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(Mr. MCKEON), chairman of the Sub-
committee on 21st Century competi-
tiveness of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, introduced
H.R. 4092, the Working Towards Inde-
pendence Act.

Let it be known, Madam Speaker,
none of these proposals will strengthen
families, move families towards self re-
liance and independence, or reduce pov-
erty. To the contrary, the proposed
changes to welfare will erode the suc-
cesses of the past and severely limit
the States’ flexibility.

The Republican bills, while largely
similar in most respects, promote in-
creased work requirements, introduce
an acceleration in the number of fami-
lies in specified work activities, and
devote $300 million a year to marriage
and family formation. The problem
with these proposals is that States are
expected to make sweeping changes to
their programs and move more welfare
recipients into work with the current
level of funding. Flat level funding will
erode the States’ ability to provide
services such as child care, transpor-
tation, vocational training, skills, and
barrier assessments, all of the impor-
tant ingredients of work promotion,
poverty reduction, and self-sufficiency.

Recent analyses have indicated that
these proposals will cost the States $15
billion over the next 5 years. Any plan
must avoid imposing unfunded costs
upon the States that could lead them,
shift resources away from low-income
working families in order to finance
new requirements.

Furthermore, 41 governors from the
States, both Republican and Demo-
cratic, have voiced their concerns
about the fundamental changes pro-
posed in these bills. A new 40-hour
work requirement would be an enor-
mous burden on the States, and the
new rules would be far too rigid. These
proposals decrease State flexibility,
one of the champion successes of the
past legislation that enabled States to
move families off of welfare.

In addition to these concerns, the 40-
hour work week is counterproductive
and makes no sense, given the rules
and limited flexibility. If TANF par-
ticipants work off their benefits in a
work fair or community service job,
and if their job is valued or paid at
State minimum wage rates, these indi-
viduals would earn their benefit in
fewer hours than the required 24 hours.

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple. In California, my constituents
would work off their benefits in just
19.3 hours in a work fair or community
service job. These individuals would
then face noncompliance and sanc-
tions. This is true in 26 other States as
well. If, on the other hand, a welfare
recipient finds an unsubsidized job at a
minimum wage, they would earn too
much money to qualify for the benefits
and would move into a class of the
working poor. The proposals really do
not add up.

In addition to this dilemma, the pro-
posals do not account for the large
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number of families needing child care
or transportation in order to work. By
demanding increased work require-
ments and an acceleration in the num-
ber of families in specified work activi-
ties, the demands for child care and
transportation will only increase. Flat
level funding will not suffice.

The need, in closing, for child care
has increased by 21 percent over the
past few years.

Madam Speaker, we need to relook at
these proposals, for they simply do not
add up.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

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

———

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

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

UNITED STATES SHOULD STAND
WITH ISRAEL

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of our friend and ally,
Israel, for celebrating the 54th Inde-
pendence Day for the State of Israel. It
is important at this time that we stand
with our friend and ally, Israel.

There is a famous story that Davy
Crockett told. It is in the book ‘‘Three
Roads to the Alamo.” Davy Crockett
got into an argument and then there
was a brawl afterwards. One of his
friends did not help him out and Davy
Crockett got kind of beaten up in the
brawl. He asked his friend afterwards,
how come you did not help me? His
friend said, well, it was really con-
troversial and it was Kkind of a difficult
decision, and I was not sure if I wanted
to back you up. He said, hey, you do
not need friends when everybody is in
agreement with you. You do not need
friends when everybody thinks what
you are doing is wonderful. You need
friends when you are in a fight and
there is a question over the principles.

We are not the government of Israel.
It is a difficult time for Israel. They
made some decisions to go after terror-
ists that were attacking their right to
exist, just like we have gone after ter-
rorists that are attacking our right to
exist. Whether or not I would have
done the completely same methods
that Israel has used, I do not know. I
think so, but I am not the leader of
Israel. Ariel Sharon is the Prime Min-
ister of Israel and the leader of Israel,
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and I believe it is important that we
stand with them.

One of the debates when I have been
in the Middle East is whether or not
Israel has displaced the Palestinians.
Any student of history, even somebody
who has not focused on history, real-
izes that there has been a conflict, ba-
sically, an eternal conflict over who
was where. But when the Jews were
dispersed around the world and others
moved in does not mean that when the
Nation of Israel was created in 1948,
that suddenly the people who were dis-
placed at that point had any more of a
legitimate claim, even in a secular
way, than the people who were moved
out and dispersed before that.

It is important that we recognize
that that is an independent state of
Israel. When we met with Dr. Arakat
and the Palestinians in Jericho, Dr.
Arakat was promoting that they need-
ed a contiguous state, a Palestinian
state. Part of the argument that I had
was why should we trust you when you
still have it in your Constitution that
Israel does not have the right to exist.
Conflict erupted, verbal conflict in the
meeting, because he said that that was
not politically possible. But why
should Israel trust the words of the
Palestinian Authority if they do not
grant their right to exist?

Part of the problem is, as we have
seen multiple times there, when we
pushed and western powers pushed
Israel to back off the Golan Heights,
people can look right down on Israeli
citizens and shoot down on them that
the reason that they cannot have a
contiguous state is that there is not
much water in that area.
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The reason they cannot have a con-
tiguous state is there is not much
water in that area. They have water
pipes going through. If those things are
controlled by people committed to
their destruction, they cannot exist as
a state.

Furthermore, we have a longtime
moral and secular argument about
whose capital Jerusalem is. It is a
shrine to many nations. We have some
conflicts that are not easily reconciled.
Israel, unless they have the flexibility
to take out the terrorists, will not
exist as an independent state. So we
can commemorate the independence of
Israel, but unless they can make sure
they have a water supply that comes,
unless they make sure people are not
shooting down on them from the
heights, people who can hide in ter-
rorist camps, they cannot exist and
have an independent state.

Furthermore, we have a lot of whin-
ing about how Israel treats the Pal-
estinians. It is tough. Quite frankly, I
might handle some of these things
slightly differently. But we know this
for a fact, Palestinians can become
citizens in Israel. They can vote in
Israel, in the Israeli elections. They
can own property in Israel.

But when we go to the Arab countries
around Israel, they treat the Palestin-
ians like dirt. They cannot own land.
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They cannot vote. They are a homeless
people. They only want to put the Pal-
estinians in the Israeli territory, but
they will not give any flexibility to
these poor people in their countries.
Why is it totally Israel’s burden to give
up their land to make themselves un-
safe because Jordan, Kuwait, Bahrain,
Saudi Arabia, and Syria do not want
the Palestinians in their country?

These borders have been fungible for
thousands of years. To argue that the
Palestinians’ border should be pre-
cisely right here, the Arab countries
need to show some real concern; not
just lip service on what Israel’s obliga-
tion is to the Palestinians, but what
their own obligations are to help these
poor homeless people.

The big conflicts in the Middle East
are not going to be between Israel and
the Palestinians. There are other con-
flicts far broader with bigger countries.
Israel clearly needs to come to peace
with their Palestinian neighbors. They
have much more, and long-term, in
common than they do with Iran and
Iraq, and other greater sources of con-
flict in that region.

But ultimately, Israel must have the
right to exist. People have to be able to
g0 to a bar mitzvah, to a pizza place, to
move around in a shopping center, to
go to the synagogue, without being in
fear of being terrorized and blown up.
They have to be able to live in their
houses without people shooting down
on them from the mountains, or from
planes overhead.

It is important on this Independence
Day that we show courage and stand
with our friend and ally, Israel, as they
stood with us.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
HART). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. PALLONE 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 Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ALLEN 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 gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

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

—

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

(Mr. LANTOS address the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)
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THE IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL SE-
CURITY TO ALL AMERICANS,
AND ESPECIALLY TO WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
Madam Speaker, tonight many of the
Democratic women come to the floor
to speak on issues that were raised dur-
ing the recess when we visited with the
women members and women constitu-
ents in our districts.

Because I represent the caucus chair
on the Democratic side, I have been
asked to speak at a lot of organizations
to talk about where we are going in
terms of Social Security. Madam
Speaker, tonight we will try to see
whether we can find some sense of
where Social Security is going, and in
fact speak about the vital importance
of Social Security to all Americans,
but especially women and minorities
and persons who suffer from disability.

At the present time, it is a lightning
rod here in the House, and it incites
strong responses. That is what the
women across this Nation are asking.
We recognize that the administration
and the majority here in this House
have proposed to privatize Social Secu-
rity, which has created a firestorm of
controversy. This proposal, if enacted,
would create the possibility of individ-
uals to invest in the stock market
through personal accounts.

Now, women whom I have spoken
with certainly say that this will not
benefit them at all, and they believe
that a proposal such as this is a bad
idea, and reckless public policy.

So the Democratic women have grave
concerns about the implications of
privatizing Social Security for the fol-
lowing reasons: Women constitute the
majority of Social Security bene-
ficiaries, equalling approximately 60
percent of the recipients over the age
of 65. Roughly 72 percent of bene-
ficiaries above the age of 85 are women.
So as a matter of necessity, 27 percent
of women over 65 count on Social Secu-
rity for 90 percent of their income.
These are reasons why they cannot see
anything that will drive funding from a
pot that they perceive will give them
the benefits that they sorely need in
the event of the death of their hus-
bands.

Privatization of Social Security will
be devastating because women earn
less than men, and they count upon So-
cial Security’s progressive benefit
structure to ensure that they have an
adequate income upon retirement.
Women are also less likely to be cov-
ered by an employer-sponsored pension
plan. Hence, Social Security makes up
a larger portion of their retirement in-
come, and in many instances, it is
their only source of income.

So in the context of Social Security,
women are also affected by other fac-
tors, which include living 6 to 8 years
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longer than men and having to stretch
their retirement savings over a longer
period of time. Furthermore, Madam
Speaker, women lose an average of 14
years of earnings due to time out from
the work force. We recognize what that
is: from raising children to taking care
of ailing parents. In most cases, a lot of
women have to take care of sick hus-
bands.

S0 because women generally experi-
ence a higher incidence of part-time
employment, many of them have less
of an opportunity to save for retire-
ment, thus relying completely on So-
cial Security to subsist.

There are also some startling eco-
nomic realities that Americans need to
be informed about relative to
privatizing Social Security. Privatiza-
tion would result in a drawdown of
over $1.2 trillion from the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare trust funds over the
next 10 years to finance individual ac-
counts, thereby increasing the long-
term deficit of Social Security by 25
percent.

Furthermore, privatization efforts
will not restore long-term solvency to
the trust fund, and will result in re-
duced benefits for women, the elderly,
and minorities who benefit from the
progressive structure of the Social Se-
curity system. In fact, Madam Speak-
er, one plan put forward by the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Social Security
would reduce benefits to all recipients
by 46 percent. Benefits for future retir-
ees would be tied to growth in prices,
rather than wages.

Now, under this scenario, retirees
would not be able to maintain the
standard of living in retirement that
they earn during their working years.
The combined effort of the proposed
changes would mean benefit cuts of 30
percent for a worker retiring in 2075.

A  very important fact, Madam
Speaker, that is not being touted by
advocates of privatization is that al-
though investing in individual ac-
counts is voluntary, benefit cuts would
apply to everyone. Current reality
makes it abundantly clear that it is
foolheaded to trust a universal defined
benefit and totally portable system to
the variances of the stock market.

If we want a glimpse of the future, we
need to look no further than the Enron
situation to get a glimpse of what
might loom on the horizon if we allow
Social Security to be privatized.

As Democrats, we believe in sup-
porting and protecting the interests of
all American workers. Therefore, we
cannot and must not allow privatiza-
tion to become a reality. We are duty-
bound to preserve Social Security into
the future. Privatizing Social Security
and raiding its trust fund would be un-
fair and irresponsible.

As leaders of this House and as
women representatives of constituents
who have so much at stake regarding
Social Security, we are compelled to
tell Americans the truth about pro-
posals to privatize Social Security.
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