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CERTIFICATION REGARDING FOR-

EIGN ASSISTANCE FOR MEXICO
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. MICA] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I come be-
fore the House tonight, before an im-
portant vote tomorrow, and that vote
tomorrow is the question of whether
the Congress will vote in fact to decer-
tify Mexico and override the certifi-
cation granted by this administration
and this President.

Certification, and as a staffer some
years ago in the other body, I had the
opportunity to work on drafting that
certification legislation, is predicated
on several factors. One is enforcement
and eradication and stopping drugs at
their source. The other is the coopera-
tive effort of a nation. Then there are
certain sanctions and penalties that we
impose on countries that do not co-
operate, and we either certify them or
decertify them.

Tomorrow this Congress will decide
on whether we agree with the adminis-
tration, and I think they made a grave
error and a grave mistake. If we take a
few minutes and examine the record,
look at what has happened with drug
flow into the United States, and let us
look at heroin, let us look at cocaine,
let us look at methamphetamines.

Just a few years ago, most of the her-
oin came in in very small amounts
from Mexico and it was a brown heroin.
Today 30 percent of all the heroin com-
ing into the United States is coming in
from Mexico. Cocaine, there is no co-
caine to my knowledge produced in
Mexico. Most of it is produced in Bo-
livia and Peru, a little bit in Colombia.
But 70 percent of all cocaine coming
into the United States, and this is by
DEA’s estimates, is now coming in
from Mexico.

Eighty percent of all the marijuana
coming into the United States is com-
ing in from Mexico. And
methamphetamines, which I spoke of,
from mid 1993 to early 1995 Mexican
traffickers reportedly produced, and
last year, produced 150 tons of meth-
amphetamine, or speed, coming into
the United States from that country.

So the record has gotten worse and
worse and worse, of drug eradication.
The problem is getting greater and
greater. What is worse for our country
and our children and our neighbor-
hoods and our communities is, it is af-
fecting our children. Heroin use is up
by teenagers dramatically. Emergency
room visits are also up.

And then we look at the question of
whether we should certify Mexico
based on cooperation. We asked Mexico
to do some of the following things, and
let me say in every one of these areas
they have dragged their feet or failed
to comply with our request.

First, agree to extradition. You will
hear them say they extradited 16 peo-
ple. That is false. Only 3 have been ex-
tradited according to our requests and
only one who had some record of in-

volvement with drugs, and he was ex-
tradited because he had dual citizen-
ship, both American and Mexican.
Failed on extradition.

Failed to allow our DEA to protect
themselves with firearms. Failed to
allow 20 more DEA agents to be placed
in Mexico. Failed to share intelligence
with the United States. Failed to in-
stall antidrug radars in the south of
Mexico. Failed to comply or put to-
gether a permanent maritime pact.
And they failed to arrest and prosecute
drug traffickers and drug money in
their own country and really enforce
their new laundering money laws.

They have failed to take concrete
steps to comply. So by no measure do
they deserve certification.

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow I urge my
colleagues to come to the floor. Trade
is important with Mexico, cooperation
is important with Mexico. They are our
southern neighbor and an important
part of this hemisphere. But when their
actions, their lack of cooperation is de-
stroying our schools, our children’s fu-
ture, our neighborhoods and our com-
munities, this Congress must act in a
responsible manner to stop that action
against us by our neighbors.

Mr. Speaker, tomorrow we must
come as a Congress and send a very
clear message to Mexico, not based on
finance or business but on the future of
this country and, again, our children
and what is happening.

The alternative is what? We have al-
most 2 million Americans in jail. Sev-
enty percent of the people in our pris-
ons and penal facilities are there be-
cause of drug-related convictions.
Where is that narcotic coming from,
those illegal drugs coming from? They
are coming from, I submit, and we have
proved here, Mexico. We must send this
message and we must do it as a united
Congress tomorrow.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. SENSENBRENNER addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. SCARBOROUGH addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

THE CASE FOR SAVING AMERICA’S
FAMILIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. HOEKSTRA] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I want to share with my col-
leagues a project that we have been
working on for a number of months. We
call it the Case for Saving America’s
Families.

In this project, we are attempting to
build a case for government that does
only what government can and should
do. Too often in Washington we have
begun to ask Washington, this city, to
do things that are better done at a
State and local level and in many cases
are better done not by bureaucracies
and bureaucrats in Washington but are
better done by families, by nonprofit
faith-based institutions or by the pri-
vate enterprise system. We have asked
this city to make too many decisions
that it is ill-equipped to make and that
could be made much better in other
parts of America.

We have to look at this Washington
bureaucracy. This street going down
over on the right side used to be called
Independence Avenue but if you take a
look at the buildings that line that
street, it is maybe an appropriate time
to rename that street Dependence Ave-
nue, because it demonstrates the de-
pendency that the rest of America has
developed on Washington, a depend-
ency where we ask bureaucrats to take
a larger role in raising our children,
bureaucrats and bureaucracies taking a
larger role in building our commu-
nities, bureaucrats taking a larger role
in creating jobs. We have identified and
we constantly are on the lookout for
specific examples where we can iden-
tify what the Washington bureaucracy
is doing, whether it is working or
whether it is failing, where it abuses
power, where it wastes money, where it
does things which perhaps to the Amer-
ican citizen, the average citizen, actu-
ally makes no sense.
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We have begun a project of collecting
these real life examples. These are
things which the Washington bureauc-
racy actually do, and we compile these
on a monthly basis. These are in your
office; we send them to your office each
and every month, and it is called, A
Tale of Two Visions. The newsletter
features actual examples of real life
stories of what is happening in Wash-
ington and then compares and con-
trasts what Washington is doing to
what successful entrepreneurs, success-
ful individuals, and successful organi-
zations are doing at the local level. It
highlights the struggle that many
Americans have with the Washington
bureaucracy.

Let me just highlight some of the ex-
amples that we have in our February
issue, and again these are in your of-
fices, where we highlight some things
that Washington believes it is best at
deciding and it believes that it is ap-
propriate to use American taxpayer
dollars to fund these kind of activities.

As many of you know, we fund public
housing projects around the country,
and when we fund these projects it is
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only appropriate that Washington at-
taches strings to those dollars to make
sure that the people who build those
buildings build them to the codes that
we want established and the criteria
that we have established in Washing-
ton, that the people that manage those
projects manage them the way that we
want them to manage them, that the
people who live in them live in them
the way that we want them to live and
that the pets that are in those public
housing projects are treated with the
dignity and respect that we want them
to be treated with.

So in 1996 our Secretary of HUD de-
cided that we had to protect the pets in
public housing because this was a na-
tional crisis and this is something that
Washington had to be involved with.
We developed rules regarding pet own-
erships by elderly and disabled in pub-
lic housing. Included in this, and this is
section 5.350, paragraph 2, actual lan-
guage from HUD, Washington saying
people at the local level, an individual,
cannot make this decision, Washington
has to help them, let us write these
rules and regulations, let us make sure
they are aware of them so that people
can listen to this and that they can
abide by the rules and regulations that
we have established.

Paragraph 2: ‘‘In the case of cats and
other pets using litter boxes the pet
rules may require the pet owner to
change the litter,’’ in parentheses,
‘‘but not more than twice each week,
may require pet owners to separate pet
waste from litter, but not more than
once each day, then may prescribe
methods for the disposal of pet waste
and used litter.’’

Thank you, Secretary Cisneros. That
is going to help us, and those were Fed-
eral dollars well spent.

On a more serious note, back in 1996,
we are facing a drug problem in our
country, and so what is the appropriate
response? It is when a product became
available that would enable parents to
better gauge and understand if their
kids were using illegal drugs, the FDA
said, ‘‘No, it’s not appropriate that we
make this technology available to par-
ents.’’ It is not that the tests were un-
safe, it is not that they were ineffec-
tive. The same tests are used routinely
by hospitals, employers and parole offi-
cers. It is not that they were too dif-
ficult for a parent to understand how
to use it correctly. The FDA was fight-
ing to keep this product off the shelves
because the parents cannot, and this is
quote, ‘‘be trusted to handle the re-
sults,’’ end of quote. They fear that
these tests would have a harmful effect
on the parent-child relationships. After
intense pressure, hallelujah, the FDA
later approved the tests.

We also now are carding 27-year-olds
for the purchase of cigarettes. We are
taking a look at, and this is probably
the most frustrating thing, when we
have wise bureaucrats in all of these
buildings, and they are good people,
but when these people, one bureaucrat
working in one office decides what the

right thing is to do, and then somebody
in another building decides that maybe
they have got something that is a little
bit different—think about this. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health required one
university to replace all of the school’s
rabbit cages. This carried a pricetag of
$250,000. That may have been the right
thing to do for the rabbits. However,
less than a year later the Agriculture
Department declared that the cages
were the wrong size and the university
had to once again replace the cages.

Now I kind of like rabbits, but I am
not sure that we need two agencies in
Washington who are focused and be-
lieve that it is their primary respon-
sibility and purpose in life to design
and define for people at a local level
what the appropriate size and design
and construction of a rabbit cage
should be. This appears to be a little
bit of overkill.

Now let us take a look at the excit-
ing things that are going on. There are
things that are going on in the private
sector that really indicate that people
at the local level maybe actually have
a higher degree of common sense, have
a higher degree of commitment to
their community and their neighbors,
that they have a higher degree and
sense of responsibility than what we so
frequently will give them or give them
credit for.

The case of a father, a Catholic
priest, working on job training: This is
a case of Father Ronald Marino, and he
took a look at what was going on in his
community and said, ‘‘This isn’t good
enough.’’ He took a look at how gov-
ernment job training programs worked,
and he found that this was not work-
ing. So on his own he began teaching
English to immigrants, and once they
had successfully mastered it he taught
them a skill with on-the-job training
through an apprenticeship, the partici-
pants either in pay and advancing from
their salaries. They got advances on
their salaries. They were teaching
them things that would enable them to
get a job, and this is an individual in
the community going out and taking a
look at government programs and say-
ing they do not work, I can do better,
and I have got a sense of commitment
to my community, I am going to im-
prove my community.

A grandmother helped 70 kids after
school, takes no Federal funds. A 57-
year-old grandmother in southeast
Washington, DC runs an afterschool
program which provides hot meals,
homework help, computer instruction,
Bible study, and a safe place to play for
at-risk children. Miss Hannah Hawkins
founded a nonprofit organization called
Children of Mine after her husband was
murdered in 1970.

Margaret Alasky writes Hawkins in-
sists that social progress comes not
when professionals take on needy chil-
dren as clients, but when ordinary peo-
ple treat the semi-abandoned children
of others as their own. People have an
intense concern and love for their com-
munity, and they demonstrate it in

much more effective ways than what
we so often do here in Washington.

These are just a few of the examples.
We continue to build this litany of ex-
amples of where Washington, well-in-
tentioned, goes out and tries to solve
problems, but in many cases does not
do it very effectively, and when you
take a look at the alternatives that are
available: local organizations, faith-
based institutions, individuals, the free
enterprise system, it is kind of like
why are we sucking dollars out of the
community and bringing them to
Washington when if they were left in
the community we might be able to de-
liver better results and have a better
impact on solving some of these very
difficult problems if we just let com-
munities have the resources for them-
selves.

This is our vision. Our vision is of a
government which costs less so that
families can survive on one income.
Our vision is of a government which
does not compete with or attack par-
ents or families but builds them up.
Our vision is of a stronger, more vi-
brant private sector which is creating
jobs free from the excesses of burden of
taxation and regulation.

I think it is time for us to step out
here in the House and, as Republicans,
to more clearly articulate our vision
for what we want America to be, and
one of the projects that we have been
debating today and one of the things
that we have been talking about is the
President’s budget, a President’s budg-
et which increases spending, which
does not reach balance, and we are
talking about whether that is good for
America, whether that is good for our
citizens, and whether that is good for
our kids.

But I think we ought to outline a vi-
sion about what we would like to see in
a budget.

The President has laid down a bench-
mark. I am not satisfied with it. I do
not believe it meets some criteria that
are very important to me. I believe
that in the long run we should be work-
ing toward a Federal Government, a
budget, that can be funded by a one-
wageearner family. We have way too
many families today where one person
is working to support the family and
the other person is working to support
the Federal Government. We need to
move back to the point where a two-
wageearner family is an option and not
a requirement.

We have to have a budget that is in
balance with and protects the core in-
stitutions of our society: families, pri-
vate enterprise and faith-based and
nonprivate institutions. We have to
have a budget that is based on the as-
sumption that the dollars that come to
Washington are the American people’s
dollars and that they are best equipped
to make the choices about how to
spend them. We have to have a budget
that respects the needs and the inter-
ests of today as well as future genera-
tions.

We need a budget that protects our
kids. We need a budget that reflects a
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learning from the long 29-year experi-
ence of deficit spending, deficit spend-
ing that developed out of an overexu-
berance about what people believe gov-
ernment could do and what people be-
lieve government could do better than
what local institutions could do.

Do we really want to do for our kids
in education what over the last 30
years we did for the needy and welfare
and public housing? No, I think we can
do a whole lot better than that, and we
need to do a whole lot better than that.

Why does not the President’s cri-
teria, or why does not the President’s
budget, meet this criteria? The Presi-
dent’s budget does not meet this cri-
teria because what he wants to do is to
continue to move dollars and spending
to Washington rather than leaving the
money back home.

This is not about a budget that is
level, that gets to balance because rev-
enues are increasing. This is about a
President who wants to grow spending
in one key category. Take a look at
what happens to discretionary spend-
ing. This President wants more money
to fund Washington bureaucrats and
Washington bureaucracy. This is a $165
billion increase in discretionary spend-
ing between 1998 and the year 2002.

Now I just did a little figuring, and I
come from a small- or medium-sized
town in west Michigan, and I am not
used to numbers this big, and I used to
work for a company that finally, short-
ly after I left, finally got to be a bil-
lion-dollar company. A billion dollars
is a lot of money, $100 million is a lot
of money, but if you divide $168 billion
by 5,000, which maybe is about the av-
erage tax that a family of four pays
each year, you divide that 5,000 into 168
billion; do that at your own offices; and
you find out that it is a lot of families
who are going to have to pay for this
increased spending.
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If we run the numbers, and then if we
divide it by the 5 years, it is about, on
average, to fund the increasing spend-
ing that this President wants, about 6
million families each year, or 6 million
more American families are going to
have to send about $5,000 to Washing-
ton.

Does that move us closer to a budget
that could be funded by a one-wage-
earner family? I do not think so. I
think asking for $165 billion more of
spending in Washington is going to cre-
ate more two-wage-earner families, not
because of a choice, but out of neces-
sity.

Does this protect our core institu-
tions of our society, families, private
enterprise, faith-based and nonprofit
institutions? No. This is Washington
sucking money away from those agen-
cies.

Does this say we believe that the
American people are best equipped to
make the choices that they would like
to make? No. It says the American peo-
ple are not equipped to make choices;
Washington can make better choices of

this $165 billion than what the Amer-
ican people can.

Does this respect the needs and the
interests of today as well as for our
kids? Does this protect our kids? We
could get to balance and surplus a
whole lot sooner for our kids.

Most of this money in increased
spending we are going to have to bor-
row. We are going to have to borrow it,
so our kids are going to have a higher
debt that they are going to have to pay
back. Each and every year they are
also going to have to pay interest on
this. No, this does not save our kids, it
does not protect our kids, it puts a big-
ger burden on our kids.

Does this learn the lessons of deficit
spending? No, it continues the over-
exuberance of believing what Washing-
ton can and cannot do.

This is a bad budget for a number of
reasons. It does not respect the family,
it does not clarify choices, and it does
not reflect the lessons that we should
have learned. Those are the kinds of
criteria that we need to establish as we
move forward and create a new budget.

As Republicans outline what we
want, and what we want to do, it is a
matter of it is time to stop increasing
spending; it is time to recognize that
the most important thing is to start
developing a surplus budget so that we
can start protecting our kids, so that
we can start moving power and author-
ity and control to the places where the
best solutions are, which is at the local
level.

I now want to move on to another
project that we have been working on
which we call Lessons in Education. We
have been working, a number of us, my
colleagues, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. MCKEON], and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS], we
are working on a project which we call
Education at a Crossroads. Education
at a Crossroads: What Works and What
is Wasted.

The purpose of our effort is to really
find out what is going on in education
today. The paper that we developed is
lessons in education. It is a series.
What are we learning as we go through
this process of having hearings around
the country, as we have parents, stu-
dents, teachers, principals, entre-
preneurs, innovators, as they testify,
what have we learned about education?

We have learned, not surprisingly, al-
though I sometimes think when we try
to develop programs here in Washing-
ton we forget some of these basics. The
first lesson we learned: Parents care
the most about their children’s edu-
cation. We go around to a charter
school in Los Angeles and a parent gets
up and says, you know what I really
like about this school? We finally have
been able to take back our school. The
people who are running this school no
longer have to look to the L.A. unified
school district about what they can do.

One of the testimonies of the person
running the school, she said: ‘‘You
know, when I ran this school and I was
part of the L.A. unified school district,
I worried about the three Bs.’’

You would think as a principal she
would be worried about the three Rs,
but no, the three Bs. She said: ‘‘I was
always measured and the people at
headquarters did not ask me how well
I was doing with my kids. They wanted
to know what was happening with bus-
ing, what was happening with my budg-
ets. And then I would always run into
the third B, which is the bucks.’’ What
do you mean, the bucks? She says:
‘‘Every time I had a good idea that I
thought would benefit the kids in my
school and I would go to my rules and
regulations and I would find out, I can-
not do that; but I wanted to do it be-
cause it is what I needed to do for my
kids.’’

I would go to the headquarters of the
L.A. unified school district and I would
say: This is what my kids need. This is
what the parents of my kids want.
That is what we have jointly decided is
best for the kids in our school to make
sure that they have the learning envi-
ronment that enables them to get the
most effective learning.

I would go to headquarters, and the
answer would be: Well, that is not a
bad idea, but you cannot do it, because
this and that, or that. Sometimes: It
may be a good idea, but if we let you do
that, we would have to let everybody
else do that too. We cannot have that
happen.

Successful education, as we are
struggling with education and the edu-
cational issues around the country, let
us not forget the fact that the person
who knows the kid’s name and the per-
son that named the child probably
cares the most about their education
and about their future. And they care
more than the bureaucrat at the State
bureaucracy or at the Washington bu-
reaucracy who do not even know the
name of the child. Let us not lose sight
of that. Too often we are losing sight of
the fact that parents care most. We
have also learned that good intentions
do not equal good policy.

Lesson No. 2: We care about kids in
Washington. We care so much about
the education that our children receive
in Washington that we have created
program after program after program
after program so that the end of 20 to
30 years of Washington having good in-
tentions and Washington caring about
our children that we now have 760 dif-
ferent programs running through 39
different agencies, spending $120 billion
per year, and the education system is
in crisis.

Mr. Speaker, good intentions do not
equal good policy. Just because we care
does not mean that the answer has to
be a new program with a nice sounding
title and a few dollars associated with
it, does not mean that we are actually
helping our children.

Lesson No. 3: More money or more
does not always equal better; 760 pro-
grams probably is not better than 700
programs, and 600 programs probably is
not better than 5 hub programs. More
money in a failed system may sound
good, but more money into a system
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that does not work does not do any-
body any good and it does not help our
kids one bit.

Mr. Speaker, the interesting thing is
we have developed 760 programs. There
is now a cottage industry, a cottage in-
dustry that you would think would be
going to schools and saying: Here is
some of the research that has just been
done; and this is the most effective way
for kids to learn how to read; or these
are some of the really interesting new
tools that we have developed to help
teach children math or science. Here is
the latest technology that, as you get
these computers into your classroom,
here is what you do with them.

No. The cottage industry is here:
Here are two binders that tell you
about 500 different education programs;
they tell you, these booklets tell you
what programs exist, who is eligible,
and they tell you how to write the
grant to get the money.

They do not tell you how to write the
grant to reflect and answer the ques-
tions in a way that is honest and truth-
ful; they tell you how to write the
grant so that you have the highest
probability of getting the money. So
now we have school districts all around
the country not hiring instructional
specialists, but they are hiring grant-
writers to kind of go through these 500
programs and to see if they can strike
gold by finding some grants that a
local school district may qualify for.
Wrong priorities, wrong decisions, and
a bad way to spend our money.

Mr. Speaker, we have created such a
maze of programs that we now have to
have specialists to go through this
maze to figure out, this money that we
sent through the IRS, how that money
can get back to the local school dis-
trict.

Do not worry about it, we do it very
efficiently. When you send a dollar to
the IRS and when you send a dollar to
Washington for education, you can be
sure that we get about 60 to 65 cents
back to the teacher and back to the
classroom. That is not a bad invest-
ment.

The bureaucrats in Washington, the
bureaucrats in your State education
association, they only steal 35 cents of
that dollar from our kids. They are
sucking away 35 cents that could be
used in the classroom. The issue in
education is not finding more money to
spend in a system that sucks 35 cents
out. The question is, how do we get
more of that dollar that we send to
Washington back to the classroom. It
is not about spending $1.10 so we can
get 70 cents to the classroom. It is
about finding a way to get this dollar
and getting 80 cents, 85 cents, 90 cents,
95 cents, back to what the purpose is of
education. The purpose of education is
not to make and hire bureaucrats, it is
to educate kids.

Education needs to be child-centered,
is the lesson that we are working on
now.

Mr. Speaker, there are too many pro-
grams today where the focus is on the

bureaucrat, it is on the bureaucracy,
and it is not on the student. The sys-
tem today, the students way down
there at the end, there is a bureaucrat
at the State level, there are some other
bureaucrats through this process that
work at this bureaucracy in Washing-
ton, and the student is not the focal
point. The system today is about Gov-
ernment, it is about bureaucrats, it is
about bureaucracy.

The system really should be not the
student at the end of the process; the
student needs to be the center of the
process. The people most influential on
that student are the teachers in the
classroom and the parents. These are
the people that know that student’s
name, they know where they live, they
know the problems and the concerns
that this student faces, the special
problems. They care about them. These
people care.

The bureaucrats care, but do they
really care and know if they cannot
give you the name of the student that
they are trying to help? The resources
and the dollars have to be focused on
the student. These bureaucrats today,
they are worried about writing the
rules and the regulations for 760 pro-
grams here, not all in one building.
Seven hundred sixty might be OK if
they were all in one building in this
town, but think about it. Some of the
programs are in a building called the
Education Department. Other pro-
grams come out of the Defense Depart-
ment. Other programs come out of
HUD. Other programs come out of the
Agriculture Department. It is not one
building, it is not 5 buildings, it is 39
different buildings, 39 different bu-
reaucracies spending $120 billion a
year.
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We had a great hearing yesterday in
the Committee on the Budget. I asked
Secretary Rubin, Secretary of the
Treasury, I asked the Secretary, who is
the focal point? Who is the person that
is setting education strategy at the
Washington level? Who is focused on
coordinating this effort and making
sure that these different entities come
together? The answer was, the Presi-
dent.

I am sorry, Mr. Rubin, I do not be-
lieve that the President is actually
spending a whole lot of time trying to
coordinate 760 programs through 39 dif-
ferent agencies. I think he has a few
other things to do. I know education is
important to him, but I believe that
there are some other things on his
mind.

What has been the result of this ever-
increasing bureaucracy? I look at this,
and coming from a business standpoint
I think there is some reason to be con-
cerned about this. I do not really think
this is the best way to do it. But maybe
in Washington this works. Maybe this
really works in Washington. It does not
work in the business world, but maybe
in government all these pieces some-
how magically come together.

What are the results? One-half of all
adult Americans are functionally illit-
erate. Fifty-six percent of all college
freshmen require remedial education.
In California, we had a hearing and we
had some of the chief officers and the
key people in higher education in Cali-
fornia come and testify. They said,
please, please, as you are taking a look
at the budget, do not cut our funds for
remedial education.

We would say, explain that a little
bit more. These are students that you
have accepted into your university.
What kind of remedial education are
you looking for? What are these dollars
exactly being used for? Remedial seems
like a pretty serious term.

The answer is, well, one out of four
students entering higher education in
California, one out of four students
cannot read or write at an eighth grade
level. Excuse me? One out of four stu-
dents in California entering higher ed,
and this is not going into high school,
this is going into higher education, one
out of four cannot read or write at an
eighth grade level? This is not reme-
dial, this is a crisis. This is a big prob-
lem. Why are you not going down to
the high schools, the middle schools,
and the grade schools and talking to
the teachers there and taking a look at
what is going on in the classroom?

Remember, these teachers are grad-
uating from your universities. They
are now going into the classroom, and
the children going through this system
are now coming to you and they cannot
read or write at an eighth grade level.
Are you maybe failing the students
that are going through your college
that are becoming teachers? Are we
failing the kids who are in grade
school? Absolutely. They cannot read
or write when they get out. This is a
big problem. Sixty-four percent of 12th
graders do not read at a proficient
level. SAT scores have dropped by 60
points in 3 decades.

There are two ways to look at what
we are going to do as a result, as we
face what I think are some disappoint-
ing results in education, something we
should all be concerned about. We can
continue this Washington-centered ap-
proach. We can continue saying, you
know, just a few more programs and a
few more dollars, a few more bureau-
crats and a few more buildings and a
few more bigger buildings and we will
be all right. We will solve this problem.

No, I do not think so. It is time to
start maybe rethinking what is going
on in these buildings, but it is not a
time to add more buildings, more peo-
ple, and more dollars.

We need to think in this way: How do
we empower parents and teachers, the
people closest to the students, closest
to the kids, how do we empower them
to make sure that this child gets the
kind of results that we need? It is
about teachers, it is about students,
and it is about parents. It is not about
bureaucracy and bureaucrats who have
the student at the end of the system.

We ought to take a look at what the
President is proposing: $165 billion
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more spending. The President has not
learned our lessons.

This assumes that we need more
money in Washington and that Wash-
ington bureaucrats care more about
our children than parents do. That is
lesson one. This does not assume this.
Much of this spending is going for edu-
cation, $55 billion more of spending for
education over the next 5 years in
Washington. This does not demonstrate
a lesson learned; that parents care
most. This also does not meet the cri-
teria.

He did not learn lesson two. The
President’s programs are well-in-
tended, but come on, do we really
think that 770 programs spending $130
billion per year going through 30 or 40
agencies is going to work better than
760 programs, spending $120 billion? I
do not think so. This does not recog-
nize that more money in a failed sys-
tem is not good policy. This is pouring
more money into the same bad system
that we have today.

The end result, if we pass what the
President wants to do, if we give him
more spending, what will these bu-
reaucracies and bureaucrats do for our
children?

Think about it. The President wants
a building program, so it means that
bureaucrats in Washington will now do
the building, they will build our build-
ings at a local level. When we build in
Washington, we apply lots of rules and
restrictions.

Think about just one thing. when we
build buildings and we put Federal dol-
lars in construction projects, in Wash-
ington we apply a little-known law
called Davis-Bacon. People may recog-
nize that as prevailing wage, which
means we have to pay probably higher
wages. It means bureaucrats at the
local level, individuals at the local
level, have to come to Washington to
find out the salaries they have to pay
their contractors, rather than through
competitive bidding.

But another little-known feature of
Davis-Bacon, and think about this as
we go through the process, Davis-
Bacon prohibits the use of volunteer
labor. So if you are going to build your
school or if you are going to renovate
your school, and you say, hey, this
would be kind of nice, maybe the gov-
ernment can buy the paint and some of
the materials and volunteers can paint
our classrooms; if we are going to redo
the playground, maybe the government
can buy some of the materials and the
parents can come and clean up the
playground and do some of the con-
struction; sorry, they cannot do that
anymore.

Davis-Bacon Federal building laws
prohibit the use of volunteer labor on
these projects. Not a smart thing, espe-
cially when we consider some of the
other things the President wants to do.

But we will have bureaucrats who
build our buildings. These bureaucrats
will then decide about what kind of
technology goes in because we are
going to put in money for technology,

so bureaucrats will decide the tech-
nology that goes into the buildings.
The President wants to set standards
at a national level, which means that
he will have a strong role in developing
curriculum. He wants to do national
testing, so he will test our kids. He
wants to certify our teachers, so the
bureaucrats in Washington will be cer-
tifying our teachers.

We already have programs that teach
kids about safe sex, about appropriate
or inappropriate drug use. Bureaucrats
in Washington are going to continue
doing those types of things. Bureau-
crats in Washington already decide
what our kids can eat for breakfast,
what our kids can eat for lunch. We are
going to have after-school programs.
We are going to have midnight basket-
ball. But other than that, it is your
school.

We are going to build the buildings,
put in the technology, develop the cur-
riculum, test your kids, certify your
teachers, feed them breakfast, feed
them lunch, teach them about sex,
teach them about drugs, after-school
programs, midnight basketball, but
hey, other than that, it is your school.

This is an approach that is Washing-
ton-centered, making these buildings
bigger and more powerful, and we are
moving away from parents and teach-
ers and local control. Make no mistake
about it, this is a massive shift of
power and control to a Washington bu-
reaucracy, away from parents, away
from teachers, away from the students,
and moving it to people who could not
even give you the names of the kids
going to the school.

I want to highlight just one other
thing that happens here. Remember,
our kids cannot read. So rather than
going into the classroom and saying
our kids are spending 7 to 8 hours in
the classroom or 6 to 7 hours in the
classroom per day and they cannot
read, reading is kind of a fundamental
thing, let us take a look at what is
going on in the classroom. The stu-
dent-centered approach would say let
us take a look at what is happening
with this student, with that teacher in
the classroom, and why can this kid
not learn to read? We would focus on
the classroom.

The Washington approach says, now,
let us develop another Band-Aid. Let us
develop another program, and let us
have tutors. Let us fund the Corpora-
tion for National Service to the tune of
an extra $200 million. Let me get my
pen out. That is $200 million per year.
That is how many families paying
$5,000 in taxes? That is a family of four.
For the next 5 years let us have 40,000
American families pay, not to improve
what is going on in the classroom, but
to put a Band-Aid on a broken system
through the corporation, so they can
develop and get what? So they can find
volunteers.

Wait a minute. Davis-Bacon and con-
struction, we are going to discourage
volunteers; but now for reading, we are
going to encourage volunteers. Boy,

Washington sure sends some mixed sig-
nals. Actually, we are redefining the
role of volunteers. We are now redefin-
ing volunteers as people who make up
to $27,000 per year. That is the Wash-
ington bureaucratic definition of a vol-
unteer.

Now, let us go one step further. We
are not fixing the system, we are ap-
plying a Band-Aid to a system. The
only thing that I can say is the Presi-
dent did get one thing right, maybe
right in this process. The President had
to make a choice. If he believes in
doing volunteers in this approach,
through a bureaucratic approach, he at
least made the right decision, that he
was going to use the Corporation for
National Service to teach our kids
reading. It may or may not work, but
we know that they cannot teach our
kids math.

The Corporation for National Serv-
ice, this bureaucracy in Washington
with these bureaucrats, the model or-
ganization a few months ago had an
independent auditing firm come in and
say, you know, can your books be au-
dited? Can you tell us where roughly
$500 million or $600 million per year is
spent, where it goes, how it is spent? It
is kind of like the auditors came back
and said, sorry, Congress, sorry, over-
sight subcommittee, asking the kinds
of questions we should be asking about
where this money is spent, the Cor-
poration for National Service, its
books are not auditable.

That is very frustrating, but the
President has decided to pour $200 mil-
lion more into that. We know they can-
not teach our kids math. That is a sad
enough story as it can be, but we know
how AmeriCorps works. Students work,
they get paid a stipend. Then they go
to college, because they have built up a
reserve that says, you know, if you are
part of AmeriCorps we are going to set
aside money for you to go to college.
That money is set aside in a trust fund.
This is fairly straightforward. You are
part of AmeriCorps. We set aside
money. You work, you fill out and
complete your time of service, you go
to college, AmeriCorps sends a check
to the college to help pay your tuition,
a fairly straightforward transaction;
started from scratch, no new programs,
nothing to corrupt the process, it
started from scratch.

Bring in the accountants and say,
okay, this program has now been work-
ing for 3 years. What is the state of the
trust account? Are the trust funds
auditable? Can you tell us with any
sense of integrity who the people are
that worked, that actually fulfilled
their obligation to receive the college
tuition grant, and have we set the
money aside, and do we know with any
sense of surety that when these people
ask for this money, that the right peo-
ple will be getting the money?
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This is not complex math. Fortune
500 companies, a small business person,
the little entrepreneur, all of their
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books have to be auditable each and
every year. If they are not, I do not
think the IRS would be very happy
with them. The Corporation for Na-
tional Service, not only are its regular
books not auditable; the fund that it
started from scratch, the trust fund, is
also not auditable.

But you can be sure of a couple of
things. Under this model, even though
it is absolutely miserable performance,
where the books are not auditable, it is
a first level of integrity that you have
to have in any organization that, even
though the books are not auditable,
that the trust funds are not auditable,
you can be sure that the bureaucrats
will receive their salary, that the peo-
ple who administer these programs at a
State and local level will receive their
salaries. And that is just a sad example
that, even though when we do not get
the results at the level of the student
through these 760 programs, we do not
get the level of performance or results
that we need at a student level, bu-
reaucrats and bureaucracy will con-
tinue to be paid. And under the current
model that we have today, where peo-
ple, some people believe that more is
better, not only for miserable perform-
ance but the Corporation for National
Service, when they cannot keep their
own books, is going to, the President
wants a $200 million increase, some-
where in the neighborhood of a 33- to
50-percent increase in their annual
funding. That is the reward for not
meeting the basics. Think about it.
That is in Washington, that is the re-
ward for doing a lousy job. We go back
and ask you to do more.

Mr. Speaker, it is about time that we
rethought the model and went back to
parents and teachers. The difference
here in Washington is when we cannot
keep the books on an $800 million pro-
gram, now in my home town the mayor
invited my wife and I to a dinner. And
we went to dinner and saw that many
of the other council members did not
have their spouses along.

After a few minutes I kind of asked
him, I said, why is my wife here and
there is a couple of other wives, but
why aren’t some of the other spouses
here? The answer was, well, every din-
ner costs us $11 and we really do not
have it all in our budget.

At a local level, people are worrying
about dollars, $10, $100, $1,000; $1,000 is
a lot to many people at the local level.
In Washington when a $400 million, $600
million agency cannot keep its books,
remember what that means. It means
that we cannot tell where the money is
going or whether the money has been
used for the intended purpose that Con-
gress allocated that money to that in-
stitution for. When an organization in
Washington says we cannot tell you
where the money went, our response is:
Great job, we need your help, we are
going to expand your role, and we are
going to give you $200 million more.

Mr. Speaker, that is why this system
feeds bureaucracy, feeds bureaucrats
and has at the end of its system, way

down at the end is a student. That is
why in Washington today, when the
dollar comes into Washington, the bu-
reaucracy sucks up 35 to 40 cents of
every dollar and never lets us get it
back to the student.

I just want to give one more anecdote
about why we do not need a million
new tutors in Washington. It is already
being done. The State of Delaware had
a hearing in Delaware, has one Con-
gressman. There are 434 of us, 435 of us.
In one congressional district, the State
of Delaware, they already have 5,000
volunteers. And do you know what? It
is because parents and teachers wanted
to help students, and they made the de-
cision all on their own.

What we now have in Washington is
saying, they cannot do that. They need
a bureaucracy to tell them. Let us
spend $200 million doing that and we do
not. In my hometown, churches are
embracing schools. They are sending
tutors in, professionals are going in
and helping children. It is already hap-
pening. We do not need to move $200
million. We do not need to move $5,000
from 40,000 American families to Wash-
ington to get tutors to our kids. It is
already happening.

Mr. Speaker, if we take a look at
some of the other things that we
learned about what the President is
proposing from our hearing in Dela-
ware, Delaware had some problems
with education. They are making a
turnaround. The Governor talked
about and many other witnesses talked
about what is enabling Delaware to
make a difference. Now no, it is not
more Federal programs. Like I said,
with tutoring they made the difference
on their own without any Federal help.
Local ownership is what enabled them
to produce excellent standards. They
worked on developing standards.

They do not need a Federal mandate.
They do not want national standards.
Federal standards, the President wants
to establish standards and work on cur-
riculum and wants to do it in a Wash-
ington bureaucracy. What did we learn
about standards? Think about what a
standard is. A standard is what we are
going to tell and teach this student in
a classroom. It is one of the most im-
portant things that we have in edu-
cation.

What do we expect this student to
learn during this period of time in the
classroom, working with that teacher
and this parent? There are some that
believe that we can develop these
standards in Washington, funnel them
through some bureaucrats and put it to
the student. Sorry. Delaware’s experi-
ence says, this is a very important
issue. When you are talking about this
student, when you are talking about
this parent who knows the name of this
student and that teacher who cares
about that student, they are not real
interested in a standard coming from
Washington. They want to be an active
participant in designing the standards
for what that student will learn. They
may want some help from outside

agencies talking about what other peo-
ple are doing, but they want to work
through that process.

Mr. Speaker, in Delaware they went
through it. They took 3 years to de-
velop standards. But at the end of that
3-year process, parents, students, and
teachers are brought in and agree with
much of what was developed because
they were involved in the process. A
parent understands why there are cer-
tain criteria. They understand what is
going on be taught and how it is going
to be taught. It is a difficult process,
but when you are dealing with edu-
cation and you try to cut the corners
and when you try to cut out parents
and when you try to cut out teachers,
it just does not work.

There is no way a Federal mandated
standard will ever work, and, if the
Federal mandated standard does not
work, Federal testing will never work
because what parent is going to feel
good about a national test based on a
national standard that they do not buy
into. We need parents involved in this
process, and we cannot short-circuit
this process through a bureaucracy.

Mr. Ferguson, the acting State super-
intendent, said, regarding their stand-
ards, the important thing about these
standards is that they are our stand-
ards. They are the standards of this
community. They are the standards of
this State. They are the standards of
this parent and these teachers, and
they were not given to us, they have a
sense of ownership.

We have gone around the country. We
have taken a look at all different kinds
of innovations. We have seen that the
wonderful thing about working on this
project is on a national basis you hear
some of the horror stories about what
is going on in education and we are
concerned about that.

The other thing that we are seeing is
whether you are in New York City,
whether you are in LA, whether you
are in Phoenix, whether you are in Chi-
cago in a public housing project,
whether you are in Cleveland or wheth-
er you are in Milwaukee or Detroit, or
whether you are in west Michigan, we
are seeing some great schools. The
thing about these great schools is that
in most cases, if not all cases, in those
communities parents, students and
teachers have been given the flexibility
to design the school and the system
that works for them.

Mr. Speaker, they are not facing a
mandate. This is the kind of school
that you need to have. They are work-
ing on designing things because in each
of those areas the schools need to be
different because the needs of the stu-
dents in each community are different.
Not the need for what they are going to
learn, they need to learn the same
kinds or similar things, but where they
come from, the environment that they
come from, and so each school has dif-
ferent challenges. Each school has dif-
ferent opportunities and communities
need the flexibility.

That is why you see charters. And
the charters in Delaware are different
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than the charters in Delaware, which
are different than the charter schools
in Phoenix and these choices in local
communities. The choice in Delaware
allows full public school choice so a
parent can choose the program and the
school and the curriculum that best
meets the needs of their child. It is en-
abling parents to become consumers of
education. It is empowering parents. It
is empowering students and it is em-
powering teachers.

One of the most exciting things that
is happening is that the National Edu-
cation Association, the National Edu-
cation Association, the organization
that represents teachers, they are
going to get involved in the charter
school effort. They are going to start I
believe four charter schools in different
parts of the country. If anybody should
be establishing charter schools, I want
our teachers to do it. They should be
more knowledgeable and better
equipped about what needs to go on in
the classroom than almost anybody
else in our society, those front-line
teachers. I am excited about the oppor-
tunity and the learning that we can
achieve when the National Education
Association sets up its charter schools
and how that may be a catalyst for
learning and for change that can just
go throughout our entire public school
system, unleashing teachers from the
rules and the regulations and the bu-
reaucrats and the bureaucracies that
have been defining for them what they
need to do, rather than empowering
them to do what they want to do and
how they can best help their kids.

Can you imagine empowered teachers
working with consumers of education,
parents, all focused on what the stu-
dent needs? What a wonderful oppor-
tunity to improve education in Amer-
ica and what a much better picture and
what a much more optimistic picture
that is for America and American edu-
cation than one which focuses on bu-
reaucracy and bureaucrats.
f

ARTS AND EDUCATION
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

GEKAS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 1997, the
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
SLAUGHTER] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about one of the best
things that we can do in education for
our children. It has been proven over
and over again what a wonderful effect
it has on them.

Would it surprise you to know that a
child in a school in the United States
that has 4 years of arts programs, the
verbal scores on the SAT’s go up 67
points and the math scores go up 45?
Would it amaze you to know that the
most important thing we can do to cut
the dropout rate and the absenteeism
is to have children participate in art,
proven over and over and over again.

One of the most important ways that
we can give a child self-esteem, and so

many of them need it, is to give them
the ability to create. And once again,
we have learned over and over and over
again that children who create do not
destroy.

All this is done in simple programs in
schools all over the United States. And
every parent that has ever put on the
refrigerator door the drawing brought
from home or the little plaster cast of
the hand, the things that we keep for-
ever, I think probably everything that
my children ever touched is stored
away in a box somewhere where I like
to take them out and look at them for
my memories, every parent who has
ever experienced that knows the won-
derful feeling that that child has of
being able to create and to express.

We are losing whole generations of
children these days to violence, to ab-
senteeism, to disinterest, the inability
to learn.
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What happens? A country faced with
problems like that, that says at the
same time we are going to turn our
back on the one simple cheap thing
that we can do to benefit these chil-
dren. Does it work? You bet.

I wrote legislation to educate home-
less children in the United States. It is
an astonishing fact that every day in
this country between 750,000 and 1 mil-
lion children are homeless. It is not
their fault. Their parents used to work;
they just do not anymore.

A lot of people do not understand
what homelessness means to a child.
They can go to a shelter, but they can
only stay there a certain number of
days and then they have to move. Or
they can live in a State park or a local
park maybe 2 weeks, and then they
have to move. It is in every respect a
nomadic existence.

So we have these numbers of children
in the United States unable to get
their education, because many times
they do not have their birth certifi-
cate. It was always a very important
thing for us in the United States. No
child went to school without their in-
oculations, their birth certificate, and
a permanent address.

This was not an indigenous popu-
lation in the United States. We had
never really took any plans or even dis-
cussed any plans on what we would do
about kids without a permanent ad-
dress or who maybe lost their birth
certificate in one of those many moves
they had to make. So a family that is
confronted, let us say, with putting
food on a table or duplicating a birth
certificate for $10, logically and sen-
sibly is going to opt for food on the
table for the children.

So we wrote a little piece of legisla-
tion here that said we do not care
whether they have their birth certifi-
cate or not. We know they are born,
they are standing in front of us. We
want them educated. The United
States cannot go into the next century
with children who are unhealthy, un-
trained, and uneducated.

One of the most important things,
again, that has been important to this
population and consequently to us is
the arts programs, is that we were able
to provide these children with the abil-
ity to be able to express themselves, to
be able to deal with what had happened
to them, for the first time to be able to
open up to a stranger as they discussed
the work that they had done.

So the United States over the years
has decided that art may not be too
important to us, or that maybe it is
only for the rich people who want to go
to the museums or the art galleries,
and for the rest of us it does not really
matter. Well, we could be meeting here
in a Quonset hut but we are not.

We are here in a work of art that
every day makes all of us who work
here not only understand how lucky we
are to have been elected, but how
blessed we are to work in this building
with the American eagle overhead and
our first President’s wonderful portrait
by Stuart over there that every
schoolchild knows. The first thing that
occurred to me when I got here was
that was the original. We have Lafay-
ette over here on the other side and all
the wonderful carvings of people who
have come before us.

What is it that really tells us what
kind of a nation, one that has dis-
appeared off the earth, was like? When
we excavate, how do we determine
whether they were enlightened, wheth-
er they were civilized? Simple. By the
art they left behind.

How do we explain to children grow-
ing up in the United States what it was
like for the pioneers, the people in
Conastoga wagons, the people who
opened up the West, the patriots? By
the art left behind. This Capitol is full
of it. This city is full of it. This city is
in many ways a work of art.

Can this country afford to be the
only industrial country on the face of
the earth that determines that art is
not important? I do not think so. There
is not an industrial country anywhere
on the planet that does not have a na-
tional budget for the arts; sometimes 1
or 2 percent of their total budget.

What do we do? President Nixon
started the National Endowment for
the Arts because he thought the United
States ought to make some statement
as well. And over the years we have
whittled away at the money and whit-
tled away at it until now, this year, we
are being asked to pay $136 million for
arts programs in every nook and cran-
ny in the United States, $136 million,
which is a great deal less than the
United States spends every year for
military bands.

It does not amount to a whole lot in
the scheme of things when we think
about what it does. Let me give my
colleagues some idea of what happens
there. Let us talk not about the beauty
of it but the economy.

The arts support 1.3 million jobs. The
nonprofit arts community generates
$36.8 billion annually in economic ac-
tivity. The arts produces $790 million
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