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others, the space agency, the nuclear
commission. All of these icons of Gov-
ernment need to be closely examined
to see where is our money. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture, which gives away
money, has forgiven $12 billion in debts
to farmers, for Farmers Home Loan
mortgages.

Mr. Speaker, it is tax time. It is a
time we take seriously where the reve-
nues come from and where the expendi-
tures go. Every American ought to get
involved. They ought to get involved
with compassion and love and concern
for their fellow man.

Mr. Speaker, I include Mr. Novak’s
article of April 15, 1996, for the RECORD:

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 15, 1996]
GOP DEFICIT TRAP

(By Robert D. Novak)
As Republican congressional leaders on

March 28 were poised to flee Washington for
a two-week Easter break, they failed to no-
tice a ‘‘preliminary report’’ on the govern-
ment’s long-term fiscal outlook prepared by
their own Congressional Budget Office
(CBO). But President Clinton’s eagle-eyed
number crunchers quickly perused it and
could scarcely contain their delight.

The report estimated the federal budget
deficit for the year 2002 down to $107 billion—
miraculously, $37 billion lower than the CBO
number just three months earlier. Thus, the
president and the Republicans are but a
short, easy hop away from balancing the
budget in seven years as measured by the
CBO, as they each have agreed to attempt.

Good news? for Clinton, yes. For the Re-
publicans, no. The hop to budget balance is
too short and too easy. By this route, the
deficit can be erased without one dime from
entitlements—Social Security, Medicare,
Medicaid and the like—whose immense
growth could eventually ruin the economy.
What’s more, the deficit would be eliminated
without downsizing the present massive
structure of the federal government or re-
lieving the onerous tax burden.

The Republicans are in a deficit trap. In
their first experience controlling Congress in
40 years, they have gradually lost emphasis
on revolutionary change in government by
obsessing on the deficit. The president is on
the brink of a major victory—achieving a
zero deficit without significantly altering
the federal leviathan and without providing
real tax relief.

This became clear to Clinton’s budget ex-
perts when they read the CBO’s March 28 re-
port forecasting the effects of a freeze at 1996
dollar levels of ‘‘discretionary’’ spending—
amounts affected by the congressional appro-
priations process, as contrasted with entitle-
ments.

The 2002 deficit estimate of $107 billion was
reduced from the $144 billion in CBO’s De-
cember 1995 update. Its reason: ‘‘largely’’ the
piecemeal reductions in appropriations
painstakingly passed by Congress that were
not vetoed by Clinton. Assumed lower inter-
est rates that would result from a balanced
budget also were factored in.

The president’s aides immediately tele-
phoned their Republican counterparts in
Congress, pointing out the new numbers and
proposing: Let’s get together now and make
a seven-year budget deal!

The components of such a deal are not
hard to envision: the small reductions in
Medicare and Medicaid growth already pro-
posed by Clinton, plus a few more cuts in dis-
cretionary spending. The package might also
include a modest tax reduction (with some
capital gains cuts) drafted by the Joint Tax
Committee and tentatively endorsed by ad-
ministration officials.

But Capitol Hill was empty of Republican
policy-makers for the last two weeks, and
what the White House was proposing was
above the pay grade of GOP staffers still
there. Such a budget deal would have far-
reaching effects on the presidential election.
Deficit reduction, budget-balancing and even
tax reduction would be neutralized as issues
for Republicans.

Senate Budget Committee Chairman Pete
Domenici, campaigning for reelection in New
Mexico, has been informed. So has Sheila
Burke, chief of staff for Senate Majority
Leader Robert J. Dole. House and Senate
GOP budget staffers met last week.

But as Congress reconvenes this week, it is
safe to say that there is no Republican pol-
icy for dealing with these numbers. In fact,
only Bob Dole is in a position to make this
decision now that he is the party’s prospec-
tive presidential nominee.

In his long-accustomed role as a self-de-
scribed ‘‘doer’’ rather than a ‘‘talker,’’ the
decision would be easy for Dole: Make the
deal and accept the congratulatory signing
pen from Bill Clinton at the Rose Garden.

It is more difficult now that he must
confront Clinton in a broader arena. He must
determine whether he will rule out a quick
budget agreement and insist that the deficit
is not everything and that it is essential to
reduce entitlements and taxes for the sake of
the economy.

He might even propose a package that ad-
justs the Consumer Price Index in a way that
would cut entitlement payments but also in-
crease tax payments, so that it would have
to be accompanied by significant tax reduc-
tions. This course might rescue the Repub-
licans from the deficit trap constructed by
congressional leaders, including Bob Dole.
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THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. GRA-
HAM] is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I think
probably a good lead-in to this debate
is the last comment of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. OWENS] that every
American should get involved with
what is going on in Congress, and I
think compassion and understanding
are very good guides to have, and I
think reality needs to be in there
somewhere.

Let us talk about the budget real
quickly, then we are going to get into
something near and dear to everyone’s
heart in this country, and that is edu-
cation. The Federal role in it, what we
have tried to do at the national level in
this Congress, I think to improve edu-
cation, and to have an effective deliv-
ery system that recognizes the need to
educate our children, to balance the
budget, and what role money should
play in all that, what role the Federal
Government should play.

Mr. Speaker, I find it very interest-
ing that we can balance the budget and
remove the deficit without affecting
entitlements. That is very curious. I
need to read the article by Mr. Novak.
As I understand the dynamic that we
are facing, two-thirds of the Federal
budget that we deal with is on auto
pilot. Sixteen percent of the Federal
budget is interest payments. We paid
more in 1997, will pay more in 1977 for

interest on the national debt than the
entire Defense Department, over $400
billion.

Forty cents of every individual in-
come tax dollar collected in this coun-
try goes to pay the interest element of
the national debt. Over 50 percent, I be-
lieve it is 51 percent of the Federal
budget consists of entitlement spend-
ing, such as Medicare, Medicaid and
welfare. Medicare has gone up 2,200 per-
cent since 1980.

When we look at the Federal deficit
and the national debt, the national
debt is over $5 trillion, and I ask people
at home what a trillion is. It is a num-
ber, it is a term that really is beyond
imagination. I think a lot of people can
relate to a million. They may not have
a million, I certainly do not. But they
can relate to the concept of a million
dollars. If you spent a million dollars a
day, Mr. Speaker, it would take you
2700 years to spend 1 trillion. If you
collected $1 trillion in taxes from the
American public, it is the equivalent of
$3,814 from every man, woman and
child in America, and we know that
every man, woman, and child in Amer-
ica is not paying taxes. So those of us
that are are paying a lot.

Let us talk about the Federal budget
now that we understand what 1 trillion
is. The Republican budget that Mr.
OWENS criticized so harshly and the
President vetoed appropriated $12 tril-
lion to run the Federal Government
over the next 7 years. That is right, the
Republicans have spent $12 trillion at
the national level over the next 7 years
compared to the last 7 years. That is a
26-percent increase in Federal spend-
ing, a 64-percent increase in Medicare
alone over the next 7 years, from a
$4,800 per senior citizen expenditure
this year, to the year 2002, it will grow
to $7,100. A tremendous amount of
money is being spent on welfare and
Medicaid, an over 50-percent increase.

Student loans in the education area,
we have increased student loan funds
by over 50 percent in the next 7 years.
What the Republican budget has done
is tremendously increase spending over
a 7 year period 20 percent, 6 percent
across the board, tremendous increases
in entitlements, but less than the pro-
jected amounts, because the projected
amounts are going to be well above 50
percent, well above 63 percent. Those of
us who say that we want to balance the
budget, I think we need to start being
honest with each, and I know my col-
league from Florida has been a real
champion in this cause. If Members
really want to balance the budget, I
think it is time to address why we have
debt to begin with.

Why did America get into $5 trillion
worth of debt? Was it because Ronald
Reagan increased military spending
during the 1980’s where the deficit did
grow? Well, the truth is that he did. I
was in the Air Force from 1982 to 1988.
After the Carter years, the military
was a place that needed expenditures.
Spare parts were in short supply. We
had squadrons of airplanes grounded.
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The Navy could not sail ships because
of lack of funding. So Ronald Reagan
decided to increase military spending
during the 1980’s, and Congress allowed
him to do so but they required an in-
crease in social spending.

The truth be known, it is not because
Ronald Reagan wanted to increase
military spending. It is not because Tip
O’Neill and Tom Foley increased social
spending at the rate of 3 to 1 during the
1980’s. The truth is that the national
debt grew to such large proportions as
it exists today because during the
1980’s, entitlement spending went
through the roof. One program, Medi-
care, increased 2200 percent since 1980.

b 2000

And all of the other entitlements,
Medicare and Medicaid, have grown
tremendously. Medicaid is growing at
19 percent a year since 1990. So if you
want to blame anybody, I think you
can blame both parties, because we
have sat back and we have watched en-
titlement spending go through the roof
to the point now it is over 50 percent of
the Federal budget.

If nothing changes in this country in
the next 17 years, the Federal budget,
the Federal revenue collected from the
taxpayers at the national level, will be
spent in two areas: entitlement spend-
ing and interest payments on the na-
tional debt. It is already two-thirds of
our budget. In 17 years it will consume
the entire revenue stream. There will
be no money left to fund the Defense
Department, Education Department,
the Commerce Department, and envi-
ronmental agencies that exist at the
Federal level. And that is not a Repub-
lican statement. That comes from Sen-
ator KERRY, a Democratic Senator,
who has been involved in entitlement
study and reform. And the facts are
just what they are, facts. Entitlement
spending is out of control and it is
going to consume the entire revenue
stream unless we do something about
it.

We have tried to do something about
it, and I think in a very responsible
manner. What we have done is we have
allowed increased spending in Medicare
alone 21⁄2 times the inflation per year, a
63 percent increase in a 7-year period, a
tremendous amount of increase, but we
are going to create options available to
senior citizens that are more efficient
than this 1965 fee-for-service Medicare
model that is full of fraud.

We are going to give people some-
thing they very rarely get from the
Federal Government, and that is a
choice. A choice to pick a program that
may deliver more effective medicine,
less bureaucratically, and a better deal
for the taxpayers. It is time to give
people choices that mirror private sec-
tor growth in health care.

The private sector programs are
growing at 3 to 4 percent, the govern-
ment programs, like Medicare and
Medicaid, are growing at 13 and 19 per-
cent because they are very inefficient,
they are full of fraud, and they have

the wrong incentives. It is hard to get
preventive medicine reimbursed under
Medicare. The number one expenditure
in Medicare is diabetes, but you cannot
get insulin paid for.

So it is a system that is really over-
due for an overhaul. And we have al-
lowed private sector programs to be
placed on the table and let senior citi-
zens make choices, and we are going to
give them four to five different options
to Medicare as it exists today. But
they have to choose. And if they do not
want to make a choice, they stay in
Medicare as it exists now. And that is
just one example.

In Medicaid, we are going to allow
the States to take the increased spend-
ing at the Federal level and manage
care the money. Right now our Medic-
aid programs are growing at 19 percent.
If you are a Medicaid recipient and you
go to the hospital and have a $300 visit
for a cold, something private insurance
would not allow you to do, Medicaid re-
imburses people for medical conditions
four and five times the expense that
the private sector manages those same
illnesses.

So it is time now to start allowing
States to put into place managed care
programs for the Medicaid recipient
that are good, that are compassionate,
but that have cost controls on them so
it does not grow at 19 percent.

If you want to improve education in
my State of South Carolina, which I
do, and I think everybody who is lis-
tening to me in South Carolina would
like to see that happen, let us change
Medicaid. Because when Medicaid
grows at 19 percent at the national
level, that is the health care for the
disabled and the welfare recipient,
when it is growing at that rate for the
State of South Carolina, to get any
Medicaid money from the Federal Gov-
ernment they have to put money on
the table. It is a matching formula.

So when the pot of money at the Fed-
eral level grows at 19 percent, then for
South Carolina to get its Medicaid
money, its share grows at the same
rate, so you are robbing our State
budget to get Medicaid money from the
Federal Government. And if we do not
change, if we do not change that dy-
namic, every State’s budget is going to
be consumed by getting matching por-
tions of Medicaid.

And as the gentleman from New
York, MAJOR OWENS, indicated, the
Governors in this country, Republican
and Democrat alike, have gotten into a
room and said: Enough. You are bank-
rupting our State. We are having to
spend most of our budget to get Medic-
aid dollars because the pot of money at
the Federal level is growing so large,
the mandates are so onerous, we have
no flexibility. Please, give us a break.
We can get by on less money if you will
give us flexibility to create programs
that mirror the private sector.

And unless we do that, ladies and
gentlemen, you will not balance the
budget. If we do not address the reason
Medicare grows at 22 percent every 15

years, it does not matter if you spend
less in 7 years to get the numbers
right, you are going to be back in debt.
It does not matter if you slow the
growth of Medicaid down temporarily,
as the President’s budget does. If you
do not change the reason it grows at 19
percent, you are not going to keep the
budget balanced. And it does not mat-
ter what you do in welfare reform if
you do not address the reason people
stay on welfare 101⁄2 years.

So what I am looking for is a budget
that addresses the reason we got in
debt, a budget that addresses the un-
derlying problem, which is entitlement
spending. Let us reform entitlements
up here in a fair and compassionate
way so that we can deliver you a bal-
anced budget that will stay balanced.
Let us create a welfare system so that
the average person does not stay on it
a decade.

I believe most people want to get off
welfare, go into the private sector and
live with dignity and not be dependent
on the Federal Government, but it is
darn hard to do that. If you live to-
gether as man and wife under our cur-
rent system, we look at both incomes
and deny benefits. If you get a part-
time job we will start taking benefits
away from you when you start moving
up the economic ladder. We are trying
to keep your vote, but we are not al-
lowing you to be free from government
control.

I am looking for a welfare system
that helps people who need help, that
will give you training, give you edu-
cational assistance and will allow you
to get a job. And the way you create a
job is not by me talking about it on the
floor of the House, it is by lowering
taxes so people have more money to in-
vest and grow their businesses.

Capital gains tax reductions will be
good for this country. It will create
jobs and bring in additional revenue to
the Federal Government. It did in the
1980’s when we lowered capital gains
tax rates, it will in the 1990’s if we can
ever get it passed.

But the way you create a job is to
change this model that currently exists
of where we are overtaxed, we
overlitigate, and we overregulate. And
the ultimate hope of welfare reform is
a system that allows people to help
themselves, that pushes them forward,
that will not pay them to have children
they cannot afford, but will have a job
waiting on them. And to do that you
need to change this bureaucratic model
that we have created for the last 40
years that is strangling American busi-
ness. I think that is compassionate.

I think that is the way to truly deal
with the Nation’s problems, because
the poor in this country want the same
thing as anybody else who is an Amer-
ican: the hope of having it better for
themselves and their children than the
last generation, a chance to have a pri-
vate pension plan, a chance to have
health care that they own and is now
given to them by the government. We
all have the same values, we just have
a different belief on how to get there.
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The special order topic really tonight

is about education. And nothing is
going to change in this country until
we provide an educational system that
brings the best out in our kids, and
that is a school environment where you
can go to school and not worry about
being beaten up or having a drug deal
occur under your nose.

The national role in education since
1979 has grown dramatically. Test
scores have gone down. Education qual-
ity is stagnant. We are not moving for-
ward by having more control at the na-
tional level. The Department of Edu-
cation’s budget in 1979 was about $16
billion. It is $32 billion now. Six per-
cent of all education dollars spent in
this country comes from the Federal
level. Ninety-four percent of education
funding comes from the State and local
level.

When you talk about education re-
ductions at the national level, it has to
be put in perspective of the total fund-
ing. The bad deal is that 50 percent of
the mandates, how to spend the money
at the local level, comes from the Fed-
eral Government. We give you very few
dollars, but we put a lot of require-
ments on our local educators, our
State and local systems, and we are
not getting a quality product.

The only model that will work, in my
opinion, is to have parents and teach-
ers and the community leaders in-
volved, and the current Federal system
does not allow that to happen. It is a
wall between quality education and the
State and local community. I do be-
lieve that we have an overly intrusive
Federal role in education that is not
bringing out the best in our kids, and
that we have programs on the books
that are very inefficient, all done in
the name of compassion.

Title I, that Mr. OWENS mentioned, is
a program that started in the 1960’s to
help school districts that had a dis-
proportionate number of disadvantaged
and poor students, to give them a leg
up, a little extra tutorial time. That
program has grown now to almost
where 80 percent of school districts in
this country receive title I money. It
has become a candy store.

Title I money is spent on disadvan-
taged students, and the definition of
disadvantaged has grown greatly. And
the facts are that 80 percent of the peo-
ple who provide this extra tutorial
time are not certified teachers, they
are teachers’ aids. It is becoming an
employment opportunity for the major
cities in this country.

The test scores of the children receiv-
ing title I assistance have not moved
up any. What we are doing is basically
we are taking an average of 10 minutes
a day extra time for a title I student,
getting no return on our money, giving
the money to someone who is not a
professional educator, trained as a
teacher, taking them out of the class
and spending $6 billion a year doing
that. That is not a good deal for the
taxpayer and we are not moving for-
ward.

The gentleman from Florida is going
to tell us a bit about Head Start and
how unsuccessful that program has
been when measured by objective cri-
teria. It is a good idea. It is a compas-
sionate idea, but eventually you have
to look to see if the idea is delivering
a quality product. Title I is not a good
investment educationally or finan-
cially, and Head Start, I believe, falls
under that same category when you
look at the return for your money.

I would yield now to the gentleman
from Florida to tell us a little about
title I, then we will talk about student
loans.

Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman
from South Carolina for yielding, and
also I must take a minute and thank
him and his other 72 colleagues of the
73 new freshmen in the House of Rep-
resentatives. How refreshing it is to
have people come from all walks of life.
Not just attorneys, but somewhere in
the neighborhood of three-quarters of
this class, this new class of freshmen,
come from business. Three-quarters of
them have never run for a political of-
fice or served in other political office.
And they took time from their lives
and their family obligations and busi-
ness and professional obligations, and
leaders like the gentleman from South
Carolina, Mr. LINDSEY GRAHAM, have
come here and looked at how our Gov-
ernment is operating. They brought a
message from the people in this last
election that the people were not
pleased with paying more and getting
less, as I often say.

I have only been here 37 months in
Congress, so I consider myself part of
that new breed, but I commend the
gentleman and his colleagues for what
they have brought to the Congress and
their recommendations. If you consider
what we are doing tonight, Mr.
LINDSEY GRAHAM from South Carolina
is doing tonight, he is here late at
night talking about education. He is a
Republican, he is a member of the new
majority, and the Republicans and Mr.
GRAHAM and every one of my Repub-
lican colleagues are very committed to
good sound education, improving edu-
cation in this country. We cannot
make any better investment. But ask
any American, ask any parent, ask any
student, ask any teacher about edu-
cation in the United States today, and
they are going to tell you that edu-
cation is in crises.

Republicans have always been strong
supporters of education. Being business
men and women and professionals and
people who are highly educated, they
know that education is really the key
to the success of the problems in this
country. They know that if you go into
the jails, if you go into the unemploy-
ment lines in this Nation, if you go
into the homes of welfare recipients,
you find that they did not have a good
education opportunity. But Americans
and Republicans and Democrats and
independents and anyone who lives and
pays taxes in this Nation must be con-
cerned about paying more for edu-
cation and getting less.

Now, I always drive the other side of
the aisle crazy and the Democrats
crazy, because I like to deal with facts,
and sometimes they come out here and
say things and they do not base them
on fact. But let me tell you about
where we are in education and the facts
about paying more and getting less.
The fact is, and these are not my sta-
tistics, these are published statistics,
the fact is SAT scores dropped from a
total average of 937 in 1972 to 902 in
1994. The fact is we are spending more
and getting less.

The fact is 17-year-olds scored 11
points worse in science in 1970 than in
1994. The fact is reading of 17-year-olds,
17-year-olds who do not read at a pro-
ficient level, their reading scores have
fallen since 1992. Spending more, get-
ting less.

The fact is, in math, United States
students scored worse in math than all
other large countries except Spain. The
fact is we are spending more and get-
ting less for education.

The fact is 30 percent of all college
freshmen must take remedial edu-
cation, and in my district in central
Florida, and I come from a fairly pros-
perous and successful central Florida
area, some of our community colleges,
one of the presidents told me over 50
percent of his students entering com-
munity college need remedial edu-
cation. And then I was stunned to read
that at another local community col-
lege, 71 percent of the entering fresh-
men need remedial education.

b 2015

This is the fact. These are the facts.
We are paying more and we are getting
less in education. That is what this is
about. It is not just how much money
we come here and spend, and the people
just getting home today and are work-
ing and yesterday paid their taxes. And
they are sending this incredible
amount of their money here to Wash-
ington. This is the result of your dol-
lars.

We need to look at how; we came
here to look at how effectively we were
spending those dollars. I looked at
Head Start. Let me again deal with
some facts. Let us talk a little bit for
a minute about the history of Head
Start.

Every Member of this Congress, Mr.
Speaker, and every citizen of this coun-
try should pay attention to this, be-
cause first of all they think Repub-
licans are cutting spending in these
areas. The fact is, in education we are
proposing increasing expenditures of
almost $25 billion over the next 7 years.
I tell people that and they say, I
thought Republicans were cutting edu-
cation. The fact is, for possibly illegal
aliens, you will not be getting edu-
cation. That is part of what this debate
is about. You do not hear that talked
about here. But let us talk about one
program that I took some time spend-
ing, spending some of my staff work
and my personal time in looking at a
Head Start program.
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Back in the schools that I attended

at the University of Florida, I remem-
ber serving as the secretary of aca-
demic affairs and student government.
This is back in the early 1960s. I was
committed to trying to make a change
and to do some positive things. I re-
member one of the things we worked
on was a project called Project Begin
Here, because we knew we had a uni-
versity, the University of Florida, a
great institution, here we had a town,
Gainesville, where students did not
have opportunities to learn. So we
started this Project Begin Here to take
the resources of this great university
school of education I was a part of and
bring it into the community and help
give kids an opportunity and an uplift.

We knew that was a key way back
then. I supported Head Start Programs
back then in the early 1960s. I support
Head Start Programs today. The con-
cept is basically good. The problem is
look at what has happened.

Look at the time from 1990 to 1995.
Head Start funding increased 128 per-
cent. Washington spent over $31.2 bil-
lion on the Head Start Program. Those
are the types of increases. The House
proposed, the House proposed $3.39 bil-
lion for 1996, only a minimal reduction
from $3.52 billion that was appropriated
for 1995. Now, that is not a very big dif-
ference. There is a reduction, and let
me talk about the purpose for the re-
duction in a minute. But the funding
for this program has grown almost five
times as fast as the number of children
served. The growth has resulted in a
sloppy, I mean disgusting management
of the program. This is not what I am
saying. This is not a Republican report
I am going to detail here. And again,
we must look at how we are spending
these dollars and what the effect is and
what are we getting for the program.

Now, these programs, and again, not
Republican reports, and I only want to
deal with facts because, as I said, it
drives the opposition crazy, this report
is the Office of Inspector General, De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, evaluating Head Start expansion
through the performance indicators.
These are 1993. This one is 1993, Head
Start expansion grantee experiences.

Let us talk about what we found
here. Head Start is 30 years old, and
yet there is little evaluation of the pro-
gram’s effectiveness. This is not what I
am saying. What there is suggests that
academic gains made by kids in the
program are in fact temporary. That is
what we find. The HHS report found
that, one, children may not be fully
immunized before leaving the Head
Start Program. I mean here we spend
hundreds of millions on immunization
programs, a government program, and
we cannot even get our government
program to cooperate with the admin-
istration’s program to immunize, so
number one grade success.

Grantees frequently do not identify
families social services needs, another
criticism of this, and wait until you
hear how we spend the money on trying
to identify this.

Grantee’s files and records are in-
complete, inconsistent and difficult to
review. And wait until you hear how I
detail what is required as far as admin-
istration of this program in one small
program in my district.

The HHS report also found that there
was no educationally meaningful dif-
ferences between Head Start children
and nonHead Start children by the end
of the second year of grade school. Nu-
merous independent studies confirm
that the present Head Start Program
has only short-term benefits for poor
children.

This is not what I have said. This is
the report of the inspector general.
These are the facts. So this is how they
evaluated the program.

So I was contacted by a parent who
was a single mother, divorced, I be-
lieve, situation with two children and
she put her children into the Head
Start, had, I think, one or two children
in Head Start Program. And she was
having a difficult time personally but
wanted to give her children every ad-
vantage. I commend her for her effort.
But then she came to me and said, Mr.
MICA, she is a very intelligent woman,
a very educated woman. She said, I
have had my children in this program
and it is a disaster. So I thought, well,
I better look at what is going on.

So I went and I looked at the Head
Start Program. Let me give you one
Head Start Program in one commu-
nity, and there are some, there are oth-
ers that are not run in this fashion, but
let me tell you what is going on in my
area of Florida.

Last year this one program that
serves 378 children received over $2 mil-
lion for the Federal Government, an-
other $550,000 from the State, that is
over $2.5 million. The cost per student
for a part-time preschool program is
$7,325. That is just the local adminis-
trative cost, the figures I have, not in-
cluding this huge bureaucracy they
have built in Washington, not includ-
ing the bureaucracy that they have in
Atlanta. I could send the student to the
best preschool program, a stellar one in
central Florida for this amount of
money. And then with the money that
bureaucrats are wasting in administra-
tion, I would have money left over,
plenty of money left over. In addition,
I know that the program would be,
first of all, longer in duration because
this is an abbreviated program. The
teachers, there would be at least some
certified teachers in the program. And
the child would have a much better ex-
perience.

This program in central Florida has
been found to be deficient by HHS in
serving children for the past two years.
My attempts to try to change it are to-
tally useless because you have to deal
with a bureaucracy in Washington and
Atlanta and all kinds of regulations. It
is amazing that they can run this.

Listen to the best part. This agency,
again the local Head Start Program,
one program, 378 students, employs 25
teachers and 25 assistants. Now, that is

not bad. But first of all, not one of the
teachers that I know of are certified.
Not one of the assistants are certified.
They have come up with some
cockamamie certification program, but
basically what you have is a minority
employment program.

So then they gather all the minority
children together in this program with
no certified teachers to basically pro-
vide day care services. It is an incred-
ibly expensive price tag. And are these
students getting a cultural advantage?
Are they getting an educational experi-
ence? The answer has to be no.

Now, you have not heard the most
outrageous part of this entire story. I
asked for the budget for these 378 stu-
dents. For the 25 teachers, there are
nearly 25 administrators. Listen to
this: One director gets almost $40,000;
an area coordinator gets almost $29,000;
another area coordinator, $29,000; an
education coordinator, $26,000; a family
services coordinator, $26,000; a nutri-
tion coordinator, almost $26,000; men-
tal health disability coordinator,
$26,000; another health coordinator,
$26,000; personnel training coordinator,
$19,000; an educational specialist,
$29,000; another educational specialist,
$24,000. It goes on and on, $20,000, they
go on and on. Then you have family
services specialists. It is absolutely
mind-boggling.

Then you get to the teachers, the
teachers. Here is the teacher, first
teacher, $12,000 a year, $14,000 a year.
We might even have a teacher in here,
there is one for $15,000. I do not have a
certified teacher. This is a national
disgrace, Mr. Speaker, that my dis-
advantaged students, 378 of them, that
we have this bureaucracy.

Now, it would not be bad if you just
had this bureaucracy for this little pro-
gram, but this incredible amount of
money. Let us face it, this is what the
debate is all about, Mr. Speaker. I am
chairman of the House Civil Service
Subcommittee that oversees the Fed-
eral employees. So I asked the staff to
tell me how many employees there are
in the Department of Education. There
are 4,876. Now, of all of the depart-
ments, I think they probably take the
cake, but there are 3,322 just down the
street from here, 3,322. I really think
the Secretary of Education, Mr. Riley,
was taking great pride in how he had
reduced the number of people in the
Department of Education from some
other year. So I ask our staff to also
investigate, and they told me that
there are thousands upon thousands of
contract employees that are not now
counted in these figures. But we have
3,322 bureaucrats here pumping out
rules and regulations and they pump
them out to Tallahassee, my State cap-
ital, and other State capitals. They
pass then onto Atlanta, and they must
pass them on. So we have 25 adminis-
trators making twice the amount of
money anyone in the classroom made
in this program, and we wonder why
our students cannot read and why
there is this debate. But it is all about
spending more and getting less.
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Again, these are the facts. Anyone
who would like copies of these, any of
my colleagues, this is how the pro-
grams are run. These are the evalua-
tions. These are not Republican evalua-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, Members can see I get a
little bit hot under the collar when
they accuse Republicans of cutting
education. I have two children. I am
concerned about education.

I heard the gentleman from South
Carolina talking about Title I. I do not
know a lot about it, but I know how
important it is to have it as a follow-
up program. If you have Head Start
and you do not have Title I, we know if
the kids cannot read by third grade, as
my superintendent so ably says in
Seminole County, FL, the school super-
intendent, he says, they are lost. They
cannot read, they cannot write, they
cannot do basic math. If we are not
spending the money in the classroom
on the students, in the programs that
need it, for the teachers, we have a
problem.

A teacher just came up to me in a
Title I Program and stated, ‘‘Mr. MICA,
I want you to know, they told me I am
going to lose my job, but they are hir-
ing another administrator.’’ I almost
got sick when I heard that. Here is a
teacher in a Title I Program, and Title
I programs are important. We need to
make sure that for the students who
need Title I, that we have a consistent
pattern of education; that we just do
not do minority grouping with minor-
ity employment and give these chil-
dren a disadvantage. They need an ad-
vantage, the very best advantage. Then
we need to follow up in first grade and
second grade and third grade, so they
can read and write, and of course do
basic skills.

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk, if I may,
just for a minute more. If the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, when I
get on these subjects, again, as a
former graduate of the University of
Florida School of Education, I just get
so upset and concerned about the direc-
tion of education.

Mr. Speaker, if we take a minute and
look at what we are doing to employ
students who need skills for real jobs,
and I am not talking about $5-an-hour-
paying jobs. We know people have dif-
ficulty living on minimum wage. But
we are talking about jobs that give
people an opportunity to be self-sus-
taining, good-paying jobs. When we
start to look at what we are doing with
our job training programs, the same
accusations, Republicans are cutting
money for job training programs.

Again, Mr. Speaker, we must look at
what we are doing. The American peo-
ple must stop, listen, and learn about
what is going on with their money.
Here is one program for job education.
I know this comes under the Depart-
ment of Labor. Here is an article that
says, ‘‘Audit faults job training pro-
gram.’’ This is in Puerto Rico. We also
pay for job training there, but the

same thing happens in the United
States. This report says, ‘‘the depart-
ment spent about $305,000 for each par-
ticipant placed in a job-related employ-
ment whose employment lasted over 90
days.

Mr. Speaker, this caught my eye just
recently in the Washington Post, but
there was an article within the last
month or so in the Orlando Sentinel
that absolutely was flabbergasting. It
talked about the State of Florida and
job training and education programs.
Get this. The State of Florida, one
State out of the 50 States, spends $1
billion in their job trainings programs,
$1 billion. This was a State audit of
those programs.

The State audit said basically that
the programs were, almost every one of
them, a disaster. It said, in fact, that
only 20 percent of the students who en-
tered these job training programs ever
completed them, 20 percent who en-
tered. Then, of those who completed
the job training program, only 37 per-
cent got a job. Then, of the 37 percent,
and remember, that is of the 20 percent
who have entered who got a job, they
got just above a minimum wage job.
Then they found that within 6 months
the people were out of a job.

One billion dollars that people spent
yesterday in paying their taxes, Florid-
ians and other Americans, to send to
Washington for education programs
that do not make sense, for job train-
ing programs that do not make sense.
Again, the reports go on and on.

I served on the committee that
oversaw some of these programs, the
EPA and some of the others in the pre-
vious Congress. I would sit at the hear-
ings and just about fall off my chair to
hear how taxpayer money was wasted
and abused. But this message is not
getting out to the Congress, Mr. Speak-
er, it is not getting out to the Amer-
ican people, that they are paying more
and getting less.

I know in their hearts and in their
guts, the American people know this is
wrong. They know there is something
wrong with the system, and they are
dedicated. People are interested in edu-
cation. Everyone I have met, whether
it is someone working in a grocery
store or someone who is a high profes-
sional in my community, is interested
in education. Every Republican wants
education. But what we do not want is
this huge bureaucracy, this huge inef-
fectiveness that has cast a spell across
the entire country.

What we want, too, are some other
things that we may not be able to leg-
islate. We may begin to want to look at
how we can restore some true caring,
some love, some spiritual values, some
values, some discipline in these school-
rooms. You talk to the teachers, I have
talked to teachers who have been
struck twice. Instead of another art
course or a music class, as in where
some of my children went, they are
putting in security guards. There are
police people. We do not have new
math teachers or cultural teachers, we

have more policepeople. We are putting
in metal detectors in our schools.
There is something wrong. There is
something dramatically wrong. If this
does not tell a little bit of the picture,
I do not know what does.

Mr. Speaker, I know there are other
problems: the welfare system that we
have created over 40 years. When chil-
dren go to school and they have never
seen a father, they come from a home
that is in total disruption, they have
no sense of values, then we wonder why
we get into these situations. We are
dealing with the problems that we have
self-generated in 40 years of decline of
family values, of discipline in our
schools; of the professionism of edu-
cation, rather than a 9 to 5 job: If I can
just make it through one more day and
keep these kids under some control,
and keep the discipline to where they
do not physically abuse me during the
day, I have made it through another
day in my classroom. It has to stop.

I just came here for a short time. I do
not plan to stay forever. But I am dedi-
cated, and if the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM] is not here next
time or the other freshmen are not
here, I know the American people will
send more people to get this job done,
because they are concerned, and we are
concerned. We do not care about the
next election, we are concerned about
the next generation. When we have to
take our children out of schools and we
are paying taxes and seeing this result,
it is sad. It really is sad.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for yielding to me. I get wound up in
these debates, but these are all things
that I take personally. I am a Repub-
lican who cares about education and
does not like to have people tell me
that we are gutting or cutting edu-
cation. We are trying to improve, we
are trying to re-examine education as
it has been done and correct these mis-
takes, and do a better job with tax-
payers’ very hard-earned money. Again
I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank
very much the gentleman from Florida
for talking about facts, because some-
times facts get in the way of a good
story. Head Start is a good idea, but
when you look at the facts you de-
scribed, you have to wonder if the pro-
gram is working as efficiently as the
taxpayers deserve for it to work.

It is obvious that you care about edu-
cation, that you have made it your
life’s work, but you also care about the
national debt, the $5 trillion debt, and
the role that money plays in education
and the debt have to be examined. I
would suggest to you that the edu-
cation problems in this country are not
all about money. They go a lot deeper
than that. They are about the break-
down of the home, they are about rely-
ing on someone else from far away to
solve all your problems, just like a lot
of problems exist in America today,
and we, the people, are responsible.

You can blame Congress, it is a fash-
ionable thing to do, and we do deserve
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to be blamed for allowing this Nation
to get so far in debt. We should be al-
lowed to talk openly about improving
the educational climate in America
and balancing the budget without hav-
ing people throw rocks at you, because
you heard the gentleman from Florida,
Mr. MICA, speak. I hope you are con-
vinced, I know I am, that he is sincere
about providing a quality education,
but he has a responsibility to manage
the taxpayers’ money wisely and to
provide that quality education.

I would suggest that you are not get-
ting a return on your investment, as he
has indicated. Let us talk abut student
loans for a minute. You have heard a
lot of talk about student loans. I know
the gentleman from Florida has, and
our Speaker is very knowledgeable
about the student loan situation in
America.

I am the first person in my family to
go to college. I am not a country club
anything in that regard. I am the first
Republican in my district in 120 years.
They hung the other guy, so I think I
am doing a little bit better. But things
are changing down South. It is a dis-
trict with an average per capita income
is $13,200. It is not a wealthy district. It
is a very proud district where people
want to pass on their hopes and dreams
and make it better for their children.

I received student loans. My parents
died when I was a junior and senior in
college, and I had a 12-year-old sister
who received student loans. They
worked very hard to give me an edu-
cation, and I helped my sister, and the
Government helped us by allowing stu-
dent loans, making student loans avail-
able to us. That is going to continue,
because most of the people in my dis-
trict who are qualified students to go
to college will go into a banker’s office
and say, I would like to go to college,
and the banker will say, what do you
own? The student probably owns very
little, and sometimes the parents do
not have the assets to make a loan on
the up and up, so the Federal Govern-
ment comes in and guarantees that
loan. That will continue, as long as I
am in Congress, because that is a very
much-needed dynamic in this country.

What will not continue is to lend
money blindly, to waste money in the
name of compassion, and to take the
hard-earned taxpayers’ dollars from
two-thirds of the children, the kids
who graduate high school and go into
the work force and never get a student
loan. We have some obligation to run
the student loan program like a busi-
ness.

Here are the facts. The Republican
budget increased student loan spending
from $24 billion to $36 billion over the
next 7 years, a 50 percent increase in
the amount of money available for stu-
dent loans. The number of students eli-
gible for a student loan has grown from
$6.6 million to $7.1 million over the
next year under the Republican plans.
We have increased Pell grants to the
highest level ever. $2,440 will be avail-
able for eligible students to receive a

Pell grant, money that you receive
that you do not pay back.

My sister, when my parents died, was
eligible to get a Pell grant. That pro-
gram continues and is fully funded.
There is more money in the program
than in the history of the program. We
are looking at the number of people el-
igible, but trying to ratchet down the
income levels, so the money will go to
the people who need it the most. You
cannot be everything to everybody and
balance the budget. That is a bad dy-
namic to create, even if we were not in
debt.

The supplemental education oppor-
tunity grants program that helps dis-
advantaged students is funded at the
same level it was last year. The college
work-study program is fully funded at
$617 million. The Perkins loan program
remains at $6 billion, just like the
President requested. The Trio program
for minorities and disadvantaged stu-
dents is fully funded at $463 million.
That is the Republican budget.

What we did try to do is we tried to
look at the student loan program and
see if we could improve it and make
savings to help balance the budget, be-
cause I think we have a moral obliga-
tion to look at the way we spend
money and to craft programs that help
people, but not overly waste money for
the two-thirds of the students that
never borrow it to go to college to
begin with.

We were able to save $10 billion in
about 2 days of talking. Unfortunately,
most of those savings will never go
into effect, but I am going to tell you,
in just about 2 minutes, how you can
save $10 billion and I believe not hurt a
soul, help the taxpayer, and make this
student loan program more energetic.

Mr. Speaker, we were going to save $5
billion by doubling the risk that the
bank shares in the event of a default.
Under the current student loan pro-
gram, when a bank lends the money
the Federal Government guarantees
the loan, and if there is a default, the
bank gets 98 cents on a dollar. Do you
think they spend a whole lot of time
chasing that loan down? That is not a
good business deal for the American
taxpayer.

I want banks to make money. I think
banks should be the primary lender of
student loans. They should be able to
get into the student loan business and
make money, but the Federal Govern-
ment needs to do a better deal than 98
cents on the dollar. Under the Repub-
lican reform, we double the risk the
banks will accept in the event of a de-
fault. They will still be able to make
money, but there is less risk for the
taxpayer, there is more risk-sharing.
That saved $5 billion, and had nothing
to do with anybody who is getting a
student loan. It had to do with the
banks.

Mr. Speaker, we saved $1.2 billion by
eliminating a program the President is
pushing called direct lending.

b 2045
The student loan guarantee program

where we underwrite loans of the pri-

vate sector needs to be improved. It is
not a good business deal for the tax-
payer. It is inefficient. The risk is not
shared in a fair amount. We are going
to improve that. We are going to dou-
ble the risk. We are going to stop subsi-
dizing the guaranteed agencies to the
extent that they are subsidized now.
We are going to do a better business
deal for you, the American taxpayer,
and still help students.

The President, who is critical of the
guaranteed program, wants to go the
opposite direction. What he would like
to have happen is the Federal Govern-
ment become the primary lender, be-
come a bank. Can you imagine the De-
partment of Education becoming the
third largest consumer bank in Amer-
ica?

The bureaucrats that the gentleman
from Florida [Mr. MICA] has described
would have a huge loan portfolio avail-
able to them. They would replace the
private sector. We would go borrow the
money, the Federal Government. We
are broke, we do not have money, we
would have to borrow money. We would
let the Department of Education be-
come the lender and the collection
agency. It would be a disaster.

It may be easier to get the money,
somewhat more efficient, they say.
That is not true. We would have a gov-
ernment bureaucracy at the Depart-
ment of Education with unlimited
growth potential. They would be the
third largest consumer bank in Amer-
ica, and a bureaucratic Department of
Education gets paid whether they col-
lect the loan or not. It is not their
money.

The banks are lending their money.
They have a reason to go collect the
money. They are in a business. The De-
partment of Education are not bank-
ers, they are not in the banking busi-
ness, and the President wants to re-
place private sector capital with public
borrowed money, replace bankers who
are in the business of collecting money
for a living with bureaucrats.

That is the worst idea I have ever
heard of in this Congress, and it shows
us how much he believes in big govern-
ment. I will never ever vote, I will
never ever allow that to happen, to
take a private sector program that
should and could be improved and re-
place it with a dominated Federal pro-
gram where the default rates are going
through the roof.

If we think there is a problem now
with defaults, let the Federal Govern-
ment be the lender and the collection
agency. They could care less. They
want your vote, not your money back,
not the money back. That would be a
disaster, and it is not going to happen.
It is not going to happen if we control
this place.

It will happen if the other party
takes over, unfortunately, and there
are Members of the other party who
think this is a bad idea. Please do not
allow the Federal Government to be-
come the third largest bank and re-
place private capital with government
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borrowed money. That is a horrible
idea.

The Congressional Budget Office has
told us if we would get the Federal
Government out of the lending busi-
ness in education, we would save $1.2
billion. That shows us how big a bu-
reaucracy has grown up over a 10 per-
cent share of the market, where direct
lending has 10 percent of the student
loan business now, there is a $1.2 bil-
lion savings if we wiped it out. The
President wants to do 100 percent di-
rect lending, but we save $1.2 billion in
our budget by wiping it out, $5 billion
by doubling the risk of banks.

One thing we did do for students,
that under the current program, Mr.
MICA, if you graduate from college, we
forgive the interest payment of your
loan for a 6-month period when you
graduate. We have proposed to allow
the interest element of your loan to
continue to run. You do not have to
pay it if you do not have the money,
but we are going to let the interest
continue to run, not forgive the inter-
est for a 6-month period. That would
save $3.5 billion to the American tax-
payer. It would mean to the average
student a $4 a month increase, but it
would save $3.5 billion for this Nation.
I could tell you right now if we got to
the point where we cannot forgive the
interest for a 6-month period and that
be devastating to education and a stu-
dent cannot incur a $4 a month charge,
then something is wrong and we are
never going to balance the budget.
That is not too much to ask. That is an
appropriate thing to do to save $3.5 bil-
lion for the American taxpayer, and
that is part of this package. We save
$10 billion and I have just described to
you, we increase the interest rates for
parents who are not eligible for the
guaranteed program to borrow the
money at Treasury rates plus a per-
cent, we increase that 0.1 percent, that
will result in about half a billion dol-
lars. We save $10 billion for the Amer-
ican taxpayers and the only thing to
happen to a student is that they would
have to pay $4 a month more because
they are going to have to pay their in-
terest for the 6-month period after they
get out of college. We are not going to
forgive it. To me that was very reason-
able and responsible. It helped us bal-
ance the budget, and I think it im-
proved the student loan program that
needs to be improved.

Those two-thirds of high school stu-
dents who never go to college, who
never go on and receive a student loan,
they deserve our time and attention,
too. Because they are the ones paying
the bill and we can have a quality stu-
dent loan program. Access to education
is a must. I will always vote to ensure
that money is available to help needy
students and families who cannot go it
on their own have money available to
go to college. But as long as I am here,
we are going to run it more like a busi-
ness, we are going to ask the private
sector to share the risk, we are going
to improve the quality of the student

loan program, we are going to nego-
tiate a better deal for the taxpayer and
we are going to save money in the
process, and we are going to ask those
students who borrow the money to pay
it back. We have reduced the default
rate by 50 percent and it has got noth-
ing to do with direct lending. It has got
to do with a Congress who has finally
gotten tough and tells the school that
has a 25 percent default rate, ‘‘You’re
going to get out of the program.’’
There are schools in this program that
have 50 and 60 percent default rates.
They should not be allowed to partici-
pate. We are going to start asking peo-
ple to pay the money back, we are
going to ask schools to get involved
and run it more like a business at their
level. We are going to renegotiate a re-
lationship between the student loan
program and the American taxpayer
that will ensure access to education,
but we are going to save some money
because we are wasting money now and
they are not contradictory principles.
You can have efficiencies in govern-
ment and improve the quality of peo-
ple’s lives, and that is the goal of this
Congress, in education and every other
area. I am proud to have been a part of
it. Instead of getting criticized, I think
we should be applauded for taking on
programs that have not been looked at
since 1965.

Mr. MICA. If the gentleman will
yield, I think the gentleman makes a
very good point and he has detailed
this evening, Mr. Speaker, some of the
differences in the philosophy between
the Republicans and Democrats on this
issue. Education is important but it is
not just a question of spending more
money, it is how we spend that money.
This is really the fundamental debate
in this entire Congress. It transcends
not only education but every other
area. I spoke this afternoon on the
floor about the EPA and Superfund
program. We spend more, we get less.
We are spending more in those pro-
grams and we are cleaning up fewer
and fewer of the sites, and we are not
even cleaning up the sites that pose the
most risk to human health and safety.
We have detailed tonight how just in a
few programs, student loans, title I, in
Head Start and some of the other pro-
grams the disaster that we have come
across as new Members of the Congress
and found in my 37 or 38 months here
and in Mr. GRAHAM’s tenure, so each of
those areas we have tried to look at
how a businessperson, how a parent,
how a teacher, how someone interested
in education would make changes. Be-
cause if you just continue the way we
have, you have thrown more money at
the problem, you are not really ad-
dressing the fundamental changes that
need to be made in the programs.
Again, whether it is education or envi-
ronment or other areas, these are the
fundamental debates. As a parent, I
want a good education. As a parent, I
want our children to be able to read
their diplomas and to stop the decrease
in these scores, and to stop this bu-

reaucratic administration. Again 3,322
Federal Department of Education em-
ployees in Washington, DC. Not in the
classroom, not out there teaching. But
their job is to pass on rules and regula-
tions and that is why we have a big bu-
reaucracy in Atlanta and other re-
gional offices, that is why you have a
big bureaucracy in my State capital
and in other State capitals. That is
why your school boards are required to
hire more administration people. That
is why Head Start is top heavy with ad-
ministration. It all starts here. This
may be the last opportunity that this
Congress has and the American people
have a real opportunity to make
changes in these programs. And that is
the fundamental debate. Do we want to
continue to pay more and get less? I
think it is time to reverse that trend.
I think it is time to improve education,
improve the environment, improve the
way taxpayer money that again came
here yesterday in incredible amounts
and is deducted from people’s pay-
checks in incredible amounts. I thank
the gentleman for his leadership on
this issue.

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the gentleman
from Florida for participating and pro-
viding facts that I think show very
clearly that the efficiencies in govern-
ment that we are seeking can be found
without looking very deeply. That if
you had an opportunity to come up
here yourself, the ones listening to me
tonight and look at these programs and
spend a few minutes analyzing how
they are run, you could save $10 billion
pretty quickly, also. It is not that hard
to do. The hard thing is to convince
people that when you are trying to im-
prove the student loan program for the
two-thirds of the students who never
get in it but pay the taxes for it, that
you are not being mean.

When you try to stop Medicare from
growing at 2200 percent so you can
keep the budget balanced, that you are
not being mean, because you can pro-
vide quality health care from Medicare
to seniors in this country without al-
lowing the program to grow 2200 per-
cent every 15 years. The amount of
money and the efficiency do not relate.
We are spending more money than we
need to. We can deliver a better quality
program, a better quality of life and
save money in the process. That is not
only something we can do, it is some-
thing we must do. If you allow us, we
will do it.
f

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. FOX

of Pennsylvania). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. FIELDS]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise tonight to talk about the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965 and all of its
amendments thereto.

Yesterday, Mr. Speaker, I had the op-
portunity to go before a panel and
present different legal arguments as re-
lates to redistricting in Louisiana and
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