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There is no greater supporter of
President Bush’s proposals to reform
our immigration laws in this body than
I am. I believe that a comprehensive
temporary worker plan is the best way
to enhance national security at the
border. Support for a temporary work-
er plan is consistent with support for
the gentleman from  Wisconsin’s
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER) bill. In
fact, I voted against the intelligence
reform bill last year precisely because
the gentleman from  Wisconsin’s
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER) provisions
were not included. Further, the provi-
sion on driver’s licenses in the Sensen-
brenner bill largely mirror provisions
that I introduced in a bill in 2002.

Critics of the President’s immigra-
tion reform bill use words like ‘‘un-
safe,”” ‘‘insecure,” and ‘‘dangerous’
when talking about a temporary work-
er plan. But those of us who advocate
such a program are no less concerned
about national security than our coun-
terparts. In fact, national security is
probably the best case that can be
made for a meaningful temporary
worker program.

Right now we have somewhere be-
tween 8 and 15 million illegal immi-
grants in this country. The vast major-
ity of these people came here simply to
work, but we can be sure that a small
number are here with more sinister in-
tentions. But given the number of ille-
gal immigrants who are here in the
country, trying to find the terrorists,
the drug smugglers, the human traf-
fickers amounts to trying to find a nee-
dle in a haystack. But if we can offer a
framework under which workers can
register to legally come to this country
and work, we can drastically reduce
the size of that haystack and focus our
resources on finding the needles.

Some will say that rather than im-
plementing a temporary worker pro-
gram, we simply need to enforce the
laws against illegal immigration that
are on the books. That is all well and
good, Mr. Speaker, but enforcing the
current law would require that we
round up everyone who is here illegally
and ship them home. Remember, there
are as many as 10 million illegal work-
ers here right now. I have not heard
one of my colleague seriously rec-
ommend that we round all of them up
and send them home, yet that is what
enforcing the law means.

That said, it seems to me that we
have just two choices. We can put in
place a temporary worker program and
register those who are working here il-
legally, or we can continue to pretend
they do not exist, thus forcing them to
work in the shadows, as they have been
doing for years now. The latter course
is obviously not in the best interest of
our Nation’s security.

This brings me back to the debate on
tomorrow’s REAL ID Act. I suspect
that in the debate tomorrow on this
House floor, there will be talk about
how these measures cut down and
crack down on illegal immigration. As
important as this legislation is, it will
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do little to deal with the problem of il-
legal immigration. These provisions
will help red-flag those who are cur-
rently in the country illegally, we all
remember that many of the hijackers
were issued valid driver’s licenses that
expired long after their visas did, but
they will not do much to keep more il-
legal aliens from coming here and
working in the shadows.

There is much more we need to do,
Mr. Speaker, and it must start with an
honest discussion about how we deal
with this country’s labor needs as well
as our national security needs. I look
forward to beginning that discussion as
soon as we pass this legislation.

———————

BUDGET PRIORITIES AND MORAL
VALUES

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday President Bush delivered to
this Congress his proposed Federal
budget. In the coming months, Demo-
crats and Republicans in Congress will
debate budget proposals largely based
on divergent cardinal moral values. We
will debate budget cuts that represent
more than just program additions or
scale-backs.

The President’s proposed cuts to
vital government programs are reflec-
tive of differences in moral core phi-
losophies on the role of our govern-
ment in serving our people. Budgets
are moral documents that reveal fun-
damental priorities of a person, of a
household, of a community, of a busi-
ness, of a government.

There is no better example of where
Democratic and Republican values di-
verge than on Medicaid. The President
claims he only wants to cut programs
that are either not getting results or
that duplicate current efforts or that
do not fulfill essential priorities.

As Democrats, we could not agree
more on the need for efficient govern-
ment. That was how we balanced the
budget in the 1990s. But which of those
three criteria does the President mean
when he talks about Medicaid?

There is no question Medicaid gets
results. In spite of what my friends on
the other side of the aisle like to dema-
gogue, it operates at a lower cost than
private health insurance. Private
health insurance has in the last few
years grown at 12.7 percent; Medicare
has grown at 7.1 percent.

Medicaid costs have grown at only 4.5
percent a year. There is no duplication
in Medicaid. It is the only program of
its kind. It fullfills an essential pri-
ority. It is the sole source of nursing
home care for 5 million senior citizens
in our country who are living in pov-
erty.

The President knows Medicaid is al-
ready running on fumes, but he made a
choice. He chose to give more tax cuts
to the most affluent 1 percent of Amer-
icans rather than provide subsistence
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care for senior citizens. That is the
choice he made, different priorities re-
flecting a different set of moral values.

Medicaid provides health coverage to
52 million Americans, 1.7 million in my
State of Ohio alone. It is the only
source of coverage for one out of four
Ohio children. It provides 70 percent of
nursing home funding in my State of
Ohio.

Think about divergent moral values,
what we stand for, in our government,
in our homes and our families and in
our communities. The Bush proposal
cuts $60 billion, billion with a “b’’, $60
billion out of Medicaid over the next 10
years. Ask hospitals, ask health care
experts, ask senior groups, these cuts
will mean kicking seniors out of nurs-
ing homes. We have a moral obligation
to prevent that from happening.

The President’s plan shifts tens of
millions of dollars of costs to States,
like Ohio, already facing severe finan-
cial shortfalls.

The President cannot eliminate basic
needs by ignoring them. He cannot
eliminate the nursing home care for
seniors by ignoring nursing home care
or by shifting responsibility to the
States which simply cannot afford it.
In the short run, his budget cuts will
create victims. In the long run, it will
force the State to spend more.

And how will that happen? How will
the States be able to take care of this?
Students will have to pay higher tui-
tion. Homeowners will have to pay
higher property tax. Consumers will
have to pay higher sales tax. Workers
will have to pay higher income tax to
make up for the cuts in Medicaid and
to make up for the President’s huge
tax cuts for the wealthiest, most privi-
leged 1 percent.

Medicaid is a partnership between
the Federal and State government.
Cutting the Federal share hurts our
families, hurts our schools, hurts our
communities, hurts our States.

We can give up, Mr. Speaker, many
things in the name of shared sacrifice,
as we should, but common sense should
not be one of those things we give up.
The President’s every-man-for-himself
budget neglects our communities and
betrays our moral values as a nation.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. WOOLSEY addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

e ——

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

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SCHIFF) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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(Mr. SCHIFF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take the Special
Order time of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF).

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

There was no objection.

——
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, Social
Security should remain a guarantee of
one’s earnings, not a gamble, and sure-
ly not a gamble by well-connected in-
vestors who might have some political
connections.

President Bush and his Republican
Party are proposing radical and reck-
less changes to Social Security. Noth-
ing they have attempted to date, even
shifting major portions of the tax bur-
den to the middle class from the most
wealthy in our country, are as brazen
and audacious as this misguided plan
to undermine our Nation’s most suc-
cessful insurance program for retire-
ment and disability, affecting millions
and millions of our people who have
earned these benefits.

Social Security is security for the
majority of the American people. So-
cial Security represents the best, the
best, in the American Union. Like the
preamble says, ‘“We the people,” not I
alone withdrawing from the Union.
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The Democratic Party has long
championed we, the people, surely, to
collect those earnings that people need
in their retirement years, and one out
of six families need in the event of un-
expected disability. The system does
not work if we make it every man and
woman for himself or herself, some-
thing the President and his party, un-
fortunately, now are advocating. It is
our patriotic duty as Democrats to op-
pose this privatization scheme.

The President claims that the coun-
try will save money because of privat-
ization. Again, I say he needs a better
set of accountants in the White House.
What he does not mention is that his
plan requires trillions of dollars of bor-
rowing, and I might say, from foreign
countries now, because we are not sav-
ing as a society, leading to higher
taxes in the future and interest that we
pay them, not ourselves.

Yes, he is borrowing for a savings
plan. What kind of sense does that
make? Well, you would really think
maybe he never had to think too hard
about handling his own finances by the
cavalier manner in which he is trying
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to affect the earnings of the vast ma-
jority of the American people. Bor-
rowing $2 trillion to finance so-called
private accounts will further increase
America’s escalating debt. President
Bush has already increased the na-
tional debt to the point that the cur-
rency’s value is dropping internation-
ally, and a family of four’s share of
that debt has increased by thousands of
dollars.

In addition, his plan actually cuts
benefits in the future, and really those
earnings should be the source of any
true savings for the Social Security
program. This is because he creates an
offset, almost like a new downward
notch in Social Security, that would
cut guaranteed Social Security bene-
fits over the next 75 years by $3.6 tril-
lion. The cut would apply to all bene-
ficiaries, whether or not they have cho-
sen a private account.

And this chart actually shows what
happens. The blue represents the bene-
fits that you would get based on your
earnings. The red represents what his
plan would do. In essence, down the
road, every succeeding decade you
would actually receive less than in the
current Social Security program.
These private accounts he is proposing
will not even make up for the 46 per-
cent cut in benefits that Republicans
have proposed. For example, a 20-year-
old who enters the workforce this year,
if they can get a good job, would lose
$152,000 in Social Security benefits
under the Republican plan. A private
account is unlikely to make up for this
benefit cut because the plan would also
take back 80 cents of every dollar in
the private account. It is like an offset.
It really is not your money. In fact, it
appears no one will get back the money
that they would put in these private
accounts. They would only get back
some share of the interest those ac-
counts earn. So you do not get your
principal back.

We should not sacrifice the retire-
ment and old age and disability secu-
rity of our families at the altar of
short-term political gains. And surely
we should honor our father and our
mothers. We should value our children,
and we should prepare through an in-
surance program for the unexpected.

We must keep Social Security strong
so it is there for years to come. Believe
me, we need to fight to save a program
that truly is sacred. It represents the
best values that are in us as a people,
and it must continue to be a guarantee
and not a gamble.

When I first came to Congress during
the 1980s, Claude Pepper, a beautiful
Member from Florida, stated some of
the following words when we refi-
nanced Social Security in the spring of
1983. He said, ‘‘This is the people’s pro-
gram, intended by President Roosevelt
and those who were authors of the
measures in those early days as some
measure of assurance that those who
retired would have a decent sustenance
upon which to live, that those who died
would have a measure of protection to
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transmit to their widows and their
children, that those who became dis-
abled under another phase of the sys-
tem would have some support.”’

We need to rise to that original vi-
sion.

————

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

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

—

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

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

———

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

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

——————

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF
THE PERMANENT SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE, 109TH
CONGRESS

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

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, in accord-
ance with Clause 2 of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House, | am submitting the Rules of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
for printing in the CONGESSIONAL RECORD. On
January 26, 2005, the committee adopted
these rules by non-record vote with a quorum
present.

RULES OF PROCEDURE FOR THE PERMANENT

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

1. MEETING DAY

(a) Regular Meeting Day for the Full Com-
mittee.

Generally. The regular meeting day of the
Committee for the transaction of Committee
business shall be the first Wednesday of each
month, unless otherwise directed by the
Chairman.

2. NOTICE FOR MEETINGS

(a) Generally. In the case of any meeting of
the Committee, the Chief Clerk of the Com-
mittee shall provide reasonable notice to
every Member of the Committee. Such no-
tice shall provide the time and place of the
meeting.

(b) Definition. For purposes of this rule,
“‘reasonable notice’’ means:

(1) written notification;

(2) delivered by facsimile transmission or
regular mail, which is

(A) delivered no less than 24 hours prior to
the event for which notice is being given, if
the event is to be held in Washington, D.C.;
or

(B) delivered no less than 48 hours prior to
the event for which notice is being given, if
the event is to be held outside Washington,
D.C.
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