Bob Novak ( http://www.townhall.com/columnists/robertnovak/rn20050310.shtml
<http://www.townhall.com/columnists/robertnovak/rn20050310.shtml>  ) underscores the dilemma over the Social Security reform proposals:

    The GOP faces this choice: pass a bill that is a pallid version of the

original proposal, or concede defeat and fight out the             battle in

the 2006 campaign.

So what will the President do?

    Will the president buy it? The guess on Capitol Hill is that it will

look better than nothing, in the eyes of the White House. But         there

is a temptation among many Republicans to match Democratic intransigence and go to the public in the mid-term election.

President Bush's call for Social Security reform seems to be in trouble. It is in trouble because it has started everyone asking the wrong question: how shall we pay for the proposed reform? To be more accurate, they are asking a question out of order.  They have got the cart before the horse, and that does not work. 

The opposition propaganda machine has stirred up fears that the President is messing with the "trust fund."  But, the notion that there is a Social Security "trust fund" is both an illusion and a politician's scam.  There is NO trust fund.  This needs to be made very clear to the American voter; so far NO ONE  has had the courage to do this-- not the media, not the pols. 

The illusion of a "trust fund" --  and all the pols who voted for legislation containing that term have been partakers in a scam that is fundamentally dishonest--  is a con designed to facilitate the legal confiscation of earnings in a redistributionist scheme in which some people get more back than was taken from them and some get less, but hardly anyone gets as much as they might have got from a good certificate of deposit. It has nothing to do with "trust," and everything to do with creating a self sustaining  slush fund which pols can use to buy votes from special interest contributors or voter blocks, while maintaining the illusion of a "retirement system."  The system was in need of reform the minute it was implemented.

Professor Walter Williams exposes the scam ( <http://www.townhall.com/columnists/walterwilliams/ww20050223.shtml>

http://www.townhall.com/columnists/walterwilliams/ww20050223.shtml ) :

     In Helvering v. Davis (1937), the court held that Social Security was

not an insurance program, saying, "The proceeds of both         (employee

and employer) taxes are to be paid into the Treasury like internal-revenue

taxes generally, and are not earmarked in     any way." 

The "pay as you go system is, in fact, not a "trust account," but a ponzi scheme.  But the deceit, as Williams demonstrates, ( http://www.townhall.com/columnists/walterwilliams/ww20050309.shtmldoes
<http://www.townhall.com/columnists/walterwilliams/ww20050309.shtmldoes>  ) does not end there:

    Congress tells us that one half (6.2 percent) of the Social Security tax

is paid by employees and the other half paid by                 employers.

The truth of the matter is that all of it (12.4 percent) is paid by employees. 

His demonstration is simple, but reveals the deceit quite plainly:

    Suppose you hire me at $6 an hour. From that $6 an hour, you must deduct

35 cents in Social Security tax and add 35 cents of     so-called employer

contribution. Here's the big question: What is your hourly cost to hire me?

If you said $6.35, go to the head     of the class. Now comes the bigger

question. If it cost you $6.35 an hour to hire me, what must be the minimum

value of my         contribution to your company's output? If you said

$6.35, again, go to the head of the class. If you said that the value of my hourly output had to be $6, our agreed-upon wage, you'd be losing money and

soon would be out of business because my hourly     cost would exceed my

hourly output.

And why are the Democrats so resistant to withdrawing any part of the "contributions" from this fraudulent system, to set aside as  private investment accounts, even though it has been demonstrated that it would be difficult to underperform, with virtually any index fund , the Social Security "accounts" ( e.g. by Senator Hagel, recently, on the Senate Floor ? Professor Williams explains:

    Vital to any Ponzi scheme, like Social Security, is the ability to

recruit as many suckers as possible. In 1999, a little noticed         part

of President Clinton's plan to "save" Social Security was to force 5 million

previously exempted employees into Social             Security

Certainly reform of such a fraudulent and deceptive system is vital. Nevertheless, to  talk about social security reform before  settling tax reform is to put the cart before the horse., and carts do not pull horses. The President made a serious strategic mistake in trying to isolate social security reform from the fundamentally flawed and fraudulent system of which it is only one part.  In order for Social Security Reform to succeed, it must be coupled with Tax reform.  The horse of tax reform will then pull the cart of Social Security reform.

And why?  Everyone is asking: how will we pay for the cost of the desirable social security reforms?  By raising taxes?  By crook ( e.g. raising rates or taxes) or by hook( covertly or overtly lowering benefits)?  By  borrowing and increasing the nation's debt?  This is what EVERYONE is discussing.  It is the wrong question. This faux-focus is a product of the decoupling of social security from the total system of soft socialism enacted by the new deal on the basis of an emergency and perpetuated as a permanent political promised land.  The question they should be asking is: How can we construct a rational and efficient revenue system that will pay for the cost of current essential government operations and insure and pay for a solvent Social Security plan.  

