, the trust fund
has $1.7 trillion in reserves and will
provide full benefits for the next 50
years, and even 80 percent of the
present benefits we have now beyond
that. So to say there is a crisis and
that the sky is going to fall tomorrow
is just totally inaccurate.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Absolutely.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is cor-
rect, and it is very important for the
people to know that we have a surplus
in Social Security as we speak today.
And the only reason we will be having
a problem is because we folks have bor-
rowed from Social Security to pay
other bills. And we have had IOUs,
which are Treasury bonds, but they are
good all the way up through 2052. And
then beyond that, of course, we will
even be able to pay 80 percent of it.

But I think this kind of system with
the President is that you create as
much of a crisis as you can. But I do
not think the American people will be
fooled on this one, as they were with
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the crisis over the weapons of mass de-
struction.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
do not believe so either.

Mr. Speaker, I am joined by one of
our very fine new colleagues from Flor-
ida. We represent neighboring districts,
and we served together in the State
legislature and now she is here in the
Congress serving on the Committee on
Financial Services, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague so
much, and I have to say that it is a tre-
mendous pleasure to join my 30-some-
thing colleagues, my colleague from
Florida and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RYAN). I am glad to see the ranks
of the 30-somethings are expanding, es-
pecially on our side of the gender bal-
ance. No offense to my colleague. It is
especially exciting that I can rejoin
the Meek-Wasserman Schultz tag team
that we enjoyed in the Florida legisla-
ture.

I am so glad my colleagues have been
spending some time this evening talk-
ing about the significant disparities be-
tween the President’s proposal and the
crisis, the so-called crisis, it seeks to
address and the facts. So I would like
to spend a few minutes separating fact
from fiction and maybe boil this down
to some simple terms. Because often in
Washington we talk about trillions of
dollars, which is really an
unfathomable amount of money. It is
so hard for anyone to think about what
$1 trillion means, never mind several
trillion. So I want to spend a little
time about what this means to real
people.

Clearly, the President’s proposal
makes Social Security weaker, not
stronger. It does nothing, as the gen-
tleman laid out, to resolve the funding
challenges that currently face the sys-
tem. The President’s plan costs nearly
$2 trillion to implement in the first 10
years alone and several trillion more
dollars each decade after that. And his
privatization proposal bankrupts the
entire system faster than it would,
that is the term he used, which was an
inappropriate term, but it literally
bankrupts the system in only 15 to 20
years. And as my colleague stated,
without doing anything, which no one
here is advocating, we have another 50
years to go and we can still pay 80 per-
cent of the benefits.

There is a funding gap. We all agree
with that. And we have to address that
funding gap. But it does not have to be
closed by reducing or cutting benefits.
That is a totally inappropriate solu-
tion.

The real crisis here is not in Social
Security; the real crisis is the poor
management of the Federal budget.
That is the bottom line. We have some-
one here who has been mishandling the
direction of the Federal budget, and it
needs to be fixed.
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When I see a problem in my house-
hold budget, what my husband and I do
is, we make sure that we do not give
that problem an overdose of medicine.
When we address a problem with our
budget, we address it in a way that is
proportionate to the size of the prob-
lem. We give the problem not an over-
dose of medicine, but we give the prob-
lem an aspirin. And that is the dif-
ference here.

We saw earlier this week that the
President’s budget does not even cover
the cost of any Social Security reform.
This is despite the fact that extending
the tax cuts permanently costs five
times more than fixing Social Security
for you, for me, for our children, and
for their children. If we rolled back the
President’s tax breaks for just the
wealthiest 1 percent, it would cover
most of the funding gap right there,
most of the funding gap just by the
wealthiest 1 percent of Americans, roll-
ing back their tax cut and not making
it permanent.

Of course, the Bush administration
today eliminated any discussion of lim-
iting tax breaks for the wealthiest 1
percent of Americans or anyone else
just to ensure Social Security’s sol-
vency.

The bottom line is that privatized ac-
counts put Americans’ hard-earned re-
tirement savings at the whims of the
stock market. I do not know too many
people out there that have had a tre-
mendous amount of confidence in the
stock market these days so that they
would trust their entire retirement fu-
ture and the security of that to the
whims of the stock market.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if
the gentlewoman will yield, I think
that is a tremendous point that we
have overlooked, and that is why we
get an hour to do this, to make all our
points.

This benefit that we have now is
guaranteed. It is inflation adjusted and
guaranteed. No matter what, you get
your benefit. I think what the gentle-
woman from Florida is saying, what
happens if in 2000 or 2001, when you
open up your 401(k) one day, it is cut in
half and you were planning on retiring
and it takes another 10 years to get
back to where you once were, all this
risk for no real gain overall?

Mr. Speaker, I yield back to the gen-
tlewoman.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I
thank my colleague, Mr. Speaker.

Another important point, and why
the three of us are here tonight high-
lighting this, is because our generation
needs to understand the President has
laid out a rosy scenario under his pro-
posal that simply does not exist. No
group of Americans has more reason to
fight the privatization of Social Secu-
rity than young Americans and young
workers and their families. The Presi-
dent’s proposal cuts benefits, it pulls
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the rug out from underneath our re-
tirement security, and it adds trillions
to the debt.

Privatization will ultimately result
in a crisis that means millions of
young people will basically be forced to
work into their 70s, when right now,
under the current system, they could
retire far earlier with a guaranteed
benefit. And they would have to ulti-
mately pay higher income taxes for the
rest of their lives.

I want to talk just briefly about the
simple terms that I described earlier.
This is how the President’s proposal
hurts everyone. The costs of privatiza-
tion clearly explode the national debt.
Most Americans understand what hap-
pens when you run up your credit card
bill and do not pay it off. It is impos-
sible to get out from under that debt,
never mind trying to get a bank loan
based on the credit you have, because
your credit is gone.

That is exactly what the President is
doing here, essentially. He is using up
America’s credit, yours, mine, our chil-
dren’s, even our grandchildren’s to
fund a radical and untested program
that puts the safety of America’s work-
ers and retirees at risk. That is really
the bottom line. Because of the mis-
placed spending priorities, the national
debt has grown so large that an aver-
age family of four pays thousands of
dollars each year to pay down the gov-
ernment’s debt, which is just like the
interest that you pay on a credit card
when you do not pay off that debt
every month.

Imagine what that family is going to
owe when trillions of dollars are added
to their monthly statements in the
form of new and higher taxes. And
what do they get for all that spending?
Benefit cuts, removal of their retire-
ment security, all of which is subject
to the whims of politicians and the
stock market’s fluctuations. And that
is totally inappropriate public policy,
and young Americans should be as
deeply disturbed as we are.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
just want to tell my colleague from
Florida that many of the individuals
that are beating their chests about the
President’s plan, and I will not even
call it a plan because there is no plan;
I have not received a bound copy from
the White House saying this is the So-
cial Security plan.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Maybe he did not
send it to you.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Well, maybe he
did not. But I do not think anyone has
it, and I think there is a lot of Federal
jet fuel being burned flying throughout
the country, lining up individuals that
are excited to see the President of the
United States, but who may not fully
understand the fact that they are going
to receive fewer benefits, that Social
Security is there for them for the next
50 years, and even beyond that with 80
percent of the benefits if we did noth-
ing as relates to Social Security.
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We have to make sure that we main-
tain and do the things that not only
the Democratic Congress did along
with President Reagan, making sure
we kept Social Security sound for fu-
ture generations, but we need to make
sure we do it in a way that we are not
scaring Americans and making them
feel that the sky is going to fall when
it is not.
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The only thing that is guaranteed
here is that $940 billion that will then
fall into Wall Street and the compa-
nies, maybe the two or three that will
be chosen to handle these private ac-
counts, that will give young Ameri-
cans, or even middle-aged Americans
because, remember, the President said
if you are over 55, do not worry. He also
told us a number of things as relates to
Medicare, and we are finding out it is
not true. I am not saying that the
President is not being truthful with us;
I am just saying we are not getting
good information.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, so
we are going from a guaranteed benefit
for Social Security recipients to a
guaranteed payment for those Wall
Street investors. No matter what hap-
pens, whether the investments or the
portfolios they are negotiating go up or
down, they are going to get paid, guar-
anteed. Why would you shift that from
the beneficiaries?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I want to bring up something
that maybe has not been discussed and
that is the disproportionate impact
that the President’s plan will have on
women. Women are already starting far
behind the eight ball as compared to
men in their earnings. There are a
number of factors that leave women
even more vulnerable to this radical
proposal than it leaves men.

In 2003, for example, the average
monthly Social Security benefit for a
woman was only $798. That is $241 less
than the average man’s monthly retire-
ment. Women’s earnings are 77 percent
relative to men back in 2002. Women
who reach retirement age live, on aver-
age, at least 3 years longer than men,
and Social Security is the only source
of retirement income for one in three
unmarried women.

Without Social Security, 52 percent
of white women, 65 percent of African
American women, and 61 percent of
Hispanic women would live in poverty
upon retirement without the safety net
that Social Security provides. It pro-
vides more than half of the total in-
come for female widows and for single
women.

So when the President talks about
the different groups that his proposal
would disproportionately benefit, he
does not seem to care that we would
leave women in this country com-
pletely out in the cold.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I wanted to emphasize that the young
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people need to realize that if you were
to make this move into a private ac-
count, you will correspondingly have
benefits cut down the road. You are
going to lose in benefits far more than
you would in the accounts with the
risk-taking involved and because your
Social Security investment is pro-
tected from inflation, it is guaranteed,
and when you have those cuts taken
away as a result of going into the pri-
vate accounts, it should make one stop
and think a little bit before even enter-
taining the idea of going into private
accounts because they would cor-
respond in the cuts.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
see the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
RYAN) has some examples of what can
happen to many of the young people,
and the gentleman knows he is in
charge of the charts. I just want to say,
it is important to not only give our e-
mail address out, because we want to
continue to talk with Americans about
this issue, and also Members of Con-
gress we would say, and even the other
body, to go onto our Web site to get in-
formation on what we talked about
today with the Democratic leader of
going out into America, speaking to
groups that want to know more infor-
mation about what this Social Secu-
rity privatization scheme has in store
for them if we fail them as a Congress.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is absolutely right that we
should have a debate about this.

To e-mail us, it is 30something
dems@mail.house.gov.

We have some charts here that kind
of play out President Bush’s scenario
with four younger people. The one we
have here is 18-year-old Ashley. We
wanted to get a woman in there. These
are the benefits under current law,
what Ashley would get when she re-
tires in 2052.

Under the current benefit, she would
get $1,628 if we do not do anything.
Under President Bush’s good blueprint,
which is the best case scenario, but we
have to factor in tax cuts, the 20 per-
cent you have to give the investors, the
borrowed money, everything else, the
risk is probably not included in here,
Ashley would get $1,099. So you are
talking about a $529 difference. This is
our system that we have today, and the
Ponzi scheme which has been proposed.
That is Ashley.

Now we have Eric. Eric is 28 years
old, lives in Miami, Florida. He retires
in 2042. Under current law, when Eric
retires in 2042, Eric would get $1,478 a
month. In 2042, under the President’s
best case scenario, which we call the
good blueprint, Eric would get $1,098
which is a $380 difference per month,
just doing the math quickly.

Clearly, under the current system,
Eric at age 28, if you are listening and
you are 28 and we keep things solvent,
maybe make some minor adjustments
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to keep the system going, you get al-
most $1,600 a month and under Presi-
dent Bush’s plan, $1,100 a month.

Last we have Jennifer. Jennifer is
from Ohio. She is 38 years old. She re-
tires in 2032, a little closer. Under the
current law, she will get $1,343 a
month. Under President Bush’s
scheme, $1,099. There is still a $250 a
month cut because there is less money
going in.

People are putting money in private
accounts. There is an increase in taxes
because you have to borrow $2 trillion
and you have to pay your investors
their 20 percent for making the deals
for you. So even someone 38 years old
retiring in 2032 is still going to see
under President Bush’s plan a cut of
$250.

All we are saying is, we have a guar-
anteed benefit. The system is working.
No one is going to hit the lottery on
this system; we understand that. But it
was not meant to hit the lottery. It
was meant as a social insurance pro-
gram. Fifty percent of the bene-
ficiaries, if they did not get Social Se-
curity, would live in poverty; and we
are going to flip this system upside
down and go borrow $2 trillion from the
Chinese, who are cleaning our clock
economically anyway. It does not
make a whole lot of sense.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to make sure that people under-
stand that we are not just talking
teenagers, we are not just talking
about 20 or 30 something. Here is Bill.
Here is an example. And many of these
numbers, as we start talking about So-
cial Security being able to provide the
benefits that it has now, is not the
Davis, Scott, Wasserman Schultz,
Meek and Ryan report, this is from the
Congressional Budget Office, numbers
that they have given us. This is not
anything that we sat in a room and
said, let us see what works towards our
favor here. This is fact and this is re-
ality.

Here is Bill, who is 48, from Georgia,
probably from Montezuma where my
folks are in Georgia. Let us say Bill re-
tires at 2022. Under the present bene-
fits, he has $1,266 in the year 2022. But
under what the President is proposing
under his privatization scheme that
will guarantee billions for the corpora-
tions that are already prospering under
his administration, and I mean the big
corporations, not the small ones, he
will receive under the Bush plan, $1,141.

To create a crisis, to then step into a
gamble is unfair to the American work-
er. It is unfair to American families,
and I must add family benefits and sur-
vivor benefits are holding families,
people who work every day, folks who
wake up and catch the early bus in the
morning, people who know what it
means to have a 15-minute break in the
afternoon and in the morning, these
are people who work every day.

Here in this Congress, we have to
make choices. Here, in the Democratic
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Caucus and in the 30-Something Group,
we have made the choice to be on the
side of the individual that works every
day and has paid into the system every
day and expects that we will not go
back on the deal as the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ScoTT) pointed out ear-
lier, as we have done to veterans, and
we are doing to veterans in this budget
that the President has put forth. It is
very unfortunate.

It is time for not only the American
people to wake up, but also for Mem-
bers of Congress to wake up and stop
following the so-called leader, and say,
this is wrong and I am not going to
move forward with a plan that is going
to give my constituents less than what
they had when I was elected.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I know we are using Congres-
sional Budget Office numbers, and that
needs to be understood. We are not just
making this up to fit the picture that
we want to show here.

But the question I have is, when I sat
in the Chamber and listened to the
President deliver the State of the
Union address, my understanding of
the President’s proposal was that he
would try to put forward a proposal
that would ensure future retirees
would have more money. The illusion
that he has created is that by
privatizing Social Security, putting
the future of Social Security into the
stock market, he led people to believe
Wednesday night that they would re-
tire with more money than they would
have if we left the system as it is. But
each of the graphs I have seen here to-
night shows consistently there is less
money for each scenario, whether you
are the youngest future retiree or the
oldest future retiree.

How are we wrong and he is right?
How is it that he does not see that he
is costing the government trillions of
dollars, pulling the rug out from under
our retirees and causing them to have
less money, not more? What are we not
getting here?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, this
is a real pattern of behavior. I think
when we are talking to the young stu-
dents out there, the 20-somethings and
30-somethings, and we look at the
track record of the last 4 years, weap-
ons of mass destruction, oil money for
reconstruction, American taxpayers
are not going to have to pay a dime.
Mr. Wolfowitz testified $5 billion was
all the Americans were going to have
to pay, and now we are $300 billion in;
and that we would be greeted as lib-
erators, and on and on and on. None of
that was true.

Then we went to the Medicare bill. It
was $400 billion. Two months later, it
was $5650 billion. And today, and it is
funny, if it was not so sad, it would be
hilarious, $1.2 trillion. We went from
$400 billion when we voted on this
thing, to $1.2 trillion. So this is clearly
a pattern. So when they come to us
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with this proposal, how are we sup-
posed to believe them? How are the
young people supposed to believe them?

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So is
their theory, if they say it enough
times, it will become true?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. I think that is it.
Basically we are going to bet the
ponies, and we do not have any money
in our pocket, so we are going to put it
on our credit card at 21 percent. We
have to pay the Chinese back because
they issued us the credit card. It is a
dangerous game.

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I think it is very important that we re-
flect and understand the purpose of So-
cial Security. This is an insurance pro-
gram. We have investment programs
for the stock market. We have 401(k)s
in which an employer and an employee
contributes. We have other kinds of al-
ternatives. But, remember, it was the
Democratic Party that birthed Social
Security. It has been the Democratic
Party that has protected Social Secu-
rity. Social Security has been the bul-
wark of making America have the
highest standard of living.

Let us not forget the words of the
gentleman who produced Social Secu-
rity, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, who
said we want to make sure that at no
time in America will any of our people,
as they get old, succumb to the throes
and the woes of poverty.
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It is an insurance program, plain and
simple. If they want private accounts,
there is nothing wrong with investing
in the stock market. There are oppor-
tunities to do that. They have 401(k)s.
But Social Security is there.

And I just say we are addressing most
of our remarks to 20-somethings and
30-somethings, but our 20-somethings
and 30-somethings will soon be 40-
somethings and 50-somethings and 60-
somethings. At the end of the day, we
need to make sure that we do not dis-
turb that cushion that has provided
America with the highest standard of
living in the world, and that cushion is
Social Security.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT) could not say
it better.

And just in closing, Mr. Speaker, as
we close, we want to make sure that we
want people to go on to find out more
about not only what House Democrats
are talking about, but as it relates to
our tour throughout the country. It is
democraticleader.house.gov/
30something. Also, we would close with
the message that Democrats want to
strengthen Social Security without
slashing benefits to Americans that
they have earned. Private accounts
make the Social Security challenge
worse, enforce massive benefit cuts,
and increase the national debt. Once
President Bush stops insisting on pri-
vate accounts, then we can have a true
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debate as it relates to making sure the
promise of Social Security will be
around for future generations to come.

It is always a pleasure to co-chair
this hour with the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. RYAN). And also I want to
thank the gentlewoman from Florida
(Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ) for being a
part of the working group 30-some-
thing. And to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ScoTT), it is always good
to have a 40-something. I will go ahead
and put it that way.

———

AMERICA’S VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BoUsSTANY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the subject of my Special
Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
am here with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. EVANS), my good friend and
colleague, the ranking member on the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to-
night; and we will be joined by some
others a little later. But we are here to
talk about some of the issues facing
America’s veterans and especially the
result of the budget on veterans health
care.

I would like to preface my remarks,
though, by saying that in this Chamber
comprised of 435 Members from all
across this country, Democrats and Re-
publicans, some people from large cit-
ies, others from small towns, we all
have to make decisions in this Cham-
ber. We make decisions about what is
most important for our constituents
and what is most important for the
American people. So we have to choose
among priorities. But it is my feeling
as a Member of the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, and I am sure the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS) feels
the same way, that America’s veterans
should be given a high priority by this
Congress.

Right now we have Americans, most
of them young, but many of them in
their 30s and 40s and even some in their
50s fighting for us in Iraq and in Af-
ghanistan, and there are soldiers scat-
tered in other places around this
Earth. They are putting their lives on
the line for us, and many have in the
past put their lives on the line. They
have lost their lives, many have, and
others have lost their health, lost their
limbs, lost their peace of mind as a re-
sult of their service to this country. So
I believe that most Americans feel as if
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this country has an obligation, a sa-
cred obligation, a moral obligation to
do what is right for our veterans.

We are making choices here in Wash-
ington, D.C., and some of the choices
we are making are choices between
providing tax breaks to the richest peo-
ple in this country, while at the same
time we are making decisions to cut
back, to reduce, to limit the health
care that is available to America’s vet-
erans. This is certainly reflected in the
President’s budget.

But before I talk about the budget, 1
yield to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), the good ranking member
of our committee. The gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. EVANS) is a strong advo-
cate for veterans, and I want yield to
him to say a few words before I get into
some of the specifics regarding the
President’s budget and veterans health
care.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s yielding to me,
and I thank him for holding this Spe-
cial Order.

I was 17 years old when I went into
the United States Marine Corps. It was
the proudest thing I have done in my
life, including having this job, because
it was really an experience in which we
gave it all. I did not go to Vietnam, but
I served as a Marine Corps guard of
Naval Nuclear Ordnance in OKkinawa.
And it was a great point in my life. I
was 18 years old when I got sent over-
seas, and I will never forget what those
guys coming back home told us one
night in a bar, going home from Viet-
nam via Okinawa, that the contribu-
tions they made, despite the con-
troversy of that war, were ones that we
should never have forgotten.

But not only did we forget Vietnam;
we have forgotten the veterans of this
new war that is going on. And I think
it is tragic that we do not live up to
the consequences of funding the pro-
grams that our veterans assume will be
available to them, and I think that we
have got to keep it in mind that the
young people, minorities, poor white
people are the same people who fought
this war as was waged by those men
and women in combat in the last war.
That is why we need to do all we can to
help the veterans out.

But this is not what the budget calls
for. The budget call for increases in
premiums paid for the prescription
drug benefit, a benefit that has been
very helpful to our veterans, particu-
larly in line with the rate of increases
in the private sector. The hospitaliza-
tion is a big benefit to them, and yet
this administration would sink to cut
those benefits by double the pay for
those benefits. So we have got a lot to
work to do.

What do we tell the people back
home in places like Quincy, Illinois,
who have a State nursing home run by
the State, but pay partial per diem
each day? What are we going to do with
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these people who have no place else to
go and join the ranks of the unem-
ployed? What are we going to tell those
people who need that prescription drug
benefit that it is doubling its cost to
them? When are we going to talk about
the educational benefits that rarely get
talked about here? And it is a sad story
because our veterans need help in that
way too.

People that went into the Armed
Forces did so out of the highest patri-
otic obligation, and they wanted to do
it. That may sound ridiculous in light
of what happens to so many veterans
that they would be so strong and proud
all these years that they still remain
patriots today. As a Congressman, I do
not know what I am going to tell peo-
ple when I go back home. I am going to
g0 back home and meet these people
who are affected by this every day.
Every day people living in cars, living
in abandoned parts of the cities. We
can do much better than this, it seems
to me. And that is why I applaud the
gentleman for yielding to me. I look
forward to working with him in the
committee. He has been a really good
member, and I appreciate his time and
his interest on this issue.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EVANS), our
ranking member on the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, not only for serving
on the committee but for his service to
this country and for his continuing
service as a veteran.

I think it is time for some straight
talk about what is being done for vet-
erans. There may be some veterans lis-
tening tonight. I hope there are. There
may be some family members of vet-
erans listening or probably just Ameri-
cans who may not know any veterans,
but who are concerned that this Nation
do the right thing.

I think a pattern is developing in this
country, certainly within this Con-
gress. I first noticed it at least a couple
of years ago when the Veterans Admin-
istration put out a gag order. It was a
change in policy that went out to all of
the health care providers at VA hos-
pitals and facilities across this coun-
try, and it was a dramatic change in
policy. And this gag order instructed
the doctors and nurses and social work-
ers who work at our VA facilities to
stop proactively disseminating infor-
mation to veterans regarding the serv-
ices they were legally entitled to re-
ceive under the laws that had been
passed by this Congress.

For example, they were told they
could not participate in community
health fairs. They were told they could
not make public service announce-
ments urging veterans to take advan-
tage of their legal benefits. That trou-
bled me. But matters have gotten
worse. Then the VA made the decision
that they were going to create a brand-
new category of veterans, call them
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