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Capitol itself, it is the most beautiful 
building on Capitol Hill, and maybe in 
Washington. Boris Yeltsin is said to 
have gone into the Library of Congress 
and looked around at that magnificent 
lobby and then questioned: How did 
you get a building like this? You didn’t 
have any czars. 

Having been to the buildings in the 
Kremlin and seeing the kinds of things 
the czars built, I understand that the 
Library of Congress probably would 
have impressed him. 

f 

SENATE CHAPLAIN 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, my 
second comment has to do with our 
Chaplain. I listened with great interest 
and humility to the prayer he offered 
this morning. I felt touched by the 
things he asked on our behalf. They 
were the kinds of things I need from 
our Heavenly Father. I was grateful to 
the Chaplain for his ability to touch on 
those. I read his biography before it 
was published. He was gracious enough 
to give a copy of it to my wife, who has 
now read it, and I have reread it. We 
are well served by having a man of his 
spirituality and intellectual back-
ground and learning as our Chaplain in 
the Senate. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I rise 
to turn my attention to a report that 
was released yesterday, the annual re-
port of the Board of Trustees of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance and the Disability Insurance 
Trust Funds. Those are fancy names 
for what we call Social Security. 

With yesterday’s release, they once 
again changed their projection as to 
what the future might hold with re-
spect to Social Security, thus under-
lying a point I have tried to make in 
my career in the Senate ever since I ar-
rived; that is, all projections about the 
future are wrong. I don’t know whether 
they are wrong on the high side or on 
the low side, but they are always 
wrong. The closer we get to reality, the 
more we have to adjust those projec-
tions and say: Well, it is closer to this, 
that, and the other. 

The most reliable projections are 
those which are 30 days out. The next 
most reliable are those which are 3 
months out and then those which are 6 
months, those which are a year. Those 
which are 20 years or 30 years out are 
all very much subject to challenge. We 
are seeing that here. We have had pro-
jections on which we have based our 
speeches and our actions. Now we are 
seeing those projections get changed. 
But there is one projection that is not 
subject to change that has bearing on 
the issue of Social Security. I would 
like to put up a chart which dem-
onstrates that. 

The reason this one is not subject to 
change is that all of the people rep-
resented here are already born. These 
are people who are already alive. These 

are not projections about demo-
graphics. These are not projections 
about economics. These are the facts 
with respect to the American popu-
lation. This is a chart showing the per-
centage of Americans who are over 65. 
Back in 1950, it was around 5 percent of 
Americans who were over 65. Then it 
increased gradually over the years. 
Now it is closer to 10 percent. There 
was a dip in the percentage that oc-
curred between 1990 and now. That dip 
represented the birthrate back in the 
Great Depression when people, for their 
own reasons, curtailed the having of 
children. One could say it was pri-
marily economic. Children have ceased 
to be economic assets; they have be-
come consumer goods. When times are 
hard, you cut back on your consumer 
goods. 

Then we had what we demographers 
call the baby boom. The GIs came 
home from World War II. They started 
families. They started their careers. 
They were filled with optimism, and 
they were willing to take on some 
extra consumer goods. They had larger 
families. Those children are now reach-
ing retirement age. 

Starting in 2008, something is going 
to happen in America that has never 
happened before in our history: The 
percentage of Americans over retire-
ment age is going to double in a 20-year 
period. Then it will taper off again, 
after we have absorbed the impact of 
the baby boom generation, and con-
tinue to increase but at a relatively 
minor rate. It is this phenomenon, this 
projection, which is a reliable one—be-
cause all of these people have been 
born—that is driving the crisis in So-
cial Security. It is not the Republicans 
who are driving the crisis. It is not the 
Democrats who are responsible for the 
crisis. We should stop talking in par-
tisan terms about this and recognize 
the reality. This is a demographic re-
ality. This is a demographic projection 
upon which we can rely. 

Social Security is a program that 
covers everybody who works. It covers 
the single mom who works as a wait-
ress at the minimum wage, and it cov-
ers Oprah Winfrey and Warren Buffett 
and Bill Gates. The multibillionaires 
receive Social Security. They receive 
Social Security on the basis of the 
amount they pay into the program. 
The amount they pay into the program 
is substantially more than the amount 
the single-mom waitress pays in. Be-
cause it is structured in that fashion, 
Oprah Winfrey will receive more than 
the single-mom waitress—indeed, sig-
nificantly more. The question arises, 
under those circumstances, in order to 
deal with the shortfall that is described 
in the report issued by the trustees, do 
we need to continue that idea; that is, 
that Oprah Winfrey, with her billions, 
still should get more Social Security 
than the single-mom waitress who, 
when she retires, has no personal safe-
ty net whatsoever. I am not suggesting 
that what we do is penalize Oprah 
Winfrey or Warren Buffett or Bill 

Gates. I don’t want to pick on Oprah 
too much, but she is perhaps the most 
visible all of these billionaires about 
whom I speak. 

There is something in the Social Se-
curity system that we should address 
and that people on both sides of the 
aisle should address; that is, the way 
Social Security benefits are currently 
figured has in that mathematical for-
mula a method of increasing the bene-
fits to compensate for inflation. The 
formula that is there increases the ben-
efits more than inflation goes up. We 
don’t know that. Americans aren’t 
aware of that. We say: Here is the ben-
efit line, and it should increase by so 
much with respect to inflation, and 
that is only fair. It increases more 
than inflation actually goes up. 

The late Senator Moynihan from New 
York used to say the way to deal with 
this reality of the doubling of Ameri-
cans over retirement age is to simply 
adjust the inflation adjustment to true 
inflation. 

We are paying out more than infla-
tion would justify. If we just back it 
down to pay out exactly what inflation 
would justify, then we solve the prob-
lem. Then the report from the trustees 
says there will be enough money. It is 
the fact we have adjusted it higher 
than inflation that is causing the 
money to disappear, causing the pro-
jections to be as bad as they are. 

Let me show you what happens if we 
do not make some kind of adjustment. 
Here is another chart that takes the 
information that comes from the trust-
ees and puts it in perspective. This flat 
line is the income coming into the So-
cial Security system. This blue line is 
the payout. As you will see, starting at 
about 2014, the amount paid out will be 
more than the amount coming in. 

How do we make up the difference? 
Well, it is in the trust fund. It is a com-
mitment made by the Congress. So the 
Congress will put up the money. We 
will honor the commitment of the 
trust fund. 

Then, around about 2040, 2041, all of a 
sudden the trust fund is exhausted, 
and, by law, you cannot pay out more 
than you have coming in—unless you 
dip into the trust fund. So if there is no 
trust fund, and you cannot pay out any 
more than you have coming in, the 
amount of benefits drops dramatically 
back to the level of the income. That is 
where we are, and that is roughly a 25- 
percent cut across the board to every-
body. 

That is a 25-percent cut to the 
woman who waited on tables as a sin-
gle mom and is now at retirement age 
and sees her benefits cut 25 percent. It 
is a 25-percent cut for Oprah Winfrey, 
who will not notice it. Indeed, she 
probably won’t even be aware the So-
cial Security check is coming in be-
cause in her billions that check gets 
lost. 

This dotted line shown on the chart 
is what the benefits should have been if 
we had enough money. But we will not 
have enough money, and that is where 
we will be. 
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Instead of waiting until 2041 to deal 

with this reality, what we should do 
now is listen to what Senator Moy-
nihan had to say—but with this amend-
ment, he said: Change the adjustment 
for inflation to match real inflation, 
and you get enough money to keep the 
two together. 

I say: Leave the present overly gen-
erous adjustment for inflation in place 
for the single mom; that is, leave the 
present situation in place for the bot-
tom third of people who pay into the 
trust fund. Then say to Oprah Winfrey 
and Bill Gates: You are going to have 
to struggle by with just inflation as it 
really is. We are not going to give you 
the inflation-plus energizer that we 
give to the bottom third. 

Now, for those of us who fall some-
where in between the bottom third and 
Bill Gates, we can have a blend. We can 
have a mixture of the more generous 
benefits paid to the bottom third and 
the less generous benefits paid to the 
top 1 percent. By simply making that 
kind of adjustment now—now, not 
waiting until 2041—we can avoid the 
crisis in 2041. 

Now, I have had conversations with 
my friends across the aisle about this 
proposal for several years. I have intro-
duced it as a piece of legislation and 
discussed it with people around this 
Congress of both parties. This is the re-
action I get: Bob, this is a good idea. 
This is something we probably ought to 
do. But we won’t address the problem 
until after the next election. 

Mr. President, the next election 
never comes. There never is an ‘‘after 
the next election.’’ We are constantly 
demagoging the Social Security issue 
for political advantage and putting off 
the time when we must deal with it. 

So triggered by the occasion of the 
report released by the trustees of the 
Social Security trust funds, I say 
today, the time has come for both par-
ties to recognize this is a problem that 
will not go away. This is a projection 
we can trust, and it is time for us to 
put partisan advantage or perceived 
partisan advantage aside and deal with 
it. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Colorado. 
f 

IRAQ SUPPLEMENTAL 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, last 

night we had our first and only con-
ference committee meeting where all 
the members from both Appropriations 
Committees who are on the conference 
committee, including members on the 
House side, had an opportunity to come 
together for their first gathering. I pre-
dict it will be the only gathering. Ev-
erything else in that supplemental has 
been worked out behind doors, and a 
lot of us were not privy to it until leg-
islation was proposed in the conference 
committee yesterday. 

I am very disappointed in that piece 
of legislation. There is a huge increase 
in the amount of dollars being spent to 
try to placate some of those who may 
otherwise oppose the legislation. 

But my main concern with that legis-
lation is it has timelines and bench-
marks in it that are going to tend to 
micromanage the conflict in Iraq. I 
think that is a bad idea. In fact, I have 
indicated I am not willing to sign the 
conference report that is going to come 
out of that particular committee be-
cause of the language in there that 
does lay down timelines and bench-
marks. That creates a problem for our 
commanders in the field in Iraq. 

Mr. President, it was not very many 
months ago the Senate unanimously 
approved General Petraeus to head our 
efforts in Iraq. Many Members have 
extolled the virtues of the general—his 
education, his leadership, and his com-
mitment to his soldiers. 

Unfortunately, we are still con-
fronted with the reality that some 
want to tie General Petraeus’s hands. 
Confusingly enough, they want to re-
ject the strategy General Petraeus has 
proposed in Iraq even before he has 
been given the full opportunity to per-
form his mission. 

I ask again: Why would we support 
him and recognize his stellar career 
with a unanimous nomination vote but 
not give him the means to get the job 
done? For what reason did my col-
leagues agree to send him to Iraq as 
the commander of our forces? His 
strategy in Iraq was made very clear, 
both publicly and privately, and yet we 
are not willing to support it. It is vex-
ing. 

We need to avoid micromanaging the 
war from the floor of the Senate. Let 
our Commander in Chief perform his 
duties, and let our military leaders do 
their jobs. If we do not support them 
fully in the supplemental bill, then I 
must continue to vote against any leg-
islation that sets arbitrary deadlines 
and thresholds in Iraq—and plead with 
my colleagues to do the same. 

We cannot afford to set a deadline 
and walk away from Iraq. The cost of 
failure is too great to our future long- 
term national security. It is in Amer-
ica’s security interests to have an Iraq 
that can sustain, govern, and defend 
itself. Too much is at stake to simply 
abandon Iraq at this point. The price of 
failure is simply too great. 

Let me remind my colleagues that we 
have seen terrible results from polit-
ical motives being placed above mili-
tary necessities—the attempt at res-
cuing the American Embassy hostages 
from Tehran, or Beirut in the 1980s, and 
Somalia in the 1990s. Leaving Iraq in 
the current situation would be like the 
ending of our efforts in those areas as 
well. Our withdrawal from these coun-
tries embolden the terrorists. Bin 
Laden himself is on record after these 
withdrawals criticizing our lack of will 
and questioning our commitment to 
fighting these zealots. We have to learn 
from our mistakes in the past. 

How have we gotten to this point? 
Well, many of my colleagues in the 
Senate continue to beat the drum of 
the Iraq Study Group Report. They 
continue to state that their withdrawal 
proposal follows the report’s rec-
ommendations. 

I would simply like to point out 
something to my colleagues. Unlike 
the supplemental bill that will soon be 
voted on—or what I would like to call 
our surrender document—the Iraq 
Study Group Report does not call for 
us to walk away from our mission. 
They do not call for us to walk away 
from our mission. In fact, the Iraq 
Study Group Cochair, James Baker, re-
cently had this to say about artificial 
deadlines: 

The [Iraq Study Group] report does not set 
timetables or deadlines for the removal of 
troops, as contemplated by the supplemental 
spending bills the House and Senate passed. 
In fact, the report specifically opposes that 
approach. As many military and political 
leaders told us, an arbitrary deadline would 
allow the enemy to wait us out and would 
strengthen the positions of extremists over 
moderates. 

So here we are, a must-pass bill that 
flies in the face of what the Iraq Study 
Group has recommended. But the 
Democratic majority is well aware of 
what effect slowing down passage of 
the supplemental means to the Depart-
ment of Defense as a whole. Particu-
larly, the House of Representatives has 
dragged its feet in appointing conferees 
to the bill, knowing full well the Presi-
dent intends to veto this legislation. In 
fact, just yesterday, President Bush 
stated he would strongly object to any 
deadlines, stating that: 

An artificial timetable of withdrawal 
would say to an enemy, ‘‘Just wait them 
out.’’ It would say to the Iraqis, ‘‘Don’t do 
hard things necessary to achieve our objec-
tives.’’ And it would be discouraging to our 
troops. 

He also stated he does not want 
‘‘Washington politicians trying to tell 
those who wear the uniform how to do 
their job.’’ I agree with the President 
wholeheartedly. 

By placing the President in the pre-
carious position of vetoing this bill, 
even in the dire financial straits it 
places the Department of Defense, the 
other side of the aisle has chosen to 
play politics rather than fund a clean 
bill that gives our soldiers in the field 
the resources they need. 

The question remains, if the other 
side truly believes the war is lost, then 
why not cut off funding for the war en-
tirely? The power of the purse is in our 
constitutional authority as a Congress. 
If the majority party wants to dictate 
Iraq policy to the President, rather 
than put limitations on our military in 
Iraq, which would be a disaster, they 
should attempt to no longer fund our 
efforts. 

But I doubt that will happen because 
they know they do not have the votes 
or the support for such a precipitous 
withdrawal. Instead, the ‘‘slow bleed 
strategy’’ will continue from our col-
leagues in the Senate and the House 
that will, in my opinion, leave our 
troops dejected and less safe than be-
fore. This ill-advised strategy will 
clearly hand Al Jazeera its propaganda 
message. 
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