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necessary for Washington, D.C. to im-
pose their excess regulations, to im-
pose some of the utopian ideas and in
many cases to drive these people off
that land.

You know it is very easy in the East
to tell them what to do in the West be-
cause there is not much government
land in the East. In the West, my dis-
trict for example, my district, geo-
graphically larger than the State of
Florida, 20-some-million acres of Fed-
eral land. We know about that land. We
do not need Washington, D.C. to tell
us.

Sometime take a deep breath and go
visit a ranch in Colorado.
f

AN AWESOME RESPONSIBILITY
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, let me first apologize to the
wonderful people who work for this
House. I am sorry we are keeping you
late, I am sorry I am contributing to
that.

As far as the American people, I want
to apologize for the expense of this
speech and the others. It costs about
$8,000 an hour for special orders.

I tried when the Democrats were in
the majority to do away with it, to
have us use a room upstairs, let these
good people, approximately 80 House
employees, go home. There is no reason
for these 80 people to be here, there is
no reason for the clock to keep run-
ning. And I hope that some of my Re-
publican friends who are equally cost-
conscious would work with me on end-
ing this practice.

Mr. Speaker, there is a room upstairs
we can use. We do not have to keep 80
people around. My worries are not so
great they need to be transcribed, and
I can always ask that they be included
in the RECORD if I think it is worth-
while.

I am sorry Mr. DELAY left. I do like
Mr. DELAY. But I do feel like he said
some things that need to be clarified,
and I want the American people to
know where I am coming from as I
make these remarks.

I have been here almost nine years,
and in those nine years have come to
the conclusion that both the political
parties have degraded themselves to
the point where they are not much
more than organizations that raise
money and peddle influence. So I hope
that no one will take this as a partisan
speech, but merely somebody who cares
about his country and wants to fix it.

I regret that Mr. DELAY would lead
the public to believe that we have a
balanced budget, because we do not,
and I do consider our Nation’s debt as
the greatest threat to our Nation. I re-
gret to tell the American people that
we are now spending a billion dollars a
day on interest on that debt and it is
growing.

A couple yards away from me is a
real neat human being by the name of

DUNCAN HUNTER. He is the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Military Pro-
curement of the Committee on Na-
tional Security. One of DUNCAN’s great
misfortunes is trying to replace an
aging fleet for the Navy, replace aging
airplanes for the Air Force, on a very,
very small budget. And quite frankly,
if we were not squandering a billion
dollars a day on interest on the na-
tional debt, we could be buying a de-
stroyer a day with enough change left
over to buy about 20 Blackhawk heli-
copters.

That is why it is important that we
balance our budget, that is why it is
important we be honest with the Amer-
ican people. And it is not a Democrat
or Republican issue because, doggone
it, they are both guilty in creating the
debt, and the only way we are going to
get out of debt is working together.

I am sorry to say that the Cato Insti-
tute can back up everything that I
have said. Actually, overall spending in
the first three years that the Repub-
licans have run Congress has increased
at a greater rate than the last three
years that the Democrats were in the
Congress. They are both wrong. It is
wrong for both of us.

But defense spending has either
shrunk or been frozen under both, and
that is equally wrong. There are kids
today flying around in 30-year-old CH–
46s, 30-year-old CH–47s. Almost a thou-
sand UH–1 Hueys have been grounded
because we finally came to the conclu-
sion that it just was not fair, and above
all it just was not safe to send those
kids up. But people are still flying old
F–14s, still flying old C–103s, and they
are still going to sea in old ships.

That is why it is important that,
number one, we face up to the reality
that we are still not balancing the
budget, that we are borrowing from the
trust funds, and it does not get any
easier to get out of that hole for a lot
of reasons, but the biggest reason is as
a Nation we are getting older. As a Na-
tion we are getting fewer and fewer
people who are taxpayers and more and
more people who are receiving benefits.

My dad a couple of days ago turned 77
years old, and I will use his generation
as an example. When my dad was a
teenager in the 1930’s, there were 19
working people for every retiree. One
hundred years later, in the year 2030, it
has been estimated that there will only
be 1.2 working people for every retiree.
If we do not pay our bills now, we will
never pay our bills because the ratio of
workers to retirees continues to de-
cline. It gets only worse all the way
out to at least halfway through the
next century.

So what I am going to ask Mr. DELAY
on one side, what I am going to ask my
fellow Democrats on the other, let us
not claim victory in the budget be-
cause we have not even started. We are
$5.5 trillion in debt, and we do not need
the Democrats over here or the dema-
gogues over there misleading the pub-
lic.

We have an awesome responsibility
to defend this nation. We have an

equally awesome responsibility to pay
our bills. We have an equally awesome
responsibility to be honest with the
American people, make them aware of
the problem and then, as their elected
representatives, both Democrats and
Republicans, let us solve them.
f

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to take this opportunity to ad-
dress an important issue that really
took a different spin this week. As we
entered this week in legislative busi-
ness, I did not expect campaign finance
reform to be an issue that was going to
be on the front lines of legislative busi-
ness this week nor next week.

But it took a turn this week, and it
goes to show the legislative process
works, and I want to express my appre-
ciation, I think the appreciation of the
American public, that the leadership
indicated their willingness to have a
full and fair and open debate on cam-
paign finance reform. The procedure
that has been outlined could not be
more fair and open than having a base
bill that comes to the floor of the
House, which is the bipartisan Cam-
paign Integrity Act, the freshman bill
that is a bipartisan bill that addresses
campaign finance reform, and then it is
subject to amendments. It is a full and
free open debate that no one can quar-
rel about as to its fairness.

That is what the American people ex-
pect, and that is what they have re-
ceived, and I think it is a tribute to the
leadership for recognizing this, re-
sponding to it in a very fair fashion.

b 2015

Now, they have selected the fresh-
man bill, it is called. It is really the re-
sult of a freshman task force, as the
base bill that would come to the House
on campaign reform. If you look at this
bill, it is bipartisan in nature, but it is
also bipartisan in process, and that is
why it is so unique.

Let me talk just for a second about
how that bill, I suspect, might have
been chosen. If you go back to the be-
ginning of this Congress, the two re-
spective freshmen classes, the Demo-
crats and the Republicans, said let’s
work together on an issue, and they
choose finance campaign reform.

A task force of six Republicans and
six Democrats met together over the
course of 5 months, heard experts on
constitutional law. We heard from the
Democratic Party and heard from the
Republican Party as to what they be-
lieved needed to be done.

We heard from the American people.
We heard from academia. We heard
from everyone imaginable; from the
unions to the business side. And from
those hearings we learned a lot, but we
also came up with a proposal. We said
we need to avoid the extremes. That is
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what has killed this issue time and
time again in Congress. Avoid the ex-
tremes.

Let us concentrate on what we can
agree on, the consensus, the common
ground. And that resulted in this bill
that was produced by this task force,
but now has over 70 cosponsors, both
Republicans and Democrats, both Lib-
erals and Conservatives. It crosses the
political spectrum. Not only is it fair,
but it is an improvement in our sys-
tem.

Now, it is not just a freshman bill.
We have representatives all across the
spectrum, every class that has spon-
sored this, that has joined in support of
this. We need more support for this bill
as it moves to the floor.

What does the bill do? First of all, I
think it is very important to say that
this is not a Republican leadership bill;
it is not a Democrat bill. It is a biparti-
san bill in process, in form and result,
and I hope that we can continue that
process as we move through the House.

This bill, first of all, bans the cor-
porate money from the multinational
corporations that comes in huge sums
to our national political parties. It
bans the contributions in the same
form from the labor unions that go to
the national political parties. So it is
balanced in banning soft money to the
national parties.

The second thing it does, besides re-
ducing the influence of special inter-
ests, it increases the role of individuals
in our campaign process. It increases
their contribution limits. It says they
should have a greater role in it. It re-
duces special interests, increases the
role of individuals, and then it in-
creases the role of the American public
by giving them more information,
more information on who is affecting
the campaigns, how much money is
being spent, what groups are spending
that money. And that is the informa-
tion that they need to make the cor-
rect decisions on campaigns, and who
are trying to influence them.

It is a basic bill that is good cam-
paign reform, that is true reform, and
I am delighted to have an opportunity
for it to come to the floor, subject to
amendment, as we debate this issue.

So I think that we have come a long
way. I look forward to the next 3 or 4
weeks as we debate ideas and we have
disagreements; both on the Republican
and Democrat side. But what would be
more fair to the American public than
to debate ideas on the floor of this
House and let the majority rule gov-
ern? I think that is what democracy is
about. That is what this institution is
about.

I addressed some eighth graders over
the break at Alma High School. They
asked me some questions. One was,
why did you want to go to Congress?
The answer was to reduce cynicism and
distrust of our institutions of govern-
ment.

What we can do by having this full
and fair debate is to increase con-
fidence, to increase respect by the

American public, and we have done a
great service. In addition, we have a
good chance of passing meaningful re-
form, send it to the Senate, and let us
see what they do.
f

PUTTING SECURITY BACK INTO
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
COOKSEY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to follow up on what my colleague
from Mississippi was talking about,
and that is the surplus.

As we all may know, theologians
have a thing, a word, a concept, if you
will, called original sin, and the idea is
from original sin all other sins flow.
And when Washington these days be-
gins talking about the idea of surplus,
it seems to me that that is the original
sin in Washington, because I just have
real questions about the idea of us real-
ly running a surplus.

I have got a question from the stand-
point of accounting. I mean, in the
President’s budget that was sent up to
the Congress, it listed in it a $9.5 bil-
lion surplus, and yet the national debt
would go up by $176 billion. That is the
equivalent of saying I am going to pay
off $95 on my credit card balance, but
my credit card balance is going to go
up by $1,700.

Mathematically that is impossible,
with the exception of anyplace but
Washington, D.C. Because in Washing-
ton, D.C., if you were to break out the
budget, what you would see is $103.5
billion borrowed from Social Security,
and as you add up the other trust fund
borrowings, it comes to this $176 billion
number.

That number actually may be a little
less than that because the surplus is
supposed to be greater, but the point is
that is not the way you do accounting
back home in South Carolina, or Ne-
vada, or Illinois, or anywhere else.
That is not conventional accounting.

Too, I think the surplus is somewhat
fictitious simply from the standpoint
of economy. The $225 billion that plugs
the gap from where the Congress was
and where the White House was built
on the economy continuing to roll
ahead, and I have serious reservations
on it being able to continue to roll
ahead.

The third way, I guess, I have ques-
tions on the sustainability of the sur-
plus would be simply on the basis of
what we send to Washington every
year. We are at a post-World War II
high in terms of the amount of money
that people send in taxes to Washing-
ton, D.C.

This last year we hit 20.1 percent of
GDP sent by hard-working Americans
to Washington. Now, that was only met
or exceeded basically at the height of
World War II. In 1944, we hit 20.9 per-
cent, and in 1945 we hit 20.4 percent of
GDP. Other than that, it has been

below 20 percent consistently, which
means it only takes people modifying
their behavior just a little in terms of
a spouse working a little bit less or in
terms of a worker spending a little bit
more time with the family to all of a
sudden have us drop below the 20 per-
cent figure.

If we did, the surpluses would go out
the window.

What this means to me as we begin
to talk about the issue of Social Secu-
rity is how do we have security with
Social Security? Because what is inter-
esting to me about the Social Security
debate, is the President in this very
Chamber said at the State of the Union
that we ought to reserve every dollar
of surplus for Social Security, and yet,
given the way the trains have been
running in this town recently, it seems
to me if $50 or 60 billion comes to
Washington, there is a good likelihood
that that money will be spent. And if it
is spent, it is not saved for Social Secu-
rity.

So I think that one of the things we
really ought to begin looking at is the
idea of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KASICH) of Social Security Plus. Quite
simply, that would be taking the sur-
plus money, rebating it back to every-
body that pays Social Security taxes,
and then letting them put that money
in their own Social Security Plus ac-
count.

The advantage for me of that idea is
that by having it in your own account,
and we are not talking about a lot of
money, about $500, based on the size of
the surplus in your account each year,
and over the next 6 years, that would
be $3,000. But by having that money in
your account, Washington cannot
reach in and borrow that money.

I think we really need to begin look-
ing at that kind of security when we
talk about the word ‘‘Social Security’’
if we are serious about, A, having every
dollar of surplus go toward Social Se-
curity, and, B, on the whole concept of
protecting Social Security.
f

STATE OF MILITARY
PREPAREDNESS IN AMERICA

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

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, we are
getting closer and closer to the anni-
versary of the invasion of South Korea,
and I reflected back the other day
when I was at my aunt and uncle’s
house in Fort Worth, Texas, because on
one of their dressers they have a photo-
graph of a young marine; his name was
Son Stilwell, a Marine Lieutenant
killed in Korea, one of the 50,000-some
casualties KIA that we suffered in that
conflict.

I reflected on that this pending anni-
versary. We are on the eve of when I
listened to our Secretary of Defense
and President Clinton’s defense leaders
as they presented a declining defense
budget to the U.S. Congress.
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