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however, but certainly nothing to brag 

about.
Several factors have accelerated the 

demise of small producers: 

Globalization of commerce, economies 

of scale, limited access to capital, tech-

nological advances. The existence of 

worldwide markets for all commod-

ities, not just agriculture, has created 

unique market forces. 
Indeed, black farmers have suffered 

more. More than anything else, Mr. 

Speaker, the American people have ig-

nored the fact that only 1 percent of 

the total farmers that now exist are 

African American; that is 18,816. This 

Nation cannot afford to ignore the 

plight of American farmers who happen 

to be African American. 

f 

TAX RELIEF FOR FAMILIES OF 

SURVIVORS OF SEPTEMBER 11 

ATTACKS, ECONOMIC SECURITY, 

AND HEALTH INSURANCE COV-

ERAGE FOR DISPLACED WORK-

ERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from New 

Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 

60 minutes as the designee of the mi-

nority leader. 
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to discuss a number of topics to-

night; and I know I am going to be 

joined by at least one of my colleagues, 

the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. 

THURMAN).
But I wanted to say that in the last 

couple of weeks before the holiday 

break, which I guess most of the Mem-

bers of Congress are hoping that there 

will be some sort of holiday break, 

what I find, both here in Washington, 

in this Chamber, as well as back at 

home, is that while people continue to 

be concerned about the war on ter-

rorism and also security here at home, 

they are also increasingly concerned 

about the economy and the recession 

that we now face, and the fact that so 

many workers have lost their jobs, the 

unemployment rate continues to rise, 

and that those displaced workers often-

times have a problem, obviously, find-

ing a new job, but also with their 

health care, their inability to keep 

their health insurance, as well as the 

fact that many Americans now face a 

problem that even if they have health 

insurance, they find that it costs them 

more, either because the premium goes 

up or because they have more copay-

ments.
There is a tremendous amount of 

concern also, I think, by Americans, by 

the average American, about retire-

ment security and whether Social Se-

curity, for example, or their pension, is 

going to be there when they retire. 
So on the one hand, we continue the 

war on terrorism, which the President 

has very successfully continued in Af-

ghanistan against the Taliban and al 

Qaeda; but at the same time, there is 
increasing concern about the economy 
at home and the recession that faces 
us.

I wanted to start this evening very 
briefly by talking about an issue that 
kind of goes together and concerns 
what happened September 11, and also 
is an economic security issue. 

About one week ago, last Wednesday, 
in fact, there were about a dozen 
women who lost their husbands during 
the September 11 terrorist attack who 
boarded a train in my home State of 
New Jersey, leaving their children be-
hind, and came down to Washington. 
They did not want to be here. They 
were visiting with not only members of 
the New Jersey delegation, as well as 
our two U.S. Senators, but they also 
met with the Speaker and they met 
with the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
GEPHARDT), the Democratic leader in 
the House. 

When I say that these women did not 
want to come to Washington, that was 
obvious. They said many times that 
they were concerned about their chil-
dren at home and about even being 
here. In fact, I would say that they 
were really angry over the fact that 
they had to personally come to the Na-
tion’s capital and ask in this case the 
House Republican leadership to bring 
up a bill that provides tax relief for 
their families. 

The reason I bring it up tonight, and 
I have to say, I am going to bring it up 
every night until we adjourn for the 
holidays, is because when the women 
met with the Speaker, according to 
them, the Speaker promised them that 
the House would consider a tax relief 

bill for the victims’ families from Sep-

tember 11 and that that bill would be 

brought up the following Tuesday, 

which was yesterday. 
Well, it is pretty obvious, Mr. Speak-

er, that Tuesday has come and gone 

and nothing has happened in this re-

gard, and they are still waiting. 
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My question really is how much 

longer are they going to have to worry 

about receiving relief from the Federal 

Government?
I do not want this to be partisan, but 

I understand, and I think they totally 

understand, that it is the Republican 

leadership that has to bring up this bill 

because they control the House. And I 

would say tonight, and I will say every 

night between now and when we leave, 

that it is time for the Speaker and the 

Republican leadership to step up and 

provide this tax relief by accepting the 

language that was passed last month 

by the U.S. Senate. The Senate passed 

a bill that accomplishes the goal of 

giving these women, in this case, wid-

ows, not only relief from their income 

tax for the 2-year period, but also relief 

from the payroll tax, from estate taxes. 

And it has other provisions that would 

help them out in this time of need. 

Mr. Speaker, and now I am talking 

about ‘‘the Speaker,’’ these families 

have not forgotten the promise that 

was made to them last week, and I 

would urge that this bill be brought up 

quickly, tomorrow, the next day, or as 

soon as possible. And as I said, I will 

continue to come to the House floor 

every day until the Republican leader-

ship brings this legislation to the floor, 

because I think it is the only right 

thing to do. 
I would like to, before I get into the 

economic stimulus issue, because I 

really believe very strongly that we 

need to pass an economic stimulus 

package also before we go home for the 

holidays, but before getting into that I 

would like to yield to the gentlewoman 

from Florida who, I understand, is here 

because she wants to comment on this 

report that was recently put out by the 

President’s Commission on Social Se-

curity.
I have to say, again going back to 

what I said initially, I know in New 

Jersey and throughout the country 

that people continue to be concerned 

about terrorism but, at the same time, 

I also know that I am getting a lot of 

concern on behalf of my constituents 

about the economic issues, whether it 

be the recession, Social Security, or 

Medicare, and we were hopeful that 

this commission was going to make 

some recommendations with regard to 

Social Security that would deal with 

the solvency problem. 
We know in a few years that Social 

Security is going to start to diminish. 

The money will not be there, at least 

at the levels that are promised. And I 

know that the gentlewoman and I were 

very disappointed that their rec-

ommendations really do not deal with 

the solvency problem, and make rec-

ommendations with regard to privat-

ization and other matters that I think 

are not really going to help. 
So I yield to the gentlewoman. 
Mrs. THURMAN. I thank the gen-

tleman from New Jersey for yielding to 

me.
I first would say to the women who 

came from New Jersey here to speak to 

the body, we heard so eloquently today 

somebody talk about ‘‘we the people,’’ 

and this being ‘‘the people’s place of 

business,’’ and so we do need to be pay-

ing attention to what is being said for 

those people who are having to suffer 

as a result of these September 11 at-

tacks. They are the survivors, the fam-

ilies, their children. We need to be very 

cognizant of the issues and the needs 

that are facing them, and particularly 

not only at the tough time, but the 

holiday time, when they are already 

suffering from their losses, but then to 

be economically strapped because of 

the consequences. 
Mr. PALLONE. If I could just reclaim 

my time. I did not go into the issue in 

a lot of detail, in part because, I have 

to be honest, it concerns me so much 
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that it is difficult to talk about. But 
what has happened to them, and I 
think a lot of people do not realize 
this, is that the nonprofits, I guess pri-
marily the Red Cross, basically pro-
vided assistance for the victims’ fami-
lies for a 3-month period. That ended 
essentially December 1. 

So a lot of people think that the fam-
ilies of these victims are continuing to 
be helped by nonprofits, and in fact, 
that is not true. Some of them are in a 
position where they have a little 
money, but a lot of them do not. 

I yield back to the gentlewoman. 
Mrs. THURMAN. And I would say to 

the gentleman that that kind of walks 
into the issue of Social Security. So 
often we think of Social Security as 
just being something for those that 
have reached the age of 62 or 65. But 
the fact of the matter is we also recog-
nize that Social Security provides es-
sential income also for survivor bene-
fits, and those survivor benefits in this 
case would be those children who are 
under the age of 16. They would have 
these benefits available to them. 

Even as of last night, this House de-
bated a resolution that pointed out 
why keeping Social Security was so 
important. And in the resolution it 
said, in the findings, ‘‘This Congress 
finds that; one, Social Security pro-
vides essential income security 
through retirement, disability, and 
survivor benefits for over 45 million 
Americans of all ages, without which 
nearly 50 percent of seniors would live 
in poverty. Social Security is of par-
ticular importance for low earners, es-
pecially widows and women caring for 
children,’’ similar to what the gen-
tleman is talking about, ‘‘without 
which nearly 53 percent of elderly 
women would live in poverty. And each 
payday American workers send their 
hard-earned payroll taxes to Social Se-
curity and, in return, are promised in-
come protections for themselves and 
their families upon retirement, dis-
ability or death.’’ 

In this resolution it says, ‘‘and that 
commitment must be kept.’’ Well, as 
we go through this resolution there is 
also a part that says ‘‘the sense of Con-
gress,’’ and it says, ‘‘The President’s 
commission to strengthen Social Secu-
rity, recognizing the immense financial 
commitment of every American worker 
into the Social Security System, 
should present in its recommendations 
innovative ways to protect that com-
mitment without lowering benefits or 
increasing taxes, and that the Presi-
dent and the Congress should join to 
develop legislation to strengthen So-
cial Security as soon as possible.’’ 

And it goes on to talk about what 
such legislation would have: ‘‘Recog-
nizes obstacles that women face in se-
curing the financial stability at retire-
ment, or in cases of disability or death, 
and the essential role that the Social 
Security program plays in providing 
income security for women.’’ 

It also says, ‘‘Recognize the unique 

needs of minorities and the critical 

role the Social Security program plays 

in preventing poverty and providing fi-

nancial security for them and their 

families when income is reduced or lost 

due to retirement, disability, or 

death;’’ and ‘‘It should guarantee cur-

rent law promised benefits, including 

their cost-of-living adjustments that 

fully index for inflation for current and 

future retirees without increasing 

taxes.’’
Like the gentleman from New Jersey, 

I had great hopes. I thought the com-

mission was a bipartisan commission 

that was going to come back with some 

recommendations, or a recommenda-

tion, not only on how we keep Social 

Security solvent but also how we ex-

tend it into the future, and we have 

heard the magic number of 75 years. I 

was rather concerned when the com-

mission came back and released this 

long-awaited report on the privatiza-

tion of Social Security. 
Rather than releasing a consensus 

document with a single recommenda-

tion on how to lengthen the life of the 

trust fund, it released a list of three 

options, with little in the way of de-

tails. We just met with the commission 

and we said, are you going to give us 

details; how are we going to pay for 

this; what are we going to do? But 

what happened in this is that all three 

of the plans that were presented have 

what is called a ‘‘claw back.’’ 
Now, these plans then are set up so 

that the retiree does not get the full 

amount of what they earn on their pri-

vate accounts. So they get the dif-

ference between what their account 

earned over time and an arbitrary 

number that the commission has set. 

That is what is called the ‘‘claw back.’’ 
All three of these options also carve 

private accounts out of Social Secu-

rity. Here are the options: Option one 

diverts 2 percent of the payroll taxes 

into private accounts. This comes at a 

cost of $1 trillion over the next 10 

years. How does this option extend the 

life of the trust fund? And, by the way, 

we do not think it does. 
The commission also recommended 

reducing Social Security checks to sen-

iors. But the cuts would not be enough 

to offset the $1 trillion in cost to the 

trust fund, so the commission failed to 

meet their goal of extending the life of 

the trust fund. 
Option two diverts 4 percent of pay-

roll taxes up to a maximum amount of 

$1,000. How does this get paid for, we 

asked? It reduces Social Security 

checks by changing the way payments 

are calculated for each new generation 

of retirees. 
In making this seemingly small 

change, benefits for new retirees will 

gradually fall over time. Over time this 

adds up to a dramatic cut in benefits. 

It would mean a benefit cut of 24 per-

cent for someone retiring in the year 

2040. By 2070, the cut would be over 40 
percent.

Option three combines a 2.5 percent 
payroll tax diversion with a 1 percent 
investment of your total paycheck. 
This option, we found, was so expensive 
that numerous cuts in benefits would 
have to be made. 

The Wall Street Journal put it best 
when it wrote in its editorial page, 
‘‘Benefits for all retirees would be 
changed in so many ways that grand-
ma’s head would spin.’’ 

The option that the President’s com-
mission has put out leaves several 
questions that we need answers to. 
What are the costs to the transition to 
private accounts from the current sys-
tem? If tax increases are off the table, 
as the majority of this Congress voted 
for today, what Federal spending would 
have to be cut to provide additional 
revenue? What, if any, protections are 
in place for those who retire during a 
market slump? How will disability and 
survivor benefits be affected? 

The President’s commission was 
vague about how their three options 
would be financed. They mentioned 
that the revenue would be raised, but 
neglected to explain from where. The 
money has to come from somewhere. 
How can the President or Congress 
weigh the pros and cons of making 
these large changes to the Social Secu-
rity System without this information? 
It is a question. 

I believe, and I think many of us be-
lieve, there should be some investment 
component to Social Security. How-
ever, I would say that these are not the 
way. All three options that the Presi-
dent’s commission put forth include a 
reduction in benefits, including a re-
duction in disability benefits. One op-
tion has so many cuts in benefits, as I 
said earlier, the Wall Street Journal 
said, again, ‘‘Grandma’s head would 
spin.’’

The commission’s report leaves too 
many unanswered questions. No one 
knows exactly how much these options 
would cost or where the money would 
come from to pay for these options. 
What we do know is this: We know that 
future seniors would face a reduction 
in their Social Security checks each 
month; diverting as little as 2 percent 
of payroll taxes to private accounts 
would cost $1 trillion in just the first 10 
years; and we also know that none of 
these options will keep Social Security 
solvent over the long haul. 

The gentleman from New Jersey and 

I have been here for a couple of years, 

we have been involved in this debate, 

and we care about this debate. The fact 

that this commission has come back 

and has left us with three options, has 

given us no knowledge as to how to pay 

for them, and leaves us probably with 

more questions than answers means 

that this debate will fall upon Congress 

once again. 
I believe that if we were taking these 

dollars and, instead of diverting them, 
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that we could actually, as we know 
from past reports, continue to make 
the Social Security System solvent by 
putting these dollars in the system 
that we have today versus trying to 
come up with another way of funding 
this or coming up with these 
privatizations.

We had some very good conversations 
last year to take some of what we used 
to have, the surplus, divert it to Social 
Security, to even actually take some of 
those dollars and use them in some ac-
counts to extend the life of Social Se-
curity, that would be benefits for ev-
erybody, and now we are in a situation 
where we are left with a lot of ques-
tions, and talk of diverting funds, and 
no way to pay and no surplus. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
New Jersey, and I know one of the rea-
sons he is here tonight is to talk about 
the shape of the economy and the stim-
ulus package, but the fact of the mat-
ter is we have left some false hopes for 
those seniors on the table today, and to 
those with disabilities, and to those 
that he spoke of so eloquently earlier, 
those that are survivors. 

Mr. PALLONE. Well, I want to thank 
the gentlewoman. I know that on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, that 
this is one of the major issues that she 
has struggled with. 

It all goes back to what we were say-
ing in the beginning, which is that Sep-
tember 11 came, and we know what a 
dramatic impact it has had on the lives 
of the average American and on what 
we do here. But the bottom line is that 
before September 11, we had these out-
standing issues; how were we going to 
deal with Social Security and the po-

tential insolvency? How were we going 

to deal with the need for prescription 

drug benefit? 
Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman 

will yield, I have to tell him that to-

morrow in my district, and I cannot be 

there, obviously, because I am here, 

but I would recommend my seniors in 

Spring Hill and in New Port Richey, 

Pasco County, attend a rally they are 

holding.
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They are holding a rally. They have 

not forgotten the promises that were 

made during election time. They are 

talking and having a rally. They are 

expecting somewhere around 250 people 

to talk about the procedure issue. The 

article that I read today on it said we 

are going to send a videotape to the 

gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-

MAN) with the stories and the plight of 

these families and the cost of proce-

dures in this country. 
I would invite once I get this video-

tape for any Member of this Congress 

to come and sit with me and watch and 

see what so many of these people are 

struggling with on everyday life- 

threatening situations, and that is the 

inability for them to pay for their 

medicines.

Mr. Speaker, I know that the gen-
tleman has done a fabulous job on this 
issue. I enjoy working with the gen-
tleman on the Democratic Health Task 
Force. I think we have done some very 
good things. But again, prior to Sep-
tember 11 when everything was done 
with the tax cuts, nothing is paid for, 
there is nothing left. Every month we 
are spending a billion dollars out of 
dollars that we do not have today that 
we had before. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the fact of the matter is, 
and I do not want to make it so par-
tisan and go back to the Clinton ad-
ministration, but the fact is during the 
Clinton years we had finally gotten to 
a situation where we had a surplus. 
That had a major positive impact on 
the economy because it meant that the 
Federal Government was not borrowing 
so much. Money was freed up for com-
panies to borrow and build factories 
and create new jobs. It was an impor-
tant part of why the economy did so 
well.

I cannot believe when President Bush 
came in he started preaching essen-
tially that we had to have huge tax 
cuts that went to corporations and the 
very wealthy. As a consequence of 
that, we now have a deficit once again. 
I know that September 11 has aggra-
vated that, but nonetheless we were 
there even before September 11. 

When we talk about the Social Secu-
rity system, I was amazed when I was 
looking at the analysis of this commis-
sion, they are suggesting using unspec-
ified general revenues to restore sol-
vency. President Clinton was saying 
exactly that, use the surplus to shore 
up Social Security. Some actuaries 
have said if we continued to do that 
over a number of years, that might 
have solved the problem itself, and we 
might not have had to do anything 
else. Now they are mentioning that in 
the report, knowing full well that the 
surplus is not there any more because 
of the Bush tax cut. There is some hy-
pocrisy.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the things that is missed in this debate 
is that we watched the Social Security 
solvency, as well as Medicare, increase 
by year. Every year we were moving 
ahead, not backwards. So at first when 
we heard about Social Security, it was 
going to be 2029. All of a sudden we 
were able to increase the solvency 
until 2037. The reason for that was be-
cause of a strong economy, people were 
working and unemployment was low. 
People were paying into Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. We watched Medi-
care go from something like 2011 when 
we did the 1993 bill. We took some of 
those dollars and we transferred them 
into Medicare from the Social Security 
part of it to make sure that we could 
keep Medicare solvent. We pushed the 
number out into the future. 

So not only is the economy affecting 
us with the whole issue of whether or 

not we have any surplus left, but it is 

also reducing, because unemployment 

is going up, those dollars that would be 

going into the system that would be 

extending these programs. So we are 

really kind of getting a double wham-

my here. It is not like we can forget 

without the growth in the economy, it 

also dwindles the dollars that goes into 

these programs. 
So not only are we talking about 

what the options are, we have to try to 

figure out how to extend the solvency 

from where we are; and the best way to 

do that is to make the economy grow. 

There are ways to do that; and if we 

could sit down in a bipartisan fashion, 

do a bill that is fair across the board, 

is paid for, we could be going home 

with a gift to our constituents that 

helped all Americans and not just a 

few.
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I agree. 

I know that the gentlewoman can be 

very hard hitting, and in some ways 

she is almost being nice about the So-

cial Security commission. It is not 

only the hypocrisy in talking about 

using general revenues that do not 

exist any more, but also they did not 

make it clear that any kind of privat-

ization is ultimately going to aggra-

vate the solvency problem. 
I know that there are different sug-

gestions here, but there is no way to 

create these private accounts and take 

any percentage of the money away 

from the Social Security trust and in-

vest it and not impact the solvency. 

They are disguising what they are 

doing with the three options; but ulti-

mately by privatizing, they are making 

the solvency situation worse, not bet-

ter.
Maybe we need to be a little harsher 

about it than we have been, frankly. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-

woman.
Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, we 

just got the report. It is 150 pages long. 

We are going to continue to dissect it 

and try to figure out if there are some 

things that we might catch onto. But 

there is an issue in the report that does 

concern me, and it is the one that I 

spoke about earlier called the ‘‘claw 

back.’’ This claw-back issue is enor-

mous because people think they are 

going to get their Social Security plus 

this investment. It does not work that 

way.
That is a really big concern because 

I think we are giving some false hope 

that we are going to take this 2 percent 

and invest it for you and, oh, by the 

way, you are going to get this, but you 

are also going to get all of this money 

that you supposedly made, and it does 

not work that way. 
Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I agree. 

I am going to sound very partisan, but 

both President Clinton and Vice Presi-

dent Gore were suggesting that there 

be a private pension system over and 

above Social Security. That is the only 
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way we could actually accomplish this. 
Americans would still get their Social 
Security benefits, but then Americans 
put money aside into their own pension 
system which is matched with Federal 
dollars and then there is something be-
yond. But the only way to create that 
is if we bring new money into the sys-
tem either because the individual is 
contributing it during their working 
years or the government matches. We 
cannot take it out of the existing trust 
fund without impacting the trust fund. 
That is why they have to claw back, 
obviously.

Mrs. THURMAN. The issue there was 
to encourage savings. 

Mr. PALLONE. Exactly. 
Mrs. THURMAN. It was to also recog-

nize that Social Security was never 
supposed to be what people would have 
to live off of. So if we could find these 
U.S.A. accounts or whatever magic 
name we wanted to call them, the fact 
of the matter was that they would be 
there for the purposes of folks who do 
not make but a small amount of 
money, and they would invest into this 
on their own to be matched. It gave 
them incentives. 

Mr. Speaker, guess what we have 
found. When people save, it is good for 
everybody in America. It is part of the 
economy. Savings is a part of what we 
rely on. So there was a plan with an 
outcome that was good for everyone 
and with no false hopes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, it is good to be with the gen-
tleman tonight. He has always brought 
the critical issues to the floor and has 
really given the public the information 
that is true and real. A lot of times 
they hear the pontificating on this 
floor, and it is absolutely just loaded 
with all types of hypocrisy and misin-
formation and misgivings. But when 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) comes to this floor, the pub-
lic knows that he is coming in to speak 
the truth. 

Mr. Speaker, as I look at my lapel 
and see the burqa cloth, I am reminded 
today that we pretty much stood with 
the Afghanistan women to say free at 
last, free at last, thank God almighty, 
we are free at last. 

As I look at the burqa, I am reminded 
of the issue of Social Security and 
women, and how they are not saying 
free at last because of this report that 
has just come out from the President’s 

commission. There were some of us 

who went and talked with the commis-

sion to let them know some of the ad-

verse provisions of Social Security and 

how it impacts women, the elderly and 

the disabled; and yet this report comes 

out, and indeed it has those very things 

that we thought it would have, and 

how it impacts in an adverse way 

women and the disabled and the elder-

ly.

I would like to just speak a little bit 

about what we have seen in our re-

search and the fact that this report is 

very disappointing to me as the rec-

ommendations contained in the draft 

final report of the President’s commis-

sion to strengthen Social Security is in 

fact going to weaken it. The fact that 

the commission could not agree on a 

single plan and released three separate 

options is a matter of deep concern, as 

Social Security is an issue of critical 

importance to my constituents and the 

people around and across this great 

country.
The three proposals all require pro-

found and fundamental changes to the 

Nation’s retirement plan. I am con-

cerned in particular with the impact 

any changes to the Social Security sys-

tem will have on women, retirees and 

disabled workers. 
The three approaches taken by the 

commissioners share several problem-

atic features. The plans call for benefit 

cuts for retirees and disabled workers, 

and also for individual workers to open 

voluntary private investment accounts 

to provide them with an income in 

their old age, and we do know that 

once you rob out of the trust fund, it 

does not retain solvency at all. It 

weakens it. 
So to even call this report strength-

ening Social Security is a farce. It is 

absolutely a discredit to those who are 

looking for something different than 

what this report is saying. Each of the 

plans diverts Social Security resources 

elsewhere, and none of the plans bal-

ance Social Security without the use of 

massive transfusions of general rev-

enue.

b 1930

That surplus that they thought we 

had, and I suppose they must still 

think that, is not there anymore. So 

that is another misconception, a mis-

nomer, a misdirection. Hypocrisy. No 

independent actuarial analysis was re-

leased, making it difficult to assess the 

commission’s claims. What is clear is 

that each plan would ‘‘carve out’’ pri-

vate accounts from Social Security, 

thus they would divert a portion of the 

trust fund revenues into private ac-

counts.

Let me give you just a couple of 

things. We will not go into this plan. I 

am urging all of the Members to read 

this plan, to synthesize it, to dissect it, 

because it has several plans and all 

talk about this ‘‘claw-back’’ that my 

dear friend the gentlewoman from 

Florida just mentioned. I would like to 

just give information as to why women 

really need a good Social Security 

plan. We recognize that women, on the 

average, earn less than men, meaning 

that they count on Social Security’s 

weighted benefit structure to ensure 

that they have an adequate income in 

retirement. Women are less likely to 

be covered by an employer-sponsored 

pension fund, which means that Social 
Security comprises a larger portion of 
their total retirement income. Women 
lose an average of 14 years in earnings 
because they take time off from the 
workforce to raise their children or to 
care for an ailing parent or spouse. 
When women are in the workforce, 
they often work in part-time jobs. This 
means that they have less opportunity 
to save for retirement. So to even sug-
gest that one would take voluntarily or 
otherwise from already a very weak 
type of income that they have, an in-
come that is not conducive to caring 
for their family adequately, let alone 
talking about a private savings ac-
count.

Since women live 6 to 8 years longer 
than men do, they must make their re-
tirement savings stretch over longer 
periods of time. Consequently, women 
depend considerably upon Social Secu-
rity’s progressive, lifelong, inflation- 
indexed benefits. Privatizing Social Se-
curity would undermine many of the 
features that benefit American women, 
retirees and the disabled the most. Pri-
vatization would encourage individuals 
to invest their proceeds in private ac-
counts, especially through the invest-
ment marketplace and the stock mar-
ket. Private pension plans require so-
phisticated knowledge of the stock 
market. Many women, and even men, 
lack the skills involved in making in-
vestment decisions, decisions that 
would be vital to their long-term finan-
cial security. In addition, because 
women earn less, live longer and spend 
less time in the workforce, they will 
have less to invest in their private pen-
sion plan. The result would be that 
women would have to live on smaller 
benefits from smaller accounts. 

Finally, besides the risks evident in 
investing in the stock market, there is 
nothing to prevent individual private 
pension plans from being eroded by in-
flation, for heaven’s sake. This is par-
ticularly devastating for women who 
have less money to retire on and the 
need to make their money last longer. 
Social Security resolves this problem 
by increasing benefits each year 
through a cost-of-living adjustment, 
which is COLAs. This safety net, it ap-
pears, will no longer exist, though, 
under this President’s Social Security 
plan.

I say to you that the women across 
this country will now have an oppor-
tunity to look closely at this new 
strengthening Social Security proposal 
that the President’s commission has 
come out with, and they too will be 
rallying in the streets, thinking that 
what they thought they were going to 
get, they will not get unless some of us 
rescue the Social Security plan and put 
back into the trust fund those types of 
benefits that one should put back in 
and should have in terms of strength-
ening the solvency of Social Security. 

Another issue that my friend spoke 
about is the fact that unemployment 
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and people who are laid off work can-
not invest in Social Security. There-
fore, the solvency will be eroded, eradi-
cated, we will not have that. And so to 
mention and to even suggest that one 
can invest voluntarily into a privatized 
pension or an account is really sug-

gesting that you will have more people 

on the street, poor people on the street, 

homeless people on the street, women 

who have no sense of security because 

if they invest, not knowing and not 

having the skills as most of us do not 

have, they will come out losers. This is 

a losing proposition, not strengthening 

but weakening Social Security. I thank 

the gentleman for allowing me to just 

make some statements tonight as I 

continue to work with women across 

this Nation to look at this plan that 

does nothing for us but to weaken the 

position that we are already weakened 

in.
Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the 

gentlewoman. She is right when she 

says that we need to have a lot more 

analysis of this because it just came 

out. But in pinpointing the difficulties 

in particular that women or low wage 

earners would face, I think that any-

body who looks at this should be very 

concerned about the impact. The gen-

tlewoman from Florida talked about 

the fact that Social Security is not 

just for people over 65, but also for peo-

ple who are disabled and for survivors. 

Particularly with those groups, there 

is a lot here that they should be con-

cerned about. 
If I could just mention three things 

with regard to people who take an 

early retirement, the plan includes a 

provision that really further reduces 

early retirement benefits. Again, you 

have people that because of the econ-

omy now and the recession, there are a 

lot of these early retirement packages 

being offered in lieu of losing your job, 

so to speak. People who are taking 

those packages under this are going to 

have a problem, because they are going 

to be living a long time, particularly if 

they are women who tend to live a lit-

tle longer, and they are going to be suf-

fering because the amount of benefits 

they are going to be getting are going 

to be significantly reduced. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. If the 

gentleman will yield, indeed they will. 

As we speak about the disabled, there 

is still not anything that is focused in 

a positive way in this report. So the 

disabled is out of luck in trying to find 

any redeeming qualities in this pro-

posal. Then in addition to that, you are 

right. When people are now opting out 

and retiring early, they expect some-

thing in their Social Security benefits 

that will not be there if this is passed 

and institutionalized. I hope and pray 

that it is not, because the women of 

this country will be in an uproar, and 

men, too, those who opt to take an 

early retirement, thinking that what 

they are going to get is indeed what 

they will not get under this President’s 

commission’s plan. Again, to strength-

en is the operative word. It does not 

strengthen. It weakens. 
Mr. PALLONE. Just this last thing I 

wanted to mention is that apparently 

there is some effort on the part of the 

commission that suggests that the ben-

efits would be improved for widows and 

low earners. But from what I can see, it 

is just not true. It is just overstated. 

The Social Security benefits widows 

would receive under the commission’s 

proposal for an improvement in sur-

vivor benefits would actually be less 

than they would receive under current 

law. The reason is, from what I under-

stand, because the commission imposes 

sharp reductions in the basic benefits 

on which the survivor’s benefit is cal-

culated, so basically undermining the 

apparent increase in the survivor’s ben-

efit. So it is really very confusing and 

not what it pretends to be. It also says 

here that the benefit improvements for 

low earners may also be smaller than 

suggested in the commission’s docu-

ments because few low wage workers 

have 30 years of steady earnings at the 

minimum wage. So few would receive 

the full antipoverty protection that 

the commission proposes. They are 

suggesting somehow that survivors and 

low wage earners are going to do bet-

ter, but when you look at how they 

achieve those improved benefits, very 

few people would qualify. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. This 

is very true. This is another reason 

why when we talked with them about 

that and they were trying to give us 

the formula, that formula was not add-

ing up. Now that it is in print, it does 

not add up. The one thing that they 

should do is give us a stimulus package 

that really gives unemployment bene-

fits to workers and to bring workers 

back to work. You bring workers back 

to work, then you can continue to buy 

into the Social Security trust fund, 

and then you might be able to do some 

of the things that they are talking 

about. But without the actuarial anal-

ysis, we cannot dissect this thing, we 

cannot really see all of the 

potentialities that they are talking 

about, but what we can see is that it is 

not strengthening Social Security. For 

that reason, we will have to denounce 

this. We will have to simply get our 

own plan going so that the American 

people, especially those women, the 

disabled and the elderly, will find com-

fort in a Social Security plan. This is 

no comfort at all. 
Again, I thank the gentleman so 

much. We look forward to working 

with the gentleman as we bring about 

a plan that is a real plan for those 

Americans who are looking to Social 

Security for their benefits. 
Mr. PALLONE. I want to thank the 

gentlewoman. I am glad that we 

brought up the issue of the Social Se-

curity commission tonight, because I 

know that the report has come out but 
it has not received the attention that I 
think it needs to receive. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. The 
report and some of the analysis that we 
have done through the Democratic 
staff will be sent to all Members, so 
you will get that. We will continue to 
be on the floor to talk about it. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, before I 
conclude tonight, I did want to spend a 
little time on the issue of an economic 
stimulus. I wanted to stress again how 
important I think this is. As we all 
know, we probably have only another 
week, maybe 2 weeks but probably not 
even, just days before the holiday. 

I know that there is talk now that we 
may not even do an economic stimulus 
package because either this House and 
the other body cannot get together or 
Democrats and Republicans are trying 
to come together and have not been 
able to so far. I do believe very strong-
ly, though, that we must have an eco-
nomic stimulus package. 

As I said in the beginning of this spe-
cial order, more and more of my con-
stituents are telling me about the 
problems that they face because of the 
recession, either higher unemployment 
or the fact that many displaced work-
ers do not have access to health insur-
ance, do not have access to a lot of the 
benefits that they would normally have 
if they have a job. That is why the 
Democrats have stressed that this eco-
nomic stimulus package has to pri-
marily focus on displaced workers, un-
employment compensation, health in-
surance coverage for people who no 
longer have a job. And also provide 
some help to low-income workers. In 
other words, we have talked about a re-
bate for those who did not get a rebate 
as a result of President Bush’s tax cuts 
that took place about 6 months ago. 

The emphasis on the part of the 
Democrats is to do things that will 
make people spend money. In other 
words, give money back to low-income 
workers, provide unemployment com-
pensation, provide certain expenditures 
on infrastructure to protect the coun-
try from terrorism which also would 
create jobs. The problem on the Repub-
lican side, particularly with the bill 
that passed the House with the support 
of the Republican leadership, is that all 
the emphasis in that bill and on the 
Republican side in this Chamber was 
towards accelerating those same tax 
cuts that passed as part of the Presi-
dent’s initiative about 6 months ago. 

The fear that I have and that many 
of the Democrats have is that by accel-
erating those tax cuts, which primarily 
were to corporations and wealthy peo-
ple, that that will not spur the econ-
omy, that will not bring money back 
into the economy because it is not nec-

essarily the case that those tax cuts 

would be used and spent on things that 

would stimulate the economy. 
I just wanted to mention briefly, if I 

could, some of the differences between 
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the Democratic and the Republican 

plan, not because I insist that the 

Democratic plan be passed. I under-

stand that there have to be some com-

promises if we are going to reach a ma-

jority in both Houses, but I do think 

that the emphasis has to be on what 

stimulates the economy. If you look at 

the Democratic bill, I will just mention 

four or five points. 
With regard to unemployment com-

pensation, individuals who exhaust 

their 26-week eligibility for State un-

employment would be eligible for an 

additional 52 weeks of cash payments 

funded entirely by the Federal Govern-

ment. Individuals who do not meet 

their States’ requirements for unem-

ployment insurance, in other words, 

part-time workers, would receive 26 

weeks of federally financed unemploy-

ment insurance. This is in the bill. 

This is the substance of the Demo-

cratic proposal. 

b 1945

With regard to health care benefits, 

the Federal Government would fully 

reimburse eligible individuals for their 

COBRA premiums. Individuals who do 

not qualify for COBRA and are other-

wise uninsured would be eligible for 

Medicaid, with the Federal Govern-

ment covering 100 percent of the pre-

miums. These benefits, these health 

care benefits, would last for a max-

imum of 18 months. 
Then I mentioned the rebate checks. 

Under the Democratic proposal, low- 

and moderate-income workers who did 

not qualify for the rebate checks issued 

earlier this year under President 

Bush’s tax cut would receive a one- 

time payment of up to $300 for a single 

person and $600 for married couples. 
Finally, with regard to these home-

land or domestic security upgrades, the 

Democratic package includes up to $9 

billion in spending programs to im-

prove our Nation’s infrastructure to 

protect against terrorism. Included 

would be funding for bioterrorism pre-

vention and food safety, local police 

and fire departments, border security, 

airport security, and highway, bridge 

and tunnel improvements. 

The idea of these upgrades is to basi-

cally hire more workers, and, there-

fore, lower the unemployment rate and 

put more money into the economy. 

If you contrast that, Mr. Speaker, 

with the Republican tax cut bill which 

passed the House, just to give you some 

of the provisions, of the $99.5 billion in 

tax cuts in 2002, $70.8 billion benefits 

corporations, $14.8 billion benefits af-

fluent individuals, and only $13.7 bil-

lion goes to workers with lower in-

comes.

Then you have the sweetheart things 

for the corporations, the repeal of cor-

porate Alternative Minimum Tax. The 

bill not only repeals the corporate 

AMT, but it allows companies to re-

ceive refunds based on past AMT pay-

ments back to 1996. Capital gains tax 

cut, multinational financing tax cut, 

the list goes on. 
Mr. Speaker, again, I am about to 

conclude; but I just wanted to stress 

again, I understand that if we are going 

to have an economic stimulus package, 

that we have to have the parties come 

together and the two Houses come to-

gether. But I also think it is crucial 

that whatever is done actually accom-

plishes the goal of stimulating the 

economy. I am very fearful that the 

Republican proposals that we saw in 

that House bill, that Republican bill 

that passed the House, would not ac-

complish that. 
If I could just, in conclusion, Mr. 

Speaker, read part of this editorial 

that was in the New York Times on No-

vember 26. I know it is almost a month 

ago now, but I still think it says every-

thing that needs to be said about what 

we should be doing with regard to eco-

nomic stimulus. The sections I want to 

quote are as follows: 
‘‘Congress has only a few weeks left 

before adjourning for the year. Yet 

there is still no legislative agreement 

on measures to boost economy. Presi-

dent Bush needs to help break the im-

passe on both issues. 
‘‘Ideally, Congress should quickly 

pass a balanced fiscal stimulus bill aid-

ing those who need help most without 

widening deficits in the years ahead. 

An appropriate homeland security 

measure would spend more than the $8 

billion the administration wants. 
‘‘Right now there are two competing 

stimulus bills, and the one supported 

by most Senators is by far the better. 

It would channel tax breaks and spend-

ing to those most hurt by the economic 

downturn, whereas the bill passed by 

the House Republicans would cut taxes 

disproportionately for the rich and for 

big corporations. 
‘‘Congress could reach a financially 

responsible compromise if Republicans 

dropped their worst ideas, a speed-up of 

the tax cuts enacted earlier this year 

for the wealthiest Americans and a sep-

arate measure to make it easier for big 

corporations to pay no taxes at all. The 

final bill could then focus on tax 

breaks, tax refunds and health benefits 

for the poor and the working poor, 

while helping small and medium-sized 

businesses with adjustments and write- 

offs for depreciation and expenses.’’ 
Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why 

we cannot come to a compromise along 

those lines. I would urge our leaders 

here over the next few days to try to 

reach a compromise because I think it 

is very important for the future of the 

economy.

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1438, 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-

TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002 

Mr. STUMP (during the Special 

Order of Mr. PALLONE) submitted the 

following conference report and state-

ment on the Senate bill (S. 1438) to au-

thorize appropriations for fiscal year 

2002 for military activities of the De-

partment of Defense, for military con-

struction, and for the defense activities 

of the Department of Energy, to pre-

scribe personnel strengths for such fis-

cal year for the Armed Forces, and for 

other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 107–333) 

The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 

amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1438), 

to authorize appropriations for fiscal year 

2002 for military activities of the Depart-

ment of Defense, for military construction, 

and for defense activities of the Department 

of Energy, to prescribe personnel strengths 

for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, 

and for other purposes, having met, after full 

and free conference, have agreed to rec-

ommend and do recommend to their respec-

tive Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree-

ment to the amendment of the House and 

agree to the same with an amendment as fol-

lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted by the House amendment, insert the 

following:

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National De-

fense Authorization Act forFiscal Year 2002’’. 

SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF ACT INTO DIVISIONS; 
TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) DIVISIONS.—This Act is organized into 

three divisions as follows: 
(1) Division A—Department of Defense Au-

thorizations.
(2) Division B—Military Construction Author-

izations.
(3) Division C—Department of Energy Na-

tional Security Authorizations and Other Au-

thorizations.
(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Organization of Act into divisions; table 

of contents. 
Sec. 3. Congressional defense committees de-

fined.

DIVISION A—DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
AUTHORIZATIONS

TITLE I—PROCUREMENT 
Subtitle A—Authorization of Appropriations 

Sec. 101. Army. 
Sec. 102. Navy and Marine Corps. 
Sec. 103. Air Force. 
Sec. 104. Defense-wide activities. 
Sec. 105. Defense Inspector General. 
Sec. 106. Chemical Agents and Munitions De-

struction, Defense. 
Sec. 107. Defense Health Program. 

Subtitle B—Army Programs 
Sec. 111. Repeal of limitations on bunker defeat 

munitions program. 
Sec. 112. Extension of pilot program on sales of 

manufactured articles and serv-

ices of certain Army industrial fa-

cilities without regard to avail-

ability from domestic sources. 
Sec. 113. Limitations on acquisition of interim 

armored vehicles and deployment 

of interim brigade combat teams. 

Subtitle C—Navy Programs 
Sec. 121. Virginia class submarine program. 

Sec. 122. Multiyear procurement authority for 

F/A–18E/F aircraft engines. 

Sec. 123. V–22 Osprey aircraft program. 
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